
ART SAC Annual Assessment and Reassessment Report 2021-2022
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.

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 in 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.

Submission checklist
Due by November 30, 2021:

● Planning section of report
● On completion of the planning section, please email it to learningassessment@pcc.edu.

Due by June 24, 2022: 

● Full report
● Numerical results (disaggregated data or raw data) and data analysis as an appendix. 
● On completing the full report, please email it to learningassessment@pcc.edu.

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

Name e-mail

Mark Andres
Michael
McGovern

mandres@pcc.edu
mike.mcgovern15@pcc.ed
u

1. What SAC do you represent?
ART

https://docs.google.com/document/d/14O_IB1-2ipZ6HNCY1xjGxXwoEbhQ9csNfOr9R3aOIFI/edit?usp=sharing
mailto:mandres@pcc.edu
mailto:mike.mcgovern15@pcc.edu
mailto:mike.mcgovern15@pcc.edu


2. Is this plan for an initial assessment or a reassessment?
Initial Assessment

3. What course(s) will your assessment/reassessment focus on?
Art 181a/281a Painting I & II

4. In what term(s) will you collect student work?
Fall 2021

5a. How will you sample student work? If this is a reassessment, did this change from
previous years?*

Artefacts will be gathered from instructors of this course from all 4 campuses, both ft and pt
faculty.

5b. Will the student work be part of the regular graded assignments for the  course(s)?
Please describe how the student work you plan to collect is integrated into the
course(s)*

Artefacts will be gathered from parts 1&2 of the signature assignments given as part of graded
coursework.

6. How will you redact student work (i.e. make it anonymous)?*



Instructors will remove names from these files.

7. Explain how your project is  a direct assessment. If designing an indirect or exploratory
assessment please share your rationale. (Include an explanation if relevant.) If this is a
reassessment, did this change?*

This is a direct assessment involving reviewing student work.

8. Briefly describe the purpose or goal of this project.  In other words, what are you
hoping to learn? If this is a reassessment, did this change?*

As this is the first year in which the entire department will be implementing the signature
assignment in all our courses, we would like to use sections one and two from these artefacts
to assess the following questions:

1) How well can students explain a specific skill set in the practices and standards
of their medium

2) How well can students articulate and assess how they applied these practices
and standards in an original artwork of their own?

9. In general terms, describe the assessment project for the year.  What steps will you
take in carrying out the project? If this is a reassessment, please describe any
modifications to instruction. *
The assessment project will focus on the Standards and Practices and Self-Assessment
modules of the Signature Assignment.  This is not a reassessment.

10a. What are the benchmarks (minimum acceptable level of student outcome
achievement) and how have they been determined?*   



Rubrics written by SAC members and approved by GEARS will be used to evaluate artefacts.

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

As this is a first-time assessment using the Signature Assignment as the basis for Learning
Assessment, we have no data trends gathered to make an adequate projection for the concept
of hope other than anecdotal ones.

11. Describe the tools (e.g. rubrics, checklists, standardized exams) you will use in the
project to evaluate student work. If this is a reassessment, please describe any changes
from previous years. [Note: Significant changes to the assessment tools constitutes a
new assessment.]
The rubrics for these questions have been developed by SAC committees within this
discipline. The rubrics specifically ask the student to provide concrete examples of the
standard technique in painting being assessed in the question from a selection of works
provided by the instructor.  Students are then asked to provide concrete examples of how they
applied this tool to their own work.  (Note: at this time it is unclear whether all the instructors
will be assessing the same tools as outlined in the signature Assignment or whether they will
be assessing a different tool using the same template. )

12. Describe how the SAC will ensure that the evaluation of student work is consistent. If
using a rubric, please describe how the SAC will norm to the rubric, and verify inter-rater
reliability. If this is a reassessment, please describe any changes from previous years.*
Norming will be conducted in the Winter Art SAC meeting before the grading of artefacts.
Readers  will be given a random sample of artefacts and evaluate them as a group in order to
create alignment in evaluation. The Art SAC will reach out to a member of the Learning
Assessment Council for guidance in streamlining this process.

13. 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?



In the past norming sessions we have noted some discrepancies between the evaluation of
artefacts by committee members due to differences in interpretation of content vs. form; for
example, a well-written paragraph may sound impressive and say nothing, whereas a poorly
written paragraph may express solid content but sound inarticulate. We would like some help
from the LAC in guiding us to evaluate content over grammar.

*STOP*  This concludes the planning portion of the form. 

Please save this document and submit it to learningassessment@pcc.edu by November 30, 2021. 

In the spring, complete the reporting section that continues on the next page. 

Annual Assessment and Reassessment Report 2021-2022

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.

On completing the form, please email 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.

14. Were any changes made to the assessment plan submitted in Fall Term?  If so, please
briefly describe them.
The rubrics developed for the signature assignment were slightly modified from those
developed by the SAC to those tailored to this particular learning assessment. We added a third
category of evaluation as some artifacts included these remarks
0= did not answer question or provide examples
1= identified element in work by other artist or in their own work
2= identifies and describes element in work by other artist and in their own work
(benchmark)
3= evaluates their work in terms of the use of the element and its effect (above benchmark)

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

mailto:learningassessment@pcc.edu


95 artifacts were collected from x faculty (ft: pt). 74% met or exceeded the benchmark and
26% were below benchmark

16. Please accompany your report with the numerical results (disaggregated data or raw
data) and data analysis 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.*

3 (above
benchmark)

2 (benchmark) 1(below
benchmark)

0 (no answer or
no examples)

total artifacts

45 25 20 5 95

17a. What were the benchmarks levels (minimum acceptable level of student
achievement of the outcome) for the project?*
As indicated above, a score of 2 or higher met the benchmark which indicated the student was
able to successfully identify and describe a visual element in a work by other artist and in
their own work.

17b. What percentage or frequency of students achieved the benchmark levels?*
74% achieved the benchmark levels.

18. How was student work redacted (i.e. made anonymous)?*
All student names were redacted before documents were shared.



19. If the SAC used a rubric, please describe any changes to the norming and scoring
process described in the plan (question 12). Share the inter-rater reliability score below.

Norming was conducted at the winter SAC meeting by all members scoring the same artifacts
and comparing scores.

The inter-rater reliability score showed agreement within one point.

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?)  
Artifacts were solicited from 7 of 10 sections of painting 1&2 in fall term.
This included 3 pt and 3 ft faculty.

21. Identify any barriers to participation in learning assessment within the SAC. Describe
any external factors that got in the way of learning assessment this year -- for example,
funding, time constraints, cancelled courses, faculty workload, etc.
Because pt faculty are not paid for attendance in winter SAC meetings in which norming
occurs and could use the benefit of more part-time voices, participation is not always as full as
in Fall and Spring, which can affect participation in norming sessions.  Our winter SAC
meeting had 17 members who participated in norming and 16 who participated in assessment
(of which 3 are pt and 1 is temp ft and 2 are ft job share).

22. What potential benefits to student learning were 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.”)*
The benefit is that our signature assignments will become stronger in the future as more SAC
members are engaged in dialogue about how to implement this project. This will inevitably lead
to richer understanding as we move our assessments from media to media.
In past we did not use essays for learning assessment (even in art history we only read short
paragraphs) but the signature assignments offer both more layers of depth for assessment as well
as layers of interpretation.  Norming brought up more subtle distinctions and more subtle
questions regarding the differences between description and analysis.  To do this will require a
deeper investment of time both in discussion of norming as well as in evaluating each
artifact—a clear departure from previous years.  Additional paid hours for part-time
involvement in assessment would be needed.



23. 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 the possible steps the SAC
might take to help students improve outcome achievement?*
Although 75% of the artifacts met the benchmark of identifying a visual element in a work by
another artist and in a work of their own, we noted that this figure may be misleading. The signature
assignment may represent a good source of artifacts for learning assessment, and for simplicity’s
sake, we elected to assess only items 1&2 in the signature assignment. Some faculty included only
those parts of the assignment, whereas others included the entire essay.  But even in these two items
we noted not all faculty implement the assignment in the same way. For example, one set of artifacts
did not include reference to the work of another artist, even though those may have been referenced
in class.  These all received a score of 1.
For the reassessment of outcomes in future, we recommend streamlining the ways in which we
assess these artifacts in order to both preserve individual faculty agency in teaching but also working
in more unified guidelines to make norming more cohesive.  This will need to be discussed in the
SAC.
One area that could have created confusion in assessment was focusing on only questions 1&2 when
some students address 3&4 in a more free-flowing, organic manner. No matter what we are
assessing, we do not in future recommend partial submissions of artifacts. In this context we noted
not all the artifacts included visual references; more explicit guidelines on whether to include these
would be helpful in future, though the lack of visual references did not influence the grading process
as we directed the readers to focus solely on textual evidence.

24. If this was a reassessment, were any modifications to instruction implemented
between the prior assessment and this one? How did the assessment methods and
results compare with the prior assessment?*
It was not a reassessment.

25. Please explain how results have been shared, or will be shared, with members of
your SAC.
The results were shared in the Spring SAC Meeting.

26. What changes would you make to your assessment design, methods or process?
Please comment briefly on any possible changes to your assessment process that would



lead to more meaningful assessment results -- for example, increasing your sample size,
or improvements to the norming process, etc.
If signature assignments are to be used for learning assessment in future, more unified
understanding of the signature assignment by faculty is needed as well as a better understanding
of how to use the signature assignment for Learning Assessment.

27. Based on your experience with assessment this year, are there any areas that you
might want help with from your LAC coach?
Although we received excellent advice from Chris Brooks as our LAC coach, we found that there
were areas of confusion in the interpretation of our rubric: e.g. what constitutes “analysis” vs.
description?

28. Is there anything else you want to share with reviewers about your assessment
project?
This is the first year in which signature were implemented across the district and our artifacts
were drawn from the first term of the academic year.  We would need to develop a more
unified understanding among the SAC of how to use these signature assignments as an
educational tool as well as a learning assessment tool as we noted significant deviation
between interpretations of the signature assignment from the artifacts.  This will take time if
we decide to continue to use the signature assignments as an assessment tool.

Please submit your report to learningassessment@pcc.edu by June 24, 2021.

 Submission checklist: 

● Full report
● Numerical results (disaggregated data or raw data) and data analysis as an appendix. 
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