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	1. “An ability to apply knowledge of mathematics, science, and engineering.”


BE SURE to enter the semester. This will become a progressive document to which you add information each semester. Take as many lines as you need for each section.
Initial Evidence of Student Learning:
[SPRING 2009]  From the course ME101 (Section 1), a significant concern was that a very large fraction of the class (22 out of 49 students) were earning less than passing grades (score of 70 out of 100) on average homework scores.  While some students may still have had proficiency not necessarily reflected in average homework score, it was suspected that either lack of proficiency or lack of engagement was the reason for such poor performance.  The average final exam score for this semester’s class was 71.3.
Change(s) to Curriculum or Pedagogy:

[FALL 2009]  Homework in spring 2009 was drawn from parametrically modifying given values of standard textbook problems.  For example, if a textbook problem asked to solve the velocity of an object after 5 seconds, the assigned homework might have asked to solve the same problem using 10 seconds instead.  As a potential way of promoting more active engagement, homework in the fall 2009 semester was instructor-generated anew.  Some problems were based on contemporary events, more emphasis was placed on questions addressed in 2nd person (i.e. “you” rather than “he/she”).  Although many were drawn from “textbook” problems, the scenarios were drawn from a variety of textbooks other than the standard one used in class, and most were altered such that it was non-obvious from where the problem originated.
Evidence of Student Learning after Change.
[FALL 2009]  The evidence of student learning after the change in homework is based on final exam performance.  The figure below compares student performance on the final exam for the Spring 2009 class of 47 students, and the Fall 2009 class of 49 students, revealing a shift in mean from 73.7 (out of 100) in Fall 2009, compared to an average of 71.3 in Spring 2009.
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The average homework scores as shown below exhibit a skewed distribution.  The original concern of having a significant fraction below passing level (below 70/100) is evident.  What is encouraging is that the lower peak was reduced and shifted toward the right after the change in how homework was originated.  The comparison of histograms below suggests that fewer students exhibited poor proficiency or lack of engagement, and the higher performance in homework (average 74.6 in fall 2009 compared to 68.4 in spring 2009) is in correlated agreement with the observed improvement in final exam performance. 
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