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LEARNING OUTCOMES ASSESSMENT 

ANNUAL REPORT 2007-2008 

INTRODUCTION AND OVERVIEW  

PREPARED BY: 

ROSALIE V. MINCE  

The academic year 2007-2008 was another banner year for learning outcomes assessment at the 

Community College of Baltimore County.  In January 2008 CCBC was selected as the winner of the 

Community College Futures Assembly Bellwether Award in the Institutional Programs and Services 

category for its submission on learning outcomes assessment, featuring high impact course-level 

assessment projects.  All 30 Bellwether finalist institutions were required to submit a one-page abstract as 

part of their initial submission notebooks.  The three winning institutions were asked to expand those 

abstracts into three-page articles for publication.  The article written about CCBCôs assessment program 

serves as the introduction and overview for this yearôs annual Learning Outcomes Assessment report. 

The article included below was written by Rose Mince and Tara Ebersole and submitted to The 

Community College Futures Assembly to be featured in an upcoming special issue of the Community 

College Journal of Research and Practice (CCJRP).  The CCJRP has 12 issues a year.  The 2008 Futures 

Assembly Special Issue highlighting the Bellwether Award winners and finalists is expected to be 

published in Fall 2008.  The last paragraph of the article highlights the other national awards related to 

assessment that CCBC earned during this past academic year and summarizes the value of assessment to 

many different areas of the institution. 

 

An Effective Assessment Model for Implementing Change and 

Improving Learning  

 

Rose Mince and Tara Ebersole 

 

The Community College of Baltimore County (CCBC) defines assessment as a purposeful, 

systematic, and collaborative process driven by the institutionôs desire to improve student learning. 

The assessment process is learning-centered and utilizes data from a variety of sources to determine 

what students know, what students can do with what they know, and how well they do it. The goal of 

assessment is to transform the institution into one which creates the best conditions for learning, 

encourages best practices, and inspires creativity. This goal is closely linked to the collegeôs mission 

to make teaching purposeful, learning powerful, and community paramount.   Learning outcomes 

assessment is a natural and ongoing component of the instructional process. All members of the 

institution share responsibility for student learning. A climate of cooperation and focused efforts to 

improve permeates the assessment process. Formative assessment must be risk-free to provide 

feedback to faculty that allows them to strengthen and improve the educational process, resulting in 

more appropriate, more extensive, and/or higher level learning.  
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Although assessment has been recommended as a form of accountability in higher education since the 

1980s, many colleges and universities have been reluctant to reveal their outcomes results to their 

constituents.  A higher level of accountability is still being called for by the public and business 

leaders today, and assessment is mandated by all higher education accrediting agencies and many state 

governments.  Assessment is currently being explored by the federal government, and employment of 

standardized tests and comparisons of results across institutions is being considered.  The Middle 

States Commission on Higher Education Accreditation, CCBCôs accrediting organization, requires the 

use of the results of assessment to lead to further improvement at the course, program, general 

education, and institutional levels.  More than just looking at grades on a transcript, the goal is to look 

deeply within courses and programs to identify the expected outcomes and then measure to determine 

the degree to which they are being achieved.  There is always room for improvement, and that is the 

area of emphasis for the future.  Thus, assessment at CCBC is formative versus summative.  

 

Assessment projects follow five distinct stages: 1) Designing and Proposing a Learning Outcomes 

Assessment Project;  2) Implementing the Design and Collecting and Analyzing the Data; 3) 

Redesigning the Course to Improve Student Learning; 4) Implementing Course Revisions and 

Reassessing Student Learning, and 5) Final Analysis and Reporting Results.  Although each of the 

five stages is important, perhaps the most important stage is the intervention stage, where the data is 

reviewed to determine what changes can be implemented to further strengthen areas of success and 

improve areas of weakness.   As important as the five stages are the unique characteristics of CCBCôs 

assessment program. CCBCôs program is a faculty-driven, risk-free, externally validated process that 

follows a basic research design.  Assessment encompasses learning at the course, program, and 

institutional levels. CCBC ensures that assessment is faculty-driven by having faculty members serve 

as the team leaders for assessment projects.  The Outcomes Associate provides assistance and 

direction, but it is the faculty who determine which course outcomes are most salient to assess and 

how to best go about assessing them.  Being risk-free allows for faculty experimentation and 

transformative assessment. When the faculty teams receive their data, it is up to them to determine 

which interventions might be most appropriate and effective.  If those interventions do not result in 

the desired outcomes, then faculty are encouraged to try again, without censure, until they find the 

strategies that will be most effective in enhancing student learning.  The research design is determined 

by the faculty, using an instrument that is always externally validated.  This is a standard of the 

collegeôs assessment program that many other colleges do not adhere to.  The final key characteristic, 

considering each assessment project a research project, helps ensure that as many variables as possible 

are controlled for.  As with any type of quasi-experimental design, cause and effect relationships 

cannot be proven, but CCBC uses rigorous research procedures to the degree possible to guarantee 

validity and reliability. 

 

Each year, three to five high enrollment courses are identified by the academic deans for participation 

in an assessment project, and a faculty team for each course is formed.  High impact courses are those 

that typically enroll several hundred students and are taught on more than one of CCBCôs three main 

campuses. Projects that are smaller in scope are also supported.  Faculty team leaders are paid a small 

stipend for their work, which does not begin to adequately pay for the great amount of time and 

energy that is required to complete a project but acknowledges the importance of the projects.   

 

A college-wide representative advisory board provides direction and oversight for CCBCôs many and 

varied assessment initiatives. The CCBC Guide for Learning Outcomes Assessment and Classroom 

Learning Assessment is available on the collegeôs web site; as are all of the forms and other 

information that faculty need to complete a project.  The CCBC Guide has been borrowed by many 

other institutions to help them launch or enhance their assessment programs.  Primary assistance 

during each of the five stages of a project is provided by the collegeôs Outcomes Associate and the 
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Planning, Research, and Evaluation Office.  Strong support from the collegeôs administration has also 

been essential to improving teaching and learning.  This team approach to collecting and reviewing 

data to determine and implement change has been very successful. The direct evidence of 

improvement in student learning that is shown in the data is highly motivating and encourages faculty 

and administrators to do all that they can to support teaching and learning strategies that have been 

successful.  

 

Data are disaggregated by salient demographic characteristics to determine what changes are 

appropriate for particular sub-populations. Projects that have not resulted in the degree of 

improvement desired are continued or expanded until the desired goals are achieved.  Interventions 

that have been implemented usually have a pedagogical focus but also include administrative changes 

such as changing prerequisites, lowering class size, and adding technology. CCBC has seen an 

emergence of faculty engagement in assessment from initial hesitation to leadership. Faculty are 

encouraged to take risks and move beyond current teaching strategies to implement interventions that 

will lead to greater student success. 

 

To date, more than 30 high impact projects have been initiated or completed, positively affecting more 

than 25,000 students.  At least 35% of full- and part-time faculty have participated in high impact course-

level projects. Many different types of projects have been completed, including the use of standardized 

tests, internally created tests that are highly correlated with standardized tests, portfolios, grading done by 

external consultants and advisory board members, written assignments with standardized or internally 

developed rubrics, and all types of combinations of the above. Effective interventions that have been 

adopted based on learning outcomes assessment results include early alert and student engagement 

activities, such as including required, individualized meetings with faculty when students are not 

successful on their first major test/assignment, and increased faculty/student communication, especially 

electronic communication. Specific pedagogical interventions, such as workshops for full-time and part-

time faculty, adoption of different textbooks, creation of customized lab and teaching manuals, and 

incorporation of specific texts, readings, and assignments that focus on particular course objectives and 

content have been very beneficial. Increased time on task for areas identified as needing improvement, 

college-wide adoption of particular assignments and exams, purchase and use of equipment and software, 

examination of class size, changes in prerequisites, re-sequencing of courses and/or course content, and 

expanded use of technology to support student learning are other proven interventions.  Executive 

Summaries of completed projects are posted on the collegeôs web site so that others can learn from and 

build upon previous projects.  Every completed project has demonstrated a significant, positive 

improvement in student learning from the beginning to the end of the project.   
 

The use of assessment extends well beyond the collegeôs course-level assessment program.  The same 

stages exist for CCBCôs multi-pronged General Education assessment program as well as for program 

and institutional level assessment. General Education assessment includes the administration of a 

nationally normed standardized test every three to four years, inclusion of questions on the student 

course evaluation instrument to solicit feedback from students regarding their satisfaction with the 

General Education program, and an activity known as the GREAT Project, which stands for GeneRal 

Education Assessment Teams.  The GREAT Project involves faculty-developed Common Graded 

Assignments and accompanying scoring rubrics that assess the degree to which students have 

mastered the collegeôs six General Education Program goals in each of the General Education 

disciplines and courses.   Every General Education course is assessed at least once every three years. 

 

Program Review at CBCC involves assessment of student success related to the outcomes for each 

program of study and/or assessment of the degree to which the program has helped students achieve 

the collegeôs four Core Competencies.  These competencies are highly correlated with the General 
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Education Program goals, thus achieving an integration of the competencies/goals throughout all 

programs. 

 

CCBC has adopted assessment into its culture, using it to provide diagnostic frameworks for program 

development. Reflecting on the theme of this yearôs Community College Futures Assembly, Change 

or Die, CCBC can assert that assessment is about change, and change is hard, but if it helps students, 

it must be embraced.   

 

Over the past eight years, CCBC has repeatedly been recognized as a national leader in learning 

outcomes assessment.  In 2006, CCBC won the Council for Higher Education Accreditation Award 

for Institutional Progress in Student Learning Outcomes.  CCBC was one of four colleges to receive 

the award in its inaugural year and the only community college to receive such recognition.  The 

college was one of four community colleges featured in Building a Culture of Evidence in Community 

Colleges: Lessons Learned from Exemplary Institutions for using data to make important decisions.  

In this report, the CCBC Planning, Research, and Evaluation Office was lauded for the work that it 

does to provide stakeholders with the information they need to identify strengths and weaknesses and 

work towards continuous improvement.  This office analyzes data and creates reports for all of the 

collegeôs assessment projects.  In addition to winning the 2008 Bellwether Award in the Institutional 

Programs and Services category, CCBC also won the prestigious MetLife Foundation 2008 

Community College Excellence Award for excellence in promoting educational and economic 

advancement to high risk students.  Again, with this award, CCBC was recognized for its focus on 

student success with specific emphasis on sub-populations of students who can benefit from particular 

interventions.  It is this willingness to embrace the data and focus on positive change that makes 

CCBC special.   
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LEARNING OUTCOMES ASSESSMENT ADVISORY BOARD  

 

ANNUAL REPORT 2007-2008 
 

PREPARED BY: 

NATA SHA MILLER AND CYNTHIA ROBERTS  

 

AUGUST 2008 

OVERVIEW  

 

The Learning Outcomes Assessment Advisory Board (LOAAB) continued to meet on a quarterly basis 

via video-conferencing. The board focused on incorporating the collegeôs biannual theme of ñYear of 

Communication: Writingò into its activities during the 2007-2008 academic year. In accordance with the 

theme three subcommittees were formed: Communication, Professional Development and ñYear of 

Communication: Writing,ò each with a different task but with the same goal--the goal of communicating 

information about assessment to the college community.  

 

GUIDE FOR LEARNING OUTCOMES ASSESSMENT 

The revised assessment guide was published and distributed to all faculty members during the 2007-2008 

academic year. The guide is also available on the LOA website (www.ccbcmd.edu/loa/loaindex.html). 

 

SUBCOMMITTEE ACCOMPLISHMENTS  

 

The Communication subcommittee presented information on conducting assessments projects at the 

Teaching Learning Fair and the Adjunct Faculty Conference. The presentations focused on the different 

types of assessment projects that are conducted and goal of the projects. Communicating this information 

to adjunct faculty was particularly critical since they are often unavailable to attend faculty staff meetings. 

During these presentations the newly updated Guide to Learning Outcomes Assessment and Classroom 

Assessment Techniques was distributed. The Board thanks Paulette Comet, Bob Baer and Robert Miller 

for their contributions during these presentations. The Communication subcommittee also reorganized the 

LOA website to make it more user-friendly and easily accessible. 

 

Traditionally, in celebration of the completion of LOA projects LOAAB holds an assessment day 

conference. This year the Professional Development subcommittee decided to create sashes for faculty who 

had completed LOA projects and for faculty and staff who were involved in assessment projects. The sashes 

were worn by faculty during graduation as part of their regalia in celebration of their role in conducting 

assessment at CCBC. These sashes will be distributed to faculty as they complete their projects during the 

next several years. The Board thanks Dennis Seymour for his hard work on this project. 

 

COLLEGE SENATE SUBCOMMITTEE  

 

To ensure continued connection with other campus committees two representatives from the Senate were 

enlisted to attend the LOAAB meeting. In addition LOAAB was designated as a subcommittee of the 

College Senate which ensures that LOAAB is under the purview of the Senate.   

 

FUTURE PROJECTS 

 

In the coming year the LOAAB will be reviewing the CCSSE data in connection with assessment activities.   

http://www.ccbcmd.edu/loa/loaindex.html
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COURSE LEVEL LEARNING OUTCOMES ASSESSMENT 

PREPARED BY: 

 ROSE MINCE 

JULY 2008 

PREPARED WITH ASSISTANCE FROM THE LOA DA TA SUMMARIES PREPARE D BY 

NATASHA MILLER AND P REVIOUS COURSE-LEVEL REPORTS SUBMIT TED BY JEAN 

ASHBY AND TARA EISEN HAUER EBERSOLE 

OVERVIEW  

 

CCBC has been engaged in course-level assessment for nine years, and during that time has learned many 

lessons about how to successfully plan and administer externally validated assessments that directly 

measure student learning at the course objective level. All assessment projects begin with the 

development of a Request for Proposal (RFP) and flow through the five stages listed below.  Throughout 

the process, faculty teams attempt to adhere as closely to basic research design as possible.  The Planning, 

Research, and Evaluation Office conducts the data analyses and provides a thorough report for stages 2 

and 4.  During the academic year 2007-08 the Dean of Instruction for Curriculum and Assessment served 

as the collegeôs Outcomes Associate and provided assistance to faculty during each of the five stages.   

 

Prior to launching a project, a team of faculty leaders is selected by the academic dean to serve as the 

primary researchers for each project.  An orientation meeting is held to fully brief those leaders about the 

collegeôs policies and procedures and to begin framing the outcomes to be measured and the research 

design to be employed.  Faculty then select an assessment instrument, ensure external validation, and 

outline a timeline for completion of each stage listed below. 

 

Stage 1: Designing and Proposing a Learning Outcomes Assessment Project 

 Stage 2: Implementing the Design and Collecting and Analyzing the Data 

Stage 3: Redesigning the Course to Improve Student Learning  

Stage 4: Implementing Course Revisions and Reassessing Student Learning 

Stage 5: Final Analysis and Reporting Results 

 

Four projects were completed this past year, and four new projects will begin in 2008-09.  The four new 

projects will be conducted in ESOL 052 (Academic English for Speakers of Other Languages), BIOL 220 

(Human Anatomy and Physiology I), CRJU 202 (Criminology), and PHYS 101 (General Physical 

Science).  The four completed projects were Management 101 (Introduction to Business and Industry), 

Psychology 101 (Introduction to Psychology), English 101 (College Composition I), and Reading 051 

(Basic Reading.) The final data analysis reports prepared by Natasha Miller and the executive summaries 

written by the faculty teams for those four projects are included below. 
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Management 101 Data Summary 

August 2006 

 

The Management 101 (MGNT 101) Learning Outcomes Assessment (LOA) project was conducted during 

the spring 2006 semester on all CCBC campuses. Three types of interventions were implemented during 

the spring 2006 semester: faculty advisement, early alert and no intervention. The assessment data was 

combined with other student information such as grades and demographics, to provide a comprehensive 

representation of the students. The following summary will provide a background of all students enrolled 

in MGNT 101 including grade distributions and student demographics. The remainder of this summary 

will focus on 1) the effect of the type of intervention (faculty advisement, early alert and no intervention) 

on student scores and 2) an analysis of the 13 objectives set forth in this course. In addition, the results 

from the 2004 baseline assessment will be included to allow a comparison of the 2006 to the 2004 results. 

These results can be used by faculty to assess the impact of the course on student learning and to make 

any adjustments or improvements in the course objectives.   If you have any questions, please contact 

Natasha Miller, 410-455-4745 or nmiller2@ccbcmd.edu. 

 

Background ï All MGNT 101 Courses Spring 2006 

 Thirty-three sections of MGNT 101 were conducted during the Spring 2006 term: 

o Sixteen sections were conducted at Catonsville, two at Dundalk, 11 at Essex and four 

online sections 

 A total of 584 students were enrolled in MGNT 101 at the end of the semester and 584 were 

awarded grades by the beginning of June 2006 

o Of the 584 students awarded grades 236 (40%) were Caucasian/White, 279 (48%) were 

African-American/Black and 69 (12%) were from other ethnic groups 

o Fifty percent of students were males and 49% females  

o Male students successfully completed MGNT 101 at a rate of 66% and females at a rate of 

67% 

o The majority (73%) of students ranged in age from 18 to 24 years old  

o Sixty-seven percent (67%) of students successfully completed the course with a grade of 

A-D (Table 1) 

o The success rate for students enrolled in the online sections was lower (58%) than the 

CCBC overall success rate (66%) 

o In the four online sections the majority (46%) of students ranged in age from 20 to 24 

years old 
 

Table 1: Management 101 Grade Distributions by percent and number, in parentheses, for Spring 

2006 

Grades Catonsville Dundalk Essex Online CCBC 

A-D 
66% 

(162) 

66% 

(33) 

70% 

(167) 

58% 

(28) 

67% 

(390) 

F 
21% 

(52) 

24% 

(12) 

19% 

(45) 

19% 

(9) 

20% 

(118) 

I 
3% 

(8) 
0 0 

4% 

(2) 

2% 

(10) 

W 
9% 

(21) 

10% 

(5) 

10% 

(25) 

19% 

(8) 

10% 

(60) 

mailto:nmiller2@ccbcmd.edu
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*Audit grades are not included in this table 

 At CCBC 54% of African-American/Black students, 75% of Caucasian students and 78% of 

students from other ethnic groups successfully completed Management 101 with a grade of A-D 

(Table 2) 

 Compared to all racial and ethnic groups African-American/Black students received a grade of F 

(31%) at a higher rate than students from other groups, 13% for Caucasian students and 10% for 

students from other groups 

 Across all CCBC campuses African-American/Black students successfully completed 

Management 101 at a lower rate than all other racial and ethnic groups  

 

Table 2: Management 101 Grade distributions for Spring 2006 by ethnicity and campus (number of 

students in parentheses)   

Ethnicity  Grades Catonsville Dundalk Essex Online CCBC 

African-

American/Black 

A-D 
55% 

(67) 

53% 

(9) 

54% 

(40) 

46% 

(11) 

54% 

(127) 

F 
28% 

(34) 

35% 

(6) 

32% 

(24) 

38% 

(9) 

31% 

(73) 

I 
4% 

(5) 
0 0 0 

2% 

(5) 

W 
11% 

(13) 

12% 

(2) 

12% 

(9) 

17% 

(4) 

12% 

(28) 

Caucasian/White 

A-D 
76% 

(70) 

76% 

(22) 

75% 

(103) 

67% 

(14) 

75% 

(209) 

F 
14% 

(13) 

14% 

(4) 

13% 

(18) 
0 

13% 

(35) 

I 
1% 

(1) 
0 0 

10% 

(2) 

1% 

(3) 

W 
8% 

(7) 

10% 

(3) 

10% 

(14) 

24% 

(5) 

10% 

(29) 

Other groups A-D 76% 

(25) 

50% 

(2) 

83% 

(24) 

100% 

(3) 

78% 

(54) 

F 15% 

(5) 

50% 

(2) 

10% 

(3) 

0 15% 

(10) 

I 6% 

(2) 
0 0 

0 3% 

(2) 

W 3% 

(1) 
0 

7% 

(2) 

0 4% 

(3) 

*Audit grades are not included in this table 

Summary of students participating in the LOA project 

 Of the 33 sections of MGNT 101, 21 sections participated in the Spring 2006 LOA project with 13 

sections in the no intervention group and four sections in the faculty advisement and early alert 

groups 

 Ten sections were conducted in Catonsville, two in Dundalk, seven in Essex and two online 

sections 

 All CCBC locations were not represented in each intervention group: the faculty advisement 

intervention was conducted in two sections on the Dundalk campus and two online sections; the 
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early alert group was conducted in three sections in Catonsville and one section on the Essex 

campus; no intervention was administered to seven sections in Catonsville and six sections in 

Essex 

 Three hundred and nineteen (319) students completed the 2006 assessment but only 294 students 

were matched to the assessment  

 Of the 294 students 62 (21%) were in the faculty advisement group, 51 (17%) in the early alert 

group and 181 (62%) received no intervention 

 The majority of the students were Caucasian/White (55%), 31% were African-American/Black 

and 41 (14%) were from other ethnic groups 

 Of the students completing the assessment test, 94% successfully completed the course with a 

grade of A-D, 5% received a grade of F and 2 % received an incomplete grade; the 95% success 

rate is considerably higher than the success rate of all students (76%) 

 In addition, 95% of female students and 92% of male students successfully completed the course 

while 4% of males and 6% of females received a grade of F 

 There were more male students in the early alert (55%) and no intervention (51%) groups than in 

the faculty advisement group which consisted of 60% of female students  

 

Summary of the LOA results 

 

 Results from the 2004 baseline assessment are provided to allow comparison between the baseline 

and the different intervention groups 

 Across all CCBC campuses the type of intervention (early alert, faculty advisement and no 

intervention) had a significant effect on student scores (p<.05) (Table 3) 

 Students in the faculty advisement group scored significantly higher than students in both the no 

intervention and early alert sections (p<.05) 

 In addition, students in the early alert sections scored significantly lower than students in the 

faculty advisement sections and there was no significant difference between the no intervention 

group and the early alert group (p<.05) 

 The overall mean score of the 2006 assessment was 29.57 (59%), which is slightly higher than the 

mean score obtained in the 2004 baseline assessment 28.97 (58%) and that difference was not 

significant (p=.37) 

 A significant difference was obtained between the 2004 baseline score and the faculty advisement 

group (p<.05); students in the faculty advisement group scored higher than the baseline 

 An interesting finding is that when students obtained no intervention they performed higher than 

students in the early alert group 

 Examination of the results by ethnicity and gender revealed that females and males performed 

similarly on the 2006 assessment (Table 4) 

 However, female overall scores increased from the 2004 to the 2006 score while male scores 

remained the same 

 

Table 3: Mean score on the 2006 assessment by type of intervention and by location 

(Catonsville, Dundalk, Essex and Online)  

Location Early 

Alert  

Faculty 

Advisement 

No 

Intervention  

2004 Baseline 

Assessment 

Number of Students 51 62 181 226 

Catonsville 
28.64 

(57%) 
NA 

30.61 

(61%) 

27.26 

(55%) 
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Dundalk NA 
29.47 

(59%) 
NA NA 

Essex 
25.12 

(50%) 
NA 

28.01 

(56%) 

30.51 

(61%) 

Online NA 
35.50 

(71%) 
NA 

31.59 

(63%) 

CCBC 
27.67 

(55%) 

32.19 

(64%) 

29.22 

(58%) 

28.97 

(58%) 

 

 Compared to the 2004 baseline, African/American/Black female students experienced a sizable 

increase in their 2006 overall scores 

 The students in the faculty intervention group who were Caucasian experienced the most growth 

relative to the 2004 baseline 

 Overall the faculty advisement intervention typically had the largest effect on student scores 

regardless of race or ethnicity 

  

Table 4: Mean number correct on the 2004 baseline and the 2006 assessment by gender, ethnicity 

and type of intervention for Spring 2006 

Developmental Analysis 

 Sixty-four students were concurrently enrolled in developmental courses while taking MGNT 101 

(Table 5) 

 Of the 64 students, 49 were enrolled in a developmental math course, 15 in an English 

developmental course and 13 in a reading developmental course 

Gender Ethnicity  

Early 

Alert  

Faculty 

Advisement 

No 

Intervention  

Overall 2006 

Assessment 

Means 

2004 

Baseline 

Assessment 

Female 

African-

American/Black 
33.29 32.69 28.14 30.13 25.94 

Caucasian/White 26.64 32.73 29.32 29.91 30.93 

Other Students 30.00 33.50 30.00 30.35 28.86 

Total Females 29.36 32.76 29.05 30.04 28.75 

Male 

African-

American/Black 
24.22 29.00 28.30 27.60 26.76 

Caucasian/White 28.07 33.92 30.38 30.51 29.97 

Other Students 24.00 26.50 26.92 26.26 29.68 

Total Males 26.25 31.36 29.37 29.11 29.09 

Unknown 

African-

American/Black 
0 0 30.00 30.00 31.00 

Caucasian/White 0 0 25.00 25.00 30.50 

Other Students 30.00 0 33.00 31.50 0 

Total Unknowns 30.00 0 29.33 29.50 30.67 

Overall 

African-

American/Black 
28.19 31.09 28.25 28.96 26.42 

Caucasian/White 27.46 33.17 29.86 30.19 30.33 

Other Students 27.33 30.00 28.68 28.51 29.38 

All Students 
27.67 

(55%) 

32.19 

(64%) 

29.22 

(58%) 

29.57 

(59%) 

28.97 

(58%) 
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 Students in the developmental courses scored significantly lower on the assessment than students 

not taking developmental courses (p<.05) 

 Examination of the performance of students concurrently enrolled in developmental courses 

revealed that across all intervention groups students not in developmental courses outperformed 

students enrolled in developmental courses  

 

Table 5:  Mean score on the spring 2006 assessment for students enrolled in developmental courses 

Type of Course 

Number of 

Students 

Early 

Alert  

Faculty 

Advisement 

No 

Intervention 

Overall 2006 

Assessment 

Means 

Developmental 

Course 
64 

25.91 

(52%) 

26.00 

(52%) 

24.83 

(50%) 

25.42 

(51%) 

Not enrolled in 

developmental course 
230 

29.00 

(58%) 

33.68 

(67%) 

30.09 

(60%) 

30.73 

(61%) 

 

Course Objectives Analysis 

 Several analyses were conducted on the 13 course objectives and each will be discussed separately 

 An analysis of the course objectives by type of intervention revealed that the type of intervention 

had a significant effect on the following objectives: business and economy, international trade, 

management functions, operations management, marketing and technology (Table 6) 

 Post hoc analyses conducted to determine the level of differences in each objective revealed that 

the faculty advisement group scored significantly higher than students who received no 

intervention and those in the early alert group (p<.05) 

 The type of intervention also had a significant effect on the international trade objective, resulting 

in the faculty advisement group scoring significantly higher than the no intervention group 

(p<.05); only a marginally significant difference was found between the early alert group and the 

no intervention group (p<.10) on the previously mentioned objective 

 Consistent with previous findings, the faculty advisement group outperformed students in the no 

intervention group on the management function objective (p<.05) 

 A significant difference was observed between the early alert group and the no intervention and 

the faculty advisement group  on the questions addressing the marketing objective (p<.05); 

students in the early alert group performed significantly lower than the other two groups on this 

objective 

 Analysis of the technology questions only revealed a significant difference between the early alert 

and the no intervention group (p<.05);  

 These findings indicate that the faculty advisement intervention had the most significant impact on 

student scores on some objectives 

 

Comparison of 2004 baseline results to 2006 overall findings 

 Additional analyses were conducted to examine the difference between the 2004 baseline score 

and the overall 2006 scores by each objective 

 A significant difference was observed between the 2004 baseline and the 2006 overall score on 

business and economy, operations, technology and risk objectives (p<.05) 
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 The mean score significantly decreased from the 2004 baseline to the 2006 overall score on the 

business and economy objective while the scores on the operations, technology and risk objectives 

significantly increased (p<.05) 

 To determine if the type of intervention resulted in a significant increase in mean scores from 2004 

to 2006 several comparisons were conducted between each intervention group and the 2004 results 

 The no intervention group experienced a significant decrease in business and economy and 

international trade objectives relative to the 2004 baseline while the no intervention group 

experienced a significant improvement on operations management objectives  

 Both the technology and risk objectives experienced a significant improvement for students in the 

no intervention group 

 The faculty advisement group experienced significant improvement on mean scores on the 

international trade, management functions, operations, motivation and risk objectives 

 A comparison of the results of the early alert group to the 2004 baseline revealed a significant 

difference between these two years on the business and economy and the marketing objective; 

unfortunately the scores on these objectives decreased  

 Table 7 displays the mean course objectives by campus and by the type of intervention 

 

Summary 

Overall mean scores improved from 2004 to 2006 but that difference was not significant. The faculty 

advisement intervention had the most significant impact on student scores when compared to the other 

groups and to the 2004 results. In addition, the no intervention group scored higher than the early alert 

group, which indicates that with no interventions students continued to perform relatively well. It is 

difficult to generalize these results because each group was not represented on each campus and MGNT 

101 sections were not randomly assigned to each intervention group. 
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Table 6:  Mean number and percent correct by course objective and type of intervention 

Objectives Description of 

the objective 

Number 

of Items 

Early 

Alert  

Faculty 

Advisement 

No 

Intervention  

Overall 

2006 

Assessment  

2004 Baseline 

Assessment 

1 Business & 

Economy* 

10 5.73 

(57%) 

6.79 

(68%) 

5.85 

(59%) 

6.02 

(60%) 

6.57 

(66%) 

2 International 

Trade*  

4 2.90 

(73%) 

3.16 

(79%) 

2.57 

(64%) 

2.75 

(69%) 

2.85 

(71%) 

3 Ethics 1 .86 

(86%) 

.87 

(87%) 

.87 

(87%) 

.87 

(87%) 

.86 

(87%) 

4 Forms of 

Business 

Ownership 

3 
1.71 

(57%) 

1.87 

(62%) 

1.69 

(56%) 

1.73 

(58%) 

1.74 

(58%) 

5 Management 

Functions* 

4 2.73 

(68%) 

3.13 

(78%) 

2.72 

(68%) 

2.81 

(70%) 

2.75 

(69%) 

6 Planning & 

Decision 

Making 

3 
1.94 

(65%) 

1.81 

(60%) 

1.98 

(66%) 

1.94 

(65%) 

1.87 

(62%) 

7 Operations 

Management*  

7 2.27 

(32%) 

3.84 

(55%) 

3.21 

(46%) 

3.18 

(45%) 

2.68 

(38%) 

8 Motivation 2 1.16 

(58%) 

1.23 

(62%) 

1.00 

(50%) 

1.07 

(54%) 

.96 

(48%) 

9 Unions 3 1.41 

(47%) 

1.45 

(48%) 

1.37 

(46%) 

1.39 

(46%) 

1.28 

(43%) 

10 Marketing*  6 3.61 

(60%) 

4.27 

(71%) 

4.14 

(69%) 

4.07 

(68%) 

4.15 

(69%) 

11 Technology* 3 1.25 

(42%) 

1.45 

(48%) 

1.62 

(54%) 

1.52 

(51%) 

1.36 

(45%) 

12 Finance 2 1.31 

(66%) 

1.27 

(64%) 

1.12 

(56%) 

1.19 

(60%) 

1.18 

(59%) 

13 Risk 2 .78 

(39%) 

1.05 

(53%) 

1.07 

(54%) 

1.01 

(51%) 

.72 

(36%) 

* indicates significant difference p< .05            
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  Table 7: Mean number correct by course objective and type of intervention 

Campus 

Location 

Description of 

the objective 

Number 

of Items 

Early 

Alert  

Faculty 

Advisement 

No 

Intervention  

Overall 2006 

Assessment  

2004 

Baseline 

Assessment 

Catonsville Business & 

Economy 

10 

5.94  

6.31 6.20 6.29 

International 

Trade 

4 

3.09  

2.69 2.81 2.75 

Ethics 1 .91  .85 .86 .86 

Forms of 

Business 

Ownership 

3 

1.82  1.69 1.73 

1.62 

Management 

Functions 

4 

2.88  

2.95 2.93 2.88 

Planning & 

Decision 

Making 

3 

2.09  1.98 2.01 

1.77 

Operations 

Management 

7 

2.21  

3.38 3.04 2.07 

Motivation 2 1.18  1.12 1.14 .77 

Unions 3 1.62  1.62 1.62 1.27 

Marketing 6 3.74  4.33 4.16 4.07 

Technology 3 1.35  1.52 1.47 1.19 

Finance 2 1.38  1.21 1.26 1.11 

Risk 2 .74  .95 .89 .63 

Dundalk Business & 

Economy 

10 

 6.24 

 

6.24 

 

International 

Trade 

4 

 .88 

 

.88 

 

Ethics 1  3.03  3.03  

Forms of 

Business 

Ownership 

3 

 1.68  1.68 

 

Management 

Functions 

4 

 3.09 

 

3.09 

 

Planning & 

Decision 

Making 

3 

 1.56  1.56 

 

Operations 

Management 

7 

 3.38 

 

3.38 

 

Motivation 2  1.18  1.18  

Unions 3  1.18  1.18  

Marketing 6  3.85  3.85  

Technology 3  1.47  1.47  

Finance 2  1.06  1.06  

Risk 2  .88  .88  
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Campus 

Location 

Description of 

the objective 

Number 

of Items 

Early 

Alert  

Faculty 

Advisement 

No 

Intervention  

Overall 

2006 

Assessment  

2004 

Baseline 

Assessment 

Essex Business & 

Economy 

10 

5.29  

5.44 5.42 6.82 

International 

Trade 

4 

2.46  

2.46 2.47 2.95 

Ethics 1 .76  .90 .88 .87 

Forms of 

Business 

Ownership 

3 

1.47  1.69 1.66 

1.86 

Management 

Functions 

4 

2.41  

2.53 2.51 2.64 

Planning & 

Decision 

Making 

3 

1.65  1.99 1.94 

1.97 

Operations 

Management 

7 

2.41  

3.06 2.96 3.23 

Motivation 2 1.12  .90 .93 1.13 

Unions 3 1.00  1.15 1.13 1.29 

Marketing 6 3.35  3.97 3.88 4.21 

Technology 3 1.06  1.71 1.61 1.51 

Finance 2 1.18  1.04 1.06 1.24 

Risk 2 .88  1.16 1.12 .80 

Online Business & 

Economy 

10 

 7.46 

 

7.46 

 

International 

Trade 

4 

 .86 

 

.86 

 

Ethics 1  3.32  3.32  

Forms of 

Business 

Ownership 

3 

 2.11  2.11 

 

Management 

Functions 

4 

 3.18 

 

3.18 

 

Planning & 

Decision 

Making 

3 

 2.11  2.11 

 

Operations 

Management 

7 

 4.39 

 

4.39 

 

Motivation 2  1.29  1.29  

Unions 3  1.79  1.79  

Marketing 6  4.79  4.79  

Technology 3  1.43  1.43  

Finance 2  1.54  1.54  

Risk 2  1.25  1.25  
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Management 101: Introduction to Business and Industry 

Learning Outcomes Assessment Project 

Executive Summary 

 

Stage 1: Designing and Proposing a Learning Outcomes Project 

Management 101 examines the functions in business and develops a framework for the further 

study of business.  This course serves as an interdisciplinary course drawing from such areas as 

marketing, product strategy, finance, and business ethics.. A pre/post multiple choice exam 

covering 13 major content areas was designed from a standardized test bank and each 

examination question was matched to the objective(s) that it most appropriately measured. The 

initial assessment occurred in spring 2004. 

 

Stage 2: Implementing the Design and Collecting and Analyzing the Data 

 

Of the students completing the assessment test, 94% successfully completed the course with a 

grade of A-D, 5% received a grade of F and 2 % received an incomplete grade; the 95% success 

rate is considerably higher than the success rate of all students (76%).  There did not appear to be 

a significant difference in results among the three campuses.  The results of the initial assessment 

showed that of the students enrolled in MNGT 101, the mean score on the assessment was 28.97 

out of  50 for all students.  The mean score for Caucasian students was 30.33.  The success rate 

of African American students was lower than that of the majority students.   African American 

males scored a mean of 26.76  and  African American females scored a mean of  25.74. 

 

Stage 3: Redesigning the Course to Improve Student Learning 

 

As a result of faculty discussion and a mutual agreement upon the importance of 

improving student success rates and learning, the faculty decided to implement 

interventions that focused on increased communication with students. In particular, the faculty 

felt that there needed to be special emphasis on closing the achievement gap between African 

American and majority students. To meet this goal, the Management faculty implemented three 

types of interventions during the spring 2006 semester: faculty advisement, early alert, and no 

intervention.   Further, the topic areas that were identified as having the lowest means were 

targeted for more focused instruction. 

 

Stage 4: Implementing Course Revisions and Reassessing Student Learning 

 

The second assessment occurred during spring 2006.  The overall mean score of the 2006 

assessment was 29.57 (59%), which is slightly higher than the mean score obtained in the 2004 

baseline assessment 28.97 (58%) however, that difference was not significant.  A significant 

difference was obtained between the 2004 baseline score and the early alert group; students in 

the early alert group scored higher than the baseline.  The overall improvement among African 

American females was significant.  As for content specific changes, there was significant change 

in:  business and economy (decreased), operations (increased), technology (increased), and risk 

objectives (increased).  There was a significant increase in the content areas scores that were 

identified as needing improvement, although there was not significant improvement in every 

content area. 
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Stage 5: Final Analysis and Reporting Results 

 

The Management department members were encouraged that the interventions implemented 

contributed to an improvement of the test results among African American females.  These 

findings indicate that the early alert intervention had the most significant impact on student 

scores.  Recommendations for the future to maintain the momentum from this project include 

evaluation of additional tools that are now available from the textôs publisher that may be useful 

in creative learning experiences for all students.  Faculty will also gather in spring 2008 to share 

ñbest practicesò and will invite a College intervention specialist to share ideas that will also be 

considered for implementation.  The work begun on Management 101 will continue. 
 
 
 

Psychology 101 Data Summary 

April 2007 -- Updated 
 

The Psychology 101 Learning Outcomes Assessment (LOA) project was conducted during the 

Fall 2006 semester on all three CCBC main campuses. The assessment was distributed to 

students at the end of the semester, December 2006. The assessment data was combined with 

other student information such as grades and demographics, to provide a comprehensive 

representation of the students. The following summary will provide a background of all students 

enrolled in Psychology 101 including grade distributions and student demographics. The 

remainder of this summary will focus on 1) the results of the Spring 2004 and Fall 2006 

assessment, and 2) an analysis of the seven objectives set forth in this course. These results can 

be used by faculty to assess the impact of the course on student learning and to make any 

adjustments or improvements in the course objectives.    If you have any questions, please 

contact Natasha Miller, 410-455-4745 or nmiller2@ccbcmd.edu. 
 

Background ï All Psychology 101 Courses Fall 2006 

 Sixty sections of Psychology 101 were conducted during the Fall 2006 term: 

o Eighteen sections were conducted at Catonsville, 7 at Dundalk, 32 at Essex and 3 

online sections 

 A total of 1633 students were enrolled in Psychology 101 and 1627 were awarded grades 

by the end of March 2007 

o Of the 1627 students awarded grades 915 (56%) were Caucasian/White, 493 

(30%) were African-American/Black and 219 (14%) were from other ethnic 

groups 

o The majority (56%) of the students ranged in age from 18 to 20 years old  

o Sixty-nine percent (69%) of the students successfully completed the course with a 

grade of A-D (Table 1) 

o The success rate (65%) for students enrolled in the online sections was similar to 

the Psychology 101 overall success rate (69%) 

 

 
 

 

mailto:nmiller2@ccbcmd.edu
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Table 1: Psychology 101 Grade Distributions by percent and number, in parentheses, for Fall 2006 

 

Grades Catonsville Dundalk Essex Online CCBC 

A-D 
70% 

(350) 

75% 

(113) 

68% 

(617) 

65% 

(45) 

69% 

(1125) 

F 
19% 

(97) 

18% 

(27) 

19% 

(173) 

29% 

(20) 

20% 

(317) 

I 
1% 

(5) 
0 

0.9% 

(8) 
0 

0.8% 

(13) 

W 
9% 

(44) 

7% 

(11) 

11% 

(96) 

6% 

(4) 

10% 

(155) 

*Audit grades are not included in this table 

Summary of students participating in the LOA project 

 Of the 60 Psychology sections conducted during the Fall 2006 semester 26 participated in 

the Fall 2006 LOA project 

 Four hundred and ninety-five (495) students completed the assessment and 487 students 

IDs were matched to other demographic data 

 No online sections were included in this analysis 

 Of the 487 students, 239 (49%) were Caucasian/White, 163 (34%) were African-

American/Black and 85 (17%) students were from other ethnic groups 

 In addition, female students represented 66% and males made up 34% of the students 

completing the assessment 

 Of the students completing the assessment, 95% successfully completed the course with a 

grade of A-D, 5% received a grade of F  

 In addition, 95% of female and male students successfully completed the course with a 

grade of A-D while 5% of female and male students received a grade of F 
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Summary of the pre and post-test results 

 

Table 2: Mean score on the pre-test and post-test by location (Catonsville, Dundalk and 

Essex) 
 

Location Spring 2004 

Assessment 

(N=824) 

Fall 2006 

Assessment 

(N=487) 

Mean % 

change 

Catonsville 38.41 

(77%) 

40.17* 

(80%) 
5% 

Dundalk 37.39 

(75%) 

39.59* 

(79%) 
6% 

Essex 37.77 

(76%) 

44.54* 

(89%) 
18% 

CCBC 37.97 

(76%) 

40.25* 

(81%) 
6% 

 *indicates significant difference between assessments (p< .05) 

Á The analysis revealed a significant change in score from the Spring 2004 to the Fall 2006 

assessments, (p<.05). 

Á Across campus the mean correct score on the Fall 2006 assessment was 81% (Table 1) 

Á Caucasian/white students typically scored higher on both the 2004 and 2006 assessments 

but the difference in scores between the assessments were similar for both groups (Table 

3) 

Á Analysis of the relationship between final grade in the class and score on the LOA 

revealed a significant correlation (p<.05) 

Á Students successfully completing the course with a grade of an A experienced higher 

scores on the LOA and the trend decreased with the lower the final grade the lower the 

score on the assessment (Figure 3) 

Á Figures one and two display the distribution of the total score on the LOA over all 

participating Psychology 101 courses and by campus, respectively 
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Figure 1: Frequency distribution for  all participating Psychology 101 of the total 

LOA score 
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Figure 2: Frequency distribution for all participating Psychology 101 by campus of the total LOA 

score 
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Figure 3: Display of the final grade by percent score on the LOA 
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Table 3: Mean scores by gender and ethnicity 

 

Gender Ethnicity  

Spring 2004 Assessment  Fall 2006  

Assessment  
% 

Change Number 

of 

students 

Mean 

correct 

score 

Number of 

students 

Mean 

correct 

score 

Female 

African-

American/Black 

 

191 
36.48 

(73%) 
118 

39.00* 

(78%) 
3% 

Caucasian/White 

 
297 

38.95 

(78%) 
153 

41.44* 

(83%) 
6% 

All other groups 
79 

36.38 

(73%) 
50 

39.88 

(80%) 
11% 

Total Females 
567 

37.76 

(76%) 
321 

40.30* 

(80%) 
5% 

Male 

African-

American/Black 

 

58 
37.86 

(76%) 
45 

38.76 

(78%) 
6% 

Caucasian/White 

 
163 

39.23 

(78%) 
85 

40.65 

(81%) 
4% 

All other groups 
31 

35.77 

(72%) 
35 

40.51 

(81%) 
11% 

Total Males 
252 

38.49 

(77%) 
165 

40.10* 

(80%) 
6% 

Unknown 
African-

American/Black 
<5 30.00 0 0 NA 
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 (60%) 

Caucasian/White 

 
<5 

36.00 

(72%) 
<5 

48.00 

(96%) 
33% 

All other groups <5 
38.00 

(76%) 
0 0 NA 

Total Unknowns 5 
35.20 

(70%) 
<5 

48.00 

(96%) 
36% 

Overall 

African-

American/Black 

 

250 
36.77 

(74%) 
163 

38.93* 

(78%) 
6% 

Caucasian/White 

 
463 

39.03 

(78%) 
239 

41.19* 

(82%) 
6% 

All other groups 
111 

36.23 

(72%) 
85 

40.14 

(80%) 
11% 

All Students 
824 

37.97 

(76%) 
487 

40.25* 

(81%) 
6% 

*indicates significant difference between assessments (p< .05) 

 

Table 4: Mean scores by full and part -time faculty status 

 

Campus Faculty 

status 

Spring 2004 Assessment Fall 2006 Assessment 

Number of 

faculty 

Mean correct 

score 

Number of 

faculty 

Mean correct 

score 

Catonsville FT 
6 

37.94 

(76%) 
4 

40.04* 

(81%) 

PT 
4 

39.19 

(78%) 
3 

38.41 

(76%) 
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Total 
10 

38.41 

(77%) 
7 

40.17* 

(80%) 

Dundalk FT 
2 

37.93 

(76%) 
2 

40.34* 

(81%) 

PT 
3 

36.58 

(73%) 
2 

37.82 

(76%) 

Total 
5 

37.39 

(75%) 

4 39.59* 

(79%) 

Essex FT 
5 

37.81 

(76%) 
NA NA 

PT 
4 

37.61 

(75%) 
1 

44.54 

(89%) 

Total 
9 

37.77 

(76%) 
1 

44.54* 

(89%) 

Overall FT 13 37.87 

(76%) 
6 

40.39* 

(81%) 

PT 11 38.20 

(76%) 
6 

39.70* 

(79%) 

Total 
23 

37.97 

(76%) 
12 

40.25* 

(81%) 

*indicates significant difference between assessments (p< .05) 

 

Á Examination of the mean correct scores by faculty status and campus revealed higher 

scores for students by full-time faculty than by part-time faculty but that difference was 

not significant (Table 4) 

Á Interestingly, mean scores decreased from the Spring 2004 to the Fall 2006 assessment 

for part-time faculty 
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Course Item Analysis 

Á Item analysis revealed significant differences between scores on the Spring 2004 to the 

Fall 2006 assessment on the majority of the objectives, excluding lobes of the cerebrum 

items (p<.05; Table 5) 

Á On the Fall 2006 assessment, research method items had the lowest mean correct scores 

(69%) 

Á Across campuses, Catonsville experienced a decrease in mean correct scores on the lobes 

of the cerebrum items while other items resulted in an increase (Table 6) 

Á Students in classes taught by part-time faculty scored higher on the majority of the course 

objectives but there was only a marginally significant different on sleep and dreaming 

items (Table 7) 

Á Table 8 provides an opportunity to examine the data by gender and ethnicity for 

Psychology sections participating in the LOA project. 

Á Figures 4-17 display the distribution for the individual course objective by all 

participating psychology 101 sections and by campus 

 

Table 5: Item analysis for Psychology 101 LOA for the Spring 2004 and Fall 2006 

assessements 

 

Objectives 

Description 

of the 

objective 

Number 

of Items 

 Mean %       

Change: 

negative (-) 

or positive 

Mean Scores and 

Percent Correct 

on the Spring 

2004 Assessment 

Mean Scores and 

Percent Correct 

on the Fall 2006 

Assessment 

1 
Key 

Perspectives 6 
4.98 

(83%) 

5.23* 

(87%) 
5% 

2 
Research 

methods 5 
3.12 

(62%) 

3.43* 

(69%) 
10% 

3 
Lobes of the 

Cerebrum 2 
1.55 

(78%) 

1.52 

(76%) 
-2% 

4 
Sleep and 

Dreaming 3 
2.23 

(74%) 

2.45* 

(82%) 
10% 

5 Learning 12 8.07 8.56* 6% 
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(67%) (71%) 

6 
Social 

Influence 6 
4.67 

(78%) 

5.22* 

(87%) 
12% 

7 
Abnormal 

Psychology 16 
13.35 

(83%) 

13.84* 

(87%) 
4% 

*indicates significant difference between locations (p< .05) 

 

Table 6: Item analysis by campus location 
 

Objectives 
Number 

of Items 

Catonsville  Dundalk Essex 

Spring 

2004 

(n=324) 

 

Fall 

2006 

(n=349) 

% 

Change 

Spring 

2004 

(n=119) 

Fall 

2006 

(n=114) 

% 

Change 

Spring 

2004 

(n=381) 

Fall 

2006 

(n=24) 

% 

Change 

1 6 5.13 5.28 3% 4.82 5.01 4% 4.90 5.71 17% 

2 5 3.23 3.45 7% 3.03 3.22 6% 3.06 4.21 38% 

3 2 1.58 1.41 -11% 1.47 1.77 20% 1.55 1.79 15% 

4 3 2.15 2.44 13% 2.08 2.42 16% 2.35 2.67 14% 

5 12 8.31 8.60 3% 7.95 8.18 3% 7.90 9.75 23% 

6 6 4.59 5.19 13% 4.72 5.22 11% 4.72 5.75 22% 

7 16 13.42 13.81 3% 13.32 13.76 3% 13.30 14.67 10% 
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Table 7: Mean item score by campus and faculty status for the Fall 2006 assessment 
 

Location 
Faculty 

Status Key 

Perspectives 

Research 

methods 

Lobes of the 

Cerebrum 

Sleep and 

Dreaming 

Learning Social 

Influence 

Abnormal 

Psychology 

Catonsville 

Full-time 5.28 3.53 1.45 2.47 8.60 5.21 13.86 

Part-time 5.22 2.85 1.10 2.20 8.61 5.00 13.44 

Dundalk 

Full-time 5.01 3.26 1.79 2.50 8.49 5.35 13.94 

Part-time 5.00 3.12 1.74 2.24 7.47 4.91 13.35 

Essex 

Full-time 5.71 4.21 1.79 2.67 9.75 5.75 14.67 

Part-time 5.23 3.47 1.52 2.48 8.57 5.24 13.88 

Overall 

Full-time 5.26 3.27 1.48 2.32 8.49 5.15 13.71 

Part-time 5.23 3.43 1.52 2.45 8.56 5.22 13.84 
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Table 8: Item analysis by gender and ethnicity for the Fall 2006 assessment 
 

Gender Ethnicity  

Key 

Perspectives 

Research 

methods 

Lobes of 

the 

Cerebrum 

Sleep and 

Dreaming 

Learning Social 

Influence 

Abnormal 

Psychology 

Female 

African-

American/ 

Black 

 

5.24 3.26 1.47 2.41 8.06 5.11 13.46 

Caucasian/

White 

 

5.20 3.57 1.62 2.45 8.86 5.39 14.35 

All other 

groups 
5.16 3.40 1.52 2.46 8.36 5.20 13.78 

Total Females 5.21 3.43 1.55 2.44 8.49 5.26 13.93 

Male African-

American/ 

Black 

 

5.11 3.13 1.33 2.40 8.67 5.07 13.04 

Caucasian/

White 

 

5.36 3.53 1.52 2.46 8.62 5.25 13.91 

All other 

groups 
5.34 3.57 1.43 2.54 8.83 5.00 13.80 

Total Males 5.29 3.43 1.45 2.46 8.68 5.15 13.65 

Unknown 

African-

American/

Black 

 

 

NA NA NA NA NA NA NA 

Caucasian 5.00 5.00 2.00 3.00 11.00 6.00 16.00 
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/White 

 

All other 

groups 
NA NA NA NA NA NA NA 

Total Unknowns 5.00 5.00 2.00 3.00 11.00 6.00 16.00 

Overall African-

American/ 

Black 

 

5.20 3.23* 1.43* 2.40 8.23* 5.10 13.34* 

Caucasian/

White 

 

5.26 3.56 1.59 2.46 8.79 5.34 14.20 

All other 

groups 
5.24 3.47 1.48 2.49 8.55 5.12 13.79 

All Students 5.23 3.43 1.52 2.45 8.56 5.22 13.84 
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Figure 4: Distribution across all Psychology 101 on the key perspective objective
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Figure 5: Distribution by campus on the key perspective objective 
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Figure 6: Distribution  of all participating sections on the research methods objective 
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Figure 7: Distribution by campus on the research methods objective 
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Figure 8: Distribution of all participating sections on the lobes of cerebrum objective 
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Figure 9: Distribution by campus on the lobes of cerebrum objective 
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Figure 10: Distribution of all participating sections on the sleep and dreaming objective 
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Figure 11: Distribution by campus on the sleep and dreaming objective 
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Figure 12: Distribution of all participating sections on the learning objective 
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Figure 13: Distribution by campus on the learning objective 
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Figure 14: Distribution of all participating sections on the social influence objective 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

76543210

Score on Social Influence Items

250

200

150

100

50

0

F
re

q
u

e
n

c
y

 



42 

 

 

 

Figure 15: Distribution by campus on the social influence objective 
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Figure 16: Distribution for all participating sections on the abnormal psychology objective 
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Figure 17: Distribution by campus on the abnormal psychology objective 
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Psychology 101: Introduction to Psychology 

Learning Outcomes Assessment Project 

Executive Summary 

 

Stage 1: Designing and Proposing a Learning Outcomes Project 

 

Following up on the pilot studies done on the Catonsville Campus alone, a system wide 

Psychology (PSYC) 101 LOA was designed and proposed. The first study on the Catonsville 

campus had shown that a faculty-created cumulative final correlated highly with the College Level 

Proficiency Exam (CLEP) designed by the Educational Testing Service. Grades earned by 

students on the CLEP, the College Final and their final course grades showed a high degree of 

consistency. This confirmed that the grades earned by Catonsville students were in line with 

national norms.  In the Fall of 2003, the entire psychology faculty was polled as to what they 

considered the most important areas covered in Introduction to Psychology.  By the Spring of 

2004, a 50-item standardized final was developed to measure studentsô knowledge of seven key 

areas of psychology based on the key components as listed in the Common Course Outline.    

External feedback on the validity of the assessment instrument was sought and obtained from 

several psychology professors who teach Introductory Psychology at four-year institutions. 

 

Stage 2: Implementing the Design and Collecting and Analyzing the Data 

 

In May of 2004, the test was given to 324 students at CCBC Catonsville, 119 students at CCBC 

Dundalk, and 381 students at CCBC Essex.  In an attempt to control for motivational factors, it 

was agreed that all instructors should weight the results of the test as 10% of the final course 

grade.  The mean student score was 37.97 questions answered correctly out of the total 50 items 

on the exam.  Overall scores on the three campuses were found to be very similar.  Students taught 

by part-time instructors were found to have very similar scores to students taught by full-time 

instructors.  This finding affirmed the quality of the courses taught by our Psychology adjunct 

faculty. Minor differences between the campuses were found on four of the seven topics measured 

by the test.  The overall mean for Caucasian/white students was 39.03 while that of African-

American/black students was 36.77.  While an issue of concern, it should be noted that this gap 

was smaller than differences obtained in many other CCBC course LOAs.  An item analysis was 

done on each of the 50 test items to identify particular areas in which students seemed to have 

knowledge deficits.  

 

Stage 3: Redesigning the Course to Improve Student Learning 

 

As a result of the findings reported in Stage 2, strategies were developed in an attempt to improve 

the overall performance of all the students in this course.  Particular attention was focused on the 

approximately 30% of enrolled students who received final course grades of D and F and the 

approximately 8% of enrolled students who withdrew from the course.  It was agreed that all 

students who received a D or an F on a test during the semester should be required to complete a 

study skills questionnaire designed to identify specific deficiencies in their study strategies.  In the 

event a student received a second D or F on an exam, they would be required to have a conference 

focused on their study skills with their instructor before being permitted to take any additional 
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tests.  In addition to these strategies, numerous meetings of the Psychology faculty were held to 

discuss closing the gap and other issues relating to student performance in PSYC 101. 

 

Stage 4: Implementing Course Revisions and Reassessing Student Learning 

 

With the various interventions in place, 487 CCBC Catonsville and Dundalk students were 

administered the same 50-item assessment instrument during the Fall 2006 semester.  In the Fall 

2007 semester, the same test was given to 303 students at CCBC Essex. The data indicated that 

there was a significant improvement in student performance at all campuses.   Out of the possible 

score of 50, CCBC Catonsville students increased from 38.41 to 40. 17, CCBC Dundalk students 

increased from 37.39 to 39.59, while students at CCBC Essex increased from 37.77 to 40.29.  The 

difference between Caucasian/white and African-American/Black students decreased from 2.26 

items in Spring 2004 to 1.26 items on the Catonsville and Dundalk campuses in the Fall of 2006 

and 1.73 items on the Essex campus in the Fall of 2007.  Although this still indicates a gap, it 

should be noted the gap appears to be shrinking. 

 

Stage 5: Final Analysis and Summary of Results 

 

It is clear that overall student performance increased from Spring 2004 to Fall 2007. Although this 

type of experimental design makes it difficult to determine precisely which variables contributed to 

this significant improvement, the data was in the preferred direction.  Overall, PSYC 101 students 

showed an increase in test scores and the gap between Caucasian and African American students 

decreased.  It is clear that mean student performance in Psychology 101 is very strong whether taught 

by full time or adjunct faculty on all campuses.  Further, this performance correlates highly with 

national expectations for course outcomes. It should be noted that the success of this LOA project 

was due to the cumulative efforts of many individuals. We hope that CCBC students will be the 

ultimate beneficiary of the collaborative efforts of the assessment team. 
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Reading 051 Data Summary 

May 2007 

 

The Reading 051 (RDNG 051) Learning Outcomes Assessment (LOA) project was conducted 

during the Fall 2006 semester on all CCBC campuses. The assessment consisted of the Denver 

Attitude survey, Gates-McGinitie reading comprehension test and the ñchange in skillò 

assessment. The assessment consisted of a pre/post-test design. Therefore the pre-test were 

administered at the beginning of the Fall 2006 semester and the post-test distributed to students at 

the end of the semester, December 2006. The assessment data was combined with other student 

information such as grades and demographics, to provide a comprehensive representation of the 

students. The following summary will provide a background of all students enrolled in RDNG 051 

including grade distributions and student demographics. The remainder of this summary will focus 

on 1) the pre/post results from the attitude survey 2) the pre/post results of the change in skill and 

Gates-McGinitie reading comprehension test and 3) an item analysis of the change in skill test. If 

you have any questions, please contact Natasha Miller, 410-455-4745 or nmiller2@ccbcmd.edu. 

 

Background ï All Reading 051 Courses Fall 2006 

 Thirty sections of Reading 051 were conducted during the Fall 2006 term: 

o Fifteen sections were conducted on Catonsville, 5 on Dundalk, and 10 on Essex  

 A total of 537 students were enrolled in Reading 051 at the end of the third week of the 

semester  and 501 were awarded grades by the end of April 2007 

o Of the 501 students awarded grades 332 (66%) were African-American/Black, 113 

(23%) were Caucasian/White and 56 (11%) were from other ethnic groups 

o Sixty-four percent (64%) of the students successfully completed the course with a 

grade of P or S while 27% received an Unsatisfactory grade (Table 1) 

o Both female and male students successfully completed the course at similar rate, 

65% and 64%, respectively 

o Female students represented the majority of the students enrolled in RDNG 051 

(63%) and males represented 37% 

 

Table 9: Reading 051 grade distributions by percent and number, in parentheses, for Fall 

2006 
 

Grades Catonsville Dundalk Essex 
Overall 

RDNG 051 

P or S 
63% 

(166) 

60% 

(53) 

69% 

(102) 

64% 

(321) 

R 0 
5% 

(4) 

3% 

(5) 

2% 

(9) 

Unsatisfactor

y 

32% 

(84) 

25% 

(22) 

18% 

(27) 

27% 

(133) 

 

 At CCBC, 59% of African-American/Black students, 73% of Caucasian students and 77% 

of students from other ethnic groups successfully completed Reading 051 with a grade of P 

or S (Table 2) 

mailto:nmiller2@ccbcmd.edu
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 African-American/Black female (61%) students successfully completed the course at a 

higher rate than their male (57%) counterparts 

 Caucasian/White male students successfully completed the course at a higher rate (78%) 

than female Caucasian/White students (70%) and African/American/Black males (57%) 
 

 Table 10: Reading 051 grade distributions for Fall 2006 by ethnicity and campus (number 

of students in parentheses)  

 

Gender* Ethnicity/Race S or P R Unsatisfactory Withdraw 

Female 

African-

American/Black 

 

61% 

(123) 

1% 

(2) 

33% 

(66) 

6% 

(12) 

Caucasian/White 

 

70% 

(51) 

6% 

(4) 

18% 

(13) 

7% 

(5) 

All other groups 

76% 

(29) 

3% 

(1) 

13% 

(5) 

8% 

(3) 

All Females 
65% 

(203) 

2% 

(7) 

27% 

(84) 

6% 

(20) 

Male 

African-

American/Black 

 

57% 

(72) 

1% 

(2) 

31% 

(39) 

10% 

(13) 

Caucasian/White 

 

78% 

(31) 
0 

10% 

(4) 

12% 

(5) 

All other groups 

78% 

(14) 
0 

22% 

(4) 
0 

All Males 
64% 

(117) 

1% 

(2) 

26% 

(47) 

10% 

(18) 

Overall 

African-

American/Black 

 

59% 

(196) 

1% 

(4) 

32% 

(107) 

8% 

(25) 

Caucasian/White 

 

73% 

(82) 

4% 

(4) 

15% 

(17) 

9% 

(10) 

All other groups 

77% 

(43) 

2% 

(1) 

16% 

(9) 

5% 

(3) 

*unknown gender not included due to numbers less than five 

Summary of sections participating in the LOA project 

 All 30 RDNG 051 sections offered in Fall 2006 participated in the LOA project 

 

Summary of students participating in the Denver Attitude Survey 

 Four hundred and twenty-seven (427) students completed the Denver Attitude survey at 

the beginning of the semester and 277 students completed the survey at the end of the 

semester.  

 However, only 217 students completed both the pre and post surveys allowing for a 

comparison of their scores 
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 Of the 217 students, 128 (59%) were African-American/Black, 61 (28%) were 

Caucasian/White, and 28 (13%) were from other ethnic groups similar to all students in 

RDNG 051 

 In addition, 62% of female students and 38% of male students completed both the pre and 

post surveys 

 Of the students completing both the pre and post surveys, 90% successfully completed the 

course with a grade of P or S, 7% received a grade of Unsatisfactory and 2% received a 

grade of R 

 The majority (80%) of the students ranged in age from 18-24 years old 

 

Results of the Denver Attitude Survey  

 The majority (28%) of the respondents indicated that they read a newspaper once a week 

(Question 2)  at the beginning and 31% responded the same way at the end of the semester 

(Table 3) 

 Interestingly there was a 77% increase of those who indicated that they read a newspaper 

almost every day 

 Thirteen percent (13%) of respondents indicated that they read on their own almost every 

day (Question 4) at the beginning of the semester which increased by 93% to 26% 

responding this way at the end of the semester 

 Fifty-one percent (51%) of the respondents indicated that they read something because 

they are curious almost every day or once or twice a week (Question 5) 

 The majority (55%) of the respondents considered themselves to be an average reader 

(Question 7) at the beginning of the semester and decreased to 49% rating themselves as an 

average reader  at the end of the semester (Table 4) 

 Therefore at the end of the semester there was an increase in the number of students who 

rated themselves as a good or very good reader, 46% compared to 31% at the beginning of 

the semester  

 Most respondents indicated that reading helped them learn about themselves (Table 5) 

 Most students expressed higher rates of almost always feeling what proud of that they read 

and about reading overall on the post survey 
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 Table 11: Students to questions 1-6 on the Denver Attitude Survey 
 

How often do you do 

each of the following? Options 

Pre 

% 

response 

Post 

% 

response 

% Change 

(+ positive/- 

negative) 

Get so interested in 

something you are 

reading you donôt want to 

stop 

Almost every day 7 13 75% 

Once or twice a week 26 36 42% 

Once or twice a month 29 31 5% 

A few times a year 25 15 -41% 

Never or hardly ever 12 6 -54% 

Read the newspaper 

Almost every day 6 11 77% 

Once or twice a week 28 31 8% 

Once or twice a month 24 25 6% 

A few times a year 18 17 -8% 

Never or hardly ever 24 16 -33% 

Tell a friend about a good 

book 

Almost every day 3 9 217% 

Once or twice a week 8 14 67% 

Once or twice a month 27 29 9% 

A few times a year 31 27 -15% 

Never or hardly ever 31 22 -29% 

Read on your own 

outside of school 

Almost every day 13 26 93% 

Once or twice a week 21 26 24% 

Once or twice a month 23 22 -2% 

A few times a year 23 15 -34% 

Never or hardly ever 19 11 -45% 

Read about something 

because you are curious 

about it 

Almost every day 20 31 52% 

Once or twice a week 31 31 0% 

Once or twice a month 25 25 0% 

A few times a year 18 12 -34% 

Never or hardly ever 6 1 -77% 

Read more than one book 

by an author you like 

Almost every day 6 10 62% 

Once or twice a week 9 12 37% 

Once or twice a month 20 28 43% 

A few times a year 32 25 -21% 

Never or hardly ever 34 26 -23% 

 

Table 12: Responses to what kind of reader do you think you are? 

 

How often do you do 

each of the following Options 

Pre 

% 

response 

Post 

% 

response 

% Change 

(+ positive/- 

negative) 

What kind of a reader do 

you think you are? 

A very good reader 7% 14% 107% 

A good reader 24% 32% 35% 

An average reader 55% 49% -12% 

A poor reader 13% 4% -69% 

A very poor reader 1% 0.46% -50% 
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Table 13: Responses to questions 8-17 on the Denver Attitude Survey 
 

How often is each of the 

following true for you? Options 

Pre 

% 

response 

Post 

% 

response 

% Change 

(+ positive/- 

negative) 

Reading helps me learn 

about myself 

Almost always 12 26 124% 

More than half the time 18 24 37% 

About half the time 38 24 -36% 

Less than half the time 21 17 -18% 

Never or hardly ever 13 9 -26% 

I feel good about how fast  

I can read 

Almost always 14 22 57% 

More than half the time 17 29 70% 

About half the time 36 31 -13% 

Less than half the time 22 12 -43% 

Never or hardly ever 12 6 -48% 

Reading helps me 

understand why people feel 

or act the way they do 

Almost always 20 24 21% 

More than half the time 26 34 28% 

About half the time 28 22 -22% 

Less than half the time 14 11 -23% 

Never or hardly ever 12 10 -15% 

I believe that reading will 

help me get ahead when I 

am no longer in school 

Almost always 51 54 5% 

More than half the time 25 27 5% 

About half the time 18 11 -37% 

Less than half the time 4 5 38% 

Never or hardly ever 2 3 20% 

I feel proud about what I 

can read 

Almost always 40 49 22% 

More than half the time 28 29 2% 

About half the time 21 15 -30% 

Less than half the time 7 4 -44% 

Never or hardly ever 3 4 33% 

Reading helps me see what 

it might be like to live in a 

different place or in a 

different way 

Almost always 34 33 -4% 

More than half the time 24 33 36% 

About half the time 26 17 -35% 

Less than half the time 11 8 -22% 

Never or hardly ever 5 8 80% 

Being able to read well is 

important to me 

Almost always 68 61 -10% 

More than half the time 17 21 24% 

About half the time 12 11 -8% 

Less than half the time 3 3 0% 

Never or hardly ever 0 3 100% 

I can understand what I 

read in school 

Almost always 18 38 108% 

More than half the time 38 39 4% 

About half the time 38 18 -53% 

Less than half the time 3 3 0% 

Never or hardly ever 3 2 -17% 

Other people think I read 

well 

Almost always 17 27 57% 

More than half the time 34 37 8% 

About half the time 35 24 -31% 
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How often is each of the 

following true for you? Options 

Pre 

% 

response 

Post 

% 

response 

% Change 

(+ positive/- 

negative) 

Less than half the time 11 6 -46% 

Never or hardly ever 4 6 50% 

I learn worthwhile things 

from reading books 

Almost always 22 32 46% 

More than half the time 29 32 10% 

About half the time 28 25 -10% 

Less than half the time 16 6 -62% 

Never or hardly ever 5 5 0% 

 

Summary of students participating in the ñchange in skillò assessment 

 Four hundred and twenty-three (423) students completed the Rod Slappy pre-test at the 

beginning of the semester and 280 students completed the Juanita Lira test at the end of the 

semester.  

 However, 245 students completed both the pre and post test allowing for a comparison of 

their scores 

 Of the 245 students, 149 (61%) were African-American/Black, 65 (27%) were 

Caucasian/White, and 31 (13%) were from other ethnic groups 

 In addition, 62% of female students and 38% of male students completed both the pre and 

post surveys 

 Of the students completing both the pre and post test, 90% successfully completed the 

course with a grade of P or S, 8% received a grade of Unsatisfactory and 2% received a 

grade of R 

 The majority (83%) of the students ranged in age from 18-24 years old 

 

Results of the pre (Rod Slappy) and post-test (Junita Lira) 

 Analysis of the pre and post results revealed that students performed significantly higher 

on the post-test (73%) than the pre-test (69%)  (Table 6) 

 Students on the Essex campus experienced a decrease in mean correct score from 68% to 

62% 

 

Table 14: Mean % correct on the pre and post skill change assessment 
 

               Location Number of 

students 

Mean % Correct 

on the Pre-test 

(Rod Slappy) 

Mean % Correct on 

the Post-test 

(Junita Lira)  

% Change 

(+ positive/- 

negative) 

Catonsville 103 
68% 

 (10.16) 

80% 

(11.90) 
17% 

Dundalk 54 
72% 

(10.76) 

77% 

(11.48) 
7% 

Essex 88 
68% 

(10.15) 

62% 

(9.36) 
-8% 

Overall 245 
69% 

(10.29) 

73%* 

(10.91) 
6% 
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 Examination of performance by race and gender revealed that females scored similarly on 

the pre-test but female (74%) students scored higher than males (70%) on the post-test 

(Table 7) 

 African-American/Black students performed similarly on both the pre and post-test, 68% 

and 74%, respectively 

 In addition, African-American/Black students scored lower on the pre-test than 

Caucasian/White students, but scored higher on the post-test than Caucasian/White 

students 

 Consistent with previous findings, Caucasian/White female students scored higher on the 

pre-test than African-American/Black female students, but both groups scored similarly on 

the post-test 

 Interestingly, African-American/Black and Caucasian/White male students scored 

similarly on the pre-test but African-American/Black students scores increased on the post-

test while the Caucasian/White students mean scores decreased 

 

Table 15: Mean % correct score by race/ethnicity 
 

Gender Ethnicity  

Number 

of 

students 

Mean % 

Correct on the 

Pre-test 

(Rod Slappy) 

Mean % 

Correct on the 

Post-test 

(Junita Lira)  

% Change 

(+ positive/- 

negative) 

Female 

African-

American/Black 

 

90 
68% 

(10.19) 

73% 

(11.01) 
8% 

Caucasian/White 

 
41 

72% 

(10.73) 

74% 

(11.05) 
3% 

All other groups 
21 

72% 

(10.86) 

77% 

(11.57) 
7% 

Total Females 152 
69% 

(10.43) 

74% 

(11.10) 
6% 

Male 

African-

American/Black 

 

58 
68% 

(10.17) 

73% 

(11.02) 
8% 

Caucasian/White 

 
24 

68% 

(10.25) 

66% 

(9.92) 
-3% 

All other groups 10 
56% 

(8.40) 

63% 

(9.50) 
13% 

Total Males 92 
67% 

(10.00) 

70% 

(10.57) 
6% 

Overall 

African-

American/Black 

 

149 
68% 

(10.21) 

74% 

(11.03) 
8% 

Caucasian/White 

 
65 

70% 

(10.55) 

71% 

(10.63) 
1% 

All other groups 
31 

67% 

(10.06) 

73% 

(10.90 
8% 

All Students**  245 69% 73%* 6% 
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(10.29%) (10.91) 

** Unknown gender not included due to small numbers less than five 

 Analysis by status of faculty revealed no significant difference between student scores on 

the pre and post (Table 8) (p<.05) 

 Students taught by part-time and fulltime faculty scored similarly on the post-test, 73% and 

72%, respectively 

 Analysis by time of day the course was taught also revealed a significant effect on post-test 

results (p<.05) 

 Students in the morning sessions scored lower (68%) on the post-test than students in the 

afternoon (77%) and the evening (78%) sessions  

 

Table 16:  Mean correct score by faculty status and campus location 
 

Campus Faculty 

status 

Number of 

faculty 

Number of 

students 

Mean % Correct 

on the Pre-test 

(Rod Slappy) 

Mean % 

Correct on the 

Post-test 

(Junita Lira)  

Catonsville 

FT 3 68 
65% 

(9.71) 

78% 

(11.63) 

PT 3 35 
74% 

(11.03) 

83% 

(12.51) 

Dundalk 

FT 1 8 
73% 

(10.88) 

66% 

(9.88) 

PT 3 46 
72% 

(10.74) 

78% 

(11.76) 

Essex 

FT 1 9 
70% 

(10.56) 

50% 

(7.44) 

PT 5 79 
67% 

(10.10) 

64% 

(9.58) 

Overall 

FT 5 85 
66% 

(9.91) 

73% 

(11.02) 

PT 9 160 
70% 

(10.49) 

72% 

(10.85) 

 

Item analysis of the pre and post-test 

 The item analysis revealed that overall there was an increase in number of items correct 

from the pre to the post-test (Table 9) 

 Items exploring the conclusion experienced the least amount of growth 

 Further item analysis by campus revealed that students on the Essex campus obtained 

lower scores on the supporting detail and conclusion sections of the test, which may 

explain the lack of growth overall 
 

 



56 

 

Table 17: Mean correct scores for the grouped items 
 

Description of the 

objective 

Number of 

Items 

Mean Scores 

and Percent 

Correct on 

the Pre-test 

Mean Scores 

and Percent 

Correct on the 

Post-test 

Mean %       

Change: 

negative (-) 

or positive 

Vocabulary check 5 
68% 

(3.38) 

70% 

(3.52) 
4% 

Central point and main 

ideas 
3 

84% 

(2.52) 

96% 

(2.88) 
14% 

Supporting details 3 
76% 

(2.27) 

79% 

(2.36) 
4% 

Conclusions 5 
42% 

(2.12) 

43% 

 (2.16) 
2% 

 

Table 18: Item analysis by campus location 
 

Objectives 
Number 

of Items 

Catonsville  Dundalk Essex 

Mean 

Scores on 

Pre-test 

Mean 

Scores 

on Post-

test 

% 

Change 

Mean 

Scores 

on Pre-

test 

Mean 

Scores 

on Post-

test 

% 

Change 

Mean 

Scores 

on Pre-

test 

Mean 

Scores 

on Post-

test 

% 

Change 

Vocabulary 

check 
5 3.28 3.87 18% 3.59 3.54 -1% 3.35 3.09 -8% 

Central 

point and 

main ideas 

3 2.48 3.02 22% 2.69 3.04 13% 2.47 2.61 6% 

Supporting 

details 
3 2.32 2.60 12% 2.28 2.54 11% 2.22 1.95 -12% 

Conclusion

s 
5 

2.08 2.44 
17% 2.20 2.37 8% 2.11 1.70 -19% 
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Figure 18: Mean percent correct score on the Gates McGinitie comprehension test and the 

skills assessment test, pre and post 
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Summary of students participating in the Gates McGinitie Reading Comprehension test 

 Four hundred and twenty-two (422) students completed the Gates McGinitie Reading 

comprehension test at the beginning of the semester and 269 students completed the test at the 

end of the semester.  

 However, 217 students completed both the pre and post test allowing for a comparison of their 

scores 

 Of course, the students were similar in all characteristics to the group in the previously 

discussed analyses 

 

Results of the Gates McGinitie Reading Comprehension test 

 Overall there was a significant increase in percent correct from the pre to the post 

comprehension test (Table 11) 

 This increase was observed across all campuses 

 Consistently, Caucasian/White students scored higher than African-American/Black on both 

the pre and post-test (Table 12) 

 In addition, female students scored higher than male students on both test with 

Caucasian/White females scoring higher than males from both racial groups and higher than 

African-American/Black females 

 Analysis by faculty status (full/part-time) revealed no significant differences between sections 

taught by full/part-time faculty on both the pre and post-test (Table 13) 

 A large portion of students did not answer a number of questions, which may have resulted in 

low scores 

 

Summary 

Based on the responses from the survey, studentsô positive attitudes towards readings seemed to 

increase. Their performance on the comprehension test is concerning due to obtaining a mean score of 

44% on the post-test, which is below the pass rate. Faculty may examine the weight individual faculty 

members placed on the pre and post comprehension test due to the large number of items that were left 

blank by a significant number of students. 

Table 19: Mean percent correct on the comprehension test by campus 

 

               Location Number of 

students 

Mean % 

Correct on the 

Pre-test 

 

Mean % Correct 

on the Post-test 

 

Mean %       

Change: 

negative (-) 

or positive 

Catonsville 91 
39% 

 (18.92) 

45% 

(21.49) 
14% 

Dundalk 49 
40% 

(19.39) 

45% 

(21.40) 
10% 

Essex 77 
37% 

(17.55) 

42% 

(19.92) 
14% 

Overall 217 
39% 

(18.54) 

44%* 

(20.92) 
13% 
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Table 20: Mean score by gender and ethnicity 
 

Gender Ethnicity  

Number 

of 

students 

Mean % 

Correct on the 

Pre-test 

 

Mean % Correct 

on the Post-test 

 

Mean %       

Change: 

negative (-) or 

positive 

Female 

African-

American/Black 

 

84 
36% 

(17.06) 

42% 

(20.14) 
18% 

Caucasian/White 

 
35 

48% 

(23.00) 

52% 

(25.03) 
9% 

All other groups 16 
43% 

(20.75) 

42% 

(20.00) 
-4% 

Total Females 135 
43% 

(19.04) 

45% 

(21.39) 
12% 

Male 

African-

American/Black 

 

52 
33% 

(15.77) 

40% 

(19.23) 
22% 

Caucasian/White 

 
21 

44% 

(21.00) 

43% 

(20.86) 
-1% 

All other groups 8 
44% 

(21.00) 

49% 

(23.63) 
13% 

Total Males 81 
37% 

(17.64) 

42% 

(20.09) 
14% 

Overall 

African-

American/Black 

 

137 
35% 

(16.62) 

41% 

(19.82) 
19% 

Caucasian/White 

 
56 

46% 

(22.25) 

49% 

(23.46) 
5% 

All other groups 
24 

43% 

(20.83) 

44% 

(21.21) 
2% 

All Students 217 
39% 

(18.54) 

44%* 

(20.92) 
13% 
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Table 21: Mean correct score by faculty status and campus location 
 

  

Campus Faculty status 

(Full -time/Part-

time) 

Number of 

faculty 

Number of 

students 

Mean % 

Correct on the 

Pre-test 

 

Mean % Correct 

on the Post-test 

 

Catonsville 

FT 3 62 
40% 

(19.24) 

43% 

(20.69) 

PT 3 29 
38% 

(18.24) 

48% 

(23.21) 

Dundalk 

FT 1 8 
36% 

(17.13) 

42% 

(20.38) 

PT 3 41 
41% 

(19.83) 

45% 

(21.61) 

Essex 

FT 1 10 
39% 

(18.90) 

49% 

(23.70) 

PT 5 67 
36% 

(17.34) 

40% 

(19.36) 

Overall 

FT 
5 

80 
40% 

(18.99) 

44% 

(21.04) 

PT 
9 

137 
38% 

(18.28) 

43% 

(20.85) 
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Reading 051: Basic Reading 

 Learning Outcomes Assessment Project 

Executive Summary 

June 2008 

 

Stage 1: Designing and Proposing a Learning Outcomes Project 

The Reading 051 (RDNG 051) Learning Outcomes Assessment (LOA) project was conducted during 

the Fall 2006 and Fall 2007 semesters on all CCBC campuses. The purpose of the LOA was to assess 

change in four areas of student performance before and after a prescribed intervention: 1) Attitudes 

toward reading; 2) Skills in identifying correct meaning and usage of vocabulary; 3) Skills in reading 

comprehension, such as identifying main ideas and details; and, 4) Reading grade level. 

Stage 2: Implementing the Design and Collecting and Analyzing the Data 

In Fall 2006, the intervention groups supplemented the reading text with a minimum of three readings 

with the following characteristics:  real-life, autobiographical readings that portray people of diverse 

ethnicity and backgrounds who overcame significant obstacles in their lives.   A significant gap of 

14% was shown in course pass rates between African-American/Black students (59%) and 

Caucasian/White students (73%).  The gap was 9% between females, with 70% of Caucasian/White 

females passing versus 61% of African-American/Black female students passing.  However, the gap 

was more than double in males, with 57% African-American/Black male students passing versus 78% 

of Caucasian/White males passing; a 21% percent difference. 

Students in the intervention sections obtained significantly higher scores on the skills assessment and 

the Gates-MacGinitie reading comprehension test.  In addition, for both the intervention and no-

intervention groups, a gap existed on the results of the Gates-MacGinitie test between African-

American/Black and Caucasian females on both the pre-test and the post test.  However, the 10% gap 

between African-American/Black and Caucasian/White males decreased to 1% in the intervention 

group. As measured by the Gates-MacGinitie reading comprehension test, the African-

American/Black males appear to have benefited the most from the intervention. Both intervention and 

no-intervention groups increased their reading comprehension by one grade level.  The results of the 

Denver Reading Attitude Survey indicate that taking a reading course helps improve studentsô 

attitudes about reading.  Results of the written summaries showed a decrease in scores from pre- to 

post assessment. 

Stage 3: Redesigning the Course to Improve Student Learning 

Based on the results of Fall 2006, which showed that students benefited from the addition of the 

supplemental readings, all Reading 051 classes supplemented the reading text with a minimum of 

three autobiographical readings that portrayed people of diverse ethnicity and backgrounds who 

overcame significant obstacles in their lives for the Fall 2007 semester.  In addition, the Common 

Course Outline for Reading 051 was revised to include an objective of ñOrganize information using 

summaries, outlines and maps.ò 
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Stage 4: Implementing Course Revisions and Reassessing Student Learning 

During Fall 2007, all Reading 051 classes supplemented the reading textbook with stories from 

Everyday Heroes.  The skills assessment based on the readings and the Denver reading Attitude 

Survey were the only assessment methodologies used during this phase of the study; faculty concurred 

that the results from the Gates-MacGinitie would be comparable in Fall 2007.  The gap in course pass 

rates persisted in 2007 (18%) between African-American/Black students (58%) and Caucasian/White 

students (76%).  The gap between females was double the gap of Fall 2006 between females (18%) 

with 78% of Caucasian/White females passing versus 60% of African-American/Black female 

students passing.  However, the gap for male students was slightly less than Fall 2006 (16%), with 

56% African-American/Black male students passing versus 72% of Caucasian/White males passing.  

Students demonstrated no change in reading skills between the pre and the post test. Studentsô 

attitudes about reading and the value of reading improved. As in Fall 2006, the problem of high 

attrition in Reading 051 courses persisted. 

Implications:   

As indicated by the results of this LOA project, there are three areas that require focus as the faculty of 

the Reading Program plans its future.  First, the results indicated that the inclusion of readings that 

portray real-life people and scenarios significantly impacted the performance of students in Reading 

051.  A concerted effort should be made to include readings that are interesting and relevant to our 

studentsô lives and their experiences. In addition to the readings from books like Everyday Heroes, 

Reading faculty can share the following: a) supplemental readings and accompanying activities that 

are content-based, and  b) templates for discussing critical issues and events that are relevant, 

interesting and contribute to the education of our students.  Second, the Reading faculty should 

explore alternative ñstructuresò for preparing students for college-level coursework.  These 

ñstructuresò could include developing additional Learning Communities for developmental learners; 

integrating developmental Reading and English into a condensed offering; and, investigating the ALP 

model for reading.  Third, the problem of attrition and the persistent gap in academic performance 

between African-American/Black and Caucasian/White students supports the need for an intrusive 

advising model for developmental students.  The goals of an intrusive advising model would be to: a) 

prevent potential problems (i.e. developing an academic plan (such as Graduated Learning Plan, or 

GLP) with students to guide them in selecting appropriate courses to be taken in a sequential manner); 

b) address problems early in their emergence (i.e. using academic alerts to enable faculty advisors to 

assist students while they still have the time and options to improve grades); and, c) encourage 

students to become engaged in the collegiate experience (i.e. orienting the student to available 

resources and activities and establishing an effective advisor-student relationship).  Discussion and 

planning for addressing these three focal areas will be initiated in June 2008 at the Reading Faculty 

Retreat. 
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 English 101 Data SummaryðRevised 

October 2007 

The English 101 Learning Outcomes Assessment (LOA) project was conducted during the Spring 

2007 semester on all three CCBC main campuses. The pre-test was administered at the beginning of 

the semester, January 2007, and the post-test was distributed to students at the end of the semester, 

May 2007. The assessment data was combined with other student information such as grades and 

demographics, to provide a comprehensive representation of the students. The following summary will 

first provide a background of all students enrolled in English 101, including grade distributions and 

student demographics. The remainder of this summary will focus on the results of the pre and post-test 

on the seven categories. The report was revised due to data discrepancies. If you have any questions, 

please contact Natasha Miller, 410-455-4745 or nmiller2@ccbcmd.edu. 

All English 101 Courses Spring 2007 

Á A total of 108 sections of English 101 ran during the spring 2007 term: 

o Forty-two at Catonsville, 13 at Dundalk, 47 at Essex and 6 online sections  

Á A total of 1925 students were enrolled in English 101 and 1915 were awarded grades by the 

end of July 2007 

o Of the 1915 students awarded grades, 955 (50%) were Caucasian/White, 655 (34%) 

were African-American/Black and 305 (16%) were from other ethnic groups 

o The majority (73%) of the students ranged in age from 18 to 24 years old  

o Seventy percent (63%) of the students successfully completed the course with a grade 

of A-C (Table 1) 

o Students enrolled in the online sections successfully completed the course at lower rate 

(51%) than other students 

 

Table 22: English 101 Grade Distributions by percent and number, in parentheses, for Spring 

2007 

 

Grades* Catonsville Dundalk Essex Online Overall 

A-C 
60% 

(434) 

72% 

(163) 

66% 

(562) 

51% 

(54) 

63% 

(1213) 

D-F 
31% 

(222) 

19% 

(44) 

22% 

(184) 

28% 

(30) 

25% 

(480) 

I 
1% 

(8) 

4% 

(8) 

2% 

(13) 

0.9% 

(1) 

2% 

(30) 

W 
8% 

(60) 

5% 

(12) 

11% 

(90) 

21% 

(22) 

10% 

(184) 

*AU grades were not included and due to rounding percents may add to greater than 100 
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Summary of faculty responses to questionnaire: 

Á Fifty completed questionnaires were returned and processed; two CRNs did not match with 

other English 101 CRNs, therefore the data analysis was conducted on 48 questionnaires 

Á It should be noted that each faculty member completed the questionnaire for each section of 

English 101 they taught;  

Á Table 2 displays the responses for each question while Table 3 provides the breakdown by 

faculty status (full and part-time) 

Á Overall responses 63% indicated they attended the norming session 

 

 

Table 23: English 101 faculty responses to the questionnaire 
 

Question 

number 

Questions Yes No No Response 

1 
Did you focus on helping students correct punctuation (fragments, 

comma splices, run-ons, and punctuating clauses) errors? 

92% 

(44) 

4% 

(2) 

4% 

(2) 

2 Did you focus on helping students correct apostrophe errors? 
60% 

(29) 

40% 

(19) 
NA 

3 
Did you focus on helping students correct pronoun (including 

reference, agreement, and point of view shift) errors? 

92% 

(44) 

8% 

(4) 
NA 

4 
Did you focus on helping students correct expression (including 

usage, wordiness, redundancy) errors? 

92% 

(44) 

8% 

(4) 
NA 

5 Did you emphasize teaching thesis development? 
100% 

(48) 
NA NA 

6 Did you use a thematic approach in your English 101 course? 
33% 

(16) 

67% 

(32) 
NA 

7 Did you emphasize providing support to develop a thesis? 
100% 

(48) 
NA NA 

8 Did you attend an English 101 norming session? 
63% 

(30) 

38% 

(18) 
NA 

9 Did your class participate in the Community Book Connection? 
10% 

(5) 

90% 

(43) 
NA 

 

Table 24: Percent and number of responses on the questionnaire by full and part-time faculty 
 

Questions 

Fulltime Faculty Part-time Faculty 

Yes No 
No 

Response 
Yes No No Response 

Did you focus on helping students correct 

punctuation (fragments, comma splices, run-

ons, and punctuating clauses) errors? 

91% 

(21) 

9% 

(2) 
NA 

92% 

(23) 
NA 

8% 

(2) 

Did you focus on helping students correct 

apostrophe errors? 

57% 

(13) 

44% 

(10) 
NA 

36% 

(9) 

64% 

(16) 

NA 

Did you focus on helping students correct 

pronoun (including reference, agreement, and 

point of view shift) errors? 

87% 

(20) 

13% 

(3) 
NA 

96% 

(24) 

4% 

(1) 

NA 

Did you focus on helping students correct 

expression (including usage, wordiness, 

redundancy) errors? 

87% 

(20) 

13% 

(3) 
NA 

96% 

(24) 

4% 

(1) 

NA 
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Did you emphasize teaching thesis 

development? 

100% 

(23) 
NA NA 

100% 

(25) 
NA 

NA 

Did you use a thematic approach in your 

English 101 course? 

26% 

(6) 

74% 

(17) 
NA 

40% 

(10) 

60% 

(15) 

NA 

Did you emphasize providing support to 

develop a thesis? 

100% 

(23) 
NA NA 

100% 

(25) 
NA 

NA 

Did you attend an English 101 norming 

session? 

74% 

(17) 

26% 

(6) 
NA 

52% 

(13) 

48% 

(12) 

NA 

Did your class participate in the Community 

Book Connection? 

17% 

(4) 

83% 

(19) 
NA 

4% 

(1) 

96% 

(24) 

 

NA 

 

Summary of students participating in the LOA project 

Á Sixty-five English 101 sections were represented in the LOA project 

Á A total of 192 students were matched to demographic information; however, 176 students 

participated in both the pre and post-test and  

Á Of the 176 students taking both the pre and post-test 84% successfully completed the course 

with a grade of A-C and 15% obtained a grade of D or F. 

Á Consistent with the English 101 student population, the majority of the students were female 

and Caucasian/White 

 

Summary of the pre and post-test results 

Á The analysis revealed a significant difference between the pre and post-test results of the spring 

2007 assessment(p<.05) 

Á Scores on the post-test significantly improved from the pre to the post-test (Table 4) 

Á As displayed in Figure 1 students obtaining an A in the class received higher scores on the pre 

and the post-test than students obtaining other grades 

Á Interestingly, no improvement was observed for students with a grade of B or F in the course 

Á The analysis by gender revealed that males performed significantly higher on the post-test than 

female students (Table 5) 

Á In addition, scores on the post-test significantly improved for female students compared to 

male students (p<.05) 

Á Caucasian/White students scored higher than African-American/Black students on both the pre 

and post-test 

Á Analysis by faculty status revealed no significant difference between full and part-time faculty 

on the pre or post (p >.05) 

Á The findings did indicate that students taught by full-time faculty experienced a significant 

increase in total score from pre to post-test (p<.05) 

 

Table 25: Total Mean Score on the assessments by campus 
 

Campus 

Spring 2004 Assessment Spring 2007 Assessment 

Number of 

Students 

Mean 

Scores  

on the 

Pre-

test 

Mean 

Scores 

on the 

Post-

test 

Mean %       

Change: 

negative 

(-) or 

positive 

Number of 

Students 

Mean 

Scores 

on the 

Pre-

test 

Mean 

Scores 

on the 

Post-

test 

Mean %       

Change: 

negative 

(-) or 

positive 

Catonsville 116 23.01 25.59* 11% 100 23.26 25.67* 10% 
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Dundalk 44 22.61 21.39 -5% 34 23.53 23.58 0.2% 

Essex 108 21.94 22.82 4% 41 23.17 23.50 1% 

Overall 268 22.51 23.79* 6% 176 23.29 24.75* 7% 

*indicates significant difference  between groups (p< .05) 

Figure 19: Distribution of scores on the pre and post-test by final grade in English 101 
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Table 26: Mean scores by gender and race and by assessments 
 

Gender Ethnicity + 

Spring 2004 Assessments  Spring 2007 Assessment 

Number 

of 

students 

Pre-test 

Mean 

score 

Post-test 

Mean 

score 

% 

Change 

Number 

of 

students 

Pre-test 

Mean  

score 

Post-test 

Mean 

score 

% Change 

Female 

African-

American/Bl

ack 

 

56 21.13 24.04 14% 41 21.34 23.68* 11% 

Caucasian/

White 

 
97 24.08 23.79 -1% 41 25.80 25.88 0.3% 

All other 

groups 
22 20.32 24.27 19% 20 20.30 22.40 10% 

Total Females 175 22.66 23.93 6% 102 22.93 24.31* 6% 

Male 

African-

American/Bl

ack 

 

31 20.42 23.65 16% 23 22.17 24.30 10% 

Caucasian/

White 

 
47 24.23 24.26 0% 37 24.78 26.03 5% 

All other 

groups 
12 18.58 21.00 13% 11 23.91 25.09 5% 

Total Males 90 22.17 23.61 6% 71 23.80 25.09 6% 

Overall 

African-

American/Bl

ack 

 

87 20.87 23.90* 15% 65 21.78 24.05* 10% 

Caucasian/

White 

 
146 24.12 23.91 -1% 80 25.18 25.86 3% 

All other 

groups 
35 19.89 23.00* 16% 31 21.58 23.35 8% 

All Students 268 22.51 23.79* 6% 176 23.24 24.78 7% 

*significant difference between groups (p< .05)     + unknowns not included in the table 

 

 

Analysis by content area 

Á The analysis by each content area revealed significant differences from the pre to the post-test 

on the language use, essay structure and using sources categories (p<.05) 

Á Mean scores on the post-test improved from the pre-test on the language use, essay structure 

and sources items (Table 6) 

Á Further analysis by campus revealed significant differences on a variety of areas on the 

Catonsville campus (p<.05; Table 7) 

Á The analysis by faculty status revealed significant increases in the using sources content area 

regardless of whether a full or part-time faculty member taught the course (Table 8) 

Á Table 9 displays the mean content area scores by faculty responses to the questionnaire 
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Table 27: Mean Score by categories for both assessments 
 

Content Area 

Spring 2004 Assessment 

(N=268)  

Spring 2007 Assessment 

(N=176) 

Mean Scores 

on the Pre-

test 

Mean Scores  

on the Post-

test 

Mean %       

Change: 

negative (-) 

or positive 

Mean Scores  

on the Pre-test 

Mean Scores 

on the Post-

test 

Mean %       

Change: 

negative (-) 

or positive 
Thesis 3.55 3.64 3% 3.48 3.52 1% 

Support 3.08 3.30* 7% 3.17 3.33 5% 

Essay Structure 3.02 3.29* 9% 3.13 3.35* 7% 

Language use 3.08 3.22 5% 3.27 3.43* 5% 

Grammar and syntax 3.34 3.47 4% 3.46 3.51 1% 

Punctuation and 

capitalization 

3.52 3.64 

3% 
3.54 3.69 

4% 

Using sources 3.03 3.36* 11% 3.35 4.04* 21% 

*significant difference between groups (p< .05) 

 

 

Table 28: Mean scores by content area and campus on the Spring 2007 assessment 
 

Content Area 

Catonsville 

 

Dundalk 

 

Essex 

 

Pre-test 

Mean score 

Post-test 

Mean score 

Pre-test 

Mean 

score 

Post-test 

Mean score 

Pre-test 

Mean score 

Post-test 

Mean score 

Thesis 3.36 3.70* 3.44 3.12 3.81 3.43 
Support 3.04 3.49* 3.35 3.18 3.33 3.07 
Essay Structure 3.10 3.48* 3.24 3.18 3.10 3.19 
Language use 3.28 3.50* 3.36 3.39 3.17 3.29 
Grammar and 

syntax 
3.44 3.46 3.50 3.62 3.45 3.55 

Punctuation and 

capitalization 
3.54 3.74 3.59 3.71 3.50 3.57 

Using sources 3.54 4.42* 3.31 3.56 2.90 3.45* 

*significant difference between groups (p< .05) 
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Table 29: Mean scores on the content areas by faculty status 
 

Content Area 

Fulltime Faculty 

 

Part-time Faculty 

 

Mean Scores on 

the Pre-test 

Mean Score Post-

test 

Mean Scores on the 

Pre-test 

Mean Scores on 

the Post-test 
Thesis 3.57 3.56 3.38 3.48 
Support 3.20 3.36 3.13 3.29 
Essay Structure 3.18 3.43* 3.05 3.26 
Language use 3.32 3.56* 3.20 3.25 
Grammar and syntax 3.52 3.64 3.38 3.36 
Punctuation and 

capitalization 
3.60 3.79 3.45 3.57 

Using sources 3.57 4.33* 3.06 3.68* 

*significant difference between groups (p< .05) 

 

 

Table 30: Content area mean scores by faculty responses to the questionnaire (see Table 2 or 3 

for  the specific questions) 

 

Q
u

e
s
ti
o

n
s 

R
e
s
p

o
n

s
e 

Content Area 

Thesis Support 
Essay 

Structure 

Language 

Use 

Grammar and 

Syntax 

Punctuation 

and 

capitalization 

Using 

Sources 

Pre Post Pre Post Pre Post Pre Post Pre Post Pre Post Pre Post 

1 

No 

(n=6) 
3.75 4.25 3.50 3.88 3.25 4.13 3.50 3.75 3.63 3.50 4.00 3.75 4.29 5.00 

Yes 

(n=88) 
3.34 3.56 2.99 3.38* 2.93 3.40* 3.15 3.38 3.38 3.43 3.49 3.68 3.29 4.19* 

2 

No 

(n=33) 
3.47 3.84 3.16 3.49* 2.98 3.51* 3.17 3.34 3.31 3.33 3.44 3.58 3.46 4.02 

Yes 

(n=63) 
3.30 3.47 2.94 3.37* 2.94 3.41* 3.18 3.45 3.45 3.50 3.58 3.75 3.28 4.39* 

3 

No 

(n=9) 
3.90 4.10 3.40 3.80 3.20 4.00 3.40 3.90 3.50 3.70 4.00 4.10 3.44 4.67 

Yes 

(n=87) 
3.31 3.57 2.99 3.38* 2.93 3.39* 3.16 3.35 3.39 3.41 3.48 3.64 3.34 4.21* 

4 

No 

(n=13) 
3.79 4.14 3.43 3.71 3.00 4.00* 3.15 3.23* 3.21 3.14 3.57 3.64 3.33 4.08 

Yes 

(n=83) 
3.31 3.54 2.97 3.37* 2.95 3.37* 3.18 3.43* 3.43 3.48 3.52 3.69 3.35 4.27* 

5 

No NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA 

Yes 

(n=96) 
3.37 3.61 3.03 3.42* 2.95 3.45* 3.18 3.41* 3.40 3.44 3.53 3.69 3.35 4.25* 

6 
No 

(n=62) 
3.28 3.70* 2.99 3.46* 2.99 3.55* 3.17 3.48* 3.33 3.47 3.46 3.61 3.52 4.39* 
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Q
u

e
s
ti
o

n
s 

R
e
s
p

o
n

s
e 

Content Area 

Thesis Support 
Essay 

Structure 

Language 

Use 

Grammar and 

Syntax 

Punctuation 

and 

capitalization 

Using 

Sources 

Pre Post Pre Post Pre Post Pre Post Pre Post Pre Post Pre Post 

Yes 

(n=34) 
3.53 3.45 3.11 3.32 2.89 3.26 3.19 3.27 3.53 3.37 3.66 3.82 3.05 4.00* 

7 

No NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA 

Yes 

(n=96) 
3.37 3.61 3.03 3.42* 2.95 3.45* 3.18 3.41* 3.40 3.44 3.53 3.69 3.35 4.25* 

8 

No 

(n=33) 
3.27 3.44 3.15 3.44 3.07 3.49 3.30 3.35 3.45 3.48 3.54 3.63 2.85 4.10 

Yes 

(n=63) 
3.43 3.72 2.96 3.40* 2.88 3.43* 3.11 3.44* 3.37 3.41 3.52 3.72 3.67 4.34* 

9 

No 

(n=86) 
3.37 3.63 3.09 3.44* 2.98 3.46* 3.24 3.48* 3.47 3.50 3.57 3.74 3.46 4.30* 

Yes 

(n=10) 
3.33 3.50 2.50 3.25 2.75 3.33 2.67 2.83 2.83 2.92 3.17 3.25* 2.50 3.83* 

*significant difference between groups (p< .05) 
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English 101: Freshman Composition I 

Learning Outcomes Assessment Project 

Executive Summary 

 

Stage 1: Designing and Proposing a Learning Outcomes Project 

 

English 101 is the first of a two-semester sequence of college composition.  Students who 

successfully complete English 101 must show proficiency in drafting, revising and editing several 

essays which have a well-developed thesis supported with relevant and specific details.  Students 

also write a research paper and demonstrate proficiency in  locating, evaluating, citing, and 

documenting outside sources.   

 

Six competencies were assessed: Thesis development, thesis support, essay structure, language 

use, grammar and syntax, punctuation and capitalization, and using sources.  Two writing samples 

per student, one written at the beginning of the course and the second at the conclusion of the 

course, were scored with an analytic rubric.  Students were given an article from which they were 

prompted to compose, revise, and edit a persuasive essay over the period of three 55-minute class 

sessions.  The writing prompts and articles were piloted and the scoring rubric was designed by 

faculty and validated by outside assessment professionals. 

 

Stage 2: Implementing the Design and Collecting and Analyzing the Data 

 

The first assessment was conducted in the Spring 2004 semester; all full-time and adjunct faculty 

were asked to participate in administering a pre-test and a post-test.  Overall mean scores rose 

from 22.5 ( out of a possible 42) to 23.8.   Mean scores showed modest gains in each category: 

thesis, 3%; support, 7%; essay structure, 9%; language use, 5%; grammar and syntax, 4%; 

punctuation and capitalization, 3%; and using sources, 11%.  Caucasian students scored higher 

than African American and other groups of students  on both the pre-test and post-tests.  However,  

African Americans showed a 15% increase in scores, Caucasian registered a 1% decline, and all 

other groups showed a 16% increase.   

 

Stage 3: Redesigning the Course to Improve Student Learning 

 

Upon reviewing results of the first assessment, the faculty elected to target improved thesis 

development and grammar.  Over the next year, faculty tried different  approaches to help students 

explore their topics in more detail.  Some experimented with in-depth thematic approaches and 

reported improvements in writing.  In the spring of 2006, several faculty volunteered to participate 

in a pre-pilot of the follow-up assessment.  They explored having students discuss assessment 

topics the class session before actually beginning to write.   End-of-semester feedback showed 

extra discussion time did not improve student writing.   Grammar instruction focused on run-on 

sentences, sentence fragments, and verb errors.  

 

Stage 4: Implementing Course Revisions and Reassessing Student Learning 

 

The second LOA was administered in the Spring of 2007.  Modest increases in mean scores and 

both pre-test and post-test scores were noted from 2004 ï 2007.  The overall mean scores 

increased from 23.79 to 24.75.  All seven content areas showed modest improvement from 2004:   
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thesis, up 1% (as opposed to 3% in the 2004 assessment); support improved 5% (7% in 2004); 

essay structure, up 7% (9% in 2004); language use, 5% (5% in 2004); grammar and syntax, 1% 

(4% in 2004); punctuation and capitalization, 4% (3% in 2004); and using sources, up 21% (11% 

in 2004).    African Americans continued to make significant gains in writing proficiency, although 

not as significant as in 2004: up 10% in 2007 compared to 15% in 2004. Caucasians increased 

scores by 3%, up from a 1% deficit in 2004, and all other groups posted an 8% gain as opposed to 

16% in 2004.  However, it should be noted all student groups had higher scores in 2007 than they 

did in 2004. The most notable gain was made in how well students use outside sources ï not one of 

the areas of focus.   

 

Stage 5: Final Analysis and Results 

 

Assessment results show that overall, CCBCôs English 101 helps student writing improve.  

However, even though the assessments show student writing is improving, the mean scores remain 

in the ñ3ò range (designated as the lowest category of adhering to the statewide agreed-on ñCò 

standard for freshman composition).  Responses to faculty surveys administered after 2007  

indicate that students enrolled in on-line sections have a higher attrition rate than students in face-

to-face sections, and students of part-time faculty do not fare as well as students of full-time 

faculty.  Also, faculty survey responses indicate that participating in essay norming sessions can 

assist all faculty in clarifying standards, and such clarification may serve student learning more by 

lowering the subjectivity quotient of evaluating writing.  One final observation from faculty 

reviewing the report: these samples were taken during in-class writing sessions and do not reflect 

the standard conditions of teaching freshman composition, that is, the recursive writing process 

that occurs over several class periods. 

 

Recommendations: 

 

Investigate ways to improve on-line sections of English 101 

Encourage more participation for full-time and part-time faculty in norming sessions. 

Identify strategies to improve student performance in ñvisibleò areas of composition, i.e. grammar, 

usage, and punctuation 

Investigate the use of electronic portfolios in learning outcomes assessment. 
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As can be seen in the table below, CCBC faculty have completed a total of 16 course-level LOA 

projects, and an additional 15 are in stages 1-4.  Two projects, SPCM 101, Introduction to Speech 

Communication, and CRJU 101, Introduction to Criminal Justice, only need to submit the final draft 

of their executive summaries and final reports to be completed.  

 
Learning Outcomes Assessment  

Status Report 

 

June 2008 

High Impact: Level 3 
2003 Cohort Dean Team Leaders LOA Stage 

PHIL 101 Scott Black *Wayne Alt, Dave 

Irvine, Bill Rice, 

Ahim Samir, Tim 

Davis  

Stage 3/4: Data review meeting was 

held.  Intervention report was 

submitted.  Second round of data 

collection will occur in fall 2008. 

SPCM 101 Scott Black * Precious Stone, 

Donna Rongione, 

Anne Chamberlain 

Stage 5: Final data analysis meeting 

was held.  First drafts of final report 

and executive summary have been 

submitted.  

2004 Cohort    

MATH 082 Donna Linksz 

(Donna 

McKusick) 

*Dave Stewart, 

Jean Ashby, Robert 

Brown, Chris 

Mirbaha, Tejan 

Tingling 

Stage 5: Intervention report was 

submitted.  Second round of data was 

collected in fall 2007. Final data report 

was distributed to the team leader in 

June 2008.  Final data review meeting 

will be scheduled in summer/fall 2008. 

ENVS 101 Donna Linksz Chris Fox, *Bill 

Schockner,  Beth 

Shrader, Jim Floyd 

Stage 3: Tabled. The Environmental 

Science program is in the process of 

creating a transfer program which 

involves changes to courses that are 

offered and some content 

modifications. Once these changes are 

made, the team will begin again from 

scratch to create instrument, etc. 

PSYC 105 Avon Garrett *Jonathan Grimes, 

Ira Albert, Dallas 

Dolan, Alisa 

Chapman  

Stage 4:  Interventions include a 

revised, more focused CCO and faculty 

team meetings. Second round of data 

collection occurred in spring 2008.  

Assignments will be scored by faculty 

in June/July 2008. 
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ARTS 104 Mike Netzer * Sharon Trumbull Stage 4: Final data collection occurred 

in spring 2008.  Data is being analyzed 

by PRE office. 

2005 Cohort    

ECON 201 Avon Garrett *Jennifer Joyner Stage 2: LOA Exam was sent out to 

two external consultants.  First 

assessment took place in fall 2007.  

Data analysis report has been sent to 

the team leader and the data review 

meeting will be held in summer/fall 

2008. 

WMST 101 Avon Garrett *Ingrid Sabio, 

Dawn Greeley 

Stage 2:  This project used a pre-test/ 

post-test. The assessment instrument is 

comprised of 5 identification questions 

and 15 short answer questions with an 

accompanying answer key and scoring 

grid. First full assessment was in spring 

ó07. Data analysis report is pending.  

Second round of data collection will 

occur in spring 2009. 

CRJU 101  Dennis 

Seymour 

*Michelle Jones, 

Linda Fleischer, Jay 

Zumbrun, Rob 

Richick 

Stage 5: Second round of data was 

collected in fall 2007. Final review 

meeting was held in May.  Draft final 

report and executive summary have 

been submitted. 

2007 Cohort    

PHYS 101 Donna Linksz *John Zelinsky, 

Laurie 

Montgomery, 

Lalitha Dorai 

Stage 1: Project on hold until full-time 

faculty member for Catonsville campus 

is hired. 

FLSP 101 Scott Black *Soumaya Long, 

Seham El Gendi, 

Patricia Harrigan 

Stage 1: RFP has been approved and 

submitted.  Data collection will occur 

in fall 2008. 

HIST 111 Avon Garrett *Laura Trauth, 

Dawn Greeley, 

Neal Brooks 

Stage 2: First round of data was 

collected in fall 2007 using a multiple 

choice/short answer exam.  Exams 

were submitted to PRE Office in mid 

April.  First round data analysis report 

will be sent to the team in summer 

2008. 
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2008 Cohort    

BIOL 220 Donna Linksz Ewa Gorski, Kate 

Van de Wal, Mike 

Anson 

Orientation meeting was held in May 

2008. RFP will be completed by the 

end of the fall 2008 semester.  First 

round of data collection will occur in 

fall 2009. 

CRJU 202 Dennis 

Seymour 

*Linda Fleischer, 

Michelle Jones, Jay 

Zumbrun 

Orientation meeting was held in spring 

2008.  RFP has been submitted and 

approved.  First round of data 

collection will occur in fall 2008. 

ESOL 052 Scott Black *Vicki Hong-Smith Orientation meeting was held in May 

2008.  RFP will be completed by the 

end of the fall 2008 semester.  First 

round of data collection will occur in 

fall 2009. 

 

Multiple Courses: Level 2 

**PLAW 

103 

Dennis 

Seymour 

Patty Ferraris Stage 3: The instrument was a ñCase Briefing 

Projectò developed by the American Association 

for Paralegal Education (AAfPE). First assessment 

completed and briefs graded by external 

consultants.  Data analysis pending. Plan is to add 

an exercise on briefing cases prior to reassessment.  

There are currently no individual course level LOAôs at Level 1. 

**Project Team Leader 

Completed LOA projects: 

Course Level General Findings 

RDNG 052 3 By incorporating a computer lab-based approach that had been 

successful on one campus to all campuses, student reading levels 

increased significantly from first to second assessment. 

CHEM 122 2 Additional lab activities were incorporated into the original lab 

program to address areas of assessed weaknesses. Demonstrated lab 

skills improved significantly in the subsequent assessment.                

CHEM 108 2 The CHEM 108 faculty created an in-house lab manual to directly 

support the needs of the students. This resulted in a significant 

improvement of lab skills on an exit performance exam on one 

campus.  Plans are to extend this effort to the other campuses. 

CINS 101  

 

3 Assessment instruments included an application skills test correlated 

with the MOUS certification exam and an in-house designed 
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cognitive skills exam correlated with the CLEP. Interventions 

included common textbook and software and training for adjuncts, 

with the primary effort being focused on improving math skills 

through the dedication of additional class time. There was 

improvement in all areas and it was statistically significant for Excel 

skills. 

ENGL 052 3 English 052 faculty participated in a professional development 

workshop by a grammar expert, used a book with sources, and 

collaborated with the Closing The Gap committees to establish ways 

to improve African American performance. Improvements in student 

achievement varied by campus and by writing components. Plans are 

to investigate more targeted interventions. 

HLTH 101 3 Health faculty focused on improving communications with students 

through the Early Alert program, email contact, attendance 

monitoring, and using hands on class activities. Students improved 

significantly between assessments and the achievement gap on the 

LOA instrument was closed. 

PEFT 101 3 Similar techniques as were used with the HLTH LOA were utilized. 

Although student achievement improved, the achievement gap 

widened. The PEFT faculty intend to pursue a more formal and 

coordinated intervention to close the gap and improve retention. 

**MAT H 083 3 Project used an internally designed and externally validated pre and 

post-test. Administrative interventions included the change from 

pass/fail to letter grades. Subsequent testing occurred but so did 

multiple administrative and curricular interventions. Therefore, this 

course will be reassessed at a later date using the five stages. 

SDEV 101  3 Assessment instruments included an in-house designed and externally 

validated pre and post-test and a portfolio assessment using a 

common rubric for most assignments. Additional training for 

adjuncts, altering assignments to accommodate cultural and age 

diversity, and the development of a teachersô manual resulted in a 

narrowing of the achievement gap. 

BIOL 110 

Completed 

2006-07 

 

3 An in-house designed and externally validated 55 question multiple-

choice exam was embedded in the course final exam. This project 

also included the use of a diagnostic assessment instrument that 

correlated with the ACT. Based on the results, the faculty team chose 

to adopt a college-wide textbook, create a teacherôs handbook, and 

expand a non-majorsô biology course to the Essex campus.  

Additional outcomes of the project included changing the Math 

prerequisite to MATH 083 and the creation of a student development 

course that will be required for students who are assessed as needing 

the course based on the diagnostic test.  Full-time faculty will also 

mentor adjunct faculty. 

 

SOCL 101 

Completed 

2006-07 

3 Assessment instruments included an in-house and externally 

validated pre and post-test as well as a qualitative paper that was 

incorporated with the GREAT assessment. Faculty chose to target 
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 research methods by implementing a data collection assignment as 

their intervention.  Faculty leaders will continue to meet periodically 

to discuss strategies for improving student learning and supporting 

adjunct faculty. 

ACCT 101 

Completed 

2006-07 

 

3 The assessment instrument was an in-house designed and externally 

validated post-test. The interventions implemented included 

increased computer assisted instruction, increased number of 

Supplemental Instruction sections and use of WebCT.  Faculty 

determined that Reading, English and Math pre-requisites and greater 

infusion of technology need to be required to significantly improve 

student learning in this course.  

MNGT 101 

Completed 

2007-08 

 

3 The project involved 50 multiple-choice test questions embedded in 

the final exam. Early Alert and a faculty advisement system were the 

two types of intervention that were explored.  The Early Alert 

intervention had the most significant impact on student scores.  

Future plans include evaluation of tools available from the textôs 

publisher that may be useful in creative learning experiences for all 

students.  Faculty will also share their ñbest practicesò and invite an 

intervention specialist to help them explore additional ideas for 

improving student learning. 

PSYC 101 

Completed 

2007-08 

3 Following up on the pilot studies done on the Catonsville Campus 

alone, a college-wide PSYC 101 LOA was designed and proposed. A 

50-item standardized final was developed to measure studentsô 

knowledge of seven key areas of psychology based on the key 

components as listed in the common course outline.    Intervention 

strategies were developed in an attempt to improve the overall 

performance of all the students in this course.  Particular attention 

was focused on students who received final course grades of D, F, 

and W, including completion by students of a study skills 

questionnaire designed to identify specific deficiencies in their study 

strategies.  Numerous meetings of the psychology faculty were held 

to discuss closing the gap and other issues relating to student 

performance. Overall student test scores increased from Spring 2004 

to Fall 2007 and the gap between Caucasian and African American 

students decreased.  Mean student performance in Psychology 101 is 

very strong whether taught by full time or adjunct faculty on all 

campuses. 

RDNG 051 

Completed 

2007-08 

3 The purpose of the LOA was to assess change in four areas of student 

performance before and after a prescribed intervention: 1) Attitudes 

toward reading; 2) Skills in identifying correct meaning and usage of 

vocabulary; 3) Skills in reading comprehension, such as identifying 

main ideas and details; and, 4) Reading grade level. Based on the 

results of Fall 2006, all classes supplemented the reading text with a 

minimum of three autobiographical readings that portrayed people of 

diverse ethnicity and backgrounds who overcame significant 

obstacles in their lives for the Fall 2007 semester.  In addition, the 

Common Course Outline for Reading 051 was revised to include an 
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objective of ñOrganize information using summaries, outlines and 

maps.ò Studentsô attitudes about reading and the value of reading 

improved. As in Fall 2006, the problem of high attrition in Reading 

051 courses persisted. Three areas of future focus future include: 

readings that portray real-life people and scenarios, faculty sharing 

supplemental readings and accompanying activities that are content-

based, including templates for discussing critical issues and events 

that are relevant, interesting and contribute to the education of our 

students.  Reading faculty also plan to explore alternative 

ñstructuresò for preparing students for college-level coursework. The 

problem of attrition and the persistent gap in academic performance 

between African-American/Black and Caucasian/White students 

supports the need for an intrusive advising model for developmental 

students. 

ENGL 101 

Completed 

2007-08 

3 Six competencies were assessed: Thesis development, thesis 

support, essay structure, language use, grammar and syntax, 

punctuation and capitalization, and using sources.  Two writing 

samples per student, one written at the beginning of the course 

and the second at the conclusion of the course, were scored with 

an analytic rubric.  Faculty elected to target improved thesis 

development and grammar, trying different approaches to help 

students explore their topics in more detail. All student groups 

had higher scores in 2007 than they did in 2004. The most notable 

gain was made in how well students use outside sources ï not one 

of the areas of focus.  Assessment results show that overall, 

CCBCôs English 101 helps student writing improve.  However, 

even though the assessments show student writing is improving, 

the mean scores remain in the ñ3ò range (designated as the lowest 

category of adhering to the statewide agreed-on ñCò standard for 

freshman composition). Recommendations for the future include: 

Investigating ways to improve on-line sections of English 101, 

encouraging more participation for full-time and part-time faculty 

in norming sessions, identifying strategies to improve student 

performance in ñvisibleò areas of composition, i.e. grammar, 

usage, and punctuation, and investigating the use of electronic 

portfolios in learning outcomes assessment. 

 

** indicates that the project was concluded at stage 3.  

  



79 
 

GENERAL EDUCATION OUTCOMES ASSESSMENT  

ANNUAL REPORT  

PREPARED BY: 

PAULETTE COMET  

 

MAY 2008 

INTRODUCTION  

 

CCBC is now in its fourth year of college-wide, full implementation of the GREAT project.  The 

purpose of the General Education Assessment Teams (GREAT) Project is to implement Common 

Graded Assignments (CGAs) and accompanying scoring rubrics designed by faculty teams in General 

Education courses across disciplines to gather data to assess the first six General Education Program 

Goals.  This yearôs report includes Spring 2007 and Fall 2007 data.  Spring 2007 included Arts and 

Humanities courses and Fall 2007 included Social and Behavioral Sciences courses.  The GREAT 

project has grown significantly over the past several years with more faculty and courses participating 

over time. 

 

GOALS AND ASSESSMENT 

 

The General Education Goals that were assessed are as follows. The phrases in bold that follow each 

goal are the abbreviated terms that are included in the CGA rubric form. 

1. Introduce students to the fundamental principles, concepts, vocabulary, and methods essential 

for the acquisition of knowledge and skills basic to the field of study; (Content, Knowledge, 

and/or Skills) 

2. Prepare students to communicate effectively using written and oral or signed communication 

skills; (Written, Oral, and/or Signed Communication Skills) 

3. Provide a variety of learning experiences that encourage students, independently and in 

collaboration with others, to use those fundamental principles and methods to acquire, analyze, 

and use information for purposes of inquiry, critical thinking, problem-solving, and creative 

expression in a diverse environment; (Critical Thinking Skills)  

4. Prepare students to adapt to change, including the increasing integration of information 

technology in all fields of knowledge and expression; (Technology as a Learning Tool) 

5. Provide students with the knowledge and skills to understand themselves and others from 

various cultural, social, aesthetic, political, and environmental perspectives;  (Cultural 

Appreciation); and 

6. Provide the experiences that will allow students to become independent learners, the skills to 

analyze their strengths and weaknesses as learners, and the knowledge to accomplish the tasks 

involved in learning. (Independent Learning Skills) 

The seventh program goal, that all General Education courses ñuse appropriate assessment tool(s) to 

demonstrate the degree to which students have achieved the objectives of the course,ò is an 

overarching requirement for all General Education courses and thus is not included as a Program goal 

for the purpose of the GREAT Project.  The first six goals focus on what and how students are 

learning in the classroom. 
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PROJECT IMPLEMENTATION ï SPRING 2007/FALL 2007 
 

The General Education webpage http://www.ccbcmd.edu/loa/great.html contains all the necessary 

information, forms, procedures, and data summary reports related to the GREAT project. 

Paulette Comet serves as the collegeôs GREAT coordinator and assists faculty through all five stages 

of the project. 

Spring 2007 courses and team leaders: 

Course  Team Leader 

DANC 135 Dance Appreciation Christian Richards 

FLFR 101 

FLSP 101 

Elementary French I 

Elementary Spanish I 

Patricia Harrigan 

Soumaya Long 

INTR 102 American Sign Language II Ricky Perry 

MUSC 101 * Music Fundamentals  

MUSC 102 * Music Appreciation  

* will participate in Spring 2008 

 

Fall 2007 courses and team leaders: 

Course  Team Leader 

ANTH 101 Intro to Cultural 

Anthropology 

Ann MacLellan/John Hutchinson 

ARSC 121 **** American Pluralism Ingrid Sabio 

CRJU 202 / SOCL 202 Criminology Linda Fleischer 

ECON 201 Intro to Macro-

Economics Principles 

Jennifer Joyner/Dr. Alpha 

KaiKai 

HIST 101 Western Civilization I: 

Ancient & Medieval 

Hist. 

Neal Brooks 

HIST 102 ****  Western Civilization II: 

Modern History 

Neal Brooks 

HIST 111 ****  History of the United 

States I 

Neal Brooks 

HIST 112 ****  History of the United 

States II 

Neal Brooks 

HIST 116 ****  African American 

History 

Neal Brooks 

HIST 120 ****  Ethnicity American 

Dream 

Neal Brooks 

HIST 127 / ANTH 127 

****  

Native American 

History 

Neal Brooks 

PLAW 101 ****  Intro to Law Donna Mandl 

POLS 101 * American Government 

and Politics 

Christopher Rhines 

POLS 111 * Intro to Political Science Christopher Rhines 

POLS 131 * Comparative 

Government: Modern 

Political Systems 

Christopher Rhines 

http://www.ccbcmd.edu/loa/great.html
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PSYC 101 * 

(participating in LOA) 

Intro to Psychology Charles, Miron, Ira Albert, 

Charles Seltzer 

PSYC 103 / EDTR 103 Human Growth and 

Development 

Charles Seltzer 

PSYC 105 ** Human Relations in a 

Culturally Diverse 

Society 

Jonathan Grimes  

RECR 101 / SSCI 101 

***  

Leisure in Society Willa Brooks 

SOCL 101 Intro to Sociology Ann MacLellan, John 

Hutchinson 

SOCL 102 Social Problems Ann MacLellan, John 

Hutchinson 

SOCL 141 **** Racial and Cultural 

Minorities 

Ann MacLellan, John 

Hutchinson 

SOCL 230 Holocaust and Global 

Racism 

Ann MacLellan, John 

Hutchinson 

WMST 101 *** Intro to Womenôs 

Studies 

Ingrid Sabio 

ARTS 105 History of Art I Dian Fetter 

ARTS 106 * History of Art II Dian Fetter 

*  Moved to Spring 2008 

**  Combined with LOA project 

***  Moved to Fall 08 

****  Did not participate 

 

The courses and team leaders currently (Spring, 2008) implementing GREAT assignments are listed 

below.  Data will be included in next yearôs annual report. 

 

Course  Team Leader 

DANC 147 Hip Hop Movement in Contemporary 

Popular Culture 

Christian Richards 

Taneisha Osborne 

ECON 152 * Natural Resource Economics and 

Sustainable Development 

Jennifer Joyner 

Alpha KaiKai 

HLTH 190 ** Lifespan Plus: Strategies for Successful 

Aging 

 

HLTH 199 ** Holistic Health  

ITTR 262 Travel Studies  

PSYC 126 Learning as Journey Ira Albert 

Charles Seltzer 

RECR / WMST 

242 ** 

Women and Leisure Willa Brooks 

SSCI 111 Engagement in Communities Bernadette Low 

CINS 101 Introduction to Computers Valerie Farmer 

Willa Brooks 

CINS 120 Diversity in a Technological Society Ben Mayock 
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CINS 155 Internet Principles Renuka Kumar 

MULT 109 Multimedia Authoring Todd Abramovitz 

OFAD 160 Computers in the Business World Lynne Mason 

HLTH 101 Health and Wellness Rob Hess 

Karen Renaud 

PEFT 101 Lifetime Fitness and Wellness Rob Hess 

Karen Renaud 

MUSC 101 Music Fundamentals Bill Watson 

FLFR 101 Elementary French I Soumaya Long 

POLS 101 American Government and Politics Christopher Rhines 

POLS 111 Intro to Political Science Christopher Rhines 

POLS 131 Comparative Government: Modern 

Political Systems 

Christopher Rhines 

PSYC 101 Introduction to Psychology Charles Miron 

Ira Albert 

Charles Seltzer 

ARTS 106 History of Art II Dian Fetter 

*  Did not participate 

**  Moved to Fall 2008 

 

The courses slated for Fall 2008 implementation are listed below: 

Mathematics 

Course  

MATH 111 Ideas in Mathematics 

MATH 125 Finite Math & Modeling 

MATH 128 Mathematics and the Strategy of Gaming 

MATH 131 Concept Math I: Num Sys 

MATH 132 Concept Math II: Geometry 

MATH 133 Concept Math III: Statistics 

MATH 135 College Alg/Trig Apps I 

MATH 153 Intro to Statistical Methods 

MATH 154 Statistical Methods 

MATH 163 College Algebra  

MATH 165 Precalculus 

MATH 230 Calculus with Applications 

MATH 243 Discrete Mathematics 

MATH 251 Calculus I 

MATH 252 Calculus II 

MATH 253 Calculus III 

MATH 257 Linear Algebra 

MATH 259 Elementary Differential Equations 

HLTH 190 Lifespan Plus: Strategies for Successful Aging 

HLTH 199 Holistic Health 

RECR/WMST 242 Women and Leisure 

GEOG 102 Cultural Geography 

CINS 120 Diversity in a Technological Society (Essex and Dundalk) 
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ECON 152 Natural Resources Economics and Sustainable 

Development 

THE PROCESS 

Scoring Rubrics 

Each rubric is based on a 6-point scale, with 6 being the highest score possible and 1 being the lowest 

score possible.  

 

Common Graded Assignments 

The Common Graded Assignments were assigned to students in multiple sections of the participating 

courses as a semester project.  The six-point scoring rubric was given to students to optimize their 

likelihood of success by specifying what features characterized a paper/project at each of the six 

scoring levels.  Faculty who administer the CGAs are advised to collect two copies of the assignment 

from each student.  One copy is graded and returned to the student.  The second copy, which should 

not have any comments or grades on it, is used for scoring for the GREAT Project.  Faculty and 

students are asked to write the student ID number on the second copy, so that demographic 

information can be collected to disaggregate the data.  Faculty are also advised to have students 

complete the assignment between the 10
th
 and 14

th
 week of the semester. 

 

RESULTS 

 

Sixty-two papers were scored on June 5, 2007 for the Spring semester course by nine scorers.  Scoring 

for the Fall semester courses took place on January 4, 2008.  Two hundred papers were scored by 13 

scorers.   

The complete data summary reports, prepared by Natasha Miller and staff from the Office of Planning, 

and Evaluation, can be found on the General Education webpage. 

The mean results from Spring and Fall are reported in Table 1 and Table 2. 

 

TABLE 1  

Mean Category Scores of Common Graded Assignments-Spring, 2007 

 

Rubric Category DANC 135 

N=13 

FLSP 101 

N=25 

INTR 102 

N=17 

Content 4.04 4.30 3.56 

Communication 3.81 3.76 3.32 

Critical Thinking 3.88 4.00 3.44 

Technology 3.88 3.60 3.38 

Cultural Appreciation 3.19 3.79 2.56 

Independent Learning 3.69 3.80 N/A 
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TABLE 2  

Mean Category Scores of Common Graded Assignments-Fall, 2007 

 

Rubric 

Category 

ARTS 

105 

N=9 

CRJU 

202 

N=15 

ECON 

201 

N=48 

HIST 

101 

N=28 

PSYC 

103 

N=41 

SOCL 

101 

N=40 

SOCL 

102 

N=13 

SOCL 

230 

N=61 

Content 4.56 3.93 4.09 4.38 4.55 4.60 4.77 4.67 

Communication 4.33 3.47 3.89 4.00 2.98 2.48 3.62 3.75 

Critical 

Thinking 
4.56 3.60 4.07 4.27 2.51 4.56 4.46 4.83 

Technology 4.22 3.60 3.91 3.91 N/A N/A N/A N/A 

Cultural 

Appreciation 
4.94 3.37 3.86 N/A N/A 4.08 4.54 N/A 

Independent 

Learning 
4.39 3.67 2.80 N/A 2.30 4.84 5.04 4.58 

 

SUMMARY  

 

The CCBC GREAT Project strongly continues with a large increase in faculty (both full-time and 

part-time) participation.  Regular meetings are scheduled with the Deans and Department Chairs to 

discuss the results of the data summary reports as well as interventions for improvement.  The Great 

Coordinator is included on the agenda at department meetings the semester before an area is scheduled 

to participate and team leaders are solicited at least one semester in advance.  Common Graded 

Assignments and rubrics are kept on file and are available for faculty to review and share.  As part of 

the collegeôs emphasis on writing, assignments were also shared with the Writing in the 

Disciplines/Across Communities (WID-AC) leaders. 
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PROGRAM LEVEL LEARNING OUTCOMES ASSESSMENT  

ANNUAL REPORT 2007-2008 

PREPARED BY: 

ROSE MINCE 
 

PROGRAM REVIEW  
 

JULY 2008 

Purpose of the Program Review 
 

Every career program and several of the transfer programs at CCBC participate in program review at 

least once every five years.  The program review process presents a means by which Program 

Coordinators, Academic Deans, and other administrators may: 

 

1. Establish a foundation and guide for future program development and improvement, 

2. Identify needs for institutional support, 

3. Assess the extent to which the program has achieved its objectives and determine the means to 

enhance this effort, and 

4. Evaluate the continued appropriateness of the program to The Community College of 

Baltimore County. 

 

Outline of the Program Review Report 
 

The following narrative sections and statistical charts are seen as important to the program review 

process and are used as an outline for the submission of the report:  

 

I. Roster of the Program Review Advisory Committee 

II. Program Review Content  

A. Introduction to the Program  

B. Relationships of Major Program Learning Outcomes to the College Mission  

C. Curriculum Information 

D. Enrollment and Student Performance Data 

1. FTE by Subject/Discipline 

2. Trends in Course Cancellations Within Subject Discipline 

3. Billable Hours Generated by Program Majors 

4. Program Major Grade Distribution by Course Type 

5.  Course Completion Rates in All Courses 

6.  Retention Rates of Program Majors 

7. Characteristics of Program Graduates 

E. General Program Information     

1. Articulation Agreements  

2.   Faculty Information 

3.   Inventory of Instructional Resources 
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4.   Delivery Strategies  

5.   Advisory Board Membership 

6. Relationship to Continuing Education and Economic Development 

7. Cooperative Education and Internship Information  

8.   Marketing Activities and Plan  

9. Employment Opportunities for Graduates  

10. Environmental Scan ï If desired, information for this optional statement of environmental 

trends may be constructed with the direction and guidance of the CCBC Office of 

Planning, Research, and Evaluation, which will assist in establishing a scanning model 

designed to identify the primary trends in the field of the program. 

11. Program Learning Outcomes-every program is required to assess the degree to which 

students are meeting the established program outcomes. 

12. The five-year administrative goals for the program  

13. Executive Summary  

 

Program Review Committee/Review Process 

 

The CCBC Program Review Committee is comprised of six full-time faculty members (one full-time 

faculty member from each school and at-large representative(s) as necessary), two Academic Deans, 

the Dean of Instruction for Curriculum and Assessment, one representative from Continuing 

Education and Economic Development, and one representative from the office of Planning, Research, 

and Evaluation.  The Program Review Committee meets in February to review a first draft of the 

Program Review report and to provide feedback and guidance to the Program Coordinators.  The 

Program Review Committee makes a preliminary recommendation regarding the future of the program 

to the Program Coordinator, the Academic Dean, and the Vice President of Instruction.  The Review 

Committee meets again in May to review the final drafts of the reports and to make final 

recommendations to the Vice President of Instruction regarding the future of the programs.  If a 

Program Coordinator does not agree with the recommendation of the committee, the Program 

Coordinator may appeal to the Vice President of Instruction.  The Vice President of Instruction confers 

with the President and forwards a recommendation to the Board of Trustees.  Recommendations 

include the following options: 

 

1. Program continuation with no mandatory changes to the existing program. 

2. Program continuation with implementation of any proposed changes within three years.  An 

annual follow-up report is required each year as part of the Program Coordinatorôs annual 

evaluation. 

3. Program transition from credit to non-credit. 

4. Program suspension whereby the program is suspended with the option that it might be 

resumed in the next two years. 

5. Permanent Discontinuation Status: The program is discontinued following MHEC procedures. 

 

 

OUTCOMES ASSESSMENT 

 

Program outcomes assessment is a required and valuable component of the Program Review Process. 

Each Program Coordinator determines if a Program Outcomes Assessment Project (POAP), designed 

to measure the programôs outcomes, or a Core Competencies Assessment Project, designed to measure 
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communication, problem-solving, global perspective and social responsibility, and independent 

learning and personal management would be more valuable.   

 

2007-08 Cohort 

 

The eight programs/coordinators listed below participated in the Program Review Process in 2007-08.  

All were required to conduct an assessment project.  The four School of Health Professions Programs, 

identified with an asterisk, are externally accredited, and the annual licensure exam pass rates were 

collected and reviewed as the outcomes assessment project for those programs.   

 

1. Business Administration and Business Management Jane Mattes 

2. Health and Fitness Studies     Patricia Rhea 

3. Information Technology     Barbara Yancy 

4. Mortuary Science*      Brian Burke  

5. Physician Assistant*      Donna Sewell  

6. Radiation Therapy*      Adrienne Dougherty  

7. Respiratory Care Therapy*     Barbara Schenk  

 

Mortuary Science 

 National or accrediting target pass rate: 60% 

 CCBC Pass rate benchmark:  85% 

 2003 Percent Passing: 100% (N = 8) 

 2004 Percent Passing: 91% (N = 22) 

 2005 Percent Passing: 78% (N = 27) 

 2006 Percent Passing: 85% (N = 13) 

  

Physician Assistant  

 PANCE (Physician Assistants National Certifying Exam) 

 2007 PANCE Pass Rate: 96% 

 2006 PANCE Pass Rate: 94% 

 2005 PANCE Pass Rate: 70% 

 2004 PANCE Pass Rate: 87% 

 2003 PANCE Pass Rate: 85% 

 

Radiation Therapy  

 National or accrediting target pass rate: 75% 

 CCBC Pass rate benchmark:  75% 

 2003 Percent Passing: 46% (N = 24) 

 2004 Percent Passing: 52% (N = 21) 

 2005 Percent Passing: 80% (N = 20) 

  

Respiratory Care Therapy  

 National or accrediting target pass rate: 79% 

 CCBC Pass rate benchmark:  80% 

 2003 Percent Passing: 89% (N = 9) 

 2004 Percent Passing: 83% (N = 18) 

 2005 Percent Passing: 79% (N = 14) 
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Assessment projects for the non-allied health programs began with the identification of measurable 

outcomes that students should achieve upon completion of the program.  These outcomes are included 

in the CCBC online catalog so that students know before they enter a program what they should be 

able to know and do upon successful completion of a particular program of study. Two of the three 

programs coordinators selected a POAP, and the third coordinator participated in a Core Competencies 

Assessment Project. 

 

The second step in the outcomes assessment process is completion of a Request for Proposal (RFP), 

which outlines the outcomes to be measured, the means by which the outcomes will be assessed, how 

the data will be collected and analyzed, when recommended changes will be identified and 

implemented, and when reassessment will occur.  The RFP serves as a guide for completing each of 

the five stages of an assessment project. 

 

Patricia Rhea, Coordinator for Health and Fitness Studies (HFMJ), initiated her original Program 

Outcomes Assessment Project in 2002-03, the last time the HFMJ program participated in Program 

Review.  CCBC was just beginning to assess programs at that time, and Patricia was one of the first 

program administrators to volunteer to do an assessment project.  Patricia updated her program 

outcomes and provided updated data on pass rates on the American College of Sports Medicine 

National Certification Exam and from the Evaluation Checklist used in the 175-hour internship course 

(HFMJ 183) that all HFMJ majors complete.  The benchmark for the certification exam is 70%.  

Seven students took the exam in 2005 and all exceeded the benchmark.  This program also includes a 

capstone course, HFMJ 251, where students review the primary objectives of their previous majorsô 

courses and prepare for the external certification exam and their internship. 

 

 Valerie Farmer worked with faculty in the Information Technology (IT) department to complete a 

Core Competencies Assessment Project.  She created two binders in hard copy and available 

electronically to help IT faculty identify which CCBC core competencies are addressed in various IT 

courses, how those competencies can be taught and assessed, and where more emphasis needs to be 

placed to further enhance student learning in each competency.  The binders are especially useful for 

adjunct faculty members and new faculty because they contain a variety of specific assignments and 

teaching strategies that have proven to be effective in helping students achieve the four core 

competencies.  The IT department also uses a Common Graded Assignment and standardized scoring 

rubric in CINS 101, Introduction to Computers, as part of the collegeôs General Education Assessment 

Teams (GREAT) Project.  Although they are only required to include this assignment once every three 

years, the CINS faculty incorporate this assignment into their course every semester. 

 

A draft of the Business Administration and Business Management (Business) project RFP was 

submitted as part of the program review report.  The plan includes assessment of five program 

outcomes via the administration of the Educational Testing Serviceôs Major Field Test in Business for 

both Business Administration and Business Management students who are about to graduate.  An 

additional outcome will be formally measured in two courses, MNGT105 and a new capstone course 

that is currently under development.  In MNGT 105, Principles of Management, students are expected 

to discuss the value of proper communication within an organization and how this can be 

accomplished.  Students will complete a Strengths, Weaknesses, Opportunities, and Threats (SWOT) 

analysis as a team project.  Students will prepare a written report and an oral presentation that 

incorporates state-of-the-art technologies.  As part of the capstone course, students will perform a 
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second SWOT analysis.  The assignment completed in MNGT 105 will serve as a baseline (pre) 

assessment, and the capstone course assignment will serve as a post-assessment. 

Update on the 2006-07 Cohort 

 

At the time this report was written, four Program Coordinators from the 2006-07 program review 

cohort had submitted their RFPs: Accounting, Chemical Dependency Counseling, Interior Design, and 

Mental Health.  Accounting students will be completing a portfolio of assignments, as will Chemical 

Dependency Counseling and Interior Design students.  The portfolios will be reviewed by a panel of 

experts, using a standardized scoring rubric.  Mental Health students will take a comprehensive exam 

based upon the licensure exam they will need to take to work in the field. 

 

Two programs are externally accredited and thus submitted the results from their accreditation in lieu 

of completing an outcomes assessment project:  Automotive Technology and Emergency Medical 

Technology.  Network Technology students take a practical exam as part of their program, and the 

results from that exam will be the major component of the assessment project for that program.   

 

Accounting (ACCT) 

 

The Accounting Programôs Outcomes Assessment project will involve multiple tools used in strategic 

courses in the program.  This will allow the administration and faculty to assess the full range of goals, 

expectations, and course content mastery of students as they matriculate through CCBC.  To determine 

the degree to which students are learning and mastering accounting, five program-level outcomes were 

developed for the two certificate programs and the two-year degree program. By the time students 

have completed the Accounting Program, they will have been assessed on every major outcome.  The 

courses that are included in the Accounting Program Outcomes Assessment Portfolio are:   ACCT 

101, ACCT 102, ACCT 116, ACCT 201/202, and ECON 201. 

 

Chemical Dependency Counseling (CMDP) 

 

The Chemical Dependency Counseling Program has two awards, an Associate of Applied Sciences 

degree and a certificate.  Both programs have the same core of CMDP courses designed to prepare 

students to function as counselors in facilities specializing in addiction counseling and in other settings 

where expertise with chemically dependent persons is needed.  The Outcomes Assessment Project 

consists of student portfolio assignments from core classes that reflect overall success related to the 

programôs six learning outcomes.  The specific assignments will be a collection of several specified 

pieces of work from different points in the studentôs program, representing the studentôs best work.  

The portfolios will be assessed using a rubric developed by faculty who teach the core CMDP courses.  

The portfolio evaluators will include CCBC faculty as well as supervisors of chemical dependency 

counselors in local agencies.  The courses that will be involved are: CMDP 102, 110, 114, 124, 210, 

211, 213, 233, and 173/273, ENGL 101 and 102, and PSYC 201.  A new one-credit capstone course is 

also a possible component of the assessment project. 

 

Interior Design (INTD)  

 

Students in the Interior Design Program develop the skills they will need to be successful in the 

industry by completing a variety of designs and compiling them into a professional portfolio. For this 

outcomes assessment project, design professionals from the community will review student work and 
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give feedback/advice to students.  This project will help ensure that current design trends and proper 

design techniques are incorporated throughout the program.  The Interior Design portfolio will include 

a written final project and critiques and portfolio and internship evaluations.  Included in these 

evaluations are specific course assignments from INTD 101 211, 241, 247, and 141. 

 

Mental Health (MNTH) 

 

The Mental Health Program Outcomes Assessment project will involve the development of a 

comprehensive exam based upon the course objectives of the core Mental Health Program courses.  

This exam will be designed to assess the knowledge base and clinical skill application of students and 

should provide valuable information and evidence about student learning.  The exam will reflect the 

core academic standards of the Council for Standards in Human Service Education (CSHSE), from 

which the original core objectives for the Mental Health Program courses were developed.  This exam 

will provide validation of both student learning and evidence of the Mental Health Programôs 

adherence to the core standards of the CSHSE.  Nine program outcomes will be assessed. 

 

Progress toward Project Completion 

 

As with all of the other CCBC assessment projects, program-level projects follow a five-stage process.  

The tables below identify how many programs are currently in each stage for the cohorts from the past 

three years:   

 

From the 2005-06 Program Review cohort: Stage 1-Construction Management and Hospitality 

Management; Stage 2- Computer Science; Stage 3- Engineering; Stage 4: Interpreter Preparation, and 

Stage 5-Paralegal Studies and Labor Studies. 

 

Stage 1 Stage 2 Stage 3 Stage 4 Stage 5 

2 1 1 1 2 

 

From the 2006-07 Program Review cohort: Stage 2-Accounting, Chemical Dependency Counseling, 

Interior Design, and Mental Health; exempt-Automotive Technology and Emergency Medical 

Technology.  No reply from Construction Management. 

 

Stage 1 Stage 2 Stage 3 Stage 4 Stage 5 

 4    

 

From the 2007-08 Program Review cohort: Stage 1-Business Management, Stage 3-Health and 

Fitness Studies and Information Technology 

 

Stage 1 Stage 2 Stage 3 Stage 4 Stage 5 

1  2   

 

Progress toward completion of each project will be monitored and reported upon annually.   
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2008-09 Academic Year 

 

The following seven programs will undergo program review during the 2008-09 academic year:  

 

1. Criminal Justice    Linda Fleischer 

2. Nursing     Barbara Netzer, Barbara Tower, Carrole Welsh 

3. Recreation, Parks and Tourism  Willa Brooks 

4. Surveying Technology   James Lobdell 

5. Biotechnology     Tom Burkett 

6. Aviation Management    Doug Williams 

7. Computer Aided Drafting and Design Tom Barrett 

 

All of these programs except for Registered Nursing (RN) are A.A.S. degrees and most also offer at 

least one certificate option.  The RN Program is an Associate of Science degree.  Also included within 

the RN Program Review is the Licensed Practical Nursing (LPN) certificate.  The LPN certificate is a 

12-month, 46 credit certificate.  The Dean of Instruction for Curriculum and Assessment has met with 

the Program Coordinators who will participate in the Program Review Process in 2008-09 to orient 

them to the Program Review Process and to help them determine which type of assessment project 

will be most valuable for their students and program.  These projects will be reported upon in the 

2008-2009 Learning Outcomes Assessment Annual Report. 
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INSTITUTIONAL OUTCOME ASSESSEMENT  

 

ANNUAL REPORT 2007-2008 

 

PREPARED BY: 

DAN MCCONOCHIE  

 

September 2008 
 

Evaluation of institutional effectiveness at CCBC provides information for evaluating the Collegeôs 

progress in meeting its strategic goals and for evaluating improvement in key processes at the College.  

Reports and indicators are provided throughout the year to support decision-making at the 

management and policy levels, to promote continuous improvement of CCBCôs programs and 

services, and to monitor progress toward benchmarks that are set at the college level rather than the 

class or program level. While many of these studies and indicators measure student success such as 

trends in degree attainment transfer to four year campuses, retention rates, and successful course 

completion; other indicators focus on evaluation of the processes that support that success. Also 

included are indicators of how the College is moving toward its goals in enrollment, organizational 

excellence, and also how well it is meeting its obligations to contribute to its community and promote 

the economic, social and workforce development of the region.  These assessments are closely tied to 

the planning and budgeting systems as well as to the performance evaluation of units and programs 

within the College. 

 

During FY2006 a new set of indicators was developed. Baseline data for these new indicators were 

prepared so that CCBC benchmarks for 2010 could be established.   During FY2007 several new data 

systems were established to collect the information needed for these new indicators. And during 

FY2008 the Indicators were reported to the College, the Board of Trustees, and to various state 

agencies. Also, during FY2008 the Indicators were distributed to service divisions that had 

responsibility for those metrics. 

 

These measures of effectiveness are summarized in CCBCôs Performance Accountability Report 

(PAR) and in numerous research briefs that track trends and provide more in-depth analyze of the 

indicators.  These measurement efforts are based on stakeholder evaluations, progress toward best 

practices, and progress toward agreed upon targets. Various information systems have been built to 

assist in the collection, retrieval, and reporting of these measures including annual surveys of faculty, 

students, and staff.  In addition, admission, placement, enrollment, retention and degree data systems 

provide trends that are monitored for change toward targets in these areas. A third source for these 

measurements has been the use of national indicator systems to assess CCBC performance in relation 

to other community colleges in Maryland and in the country.  

 

Summary descriptions of major components of this array of evaluation measures are provided below 

with particular emphasis on measures that CCBC can disaggregate and drive down to the program, 

course, and unit level. Examples of these ñdrill downò indicators are: 
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 CCBCôs Program Data System Report.  These data reports support program evaluation of 
enrollment trends, monitoring of productivity, and trends in student characteristics, student 

retention and degree completion for each program. Eight trend tables are provided for each 

program at CCBC. These trends are monitored each year and extensive self-studies of each degree 

program are required every five years. 

 CCBCôs Enrollment Reporting System provides trends in total enrollment; trends in enrollment by 
student categories such as age, gender, and race; enrollment trends by course category; and trend 

reports on enrollment by zip code areas, the high school of students, and remediation rates. These 

reports are provided for each term with additional research briefs that focus more closely on 

special categories of students such as high school students who are concurrently enrolled at CCBC.  

 Course Success Trends, Student Retention Trends, and Degree Completion Trends are summarized 

at the college level but are also provided at the campus, program, and course level to monitor areas 

where student success rates may need further support.  Examples of FY2008 studies that have 

drilled such indicators down to categories below the institutional level have been analysis of 

course success trends for online courses, for developmental education courses, and for gatekeeper 

courses that have been identified as critical. 

 Staff Survey Evaluations are summarized into effectiveness indicators at the college level and also 

the responses are used in the evaluation of particular services that are provided by CCBC.  During 

FY2008 these surveys have included Spring 2008  

 Surveys of Full Time Faculty, Adjunct Faculty, and Non-Teaching Employees.  

 The college also conducted the Fall 2007 Student Satisfaction Survey and reported trends in these 

evaluations of support and services provided to students; the Spring 2008 Community College 

Survey of Student Engagement (CCSSE);  the Spring 2008 Community College Faculty Survey of 

Student Engagement (CCFSE);  and a number of topical surveys.   

 

Included below as examples of reports conducted during the year and also the Collegeôs Indicators:   

 

Fall 2007 Student Satisfaction Survey 

The Community College Study of Student Engagement (CCSSE)   

CCBCôs Performance Accountability Report  

Degree Progress Four Years After Initial Enrollment-Fall 2003 Entering Cohort in Spring 2008 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

http://www.ccbcmd.edu/media/pre/sss2007_tech_rpt.pdf
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Background 
 

The Community College of Baltimore County (CCBC) completed its annual Student Satisfaction 

Survey during Fall 2007. The purpose of this survey was to assess the perception of students as well as 

to gather feedback on particular issues and their experiences at CCBC. The survey asked the student 

respondents their reasons for attending CCBC, their level of education and that of their parents, and 

employment status. The survey also addressed the studentsô level of satisfaction with college services, 

college publications and instructional activity. The results of this survey provides CCBC with 

information regarding the effectiveness of services and programs and, through comparisons with 

previously administered surveys, the ability to measure change over time. Results of the survey are 

used in the Effectiveness Indicators and in the evaluations of functional areas. Appendix A displays 

the Fall 2007 Student Satisfaction Survey instrument. 

 

This report contains the results of the Fall 2007 Student Satisfaction Survey. The section on 

Characteristics of Respondents provides responses regarding household characteristics and current 

college experiences. The section on Student Satisfaction reports the respondent level of satisfaction 

with college services, publications, instructional quality, and the CCBC environment. In addition, 

student perception responses regarding the attitudes of the faculty and staff toward students are 

presented with regards to age, gender, and ethnicity. This report contains preliminary results of the 

Student Satisfaction Survey. More detailed reports providing trend data and campus data are to follow. 

 

Survey, Sampling and Administration Methodology 

  

The Fall 2007 Student Satisfaction Survey provides valuable information about CCBC students. The 

sections selected for participation in the study provided a sample that was demographically similar to 

the overall Fall 2007 credit student population. These responses are good indicators of the evaluations 

that would have been provided if all students had participated. Faculty cooperated in providing 

valuable class time to administer the survey, and students responded with valuable information 

regarding their status, family, and economic situations. 

 

During the Fall 2007 term, 4,101 course sections were available to the 19,426 credit students who 

were enrolled at CCBC.  From these sections, 212 sections were randomly selected for participation in 

the survey. The stratified random sample was based upon the time of day (morning, afternoon, and 

evening), course type (general education, developmental education, ESOL, and other courses) and 

campus location. Weekend courses, on-line courses, accelerated courses and courses taught at sites 

other than the Catonsville, Dundalk, and Essex campuses and the Owings Mills and Hunt Valley 

extension centers were excluded from the sample. The survey was administered in October 2007. 

 

The survey instrument was a set of multiple-choice questions designed and compiled by various 

interested parties at CCBC as well as outside market research people working for the college. There 

were three sub-sections to the survey. The first set gathered basic demographic and student 

characteristic information. Questions included the studentôs current and past academic situation, ethnic 

and gender information, and parental level of education. The second set of questions rated the 

studentsô overall value of their experience at CCBC. Finally, students were asked their level of 

satisfaction of selected items ranging from the attitude of faculty towards students in and outside of 

class to various campus services. In the analysis, the positive and negative responses have been 

aggregated to one category showing satisfaction (includes very satisfied and satisfied responses) and 



96 
 

dissatisfaction (includes very dissatisfied and dissatisfied responses). Percentages may not total to 

100% due to rounding and missing data. In addition, the total number of responses for each question is 

shown in parentheses at the top of the table. In tables where multiple questions are presented, the 

number of responses is shown in parentheses below the question. 

 

There were 212 sections sampled, responses were received from 84% or 178 sections. There were 

4,358 students enrolled in the 212 selected sections. Of those, 2,486 students responded to the survey, 

yielding a response rate of 56%. The number of students responding represents 13% of all CCBC 

credit students. The printed survey was administered in the selected credit sections by the faculty 

member. Students were asked to complete the survey only once.  

 

The completed surveys were returned to the Planning, Research, and Evaluation office for scanning 

and analysis. The characteristics of the survey respondents closely matched the characteristics of 

students enrolled at CCBC during Fall 2007 as shown in Tables 1-3. 

 

This report contains preliminary results of the Student Satisfaction Survey. More detailed reports 

providing trend data, campus, and school are to follow. 

Comparison of Respondent Characteristics to All CCBC Students 

  

Table 1 - Student Gender at CCBC 

 

Table 2 - Student Ethnicity at CCBC 

 

Gender 2007 Overall CCBC

(2,472) (19,426)

Male 967 7,193

39% 37%

Female 1,505 12,233

61% 63%

Ethnicity 2007 Overall CCBC

(2,460) (19,426)

African American/Black 689 6,072

28% 31%

American Indian 28 79

1% 0%

Asian American 138 972

6% 5%

Hispanic/Latino 96 426

4% 2%

Caucasian/ White 1,358 10,817

55% 57%

Other 151 1,060

6% 5%
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Table 3 - Student Age at CCBC 

 

Table 4 - Number of Credits Attempted at CCBC 

 

Table 5 ï Prior College Experience 

 

Table 6 ï Reasons for Attending CCBC 

 

Age 2007 Overall CCBC

(2,473) (19,426)

19 or less 1,005 6,084

41% 30%

20-29 1,003 7,738

41% 40%

30-39 235 2,704

10% 14%

40-59 189 2,156

8% 11%

60 and over 41 737

2% 4%

Number of credits attempted 2007

(2,427)

1-5 Credits 413

17%

6-11 Credits 766

32%

12 + Credits 1,248

51%

2007

(2,230)

1,198

54%

341

15%

577

26%

114

5%

Currently attending another institution while 

attending CCBC

College Experience

Never attended college before CCBC

Attended another college but this is my first 

semester at CCBC

Previously attended CCBC but not in Spring 2006

Student Intent 2007

(2,241)

To obtain an Associate degree 685

31%

Complete a certificate program 133

6%

To transfer to a 4-yr Coll./Univ. 1,186

53%

Obtain or update job-related skills 50

2%

Self-improvement/personal enjoyment 105

5%

Change careers 82

4%
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Table 7 ï Student Course Schedule 

 
 

Preliminary Results 

Table 8 - Issues Impacting Withdrawal from class or CCBC  

 
 

Table 9 - CCBC Responsiveness to Students 

 

Course Schedule 2007

(2,223)

Day classes  (before 5 p.m.) 1,270

57%

Evening classes (after 5 p.m.) 397

18%

Both Day and Evening 556

25%

Very Likely

to Impact

Likely to 

Impact

Somewhat Likely

to Impact

Not Likely

to Impact

Transportation 223 247 407 1,542

(2,419) 9% 10% 17% 64%

Tuition costs 311 357 654 1,082

(2,404) 13% 15% 27% 45%

Household finances 322 420 630 1,204

(2,388) 14% 18% 26% 43%

Working full-time 238 321 646 1,204

(2,409) 10% 13% 27% 50%

Strongly Agree/

Agree Neutral

Disagree/

Strong Disagree

Strongly Agree/

Agree Neutral

Disagree/

Strong Disagree

1,953 330 85 2,024 370 68

82% 14% 4% 82% 15% 3%

2006 2007

(2,368) (2,462)

CCBC is helping me meet 

my educational goals
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Table 10 - Satisfaction with CCBC Services 

 

Very 

Satisfied/

Satisfied Neutral

Dissatisfied/

Very 

Dissatisfied

Satisfaction of those 

using the service

Availability of courses during the day 1,644 445 145

(2,456) 67% 18% 6%

Availability of courses during the evening 1,057 537 161

(2,424) 60% 31% 9%

Availability of courses online 568 546 168

(2,421) 23% 23% 7%

Availability of courses on the weekend 486 577 168

(2,424) 20% 24% 7%

New student orientation 1,008 598 119

(2,398) 42% 25% 5%

Admissions process 1,521 603 198

(2,414) 63% 25% 8%

Placement testing 1,041 663 333

(2,410) 51% 33% 16%

Academic advising 1,311 559 308

(2,401) 55% 23% 13%

Registration: In person 1,557 453 213

(2,404) 65% 19% 9%

Registration: Online 1,155 424 192

(2,398) 48% 18% 8%

Financial Aid Office 1,118 482 183

(2,399) 47% 20% 8%

Bookstore 1,596 520 232

(2,412) 66% 22% 10%

Food Services/Café 988 550 262

(2,407) 41% 23% 11%

Fall online credit schedule 1,312 517 105

(2,394) 55% 22% 4%

CCBC website 1,824 408 100

(2,398) 76% 17% 4%

Tuition/fee payment process: In person 1,481 524 121

(2,402) 62% 22% 5%

Tuition/fee payment process: Online 1,004 474 163

(2,402) 42% 20% 7%

Campus parking 680 501 1,087

(2,417) 28% 21% 45%

Condition of classroom and buildings 1,567 624 205

(2,406) 65% 26% 9%

66%

60%

70%

65%

63%

68%

51%

74%

60%

44%

39%

58%

 CCBC

65%

55%

68%

78%

70%

61%

30%
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Table 11 - Student Satisfaction with Quality of Instruction  

 

Table 12 - Faculty Attitude towards Students in Class 

 
 

 

 

 

 

 

  

Very 

Satisfied/

Satisfied Neutral

Dissatisfied/

Very 

Dissatisfied

Satisfaction of 

those using 

the service

Quality of instruction in my 

developmental course
1,623 482 138

(2,416) 67% 20% 6%

Overall quality of instruction 1,923 377 104

(2,271) 80% 16% 4%

Quality of labs in my courses 1,231 455 112

(2,408) 51% 19% 5%

Quality of library resources 1,481 442 106

(2,410) 61% 18% 4%

Overall quality of my CCBC 

experience
1,865 451 84

(2,410) 77% 19% 3%

CCBC

73%

78%

72%

80%

68%

Very Satisfied/

Satisfied Neutral

Dissatisfied/

Very Dissatisfied

Availability and helpfulness 

of faculty outside of class
1,648 474 128

(2,411) 68% 20% 5%

Attitude of employees 

towards students
1,576 624 126

(2,403) 66% 26% 5%

Treatment of my 

racial/ethnic group
1,782 435 67

(2,413) 74% 18% 3%
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Introduction  

 

During the Spring 2004, 2006 and 2008 semesters, The Community College of Baltimore County 

(CCBC) was part of a consortium of Maryland community colleges and a consortium of colleges 

across the country to participate in the Community College Survey of Student Engagement (CCSSE).  

This survey is designed to provide information about community collegesô practices and assist 

institutions in using that information to promote improvements in student learning and persistence.  

CCSSEôs goal is to ñprovide member colleges with results that can be used to inform decision making 

and target institutional improvements.ò  CCSSEôs survey instrument, the Community College Student 

Report (CCSR), is designed to capture student engagement as a measure of institutional quality. 

Student engagement is defined by CCSSE as ñthe amount of time and energy that students invest in 

meaningful educational practices.ò 

 

CCSSE randomly selected courses for all institutions to ensure a representative sample and to ensure 

the integrity of the sample at each college. In Spring 2008, 95 sections participated and there were 

1212 students who responded to the survey.  The following chart displays the characteristics of The 

Community College of Baltimore County respondents in comparison to the respondents from extra 

large (greater than 15,000 enrolled) community colleges and all surveyed colleges.  

 

Respondent 

Characteristics 

2006 CCBC 

Respondents 

2008 CCBC 

Respondents 

2008 CCBC 

Population 

2008 Extra Large 

Colleges 

Respondents 

2008 CCSSE 

Respondents 

N=900 N=1212 N=19,426 N=51,903 N=343,378 

Male 38% 40% 37% 43% 41% 

Female 62% 60% 63% 57% 59% 

American Indian or other 

Native American 
1% 1% 0 1% 2% 

Asian, Asian American or 

Pacific Islander 
3% 3% 4% 8% 4% 

Black or African-

American 

25% 
23% 30% 11% 11% 

White, Non-Hispanic 56% 55% 56% 46% 63% 

Hispanic, Latino, Spanish 2% 2% 2% 18% 10% 

Other 4% 4% 5% 5% 4% 

International Student or 

Foreign National 
8% 12% 2% 11% 7% 

18 to 19 30% 32% 23% 28% 29% 

20 to 21 24% 23% 17% 26% 24% 

22 to 24 14% 14% 14% 16% 14% 

25 to 29 14% 12% 15% 13% 12% 

30 to 39 11% 10% 15% 10% 11% 

40 to 49 5% 6% 8% 5% 6% 

50 to 64 3% 2% 4% 2% 3% 

65 and over 0 0 3% <1% 0 

Full-time 64% 62% 35% 36% 30% 

Part-time 36% 38% 65% 64% 70% 
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CCSSE Benchmark Descriptions 

 

The Community College Survey of Student Engagement (CCSSE) includes a set of five benchmarks of 

effective educational practice in community colleges. These benchmarks allow participating 

institutions to gauge and monitor their performance in areas central to their focus on teaching, 

learning, and student success 

The five benchmarks include 38 engagement items from the CCSSE survey. These institutional 

practices and student behaviors contribute to effective teaching, learning, student retention, and 

student success. The benchmarks are identified as: 

 Active and Collaborative Learning 

 Student Effort 

 Academic Challenge 

 Student-Faculty Interactions 

 Support for Learners 

What are Benchmark Scores? 

 

Benchmark scores provide a useful way to look at an institutionôs data by creating groups of 

conceptually related items that address key areas of student engagement.  The five areas listed above 

have been shown to be important in high-quality educational practice. Through empirical results of 

factor analytic models and with the help of its Technical Advisory Panel, CCSSE grouped together 

survey items related to each of these areas. 

In order to create the benchmark scores, the items associated with a benchmark are first rescaled so 

that all items are on the same scale (0 to 1). Then the scores are standardized so that respondentsô 

scores have a mean of 50, weighted by full- and part-time attendance status, and a standard deviation 

of 25. Benchmark scores are then computed by averaging the scores on the associated items. 

 

Knowing that all benchmarks are on the same scale makes it immediately obvious that a particular 

collegeôs scores are either above or below those for other participating schools. Knowing that the 

mean is at 50 across all students enhances the scoreôs usefulness, as the score contains information 

about whether an institutionôs performance is better or worse than average ī and how much better or 

worse. For example, benchmark scores of 55 on Student Effort and 42 on Student-Faculty Interaction 

would indicate to a college that the institution is performing relatively better in regard to Student 

Effort than in regard to Student-Faculty Interaction. Further, the scores allow the college to understand 

that the results are above the average for participating institutions on one benchmark and below 

average on the other. Thus the data may be used both to identify relative strengths and to zero in on 

areas in which the college may need to improve. 

Overall Observations about CCBC Results 

The primary reasons for CCBCôs participation in the CCSSE surveys were to energize discussions 

between faculty, staff, and students about how to incorporate learning centered approaches directly 

into instruction.  The five benchmark areas listed above align with strategic directions of CCBC, 

specifically student learning and learner support.  

 

A description of the benchmark area, graph of the benchmark scores (for CCBC, all of Maryland 

community colleges and extra-large colleges) are provided for the Spring 2004, 2006 and 2008 

Surveys. In Spring 2008 several of CCBC scores were below the norms for extra-large colleges, the 

Maryland Consortium and for the other CCSSE colleges. Decreases were experienced in most of the 



104 
 

benchmarks. The academic challenge benchmark showed a slight increase from Spring 2006 to Spring 

2008 but that score was still below other Maryland colleges and the CCSSE benchmark. 

 

Data provided by CCSSE also looked at benchmarks in terms of student attendance patterns (part- and 

full -time) and for other student characteristics. These drill downs into particular student categories are 

not included in this summary report.  On the majority of the items associated with the benchmarks 

part-time students rated their experiences lower than full-time students. 

 

It is important to understand differences between community colleges when interpreting benchmark 

scores.  However, the data presents many opportunities for CCBC to actively discuss how students 

perceive our learning environment and to talk about strategies that may result in greater levels of 

engagement with our students. To find more information on best practices on student engagement log 

onto the CCSSE website, www.ccsse.org 

 

Active and Collaborative Learning 

 

Students learn more when they are actively involved in their education and have opportunities to think 

about and apply what they are learning in different settings. Through collaboration with others to solve 

problems or master challenging content, students develop valuable skills that prepare them to deal 

with the kinds of situations and problems they will encounter in the workplace, community, and their 

personal lives. The seven survey items that contribute to this benchmark are listed below along with a 

plus (+) or minus (-) sign indicating whether the mean score on that item increased (+) or decreased   

(-) from Spring 2006 to Spring 2008; no sign indicates no change in the score. 

 

During the current school year, how often have you 

 Asked questions in class or contributed to class discussions  

 Made a class presentation (-) 

 Worked with other students on projects during class (+) 

 Worked with classmates outside of class to prepare class assignments (-) 

 Tutored or taught other (paid or voluntary) students (-) 

 Participated in a community-based project as a part of a regular course (-) 

 Discussed ideas from your readings or classes with others outside of class (students, family 

members, co-workers, etc.) (+) 

 

Figure 1 displays the Active and Collaborative Learning benchmark scores for all CCBC students, the 

Maryland Consortium, and extra-large community colleges for Spring 2004, Spring 2006 and Spring 

2008.  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

http://www.ccsse.org/
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Figure 1:  Active and Collaborative Learning Benchmark Scores 
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Table 31 displays the individual item means. Students were required to rate the items on a 

four point scale with 1=Never, 2=Sometimes, 3=Often, 4=Very Often 

 

Table 31: Active and collaborative learning mean scores on the individual items for 

CCBC and other comparison groups 
 

Benchmark Items 
CCBC Means 

2008 Means 

Ex-large 

Colleges 

MD 

Consortium CCSSE 
2004 2006 2008 

Asked questions in class or contributed to class 

discussions 
2.88 2.86 2.86 2.83 2.97 2.91 

Made a class presentation 1.94 2.18 1.98 2.06 2.16 2.04 

Worked with other students on projects during 

class 
2.36 2.27 2.37 2.45 2.42 2.47 

Worked with classmates outside of class to 

prepare class assignments 
1.70 1.76 1.72 1.85 1.86 1.86 

Tutored or taught other students (paid or 

voluntary) 
1.32 1.36 1.31 1.37 1.37 1.37 

Participated in community-based project as part 

of a regular course 
1.29 1.34 1.32 1.30 1.33 1.30 

Discussed ideas from your readings or classes 

with others outside of class (students, family 

members, co-workers, etc.) 

2.53 2.46 2.56 2.54 2.58 2.56 

[NOTE: Directional arrows in charts highlight those items where CCBC falls notably above or below the mean of 

The comparison group. The items listed are significant at p < .001  
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Student Effort 

 

Studentsô own efforts contribute significantly to their learning and the likelihood that they will 

successfully attain their educational goals. ñTime on taskò is a key variable, and there are a variety of 

settings and means through which students may apply themselves to the learning process.  The eight 

survey items that contribute to this benchmark are listed below along with a plus (+) or minus (-) sign 

indicating whether the mean score on that item increased (+) or decreased   (-) from Spring 2006 to 

Spring 2008; no sign indicates no change in the score. 

 

During the current school year, how often have you: 

 Prepared two or more drafts of a paper or assignment before turning it in (-) 

 Worked on a paper or project that required integrating ideas or information from various  

 sources (-) 

 Came to class without completing readings or assignments (-) 

 Used peer or other tutoring (-) 

 Used skill labs 

 Used a computer lab (-) 

 

During the current school year: 

 How many books did you read on your own (not assigned) for personal enjoyment or academic 

enrichment (-) 

 How many hours did you spend in a typical week preparing for class (studying, reading, writing, 

rehearsing or other activities related to your program) (+) 

 

Figure 2 displays the Student Effort benchmark scores for all CCBC students, the Maryland 

Consortium, and extra-large community colleges in the Spring 2004, 2006 and 2008 Surveys.  Table 2 

displays the individual item means. 

 




