
CPAS 2011-12 Mathematics 
Note:  All Course SLOs have been mapped to Program SLOs. 
 
Fall 2011 
Group A        Revise/Implement 
Course Action 
003 Revision and Implementation Stages 
021 Revision and Implementation Stages 
122 Revision and Implementation Stages 
123 Revision and Implementation Stages 
124 Revision and Implementation Stages 
126A Revision and Implementation Stages 
126B Revision and Implementation Stages 
127 Revision and Implementation Stages 
 
Group B      Analyze 
Course Action 
229 Discussed and analyzed results at Division Retreat Fall 2011: 

Notes;  It was decided to change the order of Questions #1 and #3, wording on Question #2 
Q1:  21.84%Solve a Trigonometric equation    We decided to change the order of 
Questions 1 and 3. 3 is a more difficult question, and we felt that starting off with a hard 
question might cause a lack of confidence that could then skew the results on the remaining 
questions 
Q2:  55.17% Use trig identities to simplify and expression We changed the wording on 
Question 2. The reasoning was that students might have thought that they were to keep 
their answer in terms of sines and cosines, in which case choice E would be correct. As this 
was the most popular distracter selected, we felt there was confusion in the instructions. 
Q3:  64.37%  graphical understanding of circular function More class time is needed on 
solving equations. This gives further support for our need for another unit. 
Q4: 58.62%  solve an application We were relatively happy that almost 60% correctly 
solved the application problem. 
Q5: 13.79%  value of an inverse trig function  Question 5 was scored incorrectly (they 
entered the key wrong). Actually, 76% of students had the problem correct, which we were 
pleased with. 
Q6:  57.47% performing operations polar representation Overall, we felt that the results 
showed a need for more time with certain topics, which we hope to provide with the 
additional unit. 
89 students took the assessment of those 36 reported they were not passing or unsure 

231 Discussed and analyzed results at Division Retreat Fall 2011: 
Q1:  41.67%Solve a Trigonometric equation 
We decided to change the order of Questions 1 and 3.  1 is a more difficult question, and 
we felt that starting off with a hard question might cause a lack of confidence that could 
then skew the results on the remaining questions.   
Q2:  45.83% Use trig identities to simplify and expression 
We changed the wording on Question 2. The reasoning was that students might have 
thought that they were to keep their answer in terms of sines and cosines, in which case 
choice E would be correct. Since this answer is not entirely incorrect and 25% chose it, we 
felt that more precise instructions could improve the results, possibly to over 70% correct 
which would be a fairly strong result. 
Q3:  50.00%  graphical understanding of circular function 



Students did better on the graphical questions on the 2nd trig midterm exam than is reflected 
in this percentage.  This assessment was given on the day of the 3rd trig midterm exam 
during the last week of classes, so the students hadn’t studied this topic for this exam day.  
We discussed giving the assessment with the final exam which will be easier to do when 
we reduce the number of problems we assess each cycle. 
Q4: 45.83%  solve an application 
This result wasn’t great.  Applications are more difficult.  We could always use more class 
time for topics like these, but since this result is just for one section of Math 231 we would 
prefer to see results from a few more sections before any big changes are made in the 
scheduling of topics.  
Q5: 8.33%  value of an inverse trig function 
This question had the wrong answer in the key.  The actual percentage correct was 87.5% 
for this problem which was by far the best of all the problems.  We’re very happy with this 
result. 
Q6:  50.00% performing operations polar representation 
This is the very last topic we get to in this class so the students haven’t seen it repeatedly 
over several class periods. 
24 students took the assessment of those 9 reported they were not passing or left it blank 

230 Discussed and analyzed results at Division Retreat Fall 2011: 
One instructor told the class that he would give extra credit only if they got every problem 
correct.  Not sure that was a good idea. 
Q1:  34.48% correct.  This topic was taught early on in the course and students seem to 
struggle with counting theory. There was a lot of discussion about the wording of the 
problem.  It is worded the way students see it in the textbook. 
Q2: 31%  This is a logic questions and students struggle with notation.  Instructors felt they 
need to spend more time on this topic.  Need to change all the “don’ts” in the answers to 
“didn’ts”. 
Q3: 64% These results were decent, students seem to understand Venn Diagrams 
Q4: 47% Students struggle with the topic of changing one base to another Instructors will 
emphasize this a little more 
Q5:  50% This is a probability problem Instructors will work on this topic as well 
Students who took Math 127 at Cuesta and reported they were not passing the class did the 
best on the assessment. 57 students took the assessment and 5 of those reported they were 
not passing the class at that time. 

232 Discussed and analyzed results at Division Retreat Fall 2011: 
Q1:  48.06%  Students find the notation of piece-wise defined functions very difficult 
especially at the boundary points 
Q2: 15% Finding the zeros of a polynomial function.  Very difficult multi-step problem 
lots of room for error 
Q3:  68.45% Vertical asymptotes of a rational function.  These are good results for this 
difficult topic 
Q4:  87.3% Writing an augmented matrix for a system of equations.  Great results 
Q5: 72.82% Recognizing the correct graph for the equation of a conic section, not bad 
results for a difficult topic. 
Q6:  83.98% Modeling the graph of an exponential function.  Great results 
Students who did not take Math 127 and reported that they were passing the class  scored 
the highest on the assessment.  206 students took the assessment with 48 students reporting 
they were not passing or unsure of their grade.  8 students left the questions blank. 

242 Discussed and analyzed results at Division Retreat Fall 2011: 
Q1: 61.5% Recognizing the graph of a function (log function) Instructors will push this 
concept a little more 



Q2:  42.92% solving an equation by graphing.  Students struggle with the concept of 
connection their algebra to a graph. Even thought this is emphasized throughout the course. 
Q3:  46.9%  Finding a vertical asymptote. Instructors were surprised by these results we 
think it had something to do with the fact that the denominator was written in factored 
form.  The next time we will try the same problem without factoring the denominator. 
Q4: 62.83%  solving a non-linear system of equations.  Students typically do better on this 
topic and they did. 
Q5: 46.9%  Choosing the correct equation from the graph of a conic another 42% actually 
chose the right conic however used the wrong center or wrong simplified version of the 
conic. 
Students who did not take Math 127 at Cuesta and reported they were passing the course 
did the best on the assessment.  226 students took the assessment of those 61 reported they 
were not passing or weren’t sure if they were passing the course. 

Program Discussed and analyzed results at Division Retreat Fall 2011: 
Note:  Need to fix Questions #5 See below. 
Discussed and analyzed results at Division Retreat Fall 2011: 
Q1: 92.13% Finding the integral from a graph.  This is a fundamental question and students 
did very well with it. 
Q2:  62% Evaluate the integral if it is convergent. Could have used a calculator so not a 
difficult problem. 
Q3:  75.82%  using the right tool to set up an application.  Good results 
Q4:  14% Euler’s Method.  Difficult time dealing with a table of values for a numerical 
method.  Might be unfamiliar with the notation.  Rewrite h = Δx. Notation should match 
current textbook. 
Q5: typo so threw it out.  Need to fix for next assessment. 
89 students took the assessment of those 19 reported they were not passing, unsure or left it 
blank. 

 
Group C Assess 
Course Action 
255 Discussed and Approved revised SLOs and assessment tool at Fall 2011 Division retreat and 

several Division meetings. Given at the end of Fall 2011 semester. 
265A Discussed and Approved revised SLOs and assessment tool at Fall 2011 Division retreat and 

several Division meetings. Given at the end of Fall 2011 semester.. 
265B Discussed and Approved revised SLOs and assessment tool at Fall 2011 Division retreat and 

several Division meetings. Given at the end of Fall 2011 semester. 
283 Discussed and Approved revised SLOs and assessment tool at Fall 2011 Division retreat and 

several Division meetings. Given at the end of Fall 2011 semester. 
287 Discussed and Approved revised SLOs and assessment tool at Fall 2011 Division retreat and 

several Division meetings. Given at the end of Fall 2011 semester. 
 
Group D 
Course Action 
007 Revision and Implementation Stages 
008 Assess; Not done in Spring 2010 as intended will assess again in Spring 2012 to catch up. 
112 Revision and Implementation Stages 
114 Assess; Not done in Spring 2010 as intended will assess again in Spring 2012 to catch up. 
236 Revision and Implementation Stages 
247 Revision and Implementation Stages 



Spring 2012 
Group A        Revise/Implement 
Course Action 
021 Revision and Implementation Stages 
122 Revision and Implementation Stages 
123 Revision and Implementation Stages 
124 Revision and Implementation Stages 
126A Revision and Implementation Stages 
126B Revision and Implementation Stages 
127 Revision and Implementation Stages 
 
Group B Revise/Implement 
Course Action 
229 Revision and Implementation Stages 
231 Revision and Implementation Stages 
230 Revision and Implementation Stages 
232 Revision and Implementation Stages 
242 Revision and Implementation Stages 
 
Group C Analyze 
Course Discussed and analyzed results at Division Retreat Spring 2012: 

Notes:  We had quite a lengthy discussion at the Spring 2012 Division retreat regarding all 
SLOs.  When the courses are more difficult there is no great time to give the assessment and 
they are very lengthy.  If you give it the last week, they have not studied at all and do 
miserably.  There are too many problems to put on the final and it takes up too much of the 
instructor’s final exam. 
A decision was made regarding the SLOs that will be given starting Fall 2012:  We will 
decide on two or more topics to focus on based on previous analysis and those topics will be 
placed on the instructor’s finals.  We will have a sheet for Ryan to score which will be 
bubbled in and the instructor can decide if they want to give partial credit or not. 

255 Discussed and analyzed results at Division Retreat Spring 2012: 
Notes:  It was decided that Questions 1, 3, or 6 would be good candidates for the next time 
the assessment is given. It was suggested to revise Question #3, #4, and #6 of the assessment 
see below.  Also there was an error on Questions #5, one of the answers was written twice. 
Q1:  57.4% Definition of a limit.  It was felt that this was covered early on and not really 
touched again in the course. 
Q2:  76.6% This was a basic derivative and students should do well and they did. 
Q3:  Students had trouble with xex.  They had to recognize the product rule, chain rule AND 
evaluate the derivative.  Revise and eliminate the evaluation piece of the problem. 
Q4:  66% There is a problem with the way the answers are written we need to get rid of the 
common denominator and separate them out.  This is how it is presented in the text.  This 
should make a difference. 
Q5:  83% Students really get substitution and this is a topic that is taught at the end of the 
semester as well.  They should do well and they did! 
Q6:  66% This was an application problem and it was decided was a very good one.  It was 
decided to “unbold” the “maximum profit” and just keep the “price” in bold print. 

265A Discussed and analyzed results at Division Retreat Spring 2012: 
Notes:  It was decided that Questions 1, 2, and 6 would be good candidates for the next. 



assessment cycle.  It was suggested to revise Question 2 – see below. 
Q1:  46% The students are having difficulty separating the definition of a limit from the 
definition of continuity based on the number of students who answered d or e.  It was 
decided that this is a question we would like to keep as written and reassess it at the next 
cycle. 
Q2:  49% This questions tested a variety of skills (product rule, quotient rule, and chain 
rule) which made it difficult to analyze where the students made their error.  It was 
suggested that we omit the product rule component and reassess it at the next cycle. 
Q3:  59% Students did well on this question and everyone felt it was a good question. It 
tested students on derivatives of trig functions as well as the concept of inflection points.  
Q4:  59% Students did well which surprised us.  It was a more complicated related rates 
problem, but the distracters did not affect the results.  It was a tough topic and the students 
did well. 
Q5:  65% Since Riemann sums are at the end of the semester it was expected the students 
would have done better.  It is believed that the students having to decide which sum was the 
smallest (left versus right) resulted in so many incorrect answers. 
Q6;  22% Students had to list the integrals from smallest to largest, but many missed the fact 
that one of the integrals had inverted limits.  It was a good distracter since the most common 
answer would have been correct if the limits were not inverted.     

265B Discussed and analyzed results at Division Retreat Spring 2012: 
For next assessment cycle we will choose two questions from 2, 4 and/or  7 to focus on and 
evaluate. 
The assessment is missing the demographic questions.  The following questions need to be 
added:   

Did you take Math 265A here at Cuesta?  Yes  No 
Are you passing this course with a C or better?  Yes  No 

Q 1:  89% of the students chose the correct answer.  We put emphasis on the concept of 
techniques of integration but it is also a concept taught early in the semester so we are very 
pleased by how well the students did on this question. 
Q 2:  37% of the students chose the correct answer.  This is a low level of success on a fairly 
easy concept (Taylor series) and may indicate that students hadn’t reviewed sufficiently for 
this topic or that they actually didn’t understand the material.  The distracters didn’t provide 
us with a clear idea of what the students were doing incorrectly in this problem; therefore, 
we are going to change the problem so that the graph is center at x = 0 instead of x = -2 in 
order to be able to assess what kind of error the students are making if they choose the 
wrong answer. 
Q 3:  76% of the students chose the correct answer.  We are happy with this result which 
shows that the overwhelming majority of students can solve a simple first-order initial value 
problem (differential equation) using Separation of Variables. 
Q 4:  34% of the students chose the correct answer.  In spite of the low score, we are 
actually pleased that the students knew what tests for convergence NOT to use.  46% of the 
students picked the distracter of “Comparison Test” which indicated they recognized the 
logical approach to the problem but didn’t take the analysis to a deeper level.  Only 20% of 
the students chose an answer that was completely wrong, i.e. chose a test for convergence 
that would not have worked for the given series. 
We will edit the assessment tool by replacing the answer “Comparison Test” with the 
answer “Ratio Test” 
Q 5:  81% of the students chose the correct answer.  Almost all of the students know how to 
find a simple cross product.  15% of the students chose the distracter that had the wrong sign 
on the j component, which means they did almost all of the work correctly. 
Q 6:  89% of the students chose the correct answer.  Students understand the idea of 
linearity in bivariate data given in table form. 



Q7:  43% of the students chose the correct answer.  We felt that this problem about volumes 
of revolution was a good question, but that students may have been unprepared for this 
question since the concept was in the first few weeks of the semester.  It was also the last 
question on a fairly long, perhaps overly long, assessment.  The most common wrong 
answer was “some other answer” (24%) which may have reflected that the students just 
gave up.  The other wrong answers reflected students setting up the integral incorrectly but 
then integrating correctly.  Altogether 80% of the students presumably integrated correctly 
even though only about a little over half of those students set up the correct integral as well. 

283 Discussed and analyzed results at Division Retreat Spring 2012: 
Notes: It is suggested that Questions 3, 4, and 5 be reassessed during the next cycle.  There 
is an error in Question 4 (see below) and Question 5 needs to be modified (see below). 
Q1:  62% The students did well on this question which is great since it is taught at the 
beginning of the course.  We may want to change the question to one that would ask about 
directional derivatives from a contour map. 
Q2:  54% The students did well on the question which was asking for the equation of a 
tangent plane.  This is another topic taught at the beginning of the semester so the results are 
better than expected. 
Q3:  44%  This problem required students to set-up and evaluate a double or triple integral 
in polar/cylindrical coordinates.  The question is a good question, but there are lots of places 
for students to make errors.  This question should be left as written and reassessed during 
the next cycle. 
Q4:  62% for A and 47% for C  This question actually had an error on the exam and in the 
grading.  The students had to select all the correct answers and actually only A was correct.  
C was supposed to be correct, but it said 0 instead of the zero vector.  If we decide to use 
this question again, it is suggested that we change 0 to the zero vector in option c.   
Q5:  36%  Students should have done better on this topic since it is at the end of the 
semester.  This question had a distracter of a lot of algebra to find the correct answer from 
the list.  This question needs to be modified and reassessed during the next cycle.   

287 Discussed and analyzed results at Division Retreat Spring 2012: 
The five SLO assessment questions were on the final exam, which was taken by 27 students. 
The average score for all students was recorded for each questions 
Q1:  68% Was the average score using Euler’s method to approximate the solution to a 
differential equation. This is a topic at the beginning of the course. Last cycle a more 
comprehensive question was used and the student average was 57% 
Q2:  89% was the average score for finding the solution to a second order linear differential 
equation. Great job by the students 
Q3:  73% was the average score for solving a system of linear differential equations. 
Solving systems of DE is a topic covered near the end of the course. This was a huge 
improvement over last cycle’s average of 52% 
Q4:  68% was the average score for setting up a differential equation to model an applied 
problem. Since extra time was spent in class and extra homework was given about setting up 
differential equations I expected the class to do much better on this question. The previous 
result was 80%, so this result is a disappointment. The inclusion of the delta function, an 
optional topic, could have skewed these results. Future discussion will take place. 
Q5: 3% was the average score for constructing a proof. Less emphasis was placed on proof 
writing last semester and the student averages show the outcome. Last cycle the class score 
on this question was 27%. 

 
 
 
 
 



Group D Assess 
Course Action 
003 Discussed and Approved revised SLOs and assessment tool at Spring 2012 Division 

retreat and several Division meetings. Given at the end of Spring 2012 semester. 
007 Discussed and Approved revised SLOs and assessment tool at Spring 2012 Division 

retreat and several Division meetings. Given at the end of Spring 2012 semester 
008 Analyze  Fall 2011 results Discussed at Spring 2012 Division Meeting 

Math 008 has an enrollment cap of 20 and is a one unit support course of factoring for 
Math 123. Currently Math 008 is only offered on the NCC. The fall 2011 assessment was 
taken by 13 students.  
1) Greatest Common Factor: 69% correct. This was a weaker performance than expected 
for a fundamental skill. One of the issues was that students couldn’t prime factor an 
integer correctly. We will monitor this question in the future to see if the current results 
are an anomaly, due to the small sample size, or indicative of a basic misperception by 
the students. 
2) Grouping: 92% correct. Very strong showing 
3) Quadratic trinomial with lead coefficient of 1: 100% correct.  Very Strong showing 
4) Quadratic trinomial with lead integer coefficient not 1: 92% correct. Strong showing 
5) Difference of squares: 92% correct. Strong showing  
6) Sum and difference of cubes: 85% correct. Strong showing 
Discussed and approved revised SLOs and assessment tool at Spring 2012 Division 
meeting .Given at the end of Spring 2012 semester 

112 Discussed and Approved revised SLOs and assessment tool at Spring 2012 Division 
retreat and several Division meetings. Given at the end of Spring 2012 semester 

114 Analyze Fall 2011 results Discussed at  Spring 2012 Division meeting 
Math 114 has an enrollment cap of 20 and is a one unit support course of word problems 
for Math 123. Currently Math 114 is only offered on the NCC. The Fall 2011 assessment 
was taken by 14 students. 
1) Integer problems: 86% correct. The results were as expected, very good.  
2) Mixture problems: 50% correct.  The reason this had weaker results is that the volume 
given was one of the two quantities mixed together, not the more basic type where the 
total volume is given. Students put the quantities in the wrong positions. We will 
consider changing this question on the assessment to a more typical mixture problem set 
up. 
3) Coin problems: 86% correct.  The results were as expected , very good 
4) Motion problem: 57% correct. These results were somewhat expected, but weaker 
than we’d hoped. Students had to calculate how long it would take for vehicles to be a 
given distance apart when they drove in opposite directions. The biggest mistake was 
subtracting the two expressions together to get the given distance instead of adding the 
expressions. 
Discussed and approved revised SLOs and assessment tool at Spring 2012 Division 
meeting .Given at the end of Spring 2012 semester. 

236 Discussed and Approved revised SLOs and assessment tool at Spring 2012 Division 
retreat and several Division meetings. Given at the end of Spring 2012 semester 

247 Discussed and Approved revised SLOs and assessment tool at Spring 2012 Division 
retreat and several Division meetings. Given at the end of Spring 2012 semester 

Program Discussed and Approved revised SLOs and assessment tool at Spring 2012 Division 
retreat and several Division meetings. Given at the end of Spring 2012 semester 

 


