Chemistry 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

	Discipline Studies
	Science
	19%
	30
	 
	 
	6%
	9
	76%
	122
	100%
	161.00

	Grand Total
	19%
	30
	 
	 
	6%
	9
	76%
	122
	100%
	161



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

	Discipline Studies
	Science
	95%
	38.00
	73%
	72.00
	91%
	21

	Grand Total
	95%
	38
	73%
	72
	91%
	21




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

	Discipline Studies
	Science
	94%
	60
	68%
	54
	94%
	17

	Grand Total
	94%
	60
	68%
	54
	94%
	17



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

	Discipline Studies
	Science
	76%
	28
	83%
	99
	100%
	4

	Grand Total
	76%
	28
	83%
	99
	100%
	4



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

	Discipline Studies
	Science
	66%
	33
	88%
	98

	Grand Total
	66%
	33
	88%
	98



AI summary of available qualitative data (excerpts from faculty survey): CH 221Z, CH 104, CH 221
1. Strong overall performance with one specific skill gap. Most students in CH 221Z could distinguish tertiary from primary sources and identify a hypothesis, but fewer could critically evaluate evidence strength or discuss methodological limitations — a distinct sub-skill gap within an otherwise successful outcome. 
2. Difficulty connecting data to hypothesis. A subset of students struggled specifically to link data figures/tables back to the overarching hypothesis, pointing to a need for more guided practice reading scientific literature rather than a redesign of the assignment itself. 
3. No demographic disparities reported in CH 221Z. Towne states students from different backgrounds were equally successful in meeting the outcome — a "no gap" finding worth noting. 
4. Library resources specifically credited as valuable institutional support. Towne calls out library resources as particularly helpful for the primary-literature assignment — a concrete, assignment-specific example of institutional support functioning well. 
5. Planned follow-up instruction on evaluating primary literature, as a direct response to the CH 221Z results — a targeted instructional adjustment tied to the identified evidence-evaluation gap. 
6. Data access/reporting breakdown in the CH 104 & CH 221 (Fall 2024) report. Towne's chair couldn't locate the assessment data in Tableau, and results were never found — a process/tooling issue rather than a teaching or learning issue, worth flagging for institutional data-tracking improvements. 
7. High instructor confidence with "no adjustments needed" rationale. For CH 104/CH 221, Towne felt the assignment was successful as designed and couldn't identify an improvement given how well students performed — a useful example of an evidence-based "no intervention needed" justification.

