Automotive Assessment Data: 2022-2026
This report compiles all available assessment data for the discipline. Tables 1–5 present Canvas data generated by instructors scoring a designated assignment. The qualitative excerpts following the tables summarize major themes from end-of-process faculty surveys for each course or course group, generated with AI assistance.
Table 1 shows how all students performed against the listed Learning Outcomes, using four scoring categories: no basis for assessment (assignment not submitted), outcome not demonstrated (did not meet expectations), outcome demonstrated (met expectations), and outcome exceeded (superlative work). Both percentage and raw count are given for each category.
Tables 2–5 show the proportion of assessments that met or exceeded expectations, broken out by demographic group. The "no answer" or “not asked” column reflects students who did not report that demographic information at enrollment — it does not indicate whether they completed the assessment.
Please review this data, note any disparities between groups, and reflect on instructional or curricular changes that could improve performance on Learning Outcomes or reduce disparities. Each discipline or program is asked to complete a survey documenting this reflective practice.
Table 1: Performance of students on College-wide or CTE program specific Learning Outcomes:
	 
	 
	No basis for assessment
	Outcome not demonstrated
	Outcome demonstrated
	Outcome exceeded
	Grand Total

	 
	 
	% of Total 
	count of assessments
	% of Total 
	count of assessments
	% of Total 
	count of assessments
	% of Total 
	count of assessments
	% of Total 
	count of assessments

	Other
	AUTO CPCCAD 1
	 
	 
	 
	 
	50%
	3
	50%
	3
	100%
	6

	
	AUTO CPCCAD 2
	 
	 
	 
	 
	33%
	2
	67%
	4
	100%
	6

	
	AUTO CPCCAD 3
	 
	 
	 
	 
	33%
	2
	67%
	4
	100%
	6

	
	AUTO CPCCAD 4
	 
	 
	 
	 
	33%
	2
	67%
	4
	100%
	6

	
	AUTO CPCCAD 5
	 
	 
	 
	 
	17%
	1
	83%
	5
	100%
	6

	
	AUTO CPCCAD 6
	 
	 
	 
	 
	33%
	2
	67%
	4
	100%
	6

	
	AUTO DTT CPCC 1
	 
	 
	20%
	3
	40%
	6
	40%
	6
	100%
	15

	
	AUTO DTT CPCC 3
	 
	 
	 
	 
	93%
	14
	7%
	1
	100%
	15

	
	AUTO DTT CPCC 4
	 
	 
	 
	 
	93%
	14
	7%
	1
	100%
	15

	
	AUTO DTT CPCC 5
	 
	 
	 
	 
	93%
	14
	7%
	1
	100%
	15

	Grand Total
	 
	 
	3%
	3
	63%
	60
	34%
	33
	100%
	96





Table 2: Demographics, by race, of students who “demonstrated outcome” and “exceeded outcome” for each Learning Outcome
	 
	 
	Students of Color
	White
	No Answer

	 
	 
	Outcome demonstrated & Outcome exceeded
	Outcome demonstrated & Outcome exceeded
	Outcome demonstrated & Outcome exceeded

	 
	 
	% of Total 
	count of assessments
	% of Total 
	count of assessments
	% of Total 
	count of assessments

	Other
	AUTO CPCCAD 1
	 
	 
	100%
	6
	 
	 

	
	AUTO CPCCAD 2
	 
	 
	100%
	6
	 
	 

	
	AUTO CPCCAD 3
	 
	 
	100%
	6
	 
	 

	
	AUTO CPCCAD 4
	 
	 
	100%
	6
	 
	 

	
	AUTO CPCCAD 5
	 
	 
	100%
	6
	 
	 

	
	AUTO CPCCAD 6
	 
	 
	100%
	6
	 
	 

	
	AUTO DTT CPCC 1
	100%
	3
	75%
	9
	 
	 

	
	AUTO DTT CPCC 3
	100%
	3
	100%
	12
	 
	 

	
	AUTO DTT CPCC 4
	100%
	3
	100%
	12
	 
	 

	
	AUTO DTT CPCC 5
	100%
	3
	100%
	12
	 
	 

	Grand Total
	100%
	12
	96%
	81
	 
	 



Table 3: Demographics, by gender, of students who “demonstrated outcome” and “exceeded outcome” for each Learning Outcome
	 
	 
	Female
	Male
	No Answer Provided

	 
	 
	Outcome demonstrated & Outcome exceeded
	Outcome demonstrated & Outcome exceeded
	Outcome demonstrated & Outcome exceeded

	 
	 
	% of Total 
	count of assessments
	% of Total 
	count of assessments
	% of Total 
	count of assessments

	Other
	AUTO CPCCAD 1
	100%
	1
	100%
	5
	 
	 

	
	AUTO CPCCAD 2
	100%
	1
	100%
	5
	 
	 

	
	AUTO CPCCAD 3
	100%
	1
	100%
	5
	 
	 

	
	AUTO CPCCAD 4
	100%
	1
	100%
	5
	 
	 

	
	AUTO CPCCAD 5
	100%
	1
	100%
	5
	 
	 

	
	AUTO CPCCAD 6
	100%
	1
	100%
	5
	 
	 

	
	AUTO DTT CPCC 1
	 
	 
	83%
	10
	67%
	2

	
	AUTO DTT CPCC 3
	 
	 
	100%
	12
	100%
	3

	
	AUTO DTT CPCC 4
	 
	 
	100%
	12
	100%
	3

	
	AUTO DTT CPCC 5
	 
	 
	100%
	12
	100%
	3

	Grand Total
	100%
	6
	97%
	76
	92%
	11



Table 4: Demographics, by generation in college, of students who “demonstrated outcome” and “exceeded outcome” for each Learning Outcome
	 
	 
	First Generation
	One or both parents earned associates degree or higher
	Not Asked

	 
	 
	Outcome demonstrated & Outcome exceeded
	Outcome demonstrated & Outcome exceeded
	Outcome demonstrated & Outcome exceeded

	 
	 
	% of Total 
	count of assessments
	% of Total 
	count of assessments
	% of Total 
	count of assessments

	Other
	AUTO CPCCAD 1
	100%
	2
	100%
	4
	 
	 

	
	AUTO CPCCAD 2
	100%
	2
	100%
	4
	 
	 

	
	AUTO CPCCAD 3
	100%
	2
	100%
	4
	 
	 

	
	AUTO CPCCAD 4
	100%
	2
	100%
	4
	 
	 

	
	AUTO CPCCAD 5
	100%
	2
	100%
	4
	 
	 

	
	AUTO CPCCAD 6
	100%
	2
	100%
	4
	 
	 

	
	AUTO DTT CPCC 1
	67%
	4
	89%
	8
	 
	 

	
	AUTO DTT CPCC 3
	100%
	6
	100%
	9
	 
	 

	
	AUTO DTT CPCC 4
	100%
	6
	100%
	9
	 
	 

	
	AUTO DTT CPCC 5
	100%
	6
	100%
	9
	 
	 

	Grand Total
	94%
	34
	98%
	59
	 
	 



Table 5: Demographics, by Pell grant status, of students who “demonstrated outcome” and “exceeded outcome” for each Learning Outcome
	 
	 
	Received Pell Grant
	Did Not Receive Pell Grant

	 
	 
	Outcome demonstrated & Outcome exceeded
	Outcome demonstrated & Outcome exceeded

	 
	 
	% of Total 
	count of assessments
	% of Total 
	count of assessments

	Other
	AUTO CPCCAD 1
	100%
	3
	100%
	3

	
	AUTO CPCCAD 2
	100%
	3
	100%
	3

	
	AUTO CPCCAD 3
	100%
	3
	100%
	3

	
	AUTO CPCCAD 4
	100%
	3
	100%
	3

	
	AUTO CPCCAD 5
	100%
	3
	100%
	3

	
	AUTO CPCCAD 6
	100%
	3
	100%
	3

	
	AUTO DTT CPCC 1
	71%
	5
	88%
	7

	
	AUTO DTT CPCC 3
	100%
	7
	100%
	8

	
	AUTO DTT CPCC 4
	100%
	7
	100%
	8

	
	AUTO DTT CPCC 5
	100%
	7
	100%
	8

	Grand Total
	96%
	44
	98%
	49



AI summary of available qualitative data (excerpts from faculty survey): AUT 206, AUT 256, AUT 270
1. Attendance, not comprehension, was the deciding factor in AUT 206. James Veverka found that every student with acceptable attendance met or exceeded all learning outcomes — the only students falling short had attendance under 20%, reframing the "gap" as an engagement issue rather than an instructional one. 
2. A flagged wording problem in AUT 206's learning outcome. Veverka identified that one outcome's language implies students should hold an ASE certification — something typically earned only after graduation — making it currently unmeasurable within the course. He's recommending the outcome language be revised to reflect course-pack/task-list completion instead. 
3. Technical skills strong across the board in AUT 256, but employability skills lagged for a subset. In this drivetrains capstone, all students met/exceeded technical benchmarks, but a small group underperformed specifically in employability skills — a category Siekkinen/Veverka say is emphasized in intro courses, suggesting reinforcement may need to continue further into the sequence rather than being front-loaded only early on. 
4. Consistent, actionable weak spot across the automotive sequence: oral/written communication. In AUT 270, Jim Siekkinen found all six program learning outcomes were met, but "oral and written strategies" was the weakest — echoing the AUT 256 employability concern and suggesting a program-wide (not single-course) communication skills gap worth addressing across multiple courses. 
5. No demographic disparities identified in AUT 270. Siekkinen reports no characteristic showed favoritism or was a driver of below-benchmark outcomes — notable as one of the cleaner "no gap" findings in this compiled data. 
6. Disaggregated data not yet reviewed in two of the three reports. Both Veverka (AUT 206) and Veverka/Siekkinen (AUT 256) note they hadn't yet analyzed the Canvas-disaggregated demographic data at the time of reporting — a process gap worth flagging if complete demographic analysis is expected for the compiled CTE report. 
7. Instructor self-reflection triggered by the assessment process itself (AUT 270). Siekkinen notes he normally teaches to course material and only through this specific assessment exercise reflected on alignment with the broader Program Learning Outcomes — a useful example of the assessment process itself prompting instructional insight, independent of the data results.

