Culinary/Baking 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
	BAK AAS1_2
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	100%
	7
	100%
	7

	
	Computation 1
	17%
	2
	33%
	4
	33%
	4
	17%
	2
	100%
	12

	
	Computation 2
	17%
	2
	42%
	5
	25%
	3
	17%
	2
	100%
	12

	
	HM 1
	8%
	1
	 
	 
	8%
	1
	85%
	11
	100%
	13

	Grand Total
	11%
	5
	20%
	9
	18%
	8
	50%
	22
	100%
	44








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
	BAK AAS1_2
	100%
	1
	100%
	6
	 
	 

	
	Computation 1
	 
	 
	60%
	6
	 
	 

	
	Computation 2
	 
	 
	50%
	5
	 
	 

	
	HM 1
	100%
	3
	90%
	9
	 
	 

	Grand Total
	67%
	4
	72%
	26
	 
	 



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
	BAK AAS1_2
	100%
	4
	100%
	1
	100%
	2

	
	Computation 1
	38%
	3
	75%
	3
	 
	 

	
	Computation 2
	38%
	3
	50%
	2
	 
	 

	
	HM 1
	88%
	7
	100%
	4
	100%
	1

	Grand Total
	61%
	17
	77%
	10
	100%
	3



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
	BAK AAS1_2
	100%
	2
	100%
	4
	100%
	1

	
	Computation 1
	71%
	5
	25%
	1
	 
	 

	
	Computation 2
	57%
	4
	25%
	1
	 
	 

	
	HM 1
	83%
	5
	100%
	7
	 
	 

	Grand Total
	73%
	16
	68%
	13
	33%
	1



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
	BAK AAS1_2
	100%
	2
	100%
	5

	
	Computation 1
	 
	 
	60%
	6

	
	Computation 2
	 
	 
	50%
	5

	
	HM 1
	86%
	6
	100%
	6

	Grand Total
	62%
	8
	71%
	22



AI summary of available qualitative data (excerpts from faculty survey): BAK 130, BAK 240, CUL 104, CUL 270, HM 190
1. CUL 104 shows a clear split between two related outcomes. Students did notably better on Outcome #1 (solving math problems) than Outcome #2 (applying/interpreting those solutions in workplace context) — Molly Markland notes this isn't surprising, since students consistently struggle more with application than raw computation, and it's a specific, actionable distinction for curriculum focus. 
2. A deliberate instructor swap planned for CUL 104 based on this gap. Because the "application" outcome lagged, the department is moving instruction from a Math department faculty member to a Culinary faculty member with stronger real-world knowledge of how math is used in professional kitchens — a concrete, discipline-specific pedagogical fix. 
3. CUL 104 flags a tutoring-support mismatch. Students used the Tutoring Center, but general math tutors lack culinary-context experience; Markland explicitly requests an embedded tutor or Integrated Education and Training (IET) support model tailored to culinary math — a specific, actionable institutional-support gap. 
4. Intentional scheduling change already improved access in CUL 104. Adding a Winter-term section gives students who struggle in Fall math a second chance without waiting a full year — cited as a support structure that's already working, distinct from tutoring. 
5. Small sample size explicitly limits CUL 104 findings, with a stated plan to fix it. With only 12 students assessed, Markland states the group is too small for statistical inference and plans to reassess in Fall term when enrollment is larger — a clear, forward-looking methodological correction. 
6. CUL 270 (capstone) shows an age-related performance pattern. Thor Erickson notes nontraditional-age students seemed to perform better on the fine-dining entrée assessment — offered as an observation rather than a firm conclusion, but worth tracking alongside similar age-related patterns seen in other CTE programs (e.g., Criminal Justice, Automotive). 
7. Repetition/rubric refinement identified as next steps in both capstone-adjacent courses. Erickson (CUL 270) plans to customize the rubric per assignment type and increase repetitive assessment earlier in the program (first year), while Fraker (BAK 240) wants to add scenario-based troubleshooting exercises (e.g., diagnosing "problem bread") — both represent a shift toward more applied, iterative skill-building rather than one-off assessment.
8. HM 190 (Hospitality Management) shows strong outcomes with a specific planned process improvement. Brian Kerr reports strong food/beverage service competency and plans to add mid-term check-ins, posted midterm grades, and one-on-one meetings — a concrete, proactive early-intervention structure not yet tied to any observed problem, but offered as a preventive enhancement.

