Criminal Justice 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
	Social Science
	11%
	17
	1%
	2
	83%
	131
	4%
	7
	100%
	158

	Grand Total
	11%
	17
	1%
	2
	83%
	131
	4%
	7
	100%
	158



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
	Social Science
	78%
	25
	90%
	104
	90%
	9

	Grand Total
	78%
	25
	90%
	104
	90%
	9



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
	Social Science
	86%
	81
	85%
	41
	100%
	16

	Grand Total
	86%
	81
	85%
	41
	100%
	16



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
	Social Science
	86%
	59
	89%
	75
	80%
	4

	Grand Total
	86%
	59
	89%
	75
	80%
	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
	Social Science
	88%
	70
	87%
	68

	Grand Total
	88%
	70
	87%
	68



AI summary of available qualitative data (excerpts from faculty survey): CJ 100, CJ 101, CJ 110, CJ 120, CJ 201, CJ 214, CJ 220, CJ 222, CJ 243, CJ 280
1. A remarkably consistent pattern across nearly all CJ courses: non-completion, not skill deficiency, drives shortfalls. Across CJ 100, 101, 110, 120, 214, 243, and 280, Supplee repeatedly attributes any "not demonstrated" results to students not submitting or not participating, not to weak analytical skill — a strong, well-documented theme worth leading with in the compiled report. 
2. Age patterns show mixed direction across courses — worth flagging as inconsistent, not a clear trend. In CJ 100 and CJ 120, older/returning students often outperformed traditional-age students; but in CJ 101 and CJ 280, younger students (19 and under) or the 20–24 group showed some of the lowest demonstration rates — suggesting age effects vary by course/assignment type rather than reflecting a stable institutional pattern. 
3. CJ 280 (capstone) surfaces a specific equity-linked finding tied to project completion, not field performance. BIPOC students met outcomes at 100% vs. 66% for white students, and Supplee explicitly attributes the gap to non-completion of the final capstone artifact rather than performance deficiencies in fieldwork — an important distinction between "demonstrated skill" and "documented evidence." 
4. CJ 280 report makes a concrete staffing/resource request tied directly to assessment data. Supplee argues that discipline-specific faculty mentoring and field-placement coordination — not generalized tutoring/advising — are the more relevant support for capstone success, and calls for additional instructional capacity to improve completion rates. This is a notably specific, resourced ask compared to most other reports. 
5. Small sample sizes are repeatedly and explicitly flagged as limiting demographic conclusions (e.g., CJ 220's n=12, CJ 280's small capstone cohort), with Supplee consistently cautioning readers to interpret patterns "cautiously" rather than as established trends. 
6. CJ 201 and CJ 222 stand out as "no gap" outlier courses with 100% proficiency across every demographic category — useful as positive examples of equitable design (guided video/case-based analysis structure) in contrast to courses showing more variation. 
7. Institutional-support impact is consistently reported as "not measurable" across nearly every CJ course, except CJ 280, where Supplee draws a clear distinction that discipline-specific faculty mentorship (not centralized tutoring/advising) is the support mechanism that actually matters for this program — a useful, program-specific insight for the compiled report's institutional-support section.

