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Subject Area Committee Name: Computer Science 

Outcome Being Assessed (Cultural Awareness/Literacy, Critical Thinking, 
Quantitative Literacy, or Written Communication): Quantitative Literacy 

Contact Person:  

Name e-mail 
Doug Jones cdjones@pcc.edu 

 

Narrative 
 
1. Why did your SAC choose to participate in All-In this year?   
Quantitative Literacy is central to most CS courses, and we’ve never tried to measure it 
directly before.  The effort also seems like good practice for doing the Gen Ed 
assessments that seem likely to come in the future 
 
2. What does your SAC hope to learn from the project? 
We’re still focused on the “Are we really teaching what we need to teach” question, and 
are trying to obtain direct evidence of relevant outcomes. 
 
3. Have you lined up one or more faculty from your SAC to attend an 

assignment design workshop later this fall?  
Yes – Doug Jones and Gayathri Iyer attended the assignment design workshop 
 
4. How will your SAC train the participating All-In faculty who don’t attend the 

assignment design workshop? 
All assignments will be constructed by Doug and Gayathri, so we’re not worrying about 
training others in assignment design at present. 
 
5. Participating SACs must plan their own norming and scoring of artifacts in 

the spring, summer or early fall. How will your SAC approach this?  
We’ll do a norming session. 
 
6. What are your SAC’s plans for the data when it becomes available next fall?  

How do you hope to use the information to improve student learning? 
It is unclear exactly what data we’ll be receiving.  The hope is that we’ll end up with 
course-level data that helps us determine if quantitative literacy goals are being met.  If 
this is the case, then we can use it to plan curriculum or pedagogy changes.   If not, we’ll 
probably end up re-analyzing the student artifacts to see what we can learn. 
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7. In which courses (e.g., SOC 204, SOC 232) will artifacts be collected? (List all 

applicable courses.)  
CS 133G, CS 133U, CS 140U, CS 161 
 
8. How many sections will participate in each course listed above?  
Here are the sections and their enrollment for Winter 2018.  We did not submit 
data for Spring 2018 because Susan said they had too many artifacts: 
 
Note: The following is Susan Wilson’s summary of the information submitted by CS. We have removed 
the names of the individual faculty who participated in the assessment.  
 
CS 133G (69 students from 3 sections) 
CS 133U (51 students from 2 sections) 
CS 140U (176 students from 7 sections) 
CS 160 (177 students from 8 sections)  
CS 161 (205 students from 9 sections)  
 
9. What process is in place to gather artifacts from the courses you have 

chosen? 
All artifacts are submitted to D2L Assignment dropboxes, and we’ll grab them 
from there 
 
 

 All instructors teaching the course(s) from which artifacts are gathered will 
contribute artifacts. 

 A representative sample of instructors in terms of full/part-time status 
and in-person / distance learning modality will contribute artifacts. 

 A voluntary group of instructors will contribute artifacts. 
 
(Note that volunteer sample groups inherently introduce bias to the process.  Sometimes 
they are unavoidable, however, depending on the degree of instructor involvement in the 
assessment process within a given SAC.)   
 
 
 
End of Planning Section! Complete the next portion in the spring of 2018 
after assessments have occurred. 
 
10. How did your SAC determine which instructors were going to participate in All-In? 
All sections of the targeted courses were included in the plan, but some didn’t follow 
through.  Here are the results from Winter 2018: 
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Susan Wilson deleted a chart depicting the names of faculty who did and did not 
participate. Instead, here is a summary: 
 
There were 29 sections in the original population. Of those, 4 sections (taught by 2 
instructors) did not participate, leaving 25 sections in the assessment sample.  
 
11. What type(s) of assignments are the artifacts? (E.g., a 3-page minimum paper for all but 

Quantitative Literacy), exam, project, or other. Note that team projects are not eligible.)  
The artifacts are exams completed by the students.  
   
12. Did faculty use a shared, common assignment, or did assignments vary? 
All sections of a given course used the same assignment, but each course used a different 
assignment 
 
13. Please provide a description of your SAC’s process for ensuring that the 

assignment was likely to elicit evidence of student attainment for a majority 
of the selected VALUE rubric’s elements. 

The assignments were developed specifically for the VALUE rubric, and we targeted all 
elements on each assignment.  The problem, of course, is really understanding the rubric, 
and we still don’t really understand “Assumptions”… 
 
 
14. Tell us how your SAC-sponsored assignment design workshop and norming 

session workshop went. 
Most faculty were not involved in assignment design.  Norming was long and somewhat 
painful.  We used the “within 1” protocol and achieved consensus on all of the items we 
scored collectively.   The problem is that a subsequent “let’s try it again and see if we still 
agree” scoring pretty much fell apart – the consensus achieved during the norming 
session didn’t seem to last.  As a result, faculty “outliers” were dropped and we ended up 
scoring artifacts using a much smaller pool of faculty. 
 
Reminder! All-In is a two-year commitment.  
 
Next year (2018-19), your SAC will need to analyze the results of this year’s 
assessment and report your findings.  
 

 

 


