Music 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
	Arts & Letters
	14%
	31
	4%
	8
	14%
	31
	68%
	149
	100%
	219

	Grand Total
	14%
	31
	4%
	8
	14%
	31
	68%
	149
	100%
	219



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
	Arts & Letters
	88%
	23
	80%
	119
	84%
	38

	Grand Total
	88%
	23
	80%
	119
	84%
	38



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
	Arts & Letters
	87%
	62
	79%
	88
	81%
	30

	Grand Total
	87%
	62
	79%
	88
	81%
	30



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
	Arts & Letters
	96%
	52
	74%
	104
	100%
	24

	Grand Total
	96%
	52
	74%
	104
	100%
	24



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
	Arts & Letters
	88%
	63
	80%
	117

	Grand Total
	88%
	63
	80%
	117



AI summary of available qualitative data (excerpts from faculty survey): MUS 101, MUS 111, MUS 112, MUS 202
1. Structured test prep drove measurable gains (MUS 101, James Knox)
Giving students a past midterm/final two weeks ahead to self-check their skill level led to significantly higher scores than prior terms — a clear case of an instructional tweak (transparent practice + timed review) translating directly into improved outcomes, and Knox is now carrying this practice forward permanently.
2. Blind grading cited as an equity safeguard (MUS 101, James Knox)
Knox specifically noted that no demographic indicators were visible during grading and that the disaggregated data showed no significant performance gaps across race/ethnicity, age, gender, Pell, or first-gen status — framing this as evidence the assessment process itself was equitable, not just the outcome.
3. Small-class assessment "luxury" — individualized attention (MUS 112, Michael Gesme)
With only 9 students, Gesme highlighted that small class size lets him focus on individual students throughout the term, which he sees as reinforcing (not separate from) the outcomes-assessment process itself — an argument for how class size and assessment quality interact.
4. Non-participation inflating "no basis for evaluation" numbers (MUS 112, Michael Gesme)
Gesme flagged that the "no basis for evaluation" category (2 of 9 students) was driven by attendance/completion issues rather than performance — one student vanished after week one — and that among students who actually completed the assessment, the success rate was 100%. This is a useful methodological note: participation gaps can visually distort small-course assessment data.
5. Layered equity gaps across age, Pell, first-gen, and gender (MUS 202, Travis Allen)
Allen's report is unusually thorough in naming multiple simultaneous gaps — younger students outperforming older students, non-Pell outperforming Pell recipients, continuing-generation outperforming first-generation students, and male students exceeding expectations at higher rates than female students — while appropriately caveating that small sample sizes limit how much weight to put on any one gap.
6. Assessment gaps linked to uneven access to institutional support (MUS 202, Travis Allen)
Rather than treating the gaps as purely instructional, Allen connected them to a hypothesis that first-gen and Pell-eligible students may be less aware of or less able to access tutoring/advising — framing the intervention as a support-connection problem, not just a course-design one.
7. Concrete, multi-pronged response plan (MUS 202, Travis Allen)
In response to the gaps, Allen laid out specific planned adjustments: clearer assignment instructions/exemplars, more low-stakes practice opportunities, and earlier and more regular check-ins with students — with an explicit goal of narrowing outcome gaps for first-gen and Pell students by the next assessment cycle.


