The Bachelor of Science program in Mechanical Engineering Technology is offered in three locations—
Klamath Falls, Portland Metro Center, and at the Seattle campus located at Boeing. In Klamath Falls



are able to analyze and design practical mechanical systems.

communicate effectively and work well on team-based engineering projects.
succeed in mechanical and manufacturing engineering positions.

pursue continued professional development.

The faculty planned an assessment cycle for the program’s educational objectives as



h. A recognition of the need for, and an ability to engage in lifelong learning
I.  An ability to understand professional, ethical and social responsibilities

J.



The Mechanical Engineering Technology faculty conducted formal assessment of four student learning outcomes
during 2012-13. These four outcomes have been mapped to the curriculum as shown in Appendix A. The four
outcomes are Outcome e An ability to function effectively on teams”; Outcome i “An ability to understand
professional, ethical and social responsibilities”; Outcome j “A respect for diversity and a knowledge of
contemporary professional, societal and global issues”; and Outcome k “A commitment to quality, timeliness, and
continuous improvement”.

The faculty assessed this outcome using the following performance criteria:
Student will be able to:
1. Identify and achieve goal/purpose.

2. Assume roles and responsibilities as appropriate.
3.






Table 4. Assessment Results for SLO e, winter 2010, Portland Campus, faculty ratings

Strengths: Student divided work up and assign responsibilities without problems.

Weaknesses: Projects/expectations set too high, as time went on both motivation and performance decreased.
*Make sure teams are large enough to absorb small disturbances, increase attendance at meetings/work assn.

Indirect Assessment #2 Wilsonville Campus

The faculty asked same group of students to rate their group’s performance using the same criteria as the faculty

in Table 4 above. The results are summarized in Table 5 below.

Minimum
Performance Criteria Assessment Measurement Acceptable Results
Method Scale Performance

Identify/achieve goal/purpose | Rubric, team 1-4 proficiency | 80% score 3 or | 100%
project scale 4

Assume roles/responsibilities Rubric, team 1-4 proficiency | 80% score 3 or | 100%
project scale 4

Interacts appropriately Rubric, team 1-4 proficiency | 80% score 3or | 100%
project scale 4

Reconciles differences Rubric, team 1-4 proficiency | 80% score 3or | 100%
project scale 4

Shares appropriately Rubric, team 1-4 proficiency | 80% score 3 or | 100%
project scale 4

Develops strategies Rubric, team 1-4 proficiency | 80% score 3 or | 100%
project scale 4

Cultural Adaptation Rubric, team 1-4 proficiency | 80% score 3 or | 100%
project scale 4

Table 5. Assessment Results for SLO e, winter 2010, Portland Campus, student ratings

Strengths: Students appear confident in the ability to work in teams.

Weaknesses: None

Direct Assessment #3 Seattle Campus

The faculty assessed this outcome in MECH/MET 316 Machine Design 11 winter term 2013, using a team
project, scoring each group with a rubric. There were five teams comprised of students from Mechanical
Engineering, Mechanical Engineering Technology and Manufacturing Engineering Technology. The results are

shown in Table 4 below.

Minimum
Performance Criteria Assessment Measurement Acceptable Results
Method Scale Performance

Identify/achieve goal/purpose | Rubric, team 1-4 proficiency | 80% score 3 or | 100%
project scale 4

Assume roles/responsibilities Rubric, team 1-4 proficiency | 80% score 3 or | 100%
project scale 4

Communicates effectively Rubric, team 1-4 proficiency | 80% score 3 or | 100%
project scale 4

Reconciles disagreements Rubric, team 1-4 proficiency | 80% score 3 or | 100%
project scale 4

Shares appropriately Rubric, team 1-4 proficiency | 80% score 3 or | 100%
project scale 4

Develops strategies Rubric, team 1-4 proficiency | 80% score 3or | 100%
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project scale



Direct Assessment #1 Klamath Campus

The faculty assessed this outcome in senior project, using a rubric-graded ethics homework assignment. There
were 4 mechanical engineering technology (MET) students involved in the assessment. The results are shown in
Table 6 below.

Minimum
Performance Criteria Assessment Measurement Acceptable MET
Method Scale Performance Results
Knowledge of professional code | Rubric-graded lto4 80% score 3or | 100%
of ethics assignment proficiency 4
scale
Describes ethics issue Rubric-graded lto4 80% score 3or | 100%
assignment proficiency 4
scale
Describes parties involved and ~ Rubric-graded lto4 80% score 3 or
points of view assignment proficiency 4
scale



Strengths: Except for 1 student, all students did well and demonstrated a good understanding of ethical issues, as
well as how to resolve issues by analyzing alternatives and benefits/risks.

Weaknesses: None were identified
Direct Assessment #3 Seattle Campus

The faculty assessed this outcome in MET 491, senior project, using a rubric-graded ethics homework assignment
that was the same one used at the Klamath Campus. There only one student



prepared and 42.11% indicated that they were prepared on this learning outcome. In addition students were asked
to rate themselves on their ability to perform at a professional level for each of 12 criteria (timeliness, quality,
attitude, punctuality, attendance, integrity, interpersonal skills, following policies and procedures, work ethic and
personal appearance). All 19 students rated themselves as meeting or exceeding expectation in all areas of
professionalism.

The faculty assessed this outcome using the following performance criteria:

The student will be able to:
Performance criteria for diversity:

1. Demonstrate knowledge of the importance of communicating, interacting, and working positively with
individuals from other cultural groups.
a. Demonstrates understanding of social customs of a foreign country.
b. Demonstrates understanding of business etiquette of a foreign country.
c. Demonstrates understanding of engineering production issues of a foreign country.

Performance criteria for professional, societal and global issues:

2. Demonstrate knowledge of global, societal or professional issues, including impact of engineering
solutions, such as economic globalization, sustainability, energy issues, etc.
a. Defines and explains the issue
b. Identifies key elements of the issue
c. Demonstrates understanding of impact of engineering solution(s)

Direct Assessment #1 Klamath Campus

The faculty assessed this outcome in senior project, using a rubric-graded diversity homework assignment. There
were 4 mechanical engineering technology students involved in the assessment. The results are shown in Table
10 below.
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Minimum
Performance Criteria Assessment Measurement Acceptable
Method Scale Performance
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technology responded to the survey, representing all sites. For SLO j, 36.84%% indicated that they were highly
prepared and 57.89%% indicated that they were prepared on this learning outcome.

The faculty
assessed this outcome using the following performance criteria:

1. Demonstrates responsibility for quality in personal work.
2. Meets deadlines and follows personal schedules.
3. Reevaluates work/designs with the aim to improve

Direct Assessment #1: Klamath Falls
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Strengths: Although all students did not perform up to 1 or 2, MET students all did well
Weaknesses: None noted

Indirect Assessment #1 MMET Undergraduate Exit Survey

During the spring term, each graduating senior completes an exit survey. The survey includes questions on how
well the program prepared the student on each SLO. This survey data is reviewed by faculty to determine any
strengths or weaknesses as perceived by students on this SLO. A total of 19 seniors in mechanical engineering
technology responded to the survey, representing all sites. For SLO k, 52.63% indicated that they were highly
prepared and 47.37% indicated that they were prepared on this learning outcome.

The MMET Department sent out a survey to alumni and employers regarding the program educational objectives
for all programs in the department in spring 2013.

Table 16 summarizes the ratings of employers of MMET graduates as well as their perceived level of importance
for each objective. There were 17 employers who responded to the survey.

Program Educational Objective Graduates Graduates Extremely Very
Exceed Meets Important Important
Expectations | Expectations

Success in entry-level positions 50.0% 41.67% 33.33% 44.44%
Ability to analyze practical o o 0 0
mechanical systems 27.27% 63.64% 25% 75%
Ability to design practical mechanical 27 97% 63.64% 12 5% 87.5%
systems
Ability to improve practical
mechanical systems 36.36% 54.55% 25% 62.5%

Ability to communicate effectively in
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The faculty felt that the data is representative of the type of student enrolled in our engineering and technology
programs. While some of them may pursue graduate studies, many are more drawn to working in a hands-on
environment, and may be less inclined to work towards higher degrees and research. Many of them are excelling
and satisfied with the path that their careers are currently taking.

May 29, 2013 the program faculty met to discuss the assessment results on the student learning
outcomes, summarized below:

Strengths: Teams learned to pull together and achieve their goals; learning was part of the process.
Weaknesses: Students need additional knowledge and skills associated with project management prior to senior
year. Students lack cultural awareness and communication training (gender communication) to be effective in

diverse teams. Both students and faculty identify sharing work load appropriately as the greatest weakness. Time
management seems to be an issue that leads to team dysfunction.

Actions:
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Actions: None needed at this time.

Comments: The faculty commented on the results from this assessment activity related to program
educational objectives that included current students, alumni and industry representatives that are
currently employing our graduates. Please refer to those comments in the previous section to review
our findings. For now, the objectives seem to be well aligned with not only our own interpretation of
the objectives but also with the needs expressed by industry in general. We do not want to make any
changes unless there is clear evidence that the majority of people involved in the programs see it as
necessary. This is an area that we continually want to monitor to stay aware of any changes or
suggestions made by these 3 groups.

Following the review of 2011-12 assessment results for outcomes d, f and M1 and 1AC
recommendations, MGT 445 Project Management was added as a required course spring of junior year.
The new requirement will be in the 2013-14 catalogue for new freshmen, in addition current students
are being advised to select MGT 445 as the business/management restricted elective in the junior year.
It is expected that improvement from this change will be apparent when these outcomes are assessed in
2014-15.

Senior project faculty provided students with the Oregon Tech public speaking rubric prior to their final
senior project presentations based on the recommendation from the assessment of outcome g
(communication) in 2010-11. The intent of this action was to help students focus on their presentation
skills that have been taught in prior courses. Faculty rated each senior project team’s presentation using
the same rubric. The results of the initial assessment in 2010-11 and spring 2013 are shown in Tables 20
and 21 respectively.

Minimum
Performance Criteria | Assessment Measurement Acceptable Klamath | Portland
Method Scale Performance Results | Results
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Method Scale Performance Results

Content Rubric-graded | 1to 4 80% score 3 or 4 | 100%
presentation | proficiency scale

Organization Rubric-graded | 1to 4 80% score 3 or4 | 100%
presentation | proficiency scale

Style Rubric-graded | 1to 4 80% score 3 or4 | 100%
presentation | proficiency scale

Delivery Rubric-graded | 1to 4 80% score 3or4 | 100%
presentation | proficiency scale

Visuals Rubric-graded | 1to 4 80% score 3 or 4 | 100%
presentation | proficiency scale

Table 21. Assessmen

17













Appendix A4
SLO-
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The performance criteria for this learning outcome are:

Identify and achieve goal/purpose.

Assume roles and responsibilities as appropriate.

Interact appropriately with team/group members.

Recognize and help reconcile differences among team/group members.
Share appropriately in work of team/group.

Develop strategies for effective action.

ok wnE

OIT Ethics Rubric

Performance Limited or No
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SLO j: A respect for diversity and a knowledge of contemporary professional, societal and

global issues.
Performance Limited or No = Some Proficiency Proficiency High Proficiency
Criteria Proficiency (1) (@) (3) 4
Understand  Does not Realizes that Understands Understands
global impact understand that  engineering engineering engineering
of engineering engineering solutions have a decisions have a  decisions have a
decisions solutions have a  global impact but  global impact and global impact, can
global impact. has difficulty can explain several analyze examples,
giving examples.  examples. and can reflect on
impact of proposed
engineering
solutions.
Understand  Has littleorno  Has little Has some Has an
macro- understanding of understanding of  understanding of  understanding of
economic macro- macro-economics  macro-economics macro-economics
impact of economics. and the effects of  and the impacts on and the impact of
engineering engineering it from engineering solution
solutions solutions. Can not  engineering on it. Can explain
give examples of  solutions. Can give examples and reflect
such impacts. examples. on the impact new
solutions may have.
Understand  Does not believe Believes Understands
environmental that engineering engineering engineering
and social decisions have a solutions have a decisions have
impact of social or social and/or social and/or
engineering  environmental  environmental environmental
decisions impact. impact but can't impacts. Can
relate this to a desct15f02eWWBT/E

particular situation.
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