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1. Which learning outcomes did you measure this past year? The computer science program 

measured all of the outcomes this year as planned.    Outcomes 1, 3 (initial measurement) 

were measured in one freshman-level course, outcomes 1, 3, 5, 6 (second measurement) were 

measured in one sophomore-level course.  Outcomes 1, 2, 3, 4, 5, 6 (final measurement) were 

measured in senior seminar, though it turned out that 2, 4 were not measured. 

 

2. In which course(s) were assessments conducted?  

Outcomes were measured in CS 102 (initial measurement), CS 250 (second 

measurement) and CS 408 (final measurement. 

 

How did you assess the selected program learning outcomes? Outcomes 1, 3, 5, 6 were 

measured using standard departmental exams combined with item analysis.  Outcomes 2 and 

4 were to be measured using student portfolios, which ended up being not collected. 

3.  

 

4. How many students were included in the assessment(s) of each PLO in a course? 

For the initial measurement of PLOs 1 and 3, 17 students were included.  For the second 

measurement (PLOs 1, 3, 5, 6), nine students were included.  For the final measurement 

of PLOs 1, 3, 5, 6, six students were included. 

 

5. How were students selected to participate in the assessment of each outcome? 
For the first and second measurements, all students who were present the day the test was 

given were included.  For the final measurement, all students in the class were included. 

 

6. In general, describe how each assessment tool (measure) was constructed (i.e. in-house, 

national, adapted).  

 

All instruments were constructed in-house. 

 



 

7. Who analyzed results and how were they analyzed  

The data was run through two computer programs to generate a score for each PLO and an item 

analysis of the test results.  These were then discussed by the department’s assessment 

committee with an eye towards whether PLO scores improve from measurement to 

measurement. 

 

8. Provide a summary of the results/conclusions from the assessment of each measured 

Program Learning Outcome.  
 

Data:  
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Test 3: 
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Overall, the data indicates students are progressing satisfactorily towards mastery 
of the PLOs. 
Students do have problems with the most sophisticated PLO (# 5) on program 
validity, complexity and correctness. The solution might be to add some empirical 
exercises in program speed to some of the courses such as CS 250, 405  
or 309. This would be a question for the curriculum committee. 
_ On Test 1, students have problems with the inverse function question and the 
recursion question. On Tests 2 and 3, no pattern present on questions missed, 
but some indication of problems with inclusion/exclusion principle. 

9. What are next steps? (e.g., will you measure this same learning outcome again? Will you 

change some feature of the classroom experience and measure its impact? Will you try a new 

tool? Are you satisfied?) 

 

The above outcomes will continue to be measured every year.   

 



 

10. Please attach an example of the assessment tool used to measure your PLO(s). These can 

be added as an appendix, a link to the assessment, or sent separately in email with your 

report.  

  



 



 



 



 


