CIS/CS 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
	CIS AAS 3
	 
	 
	7%
	2
	10%
	3
	83%
	25
	100%
	30

	
	CIS AAS 5
	10%
	35
	 
	 
	31%
	105
	58%
	196
	100%
	336

	
	Computer Science
	6%
	14
	4%
	8
	12%
	28
	77%
	174
	100%
	225

	Grand Total
	8%
	49
	2%
	10
	23%
	136
	67%
	395
	100%
	591



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
	CIS AAS 3
	80%
	4
	96%
	22
	100%
	2

	
	CIS AAS 5
	82%
	126
	96%
	161
	100%
	14

	
	Computer Science
	98%
	43
	87%
	138
	95%
	21

	Grand Total
	85%
	173
	92%
	321
	97%
	37




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
	CIS AAS 3
	75%
	3
	96%
	22
	100%
	3

	
	CIS AAS 5
	83%
	35
	90%
	266
	 
	 

	
	Computer Science
	77%
	24
	91%
	162
	100%
	16

	Grand Total
	81%
	62
	91%
	450
	100%
	19



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
	CIS AAS 3
	83%
	10
	100%
	18
	 
	 

	
	CIS AAS 5
	86%
	133
	96%
	161
	50%
	7

	
	Computer Science
	68%
	32
	95%
	163
	100%
	7

	Grand Total
	82%
	175
	96%
	342
	67%
	14



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
	CIS AAS 3
	92%
	12
	94%
	16

	
	CIS AAS 5
	91%
	140
	88%
	161

	
	Computer Science
	100%
	53
	87%
	149

	Grand Total
	93%
	205
	88%
	326



AI summary of available qualitative data (excerpts from faculty survey): CIS 122, CIS 195, CS 160, CS 161
1. Deliberately strict grading in CIS 122 to generate more meaningful data. Ken Swartwout applied the rubric harshly on purpose, meaning the 93.3% proficiency rate likely understates true mastery — worth noting so this course isn't misread as more difficult than others.
2. AI-assistant use flagged as a validity concern for coding assessments. Ralph Phillips (CIS 195) suspects reliance on AI tools is affecting exam results in coding classes and is redesigning assessments (e.g., screen-recorded code explanations) to reduce that influence — a forward-looking, tool-specific concern unique to this discipline.
3. Small sample sizes repeatedly limit demographic conclusions across the CS courses. In CS 160, the 30–39 age group split exactly into thirds (exceeded/met/no basis) from what's clearly a tiny cohort; in CS 161, out of just 15 students, the two who didn't exceed included the only self-identified student of color — Cagney reports the raw breakdown but the numbers are too small to generalize.
4. A specific equity data point flagged in CS 161 worth watching over time. The one student who was a self-declared student of color, under 19, and first-generation did not exceed the outcome, while 12 of 13 students exceeding identified as white — a pattern that's statistically thin (n=15) but worth tracking in future terms rather than dismissing outright.
5. CS 160→161 sequencing gap identified as an actionable fix. Cagney's stated goal for CS 161 is improving communication with students who haven't taken CS 160 first — pointing to a prerequisite/preparation gap rather than an in-course instructional issue.
6. Institutional tutoring specifically credited as effective in CS 160. Cagney directly attributes student success to COCC's free tutoring — a positive, concrete example of institutional support functioning as intended (paralleling similar positive mentions in Behavioral Health and Art & Design).
7. Non-completion, not skill deficiency, explains most shortfalls across CIS 122 and CS 160. In both courses, students who didn't demonstrate proficiency were largely those who didn't complete coursework or had "no basis for assessment," not students who attempted and struggled — a recurring theme across CIS/CS reports.

