Math 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
	Mathematics
	6%
	36
	18%
	115
	25%
	163
	51%
	328
	100%
	642

	Other
	Computation 1
	8%
	31
	10%
	38
	81%
	306
	0%
	1
	100%
	376

	
	Computation 2
	7%
	38
	25%
	127
	59%
	302
	8%
	42
	100%
	509

	Grand Total
	7%
	105
	18%
	280
	50%
	771
	24%
	371
	100%
	1527



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
	Mathematics
	70%
	96
	79%
	358
	70%
	37

	Other
	Computation 1
	75%
	93
	87%
	214
	 
	 

	
	Computation 2
	54%
	74
	75%
	263
	33%
	7

	Grand Total
	66%
	263
	80%
	835
	54%
	44



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
	Mathematics
	73%
	213
	79%
	250
	85%
	28

	Other
	Computation 1
	78%
	210
	91%
	97
	 
	 

	
	Computation 2
	62%
	219
	79%
	117
	100%
	8

	Grand Total
	70%
	642
	81%
	464
	86%
	36



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
	Mathematics
	74%
	162
	79%
	278
	72%
	51

	Other
	Computation 1
	73%
	129
	89%
	171
	100%
	7

	
	Computation 2
	58%
	147
	77%
	190
	100%
	7

	Grand Total
	67%
	438
	81%
	639
	76%
	65



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
	Mathematics
	74%
	161
	78%
	330

	Other
	Computation 1
	76%
	128
	86%
	179

	
	Computation 2
	65%
	147
	69%
	197

	Grand Total
	71%
	436
	77%
	706



AI summary of available qualitative data (excerpts from faculty survey): MTH 102, MTH 105Z, MTH 111, MTH 112Z, MTH 211, MTH 212, MTH 231, MTH 241, MTH 256
1. Rubric/methodology self-correction (MTH 102, Monte Cheney)
Cheney flagged that his own rubric was miscalibrated — "too strict and too lax" across the two outcomes — and concluded the assessment tool itself, not student learning, likely explains the shortfall. A good example of an instructor using assessment data to critique the instrument rather than just the students.
2. Faculty skepticism about assessment-driven course change (MTH 105Z, Sean Rule)
Rule was candid that he doesn't adjust his courses based on these assessment projects — he makes changes based on his own pedagogical judgment and department collaboration instead, and pointed out the small sample sizes can't support statistically meaningful claims about subgroup differences. Useful as a dissenting/skeptical voice on the value of the current assessment process.
3. Placement and prerequisite readiness as a success driver (MTH 211 & 212, Kristy Gilmore)
Gilmore tied strong outcomes (80%+ meeting/exceeding across both courses) directly to correct prerequisite placement, framing it as evidence that advising and placement processes are working well — a positive institutional-support finding rather than a course-design one.
4. Post-COVID prerequisite skill gaps driving systemic change (MTH 111, Jacquie Coe)
Coe reported students consistently struggling with correct formatting, rounding, and interpreting results (not initial problem setup) and attributed this to "post-Covid students... coming in with weak pre-requisite skills." This finding is already driving concrete institutional action: a placement process overhaul and a co-requisite support course scaled up through AY24/25.
5. Gender and first-generation equity gaps (MTH 256, Rebecca Ramos)
Ramos surfaced a stark gender gap (93% of male students met/exceeded vs. 0% of the single female student) and a first-generation gap (50% vs. 92% for students with a parent with an associate's degree+), explicitly setting a goal to increase support and recruitment for female and first-gen students in math.
6. Persistent first-gen/Pell gap across terms (MTH 112Z, Rebecca Ramos)
A parallel pattern shows up a year earlier in MTH 112Z — first-gen and Pell-eligible students underperforming continuing-gen/non-Pell peers by a wide margin — suggesting this is a recurring, not one-off, equity signal for Ramos's sections worth tracking longitudinally.
7. Small-sample fatigue and a call for multi-term assessment (MTH 241, Jenna Arlie)
Arlie noted nearly half her students fell short and recommended pooling Winter and Spring term data in future cycles because so few students enroll in MTH 241 during Winter — a practical suggestion for improving statistical reliability across low-enrollment courses.


