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1.  INTRODUCTION 

 

The Mechatronic Engineering Program Improvement Plan, edition 2 (October 23, 2008) 

documents the educational objectives, outcomes, and progress to make improvements to the 

program. 

 

This document, the Mechatronic Engineering Annual Program Improvement Report, 

provides a summary of findings and actions for the 2010-2011 academic year resulting 

primarily from the implementations of the Mechatronic Engineering Program Improvement 

Plan. This report is divided into three main sections: actions taken in 2010-2011 to improve 

the program, assessment data gathered in 2010-2011, and recommendations for improvements 

to the Program based on the assessment results. While some detailed data are reported here, 

more complete data can be found in the assessment files in the file cabinet located in the 

Department storeroom (OCNL 436A) and on the on-line Vista MMEM Resources 

Community. 

 

2. ACTIONS TAKEN IN 2010-2011 TO IMPROVE THE PROGRAM 

 

2.1 Areas Recommended for Improvement in 2009-2010 Annual Report 

 

The 2009-2010 Annual Program Improvement Report identified three areas to consider 

for improvements. These areas are faculty performance, curriculum changes, and program 

outcome assessment process. Actions taken during 2010-2011 in the recommended areas 

are described in the following. 

 

2.1.1 Faculty 

 

Sub-areas recommended for improvement in the faculty satisfaction in the 2009-

2010 Annual Program Improvement Report include instructional quality, quality of 

courses, career information from the Department, and students’ willingness to 

recommend Mechatronic Engineering program at CSU, Chico to others. Satisfaction 

with the identified sub-areas had a continuous declining trend in recent years. There 

were not specific actions recommended in the 2009-2010 Annual Program 

Improvement Report for improving the aforementioned sub-areas of faculty 

performance.  

 

Results from 2010 and 2011 senior surveys for these sub-areas are tabulated in Table 

A where ratings are on a Likert scale of 1-5 (with 5 being very satisfied). In 

comparison, satisfaction with most of these identified sub-areas saw improvement in 

the spring 2011 survey over those in the spring 2010 survey. Of the survey questions 

considered in Table A the satisfaction with “career information from your 

Department” posted the most significant improvement as the rating advanced from 

2.80 to 3.40. At the rating of 3.40 on a scale of 1 to 5, however, there is still plenty 

of room for improvement. The rating change could be a result of improving 
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economy that generated more internship and career opportunities that were 

communicated to the ECC College and the Department and announced to students. 

 

Table A: Averages of responses to questions related to faculty performance in 2010 and 

2011 Graduating Senior Surveys. (Likert scale of 1-5 with 5 being very satisfied) 
 

Questions in Senior Survey 
2010 

Rating 

2011 

Rating 

Quality of teaching by faculty in your department. (Q15) 3.70 3.65 

Access to faculty in your department. (Q17) 4.10 4.30 

Academic advising from your major advisor. (Q24) 3.60 3.90 

Career information from your department. (Q26) 2.80 3.40 

I would recommend my major program at CSU, Chico to others. (Q44) 4.08 4.20 

 

The satisfaction with quality of teaching by faculty in your department decreases 

slightly. Without specific recommendations in the 2009-2010 Annual Program 

Improvement Report, the following actions taken in 2010-2011 might have, if any 

at all, contributed to the increased student satisfaction of some identified 

weaknesses. 

 

1.  Rotated instructors so that the students did not have the same instructors for   

     certain courses every semester. 

 

2.  Complied and distributed Student Evaluation of Teaching (SET) results to    

     faculty. This might have provided motivation for better teaching. 

 

3.  Distributed received leads on internship and career opportunities to students  

     in a timely fashion. 

 

 

2.1.2 Curriculum   
 

The 2009-2010 Annual Program Improvement Report recommends consideration of 

strengthening statistics and eliminating engineering economics in Mechatronic 

Engineering curriculum. Both statistics and engineering economics are major 

components of CIVL 302 – Engineering Economics and Statistics . 

 

The component of statistics in CIVL 302 is a part that fulfills the math and sciences 

requirement for ABET accreditation. The desire for enhanced statistics coverage in 

CIVL 302 was conveyed to the Department of Civil Engineering. It is not clear if the 

statistics component in CIVL 302 has been changed in 2010-2011. 

 

There was no action taken to eliminate engineering economics from CIVL 302 as it 

is not a course taught by the Mechatronic Engineering faculty. The possibility of 

eliminating engineering economics, or CIVL 302 entirely, from the Mechatronic 

Engineering curriculum was briefly discussed by faculty, but quickly abandoned for 

the course has an added mission of fulfilling university General Education 

requirements. As CSU, Chico is revamping its General Education requirements, the 



 

Mechatronic Engineering Annual Program Improvement Report 2010-11                                                                         Page 5 of 26 

Department faculty has opted to preserve existing engineering courses, including 

CIVL 302, that can be double-counted as General Education courses. 

 

 

2.1.3 Assessment Process 
  

It was recommended in the 2009-2010 Improvement Report that the assessment 

record for Program Outcomes d, f, h, i, and j in CIVL 495 should be updated and 

made consistent with student course grades. As the MMEM Department has not 

received program outcome assessment data for CIVL 495 from 2010-2011, it is not 

clear if the recommended changes have been implemented.  

 

It was also recommended that the Graduating Senior Survey process should be 

modified so that the open-ended comments by Mechanical Engineering majors can 

be distinguished from those from Mechatronic Engineering majors. The 

recommendation was adopted in 2010-2011 and collected open-ended comments 

were separated based on academic majors. 

 

2.2 CURRUCULUM CHANGES AND UNIT REDUCTION 
 

        In response to the directives from CSU Chancellor’s Office, Provost at CSU Chico, and  

        ECC College Dean, the department faculty engaged in the discussion and finalized a  

        modified curriculum in spring 2011. The modification was aiming at (a) reducing total  

        units in the major for tuition savings and reducing time toward graduation for students 

        and (b) reducing average faculty workload with the goal of cost savings.  

 

        The restructuring was achieved by eliminating/adding courses and reducing units of some  

        courses. Changes made to the Mechatronic Engineering curriculum include: 

 

 1.  Unit reduction of MECH 140 from 3 to 2, change = 1 unit 

       2.  Unit reduction of MECA 482 from 4 to 3, change = 1 unit   

       3.  Deletion of technical elective course, change = 3 units  

       4.  Replacement of EECE 135 (3 units) with CSCI 111 (4 units), change = +1 unit 

       5.  Replacement of CSCI 221 (3 units) with EECE 337 (3 units), change = 0 units 

 

      As a result, the total units required for the degree was reduced from 132 to 128 (with units  

      in the major from 105 to 101) and the total faculty workload was reduced by over ten  

      WTUs (Weighted Teaching Units) per year assuming the same number of sections for all  

      courses.   

       

      These changes will be gradually implemented starting in Fall 2011, and fully implemented  

      in 2012-2013. Students taking these required courses with reduced units while following   

      2011 or older editions of university catalogs, or Major Academic Plans, will be allowed to  

      graduate with less than 132 units. The revised four-year curriculum will appear in the   

      2012-2013 university catalog. The new major Academic Plan (MAP) can be found in  

      Appendix A.  
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3.  ASSESSMENT DATA GATHERED IN 2010-2011  
 

3.1 Embedded Assessment of Program Outcomes 
 

Methods and results of Program Outcome assessment embedded in selected courses are 

summarized in Table B. As in the past, students not demonstrating basic competency in a 

measured outcome received an F or I (incomplete) for the course. For an incomplete to be 

changed to a grade other than an F, basic competency  is needed to be demonstrated in the 

specified Program Outcome. Note that in most courses some students received an F or I 

because basic competency was not demonstrated by the conclusion of the course. A 

complete list of identified program outcomes can be found in Appendix B. Sample 

Program Outcome assessment record sheet can be found in Appendix C. The Table B is 

not complete due to the lack of assessment data for CIVL 495 and EECE 343. 

 

         Table B:  Results of embedded assessment instruments and results for 2010-2011. 

Program 

Outcome 
Course Assessment Instrument 

Demonstration of basic 

competency above a 

minimum grade or score 

Number of MECA majors 

failing to demonstrate basic 

competency / Number of 

MECA majors enrolled in 

class 

Fall 2010 Spring 2011 

a MECH 340 Individual exams (×2) Average of C- or better not taught 1/24 

b1 MECA 440B Individual written test plan Pass/fail assessment not taught 1/19 

b2 MECA 380 Lab assignment 1.7/4.0 or better not taught 3/28 

c MECA 486 Design projects (×3)  Average B- or better  1/23 not taught  

d 
CIVL 495 No Data No Data No Data No Data 
MECA 440A Individual in group project Faculty advisor & peer evaluation 0/19 not taught 

e1 MECA 440A Individual assignment Pass/fail grading 0/19 not taught 

e2 MECA 482 Quizzes (×3) on system design  Average of C- or better 3/23 not taught 

f CIVL 495 No Data No Data No Data No Data 

g1 MECA 440A Individual final design review Pass/fail assessment 0/19 not taught 

g2 MECH 340 Individual design project Average of C or better not taught 1/24 

g3 MECH 340 Individual design project Average of C or better not taught 1/24 

h CIVL 495 No Data No Data No Data No Data 
i CIVL 495 No Data No Data No Data No Data 
j CIVL 495 No Data No Data No Data No Data 

k 
EECE 343 N/A N/A No Data No Data 
MECA 380 Individual assignment 11/18 or better not taught 2/28 

 

 

3.2 Graduating Senior Survey 
 

In spring 2011 an anonymous online survey of Mechatronic Engineering majors enrolled 

in MECA 440B was conducted. The survey questions are reproduced in Appendix D. The 

responses of all Mechatronic Engineering majors are documented in the College of 

Engineering, Computer Science, and Construction Management assessment report – ECC 

Senior Exit Survey Results, AY 2010-2011. The survey questions can be grouped into 

those relating to (1) demographics and post-graduate plans (which will not be discussed 
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further in this report), (2) educational satisfaction, (3) Program Outcomes, (4) project 

management skills, and (5) other outcomes. 

 

3.2.1 Educational Satisfaction 
  

Survey results for questions relating to educational satisfaction from 2005 to 2011 

and changes from 2010 to 2011 are tabulated in Table C and Figure 1, respectively. 

 

   Table C: Means of responses to survey questions regarding educational satisfaction 

      (5 level Likert scale: 1 = very dissatisfied and 5 = very satisfied; for question 44 only, 1 = strongly disagree and 5 = strongly agree.) 

No.  At Chico State, how satisfied were you with the . . . 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 2011 

15 Quality of teaching by faculty in your department 3.75  3.63  3.54  3.75  3.75  3.70  3.65  

16 Quality of teaching by other faculty 2.75  3.19  3.38  3.75  3.63  3.60  3.60  

17 Access to faculty in your department 4.25  4.38  4.00  3.88  4.19  4.10  4.30  

18 Availability of courses in your department 3.63  4.00  4.08  3.25  2.81  3.13  3.50  

19 Quality of courses in your department 3.75  3.69  3.69  3.50  3.69  3.62  3.80  

20 Access to lab facilities and equipment 3.88  3.94  3.62  3.50  3.75  3.38  4.20  

21 Quality of laboratories and equipment 3.38  3.63  2.69  3.00  3.25  3.35  3.60  

22 Access to computer facilities 4.33  4.25  4.00  4.38  4.13  3.87  4.15  

23 Quality of computer facilities 4.00  3.56  3.38  3.88  3.41  3.30  3.55  

24 Academic advising from your major advisor 3.00  3.00  3.17  3.38  3.84  3.60  3.90  

25 Academic advising from the Advising Office 2.57  2.86  2.85  2.88  3.13  3.32  3.60  

26 Career information from your department 3.19  2.88  3.38  3.13  2.77  2.80  3.40  

27 Availability of GE courses 3.44  4.13  3.54  3.63  3.69  3.65  3.50  

28 Quality of GE courses 3.06  3.56  3.00  3.25  3.13  3.20  3.11  

29 Overall quality of your education 3.75  3.94  3.85  3.63  3.88  3.90  3.90  

30 Your overall experience at Chico State 4.13  4.13  4.23  3.75  4.16  4.20  3.95  

44 I would recommend my major at CSU, Chico to others 3.75  4.07  4.08  3.50  4.22  4.08  4.20  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

          

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 Figure 1:  Changes of responses to survey questions regarding educational satisfaction   

 from 2010 to 2011. 
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Most of the 17 survey questions received improved satisfaction from 2010 to 2011 

as shown in Figure 1, except Q15, Q27, Q28, and Q30. Of those four receiving 

reduced satisfaction only one (Q15) is directly related to the Department. 

 

3.2.2 Program Outcomes 

 

Responses to survey questions relating to Program Outcomes, except Question No. 

42, from 2005 to 2011 and changes from 2010 to 2011 are summarized in Table D 

and Figure 2, respectively. 

 

As indicated in Figure 2, the two survey questions relating to communication 

technical matters received significant decrease in satisfaction, while the question on 

communicating manufacturing needs received a fairly significant increase in 

satisfaction. 

 

 

 Table D: Mean of responses to survey questions regarding Program Outcomes 

                                                 (5 level Likert scale: 1 = very unprepared and 5 = very well prepared) 

No. 
Based on your educational experience here at 

Chico State, how well prepared are you to … 
2005 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 2011 

31 
 Apply knowledge of math, science, engineering, or 

technology to solve problems 
 4.06 4.06  4.23   4.13 4.13  4.15  4.30  

32  Design and conduct experiments  3.94  3.81  3.92  4.13  3.69  4.05  4.10 

33  Analyze and interpret data 4.06 3.69 3.92 4.13  4.03  4.05  4.20 

34  Design a component or system to meet desired needs 3.88 3.88 4.08 4.00  4.31  3.95  4.05 

35  Function on a multidisciplinary team 4.50 4.63 4.38 4.13 4.28  4.30  4.25 

36  Identify, formulate, and solve technical problems 3.94 4.00 4.23 4.00 4.31  4.20  4.25 

37  Communicate technical matters in writing 4.06 3.88 3.77 4.13 3.94  3.80  3.50 

38  Communicate technical matters orally 4.19 4.06 4.23 4.13 3.94  4.05  3.70 

39  Understand & apply professional & ethical principles 4.25 4.25 3.85 4.13 4.35  3.80  3.85 

40  Understand contemporary issues facing society 3.75 3.69 3.46 4.13 3.84  3.70  3.55 

41  Use modern tools and technology 3.81 3.69 3.69 3.63 4.03 3.80 3.80 

42  Enter the workplace (1) 3.88 3.50 4.15 4.25 3.90 3.65 3.95 

43  Continue learning 4.06 4.13 4.23 4.25 4.25 4.10 4.47 

S1  Produce a set of dimensioned engineering drawings   no data 3.38 3.50 4.50   no data  4.00 3.85 

S2  Communicate manufacturing needs to a technician   no data 3.88 3.80 4.00   no data  3.30 4.00 

S4  Discuss tolerances on manufactured parts   no data no data 3.88   no data 3.85 3.80 

S7  Integrate a number of parts in to a subsystem   no data 4.06 3.80 4.50   no data  4.35 4.35 

S8  Prepare a design review   no data 4.38 4.10 4.38   no data  3.95 4.16 

S9  Plan a test and verification program   no data 4.19 3.60 4.38   no data 3.95 4.20 

S10  Order parts from a vendor   no data no data 4.25   no data  4.20 4.53 

 (1) Question number 42 is not a defined Program Outcome 
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   Figure 2:  Changes of responses to survey questions regarding Program Outcomes   

   from 2010 to 2011 

 

3.2.3 Management Skills 
 

Survey results of questions regarding management skills from 2005 to 2011 are 

summarized in Table E. 

 

 

             Table E: Mean of responses to survey questions relating to project management skills 
                       (5 level Likert scale: 1 = very unprepared and 5 = very well prepared) 
 

No. 
Based on your educational experience here at 

Chico State, how well prepared are you to … 
2005 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 2011 

S3 Create a Gantt chart for a project    no data  3.25 3.50 3.75   no data 3.89  3.70 

S5 Identify the critical path for a project   no data  no data   no data   no data  4.00  3.95 

S6 Develop a detailed project budget    no data  3.75 3.30 4.50   no data 3.70  4.10 

 

 

3.2.4 Open-ended Written Comments 

 

Parts of written responses to the open-ended question “please provide additional 

comments that will help faculty to improve the quality of the education they 

provide” in the MECA supplemental questions are categorized and summarized in 

the following. The comments presented here are direct quotes, including possible 

spelling and grammatical errors.  

 

Courses 

 

• “Make everything application based.” 

 

• “Improve the consistency between classes and also standardize the curriculum 

somewhat”, “Shouldn’t the same class number provide the same information to the 

students regardless of who teaches it?” 
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• “The quality of the actual MECA classes was good. The largest problem with the 

MECA program is that a large part of the curriculum involves the EECE and CSCI 

departments. These departments are severely lacking in value or instruction. Much of 

the material is out dated and very obsolete.” 

 

• “Dropping some GE for some technical electives would be most helpful and beneficial 

to students.” 

 

• “make all the upper level courses have some type of lab, so we could see what we are 

learning in the classrooms.” 

 

• “I feel while I have good general knowledge of electronics, mechanics, and software, I 

am deficient in all three.” 

 

• “. . . a syllabus is a contract telling the student what to expect for the semester. Some 

syllabi are almost worse than non-existent.” 

 

Faculty 

 

• “EECE 343 with Dr. - - -, however, was an unpleasant experience . . . The instructor, 

when he did not outright berate students for asking questions, often supplied 

contradictory, misleading, or simply confusing answers.” 

 

• “There are a few professors in the engineering department that I felt wasted my time.”  

• “The MECA/MECH department has been completely satisfactory, and Ive especially      

       enjoyed being able to speak directly to professors, whether about technical or  

       informal topics.” 

 

• “… Brilliance ≠ teaching ability.” 

 

• “. . . my original suggestion would have been “FIRE Dr. - - -”, but since they program  

      as eliminated EECE 221, that’s not a MECAs problem anymore.” 

 

Capstone Project 

 

• “Senior projects are challenging enough without having to correct for language barriers 

on multiple fronts.” 

 

Tests and Grading 

 

• “EECE 343 . . . Projects and tests seemed to be graded arbitrarily, …”, “everyone 

receiving between 80 and 90 on a wiring design assignment regardless …” 

 

• “If an instructor consistently has below a 30 percent test average, something needs to  

      change.” 
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Lab Experience 

 

• “I understand equipment costs and lab availability are an issue, however many courses 

do not require many additional learning tools, to be more real-world based.” 

 

Support 

 

• “The MECA/MECH department has been completely satisfactory, and I’ve especially 

enjoyed being able to speak directly to professors, whether about technical or informal 

topics.” 

 

• “Overall the experience I obtained from Chico State was very beneficial.” 

 

3.3  Student Evaluation of Teaching (SET) 
 

Mechatronic Engineering students take courses taught by the MMEM department as well 

as those by other academic departments. Here the spring semester SET data from 2010 

and 2011for MECH and MECA courses are summarized in Figure 3. The 10-question set 

used for quantitative SET ratings can be found in Appendix E. 

 

 
                     Figure 3 – SET results for MECH and MECA courses from spring 2010 and  

                     spring 2011. The rating scale is 1 to 5 with 5 being the most favorable. 

 

 

Figure 3 indicates that ratings for MECH and MECA courses taught in spring semesters 

are reasonably consistent from 2010 to 2011 as evaluated in SET by students in those 

courses . Noteably, the question about “increased knowledge of the subject matter (Q2)” 

receives reasonably high rating hinting a good perceived learning. Overall, students are 

fairly satisfied with quality of teaching by faculty in the MMEM department. Most of 
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the open-ended written comments in the 2011 Graduating Senior Survey about poor 

teaching refer to faculty in CSCI and EECE departments. 

 

 

     4. Recommendations 
 

4.1 Faculty 
 

As measured in the 2011 Graduating Senior Survey, graduating Mechatronic Engineering 

students are somewhat satisfied with quality of teaching in the MMEM department (rating 

of 3.65/5.00) and other departments (rating of 3.60/5.00). In the open-ended written 

comments, there were specific complaints about certain faculty in CSCI and EECE 

departments. Although the matter is outside the bounds of MMEM Department, the 

Department should still discuss the concerns with CSCI and EECE Departments.  

 

4.2 Courses 
 

4.2.1 EECE 337 

 

The EECE 337 will be replacing CSCI 221 and EECE 221 as a required sophomore 

class starting in 2012-2013. As a 300-level course, EECE 337 cannot be listed as a 

required lower-division course in the university catalog and Degree Progress Report. 

The MMEM department should discuss with EECE department the possibility of 

changing its course number to 200-level or make it a junior level class. 

  

4.2.2 Course Contents and Grading  
 

There was dissatisfaction about instruction and contents of technical courses taught by 

EECE department. These complaints centered on the inconsistency between course 

coverage and syllabus statement, outdated course material, and random grading. The 

MMEM department should bring the concerns to EECE department’s attention. 

 

4.3 Program Outcome Assessment 

 

4.3.1 CIVL 495 for Program Outcome Assessment 

 

For years, CIVL 495 has been designated for assessment of Program Outcomes d, f, h, 

i, and j. Lately, the reliability and accuracy of the assessment data, however, have been 

discounted by (a) the inconsistency between the competency assessment results and 

the student course grades as pointed out in the 2009-2010 Annual Improvement 

Report (students failing the outcome assessment should not pass the course) and (b) 

the availability of assessment data to the MMEM department. In the 2010-2011 cycle, 

the Program Outcome assessment data were not made available to the MMEM 

department in spite of repeated requests. The MMEM department should involve Dean 

or Associate Dean in obtaining useful assessment data from the Civil Engineering 

department. 
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4.3.2 EECE 343 for Program Outcome Assessment 

 

As designated in the Mechatronic Engineering Program Improvement Plan, edition 

2 (October 23, 2008), EECE 343 (Computer Interface Circuits) has been one of the 

two courses (the other is MECA 380 – Measurements and Instrumentation) for 

outcome k assessment in the last few years. With the modification of Mechatronic 

Engineering curriculum, EECE 343 was no longer required starting in the 2011-12 

Major Academic Plan. It is recommended that another EECE course containing 

similar assessment instruments be identified to replace EECE 343 or simply rely 

solely on MECA 380 for competency assessment of program outcome k. The 

Mechatronic Engineering Program Improvement Plan, edition 2 should also be 

updated accordingly. 

 

4.4 Degree Progress Report 
 

As a result of the MECA curriculum revision and the consolidation of CSCI and EECE 

courses, CSCI 221, at one time, has replaced the required EECE 221. MECA students may 

also be required to take one of the EECE 221, CSCI 221, and EECE 337, depending on the 

MAP version, for Assembly language programming. The university Degree Progress Report 

(DPR), however, does not reflect all the revisions. In particular, EECE 221 is not listed as 

one of the 17 required lower-division courses in the DPR. This has created confusion for not 

only MECA students and advisors but also staff in Evaluations Office dealing with DPR. As 

the Evaluations Office is not able to make corrections, MECA advisors should be mindful 

of the course changes and courses missing from the list of required courses in DPR.  
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Appendix A 

 

Modified Mechatronic Engineering Major Academic Plan 
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California State University, Chico 

MAJOR ACADEMIC PLAN (MAP) 

(Consult 2012-13 University Catalog for Official Degree Program) 

     

Major: Mechatronic Engineering Option:   Major units: 101 

First Semester Second Semester Comments 

CHEM 111 (GE Area B1) 4 EECE 144 4 NOTE: This is a high unit major with 

MATH 120 (GE Area A4)[*1] 4 MATH 121 [*1] 4               modifications to GE which are 

MECH 100 1 SMFG 160 3               included in this plan. 

MECH 100L 1 PHYS 204A [*1] 4 NOTE: Department advising is    mandatory 

ENGL 130 (GE Area A2)[*1] 3 GE Area C [*2] 3            for all majors in this degree program. 

GE Area A1 [*1] 3    [*1] C- or better is required for this course. 

          

TOTAL 16 TOTAL 18   

Third Semester Fourth Semester Comments 

CIVL 211 [*1] 3 EECE 211 3 [*2] The Cultural Diversity (US Diversity  

CSCI 111 [*1] 4 EECE 211L 1        and Global Culture) MUST be met with 

MATH 260 4 EECE 337 3        GE. 

PHYS 204B 4 MECH 210 3   

MECH 140 2 PHYS 204C 4   

    GE Area D [*2] 3   

          

TOTAL 17 TOTAL 17   

Fifth Semester Sixth Semester Comments 

CIVL 302 3 EECE 315 4 [*3] 2 UD Theme courses are required. 

CIVL 311 [*1] 4 MECA 380 (SP) 3         Please consult a department advisor. 

EECE 311 4 MECH 340 (SP) 3   

EECE 344 4 MECH 200 2   

MECH 320 3 GE UD Theme [*2] [*3] 3   

          

          

TOTAL 18 TOTAL 15 Apply to graduate by May 15. 

Seventh Semester Eighth Semester Comments 

HIST 130 3 CIVL 495 3 [*4] C- or better is required for the WP 

MECA 440A - WP (FA) [*4] 3 MECA 440B (SP) 2         course. 

MECA 482 (FA) 3 GE UD Theme [*2] [*3] 3   

MECA 486 (FA) 4 POLS 155 3   

GE Area B2 3      

          

TOTAL 16 TOTAL 11 128 units required for degree. 

Units available for electives, minor, or certificate: 0  Approved 4/14/2011 
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Appendix B 

Statement of Mechatronic Engineering Program Outcomes* 

 

Mechatronic Engineering Program graduates must have: 

a. An ability to apply knowledge of mathematics, science, and engineering 

b1. An ability to design experiments to evaluate the performance of a mechatronic system or 

component with respect to specifications 

b2. An ability to conduct experiments, as well as analyze and interpret data 

c. An ability to design a mechatronic system, component, or process to meet desired needs 

d. An ability to function effectively as members of multidisciplinary teams 

e1. An ability to define engineering problems 

e2. An ability to solve engineering problems 

f. An understanding of professional ethical responsibility 

g1. An ability to communicate technical matters effectively in oral form 

g2. An ability to communicate technical matters effectively in written form 

g3. An ability to communicate technical matters effectively in graphical form 

h. The broad education necessary to understand the impact of engineering solutions in a global and 

societal context 

i. A recognition of the need for, and an ability to engage in, life-long learning 

j. A knowledge of contemporary issues  

k. An ability to use the techniques, skills, and modern mechatronic engineering tools necessary for 

engineering practice 

 

* From Mechatronic Engineering Program Improvement Plan, edition 2 (October 23, 2008) 
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Appendix C 

 

Sample Program Outcome Assessment Record Sheet 
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Mechatronic Engineering Program Outcome Record-sheet 
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Appendix D 

 

ECC Graduating Senior Survey Instrument 
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Appendix E 

 

Student Evaluation of Teaching (SET) Questions 

 

 

 


