
PLO No. 6 Report   

Assessment Measures and Results 
At Cal Poly’s Construction Management Department, PLO 6 (Analyze professional decisions based on 
ethical principles) is assessed using four different instruments, listed below.  

Assessment Measure 1: Embedded Essay in Exams Direct Measure 
Essay questions are embedded in an exam in the CM 334 – Construction Law course.  All students must 
complete this course to graduate, so all students are assessed.  The embedded essay questions were 
initiated in Fall 2017, and results from the embedded assignment are collected each quarter. 

Our goal is that at least 100% of students identify at least one primary trait when answering the 
question, and that at t least 80% of students receive a score of 60% or better.  In each of the assessment 
quarters, with the exception of Spring 2019, student performance has not achieved this goal. 

Assessment Measure 2: Survey – Industry Employer Indirect Measure 
At the end of each academic year, surveys are sent out to industry members who recruit and employ Cal 
Poly Construction Management graduates assessing graduates’ abilities to analyze professional 
decisions based on ethical principles.  Surveys have been sent out in the spring of 2016 and each spring 
from 2108 through 2020. 

Our goal is that at least 50% of employers assess students’ ability as good or above.  In all years, over 
50% of employer responses assessed student ability as good or above, with responses hovering in the 
mid-to high- 80s over the last three years. 

Assessment Measure 3: Survey – Graduating Senior/Recent Alumni Indirect Measure 
At the end of each academic year, surveys are sent out to graduating seniors assessing personal abilities 
to analyze professional decisions based on ethical principles.  Surveys have been sent out in the spring 
of 2016 and each spring from 2108 through 2020. 

Our goal is that at least 65% of students indicate their ability as good or above.  We have met our target 
each year.  For each year, 92% (2016), 94% (2018), 96% (2019), and 94% (2020) of students answered 
good and above. 

Assessment Measure 4: AIC Exam Results Indirect Measure 
Starting in academic year 2018-2019, as part of CM 461, all students must complete the AIC exam in 
order to graduate.  Although a few students completed the AIC prior to Fall 2018, most of the results are 
from Fall 2018 onward. 

Our goal is that our students perform either at or above the national average at each exam date. With 
the exception of Spring 2019, student average scores are greater than or equal to the national average. 

 

Evaluation of Assessment Data 

 

 
This PLO is of medium concern to the department.  Students are performing below 
expectations for the direct assessment, but meeting or exceeding expectations for each 
of the indirect measures.   
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The direct assessment instrument is considered valid for this evaluation.  Ethics educations is 
adequately addressed in the curricula by its inclusion within CM334. However, learning outcomes are 
not meeting expectations.  It is recommended to the faculty who teach CM334 that they place more 
time and attention on bid shopping and review their teaching strategies to achieve the objective of 
motivating students, especially low performing students, to be able to recognize bid shopping and 
perform competent analysis of the ethics thereto. Irrevocability of subcontractor bids is another area 
where learning outcomes are falling short of expectations. It is recommended to the teaching faculty 
that they find ways of integrating irrevocability into discussions of applied ethics in bidding practices. 
  
Student results are further explained later in this report. 
 
Quality Improvement Plan  

Data for this PLO is collected quarterly by the PLO Champion.  At the end of each academic year, a team 
of two to three faculty members review a sample of student work using a rubric.  This sample includes 
essays from each of the quarters; the results of the review are provided to the Outcomes Assessment 
Committee at the end of each academic year. 

Industry and graduating senior surveys are collected each spring.  Results from the AIC exam are 
collected after each exam is conducted (November and April).  Results from surveys and the AIC exam 
are housed by the Outcomes Assessment Committee. 

Every three years, the annually collected data will be analyzed by the faculty, with identification of 
strengths, weaknesses, and recommendations for curricular change, program change, or assessment 
instrument modifications.  This analysis will happen in the following years: 

2022/2023 2025/2026 2028/2029 2031/2032 
 

Actions Taken 
As a result of the assessment data collected, the department has taken the following actions: 

 In May 2019, the assignment was evaluated by two of the course instructors; a sample 
population of twenty-three (23) essay answer were selected from the final exam collections of 
eight sections of CM334. Two or three essay answers were randomly selected from each 
section. The commissioning team selected three essays at random and evaluated them 
together, establishing the norms for the assessment. Then the team separated, evaluating each 
of the 20 remaining essays independently. Meeting again to compare results, it was decided to 
review each of the 20 essays again together. In so doing a consensus grade was arrived at for 
each of the 23 essays.   

 During the Fall 2019 retreat, the assessment instrument and preliminary results were reviewed.   
 The curriculum was evaluated; it was recommended that other classes can embed this content, 

including CM 313 (introduce), CM 334 (introduce and reinforce), and CM 413 (master).   
 During Fall 2019 retreat, it was determined that the assessment is embedded in the correct 

class, and no changes need to be made at this time. 
 During the Fall 2020 retreat, the assessment results were reviewed by faculty representatives.  A 

weakness was noted for the 334 course; too many topics relating to ethics are embedded in the 
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course.  Suggestions for change include adding more cases on irrevocability, and integration of 
ethics into earlier courses in the curriculum, working with faculty in the College of Liberal Arts. 

 



Assessment Summary 
PLO No. 6 – Analyze Ethics 
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Assessment Measures 2 & 3 
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Assessment Measure 4 
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Resulting Actions and Follow-Up 
PLO No. 6 – Analyze Ethics 

Original Assessment Measure 
Fall 2017 Introduced in CM 334. 

Modifications to Original Assessment Measure 
May 2019 PLO commissioning completed.  Recommendations for program improvement include: 

Ethics educations is adequately addressed in the curricula by its inclusion within 
CM334. However, learning outcomes are not meeting expectations. We recommend to 
the faculty who teach CM334 that they place more time and attention on bid shopping 
and review their teaching strategies to achieve the objective of motivating students, 
especially low performing students, to be able to recognize bid shopping and perform 
competent analysis of the ethics thereto. Irrevocability of subcontractor bids is another 
area where learning outcomes are falling short of expectations. We recommend to the 
teaching faculty that they find ways of integrating irrevocability into discussions of 
applied ethics in bidding practices. 

  



Assessment Measure 1: Background 
PLO No. 6 – Analyze Ethics 

PLO Number and Description 
PLO 6 – Ethics: Analyze professional decisions based on ethical principles. 

Method of Assessment 
One short essay question will be embedded in each section’s final exam. Written responses will be 
collected at the end of each quarter and provided to the Outcomes Assessment Team. These responses 
will be assessed against a primary trait scoring rubric. 

Assessment Reasoning 
The analysis of professional decisions will touch and concern many different ethical principles. The key 
ethical principles that touch and concern this assessment question are identified as “primary traits.” 
Since not all primary traits are equal in importance, they are weighted. More coverage is given within 
CM334 to primary traits with greater weight. Primary traits and their weights are as follows: 

1. Bid shopping (weight = 20) 
2. Irrevocability of Subcontractor’s Bid (weight = 10) 
3. Collusion (weight = 10) 
4. Professional Stature (weight = 10) 
5. Other ethics principles (weight = 5) 

“Ranking” is awarded for each primary trait that is identified within a student’s answer. Ranking is as 
follows: 

4 -   A well-written, superior response that addresses all aspects of the primary trait. Though it may 
have some minor faults, it is well conceived and detailed. 

3 - A competently-written response that may be weak in some aspects of the primary trait: e.g., it 
may slight one of the parts of the trait it may not be as clearly organized as a superior response; 
it may have some minor grammatical inconsistencies. 

2 - A response that identifies the primary trait but is descriptive or narrative, clichéd, overly 
repetitious, generally superficial, or not exhibiting sufficient insight or reason. 

1 - A response that identifies the primary train but shows very little understanding, insight or 
reason. 

0 - Silence on this primary trait. 
Scores are determined as the sum of the products of “Ranking” x “Weight.” The target score is 60, 
representing a ranking of 3 (competently-written response) for bid shopping (weight of 20.} The 
objective can be met by meeting this target or by identifying other primary traits with adequate analysis 
of each primary trait so identified. Students should be able to identify one or more primary traits and 
express their ethical principles with sufficient clarity and detail. 

Data Collection and Distribution 
At the end of each quarter, responses to the assessment question will be extracted from each final exam 
of every student in each section of CM334.  All student responses will be assessed using a primary trait 
grading rubric.  On an annual basis, a sample of extracted assessment questions will be reviewed against 
the rubric.  Results will be summarized in an excel document listing the percentage of students 



Assessment Measure 1: Background 
PLO No. 6 – Analyze Ethics 
identifying at least one or more primary traits in their analysis of the assessment question, and the 
percentage of students who have earned a score of 60 or better. 

Result Expectations 
Achievement of the learning outcome is demonstrated by two achievements: 1) 100% of students can 
identify at least one or more primary traits 1 thru 4 in their analysis of the assessment question, and; 2) 
80% of students have earned a score of 60 or better. 

 



Assessment Measure 1: Questions and Results 
PLO No. 6 – Analyze Ethics 

Question: 
The exercise and example of student work will be provided in the assessment folder. 

Assessment Results: 
Exam responses were collected from Fall 2017 through Winter 2019.  In May 2019, a random sample of 
essays from each quarter were chosen and evaluated; total essays evaluated in May 2019 numbered 23.  
In Spring 2019, all student’s essays were assessed against the rubric.  Following this sampling, results 
were collected for Spring 2019, Winter 2020, and Spring 2020.   

Results are included in the table below.  

  F17-W19* S19 F19 W20 S20 
Part 1           
Percentage of students who identified at least 
one primary trait 96% 100%   90% 94% 
Target for passing 100% 100%   100% 100% 
Part 2           
Percentage of students who received a 60% or 
better 61% 93%   71% 61% 
Target for passing 80% 80%   80% 80% 
Number of students in class 23 28   31 33 
Number of students who took the exam 23 28   31 33 

      
*A sample of responses were reviewed, scored, and analyzed for the quarters from Fall 2017 through 
Winter 2019 

 

 



Assessment Measures 2 & 3: Details 
PLO No. 6 – Analyze Ethics 

Method of Assessment 
Surveys are sent out each year to industry employers, graduating seniors, and recent alumni.  Surveys 
ask respondents to rank each of the 25 PLOs against student performance with the scale of (1) unable to 
assess; (2) poor; (3) fair; (4) good; (5) very good; (6) excellent. 

Industry employers are asked to rate their perception of Cal Poly student performance for each of the 
25 PLOs. 

Graduating seniors and recent alumni are asked to rank their individual performance in each PLO area 
based on their individual perception.  

Assessment Reasoning 
The surveys are used to identify overall how the program is perceived by industry and how students 
perceive their attainment of each individual PLO. 

Data Collection and Distribution 
Annually, each spring, a member of the outcomes assessment committee sends out a survey to (1) 
industry employers; (2) graduating seniors; and (3) recent alumni using Survey Monkey.  Results are 
collected from each group, shared with the outcomes assessment committee, and shared with the 
department at the fall retreat. 

Result Expectations 
The goal is that 50% of employers answer good or above and 65% of graduating students and recent 
alumni answer good and above. 

Employer Survey Results by Year 
  2016 2018 2019 2020 
Number of Responses 23 34 25 30 
Unable to assess 0% 9% 4% 10% 
Poor 0% 0% 0% 0% 
Fair 0% 6% 8% 3% 
Good 17% 26% 24% 17% 
Very good 52% 44% 48% 33% 
Excellent 30% 15% 16% 37% 
Sum: Very good & Excellent 83% 59% 64% 70% 
Sum: Good & above 100% 85% 88% 87% 
Target 50% 50% 50% 50% 

 

 



Assessment Measures 2 & 3: Details 
PLO No. 6 – Analyze Ethics 

Graduating Seniors and Recent Alumni Results by Year 
 

  2016 2018 2019 2020 
Number of Responses 13 18 28 19 
Unable to assess 8% 6% 0% 0% 
Poor 0% 0% 0% 0% 
Fair 0% 0% 4% 6% 
Good 15% 11% 25% 33% 
Very good 31% 44% 46% 17% 
Excellent 46% 39% 25% 44% 
Sum: Very good & Excellent 77% 83% 71% 61% 
Sum: Good & above 92% 94% 96% 94% 
Target 65% 65% 65% 65% 



Assessment Measure 4: Details 
PLO No. 6 – Analyze Risk 

Method of Assessment 
Students will take the American Institute of Constructors (AIC) Level 1 Certification Exam during their 
junior or senior year.   

Assessment Reasoning 
The AIC exam has mapped ACCE student learning outcomes to questions in their exam; these results can 
be used to assess ACCE’s 20 student learning outcomes. 

Data Collection and Distribution 
Upon completion of the exam (held twice a year), results are sent from the AIC to a designated faculty 
member.  These results include individual student performance by each ACCE SLO as well as national 
averages.  The faculty member distributes the results to the data team for recording and results are 
shared at departmental meetings. 

Result Expectations 
The goal is that the school average is higher than the national average for each test period. 

AIC Exam Results by Date 
AIC Exam Results - PLO No.6 

  
Winter 
2016 

Winter 
2017 

Spring 
2018 

Spring 
2019 

Winter 
2019 

Spring 
2020** 

School Average 95% 82% 75% 69% 73% #N/A 
National Average 79% 74% 74% 73% 73% #N/A 
Number of students who took the 
exam 1 9 10 4 97 0 
Number of Students who Passed Exam 1 6 6* 0 79 0 

       
*one student left the exam early and this student's results are not included in the results  
**Exams cancelled due to COVID-19       

       
 

 

 


