
Annual Assessment 2018-2019 
 

The purpose of SAC-level assessment at PCC is to identify the levels of student achievement of course- 
or program-level outcomes in the name of improving those levels of achievement.  The second part of 
that process is the reassessment of an outcome that has been assessed in a previous year. 

In an initial assessment of an outcome, a SAC should identify any areas of student achievement of an 
outcome that could be improved.  The SAC should then target those areas with a teaching strategy 
appropriate to its discipline during the reassessment year.  The reassessment of the outcome then 
determines if the strategy was effective by measuring any changes to student achievement.   

This process, of assessing, analyzing, creating a teaching strategy, and reassessing, is called "closing the 
loop."  It is how assessment can be useful for instructors and, by extension, for students. 

On completing the form, please e-mail it to learningassessment@pcc.edu. 

Note that questions marked with an asterisk* indicate that the accompanying help document includes 
information relevant to that question. 

The planning section that follows is to be completed and submitted Fall Term.  If your SAC is unable to 
complete it in fall, please fill out the planning section when completing the final report in spring.* 

Planning Section: To be completed and submitted in Fall Term 
SAC Assessment Contact: 

Name e-mail 
Julianne Sandlin Julianne.sandlin@pcc.edu 

Jacqueline Ehlis  Jacqueline.ehlis@pcc.edu  

 

1. What SAC do you represent? 
Art 

 

2. What outcome(s) do you plan to assess? 
The SAC plans to assess Course level Outcomes for ART 101 and 102. 
 
The outcome for ART 101 is: recognize functional, structural, and aesthetic qualities in architecture 
and read visual and experiential elements, architectural and cultural styles, and symbols.  
 



The outcome for ART 102 is:  recognize formal qualities in two- and three-dimensional arts and read 
visual elements, artistic and cultural styles, and symbols. 
 
These outcomes were selected because they address the same general skills in 2 introductory art 
history classes. The main difference between the classes is that Art 101 covers architecture while Art 
102 covers 2- and 3-dimensional media such as painting, drawings, and sculpture.  
 

 

3. What course(s) will your assessment focus on? 
ART 101 and 102, both of which are introductory art history courses. Both also tend to be high-
enrolled courses.  

 

4a. How will you sample student work?* 
We will use a representative sample because not all sections of ART 101 and 102 will be included in 
the assessment project (due to the large number of PT instructors who teach the courses, the SAC 
prefers to ask for volunteers rather than make participation mandatory). Based on the population of 
all students enrolled in the courses, we will then use the Raosoft Sample Size Calculator to get a 
representative sample of student work.  

 

4b. Will the student work be part of the regular graded assignments for the  
course(s)?* 

Yes, student work will be part of the regular graded assignments.  
 
However, to get faculty buy-in to volunteer for the assessment, faculty get to choose the type of 
assignment. It can be part of an online discussion, an assignment, or on an exam.  

 

5. How will you redact student work (i.e. make it anonymous)?* 
SAC Chairs will check that instructor and student identifying information has been removed 
or masked prior to evaluation. 

 



6. Will your project be a direct or indirect assessment of student work?  (Include an 
explanation if relevant.)* 

Direct assessment  

 

7. In what term(s) will you collect student work? 
Winter term 2019 

 
8. Briefly describe the purpose or goal of this project.  In other words, what are you 

hoping to learn? 
The goal of this project is to determine if students in introductory art history courses can identify the 
formal elements of art in works they are studying and connect them to cultural styles and symbols. In 
doing so, we will be able to see if students have basic-level art history skills and that they are meeting 
one of the course-level outcomes listed in the CCOGs.  

 

9. In general terms, describe the assessment project for the year.  What steps will 
you take in carrying out the project?* 

During this year’s in-service SAC meeting, the Art SAC co-chairs solicited feedback from 
faculty about what would make assessment meaningful. One of the items that rose to the top 
was discipline specific assessment. The Art SAC consists of both art history and studio art 
disciplines, which use significantly different methods for teaching and assessing student 
work. Past assessments within the SAC have assessed both art history and studio art classes 
with the same projects. While the past projects helped the SAC get some data about meeting 
college outcomes, faculty generally felt that they would only be truly meaningful if they were 
discipline specific, that is using teaching and assessment strategies specific to the wide array 
of disciplines found within the Art SAC. 
 
Given this history, faculty desire for discipline specific assessment came as no surprise. At the 
fall SAC meeting, several ideas were proposed for this year’s assessment. Only one of them 
was direct assessment, which was to assess entry level art history courses to see if they were 



meeting one of the course outcomes. This received the top votes. (NOTE: the original 
proposal was only for Art 101. The SAC chairs decided to expand it to Art 102 after the 
Winter schedule was published and it was determined that too few faculty would be teaching 
Art 101 to make it a viable assessment. By including Art 102, there will be a larger pool of 
faculty, sections, and campuses to draw from.)  
 
For the project, the SAC will ask for four faculty to volunteer to do the assessment, two in Art 
101 and two in Art 102. The four sections will not be the total number of sections taught for 
these two classes; instead it will represent about half the total number taught on average in a 
given term. Faculty will be given the assessment, which can be modified to work with the 
instructor’s format for the class and to cover works of art from the course. The one 
requirement is that the assessment must be done as an embedded assignment.  The SAC 
hopes to get at least one part-time faculty to participate and that at least one of the courses 
participating be offered online. This will give a better representation of the courses, of which 
half offered each term are often offered online and by part-time instructors.   
 
The assessment will ask students to choose from a select group of artworks provided by the 
instructor and to identify one of the elements of art visible in the work they choose. Students 
will then need to respond to two questions: 1) describe how the element is visible in the 
work of art, and 2) discuss how the element of art conveys symbolism or meaning for the 
style of art.  
 
Faculty participating in the assessment will be given the two outcomes being assessed and a 
model on which to base their assignment. However, as mentioned above, faculty can alter 
the model so that it works with their class format and to cover works of art from their 
specific course. As such, there will not be one standard assessment provided to each class, 
and the project may include assignments, exams, and online discussions (examples will be 
included in the appendix).  
 
The faculty participating in the assessment will collect the artifacts and then send them as 
electronic or hard copies to one of the SAC co-chairs, who will verify all personal information 
has been redacted.  
 
When the ART SAC meets to evaluate the artifacts, its members will first spend some time 
using sample examples to norm. They will then break into smaller groups and assess the 
artifacts against a 4-level rubric.  

 



10a. What are the benchmarks (minimum acceptable level of student outcome 
achievement)?* 

The benchmark will be 2 or higher on each criteria of a 4-level rubric. 

 

10b. What percentage or frequency of students do you hope to see achieve the 
benchmarks?* 

The SAC hopes to see 70% of students achieve the benchmark.  

 

11. Describe the tools (e.g. rubrics, checklists, standardized exams) you will use in the 
project to evaluate student work. 

We will use a rubric developed by PCC art faculty.  

 

12. Describe how the SAC will ensure that the evaluation of student work is consistent 
(e.g. norming rubrics, verifying inter-rater reliability.)* 

At the Winter 2019 meeting the SAC plans to norm the rubric and verify inter-rater reliability. To do 
this, SAC members will use the established rubric and discuss what the different criteria and levels 
mean when scoring. Once agreement is reached, the faculty will then score a couple of samples of 
student work and compare the scores.  If there are disagreements of more than 1 level, the faculty 
will discuss further the criteria and levels and attempt to reach a consensus, then score additional 
artifacts until scores are consistent.  

 

 
 



13. If the results of the project indicate a need for additional instruction on the 
outcome in the future (i.e. during the reassessment year), what are possible steps 
the SAC might take to help students improve outcome achievement?* 

A possible step that the SAC might take to help students improve outcome achievement is for the art 
history faculty to share different methods they use to teach the elements of art. The faculty may want 
to expand beyond our specific discipline and also ask studio art instructors how they teach the same 
topic to get additional perspectives. Gathering multiple approaches about how to teach may help 
faculty develop more innovative ways for their own classes and result in improved outcome 
achievements. 
 
From past assessments and the desire to close the loop, there is a strong desire within the SAC to put 
discussions of teaching at the front of our agenda. Discussing teaching strategies will have the added 
benefit of meeting this desire as well as helping with the outcomes.  
 
  

 

14. Different SACs and individuals have different training in assessment.  Your LAC 
coach is available to help with any step.  What might you need help with moving 
forward? 

We’ve communicated with our coach. At present, there is nothing we need help with moving forward.  

 

 

Please submit the completed planning section (leaving the following end-of-year report section blank) to 
learningassessment@pcc.edu by the November deadline.  

  



Annual Assessment Report 2018-2019 
 

The purpose of SAC-level assessment at PCC is to identify the levels of student achievement of course- 
or program-level outcomes in the name of improving those levels of achievement.  The first part of that 
process is the initial assessment of an outcome. 

If this is a reassessment of an outcome that your SAC assessed previously, please use the Annual 
Reassessment Report instead. 

On completing the form, please e-mail it to learningassessment@pcc.edu. 

Note that questions marked with an asterisk* indicate that the accompanying help document includes 
information relevant to that question. 

If your SAC was unable to complete the planning section, above, during Fall Term, please fill that section 
out before completing the following end-of-year report. 

15. Were any changes made to the assessment plan submitted in Fall Term?  If so, 
please briefly describe them. 

The original plan stated, “four faculty will be asked to do the assessment, two in Art 101 and two in 
Art 102,” with the goal of getting two sections for each course for a total of four classes for the 
assessment. In the end, two of the four faculty submitted multiple sections of courses taught, which 
meant the assessment included four sections of Art 101 and two sections of Art 102, two more than 
originally planned. This was the only change from the original plan. 
 

 

16. Please provide an executive summary of your results; include only key data points 
and your overall findings regarding student learning. 

The 2018-2019 Annual ART SAC Assessment exceeded the goal of having 70% of students achieve the 
benchmark. There were two data points measured by the assessment: 1) identification and 
description of a formal element of art that demonstrates college-level understanding of the concept, 
and 2) ability to connect the formal element to cultural styles, symbols and/or meaning. For 
identifying a formal element, 58 out of 63 or 92.1% of students were able to meet the benchmark or 
higher. For the second data point, 56 out of 63 or 88.9% of students were able to meet the 
benchmark or higher. 
 
Our findings show that a majority of students are meeting this benchmark and that student learning 
for this course outcome in Art 101 and 102 is successful.  

 



17a. What were the benchmarks levels (minimum acceptable level of student 
achievement of the outcome) for the project?* 

The minimum acceptable level of student achievement for each part of the outcome was 2 or higher 
on a 4-level rubric. The rubric is included in the appendix. Level 2 corresponds with “some.” The SAC’s 
goal was for 70% of students to reach the benchmark.  
 

 

17b. What percentage or frequency of students achieved the benchmark levels?* 
There were two data points measured by the assessment: 1) identification and description of a formal 
element of art that demonstrates college-level understanding of the concept, and 2) ability to connect 
the formal element to cultural styles, symbols and/or meaning.  
 
For identifying a formal element, 58 out of 63 or 92.1% of students were able to meet the benchmark 
of some or higher. Frequency distribution across the 4-level rubric was: 15 scored exceeds, 21 scored 
meets, 22 scored some, and 5 scored no. Percentages for each individual frequency can be found on 
Table 1 in the appendix. 
 
For the second data point, 56 out of 63 or 88.9% of students were able to meet the benchmark or 
higher. Frequency distribution across the 4-level rubric was: 6 scored exceeds, 27 scored meets, 23 
scored some, and 7 scored no. Percentages for each individual frequency can be found on Table 2 in 
the appendix. 
 
Tables 1 and 2 have the data divided up into 6 groups, each of which represent a different section. 
Groups of two to three faculty assessed each section to keep like projects together. This helped to 
avoid comparing an artifact used for a timed quiz and with a much shorter response to an artifact 
from an assignment that had requirements for a more-lengthy response.  
 
For each data point, the majority of students scored at the two (some) or three (meets) level. This 
shows that most students are meeting or exceeding the benchmarks established by the SAC and that 
they did well in achieving the benchmarks. Overall, students did slightly better with meeting the 
benchmark for describing how the formal element is visible in the work of art, with only 7.9% not 
reaching level 2.  
 
For the second data point, students falling short of the benchmark were 11.1%. There were also fewer 
students for this question that met the four (exceeds) level, with 9.5% compared wot 23.8% for the 
first data point. The fact that students did better on the first question is reasonable. The second 
question requires students to build on knowledge from the first one and apply it to a new situation, 
which is a higher level of learning than identifying and describing the elements from the first 
question. 
 
 

 



18. Please accompany your report with the actual results of your project as an 
appendix (i.e. along with this report, send the project results themselves as a 
spreadsheet or document) if possible.  If that is not possible, please explain.* 

In the appendix, please find Table 1 and Table 2, which are the results of the project. A copy of the 
rubric is also provided. The appendix also includes two assessment examples, each of which is from a 
separate class.  

 

19. How was student work redacted (i.e. made anonymous)?* 
For some artifacts, the instructor submitting them had removed all student-identifying information. If 
that was not the case, then one of the SAC co-chairs removed the identifying information.  
 
The SAC co-chair coordinating the assessment removed all instructor-identifying information. 
 

 

20. In general terms, describe the level of SAC involvement in the project (e.g. were 
both PT and FT faculty involved in contributing and/or scoring student work?  Did 
all instructors or a representative sample of instructors contribute student work to 
be evaluated?)  Identify any barriers to participation within the SAC. 

In the end SAC participation was very good, but there were some obstacles along the way. 
 
Initially an assessment sub-committee was formed to address assessment for this year. The goal was 
for the committee to take feedback solicited from faculty at the SAC in-service meeting and to 
determine the best way forward. Unfortunately, due to schedule conflicts, the sub-committee was 
not able to meet and most of the planning was taken up by the two SAC chairs. To get more 
involvement, making better use of the sub-committee in the future will be useful.  
  
ART 101 and 102 are often taught most frequently by PT faculty, so it was important to get adequate 
participation by them. The two courses are also taught at each of the four PCC campuses, but the 
majority of offerings are through two campuses. After the first several emails asking for volunteers, 
one PT and one FT from the same campus had volunteered. It was only after further emails and 
reaching out to division deans at all campuses that a more representative involvement was achieved. 
In the end, three PT and one FT from two different campuses volunteered. The two campuses 
represented are the two that offer the most sections of ART 101 and 102.  
 
A representative number of FT faculty from each of the four campuses and from a variety of 
disciplines within the ART SAC helped to evaluate the work at the winter SAC meeting. Furthermore, 



one PT faculty also participated in this meeting. The PT faculty also compiled the results and 
presented the findings at the Spring SAC meeting.  
 

 
21. Were potential benefits to student learning identified as a result of the 

assessment project?  How will the SAC use the information during the 
reassessment of the outcome in the future (i.e. “closing the loop.”)* 

One of the potential benefits to student learning is that faculty who participated in this project 
realized it helped them think more carefully about teaching the outcomes. For some, teaching the 
formal elements was viewed as a topic to cover once and then move on to other subjects. However, 
recognizing that it was a course outcome and that it would be assessed made faculty want to 
integrate it more fully into the class. For example, they would teach the outcome and then have 
students do an in-class exercise on it. A few weeks later, the outcome would be covered a second 
time for a different work of art. Students might then do another in-class exercise or an assignment 
related to it.  
 
Given this new thinking, the SAC may choose to reassess this outcome. To close the loop, future 
assessments could give this project to students twice over the course of a term. After assessing the 
results from the first project, the faculty could meet to discuss what worked and what didn’t for 
teaching the topic. The topic could then be revisited in the second half of the term with revised 
teaching strategies, and the project could be given again to students to see if results improved.  

 

22. Please explain how results have been shared, or will be shared, with members of 
your SAC. 

The results were shared at the Spring 2019 SAC meeting. Since the assessment was discipline specific 
to art history, these faculty plan to meet over the summer to further go over the results and to see 
how to use the data to improve teaching.  

 

23. Please comment briefly on any changes to the assessment process that would lead 
to more meaningful results. 

More meaningful results could maybe be achieved if the assessment assignment had been the same 
across all classes. Some of the sections gave the project as an assignment, another used it as a 
discussion in an online class, while another used it in a timed quiz in a face-to-face class.  Because of 
this, some artifacts have detailed, lengthy responses while others are short and lacking details.  To 
show the differences, two assessment examples from separate sections are included as an appendix.  
 



The different assessment assignments do not appear to have negatively affected assessment results 
because there were not widely divergent results among the six participating sections. However, it 
could have made the results more meaningful by having side-by-side comparisons of the same 
assignment among the different sections.  
 
However, there are no common, required assignments in any art history course. Getting faculty to 
agree to one common assignment has traditionally lacked faculty support. The upcoming changes to 
Gen Ed and the requirement for a signature assignment may help to change this.  
 

 

24. Based on your experience with assessment this year, are there any areas that you 
might want help with from your LAC coach? 

Having done this, it would be helpful to talk to a coach to see what areas of assessment project and 
rubric could use improvement.  

 

25. Is there anything else you want to share with reviewers about your assessment 
project that has not been captured in the form? 

No.  

 

 
Please submit your report to learningassessment@pcc.edu by the June deadline. 
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