
Annual Reassessment Report – Pilot Report Template 
 

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. 

SAC Assessment Contact: 

Name e-mail 

Troy Jesse troy.jesse@pcc.edu 

 

1. What SAC do you represent? 
Biology 

 

2. Were any changes made to the reassessment plan submitted in Fall Term?  If so, 

please briefly describe them. 
No. 
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3. Did the SAC implement a teaching strategy and/or curricular change to improve 

student outcome achievement?  If so, describe it here.  If not, what were the 

barriers to such a strategy’s development?* 
No new teaching strategies nor curricular changes were made for this reassessment. The only change 
in the assessment process was to use a new assessment tool. Based on instructor feedback and 
student scores, it was decided by the BI SAC that the assessment tool in 2017 did not adequately 
reflect nor assess the criteria on the VALUE LEAP QL rubric. 

 

4.   Please provide a summary of your results; include only key data points and your 

overall findings regarding student learning. 
This reassessment was the second assessment as part of the “All-in” assessment related to the MSC 
project. 
 
In general, based on 2017 data, students that have completed BI 233 achieve higher scores on the 
assessment than BI 112 students. This is not surprising, as 233 students have not only completed BI 
112, but have also completed the first two terms of the Anatomy and Physiology sequence (BI 231-
232).  
 
For all students in 2017, the criteria with the greatest number of 0 scores and overall lowest 
frequency of meeting the benchmark was communication, with 28.33% of BI 112 students scoring 2+ 
and 36.67% of BI 233 students scoring 2+. Of BI 112 students, 35.42% scored 0 and 18.33% of BI 233 
scored 0 for communication. This result led to the modification of the assessment tool for the 2017-
18 academic year. A direct comparison of 2017 and 2018 scores is reported in Appendix B. Raw data is 
reported in Appendix A. 
 
For the 2017-18 academic year, the same general trends are observed for each criterion in the rubric, 
except for communication, where BI 112 students scored higher. Overall, student scores and 
performance on the assessment were lower than that in 2017. This is very likely due to alterations in 
the assessment tool – the 2018 assignment contained questions that were more open-ended, 
whereas the questions in the 2017 assessment tool directed the students in answering questions. 
(See appendices C and D for the assignments used in assessment). 
 

 

5a. What were the benchmark levels (minimum acceptable level of student 

achievement of the outcome) for the project?* 
The benchmark level for each rubric criterion was a score of 2. The SAC did not establish a benchmark 
for frequency or percentage of students scoring at 2+. 



 

5b. What percentage or frequency of students achieved the benchmark levels?* 
The SAC scored artifacts generated from a common, shared assignment in both the 2016-17 and 
2017-18 academic years. The shared assessment tool was used by PT and FT instructors in BI 112 and 
BI 233. Only artifacts from students who had completed 67 or more credits (same as MSC criteria) 
were used for scoring in 2016-17. A new assessment tool was created for 2017-18 to better address 
the Communication criterion on the rubric.  
 
2016-2017 Results 
A total of 240 artifacts from BI 112 and 60 artifacts from BI 233 students were scored.  
 
BI 112 
Individual Criteria Frequencies 
Interpretation – 4 scored 4, 82 scored 3, 91 scored 2, 54 scored 1, and 9 scored 0 
Representation – 6 scored 4, 91 scored 3, 78 scored 2, 60 scored 1, and 5 scored 0 
Calculation – 8 scored 4, 50 scored 3, 68 scored 2, 87 scored 1, and 27 scored 0 
Application – 2 scored 4, 25 scored 3, 100 scored 2, 96 scored 1, and 17 scored 0 
Assumptions – 2 scored 4, 13 scored 3, 56 scored 2, 135 scored 1, and 33 scored 0 
Communication – 3 scored 4, 22 scored 3, 43 scored 1, 87 scored 1, and 85 scored 0 
 
Benchmark Criteria 
Interpretation – 177 scored 2+, 63 scored <2; 73.75% scored 2+, 3.75% scored 0 
Representation – 175 scored 2+, 65 scored <2; 72.91% scored 2+, 2.08% scored 0 
Calculation – 126 scored 2+, 114 scored <2; 52.5% scored 2+, 11.25% scored 0 
Application – 127 scored 2+, 113 scored <2; 52.93% scored 2+, 7.08% scored 0 
Assumptions – 71 scored 2+, 168 scored <2; 29.71% scored 2+, 13.8% scored 0 
Communication – 68 scored 2+, 172 scored <2; 28.33% scored 2+, 35.42% scored 0 
 
BI 233 
Individual Criteria Frequencies 
Interpretation – 3 scored 4, 27 scored 3, 23 scored 2, 7 scored 1, and 0 scored 0 
Representation – 1 scored 4, 27 scored 3, 23 scored 2, 9 scored 1, and 0 scored 0 
Calculation – 3 scored 4, 17 scored 3, 22 scored 2, 15 scored 1, and 3 scored 0 
Application – 2 scored 4, 7 scored 3, 24 scored 2, 25 scored 1, and 2 scored 0 
Assumptions – 3 scored 4, 4 scored 3, 18 scored 2, 29 scored 1, and 6 scored 0 
Communication – 2 scored 4, 5 scored 3, 15 scored 1, 27 scored 1, and 11 scored 0 
 
Benchmark Criteria 
Interpretation – 177 scored 2+, 63 scored <2; 73.75% scored 2+, 3.75% scored 0 
Representation – 175 scored 2+, 65 scored <2; 72.91% scored 2+, 2.08% scored 0 
Calculation – 126 scored 2+, 114 scored <2; 52.5% scored 2+, 11.25% scored 0 
Application – 127 scored 2+, 113 scored <2; 52.93% scored 2+, 7.08% scored 0 
Assumptions – 71 scored 2+, 168 scored <2; 29.71% scored 2+, 13.8% scored 0 
Communication – 68 scored 2+, 172 scored <2; 28.33% scored 2+, 35.42% scored 0 
 
 
 



 
2017-2018 Results 
A total of 233 artifacts from BI 112 and 146 artifacts from BI 233 students were scored.  
 
BI 112 
Individual Criteria Frequencies 
Interpretation – 12 scored 4, 58 scored 3, 92 scored 2, 60 scored 1, and 11 scored 0 
Representation – 7 scored 4, 64 scored 3, 88 scored 2, 60 scored 1, and 14 scored 0 
Calculation – 10 scored 4, 48 scored 3, 69 scored 2, 46 scored 1, and 60 scored 0 
Application – 5 scored 4, 28 scored 3, 99 scored 2, 79 scored 1, and 22 scored 0 
Assumptions – 3 scored 4, 18 scored 3, 82 scored 2, 77 scored 1, and 53 scored 0 
Communication – 7 scored 4, 31 scored 3, 65 scored 1, 111 scored 1, and 19 scored 0 
 
Benchmark Criteria 
Interpretation – 162 scored 2+, 71 scored <2; 69.52% scored 2+, 4.72% scored 0 
Representation – 159 scored 2+, 74 scored <2; 68.24% scored 2+, 6.01% scored 0 
Calculation – 127 scored 2+, 106 scored <2; 54.51% scored 2+, 25.75% scored 0 
Application – 132 scored 2+, 101 scored <2; 56.65% scored 2+, 9.44% scored 0 
Assumptions – 103 scored 2+, 130 scored <2; 44.21% scored 2+, 22.75% scored 0 
Communication – 103 scored 2+, 130 scored <2; 44.21% scored 2+, 8.15% scored 0 
 
BI 233 
Individual Criteria Frequencies 
Interpretation – 13 scored 4, 44 scored 3, 47 scored 2, 37 scored 1, and 5 scored 0 
Representation – 17 scored 4, 31 scored 3, 67 scored 2, 26 scored 1, and 5 scored 0 
Calculation – 16 scored 4, 40 scored 3, 43 scored 2, 27 scored 1, and 20 scored 0 
Application – 4 scored 4, 30 scored 3, 59 scored 2, 44 scored 1, and 9 scored 0 
Assumptions – 6 scored 4, 17 scored 3, 57 scored 2, 45 scored 1, and 21 scored 0 
Communication – 7scored 4, 32 scored 3, 24 scored 1, 75 scored 1, and 8 scored 0 
 
Benchmark Criteria 
Interpretation – 104 scored 2+, 42 scored <2; 71.23% scored 2+, 3.42% scored 0 
Representation – 115 scored 2+, 31 scored <2; 78.79% scored 2+, 3.42% scored 0 
Calculation – 99 scored 2+, 47 scored <2; 67.81% scored 2+, 13.69% scored 0 
Application – 93 scored 2+, 53 scored <2; 68.69% scored 2+, 6.16% scored 0 
Assumptions – 80 scored 2+, 66 scored <2; 54.79% scored 2+, 14.38% scored 0 
Communication – 63 scored 2+, 83 scored <2; 43.15% scored 2+, 5.48% scored 0 
 
 

 



6. 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.* 
Raw data from 2017 and 2018 can be found in Appendix A. A summary of key data points can be 
found in Appendix B. 

 

7. How did changes to teaching or curriculum affect student outcome achievement? 
No new teaching strategies nor curricular changes were made following the 2017 assessment. Since 
we used a new assignment for assessment, it is not possible to determine if teaching had any impact 
on the student outcomes. 

 

8. How was student work redacted (i.e. made anonymous)?* 
Student and instructor information was on a dedicated page, separate from the remainder of the 
assessment tool. This page was removed prior to scoring, and a number was assigned to each artifact. 
This number was also recorded on the student information page for later demographic analysis.  

 

9. 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 artifacts?  Did all 

instructors or a representative sample of instructors contribute student work to 

be evaluated?)  Identify any barriers to participation within the SAC. 
Both PT and FT faculty participated in both administration of the assignment and in scoring the 
assessment. Artifacts were supplied by both PT and FT faculty, although participation by faculty was 
not 100%. 
 
Both PT and FT faculty participated in norming and scoring at the Spring SAC meetings. In total, 23 
faculty members (20 FT, 3 PT) scored in 2017, and 29 faculty (11 PT, 18 FT) scored in 2018.  
 
While PT faculty receive a stipend to attend SAC meetings, attendance is not mandatory, and this may 
influence our scoring participation. The BI SAC has approximately 22 FT members and >60 PT 
members. 

 



10. Do the results justify reassessing the outcome again or that the SAC should now 

move on to another outcome?* 
It is likely that the BI SAC will move onto another outcome now that we will no longer be participating 
in MSC. 

 

11. Please explain how results have been shared, or will be shared, with members of 

your SAC. 
Results for 2017 have already been shared at a previous SAC meeting. The current 2018 results will be 
shared at the Fall 2018 SAC meeting. 

 

12. Please comment briefly on any changes to the reassessment process that would 

lead to more meaningful results. 
Changes to the reassessment process itself are not required for the BI SAC. Development of 
meaningful assignments and more experience in scoring would probably be more beneficial for the BI 
SAC as we move forward. 

 

13. Based on your experience with reassessment this year, are there any areas that 

you might want help with from your LAC coach? 
The BI SAC should look for assistance in assignment design. 

 



14. Is there anything else you want to share with reviewers about your reassessment 

project that has not been captured in the form? 
Agreement scores were used to measure inter-rater reliability. Overall, there was low inter-rater 
reliability for both 2017 and 2018. For 2017, the average reliability score was 0.41, the median was 
0.52, and the mode was 0.50. For 2018, the average reliability score was 0.40, the median was 0.42, 
and the mode was 0.50. If nothing else, there was consistency in our lack of reliability. Further 
analysis needs to be done to determine which faculty may require more practice, and training in 
scoring. (See Appendix A for agreement measures in inter-rater reliability. 

 

 

 

 
 

 


