
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 
Marc Goodman Marc.goodman@pcc.edu 

 

1. What SAC do you represent? 
CIS 

 

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

No changes were made. 

 



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?* 

We determined during initial assessment that our students had the lowest overall achievement levels 
in oral communications. We introduced additional content on oral presentation in our CIS 234A 
curriculum and changed assessment from a single met/not met standard for oral presentation to the 
LEAP VALUE rubric for Oral Communications. 

 

4.   Please provide a summary of your results; include only key data points and your 
overall findings regarding student learning. 

Our benchmark levels of 3 or better on Organization and Supporting Materials were overly ambitious, 
and the majority of students failed to reach that level when scored against the VALUE Oral 
Communication Rubric. However, a solid majority scored 2 or better on both criteria. 
 
Overall, 77% of students scored 2 or better on 4 out of 5 of the VALUE criteria, while 41% scored 2 or 
better on all five of the criteria. The two criteria that were most difficult for students to demonstrate 
were Delivery (68% scored 2 or better) and Central Message (63% scored 2 or better). 

 

5a. What were the benchmark levels (minimum acceptable level of student 
achievement of the outcome) for the project?* 

Benchmarks were: 
• 3 on Organization 
• 2 on Language 
• 2 on Delivery 
• 3 on Supporting Materials 
• 2 on Central Message 

 

5b. What percentage or frequency of students achieved the benchmark levels?* 

# Criteria # Students who scored 2 or better # Students who met benchmark 

0 0 0 
1 0 2 
2 2 6 
3 3 9 
4 8 3 
5 9 2 

 

 



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.* 

See “Appendix 1 2018 CIS Focal Outcome Data.xlsx” 

 

7. How did changes to teaching or curriculum affect student outcome achievement? 
In our initial assessment in 2015, 62.5% of students reached the benchmark level in Delivery. In our 
reassessment, this percentage increased to 68.2%. 

 
8. How was student work redacted (i.e. made anonymous)?* 

Students were identified using anonymous IDs (A1-A8 for section 1 and B1-B14 for section 2). 

 

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. 

We had two rounds of scoring, in Fall 2017 and in Spring 2018. In Fall 2017, our assessment team 
consisted of: 

• 5 Part-Time CIS Faculty 
• 5 Full-Time CIS Faculty 
• 1 Full-Time CAS Faculty 

In Spring 2018, our assessment team consisted of: 
• 5 Full-Time CIS Faculty 
• 2 Part-Time CIS Faculty 

One challenge in Spring 2018 was that the final presentations/assessments were scheduled for 
Thursday Evening during finals week. Many faculty couldn’t attend because of deadlines related to 
completing the term and filing grades. 
 



All student work was from the CIS 234A capstone course. 

 

10. Do the results justify reassessing the outcome again or that the SAC should now 
move on to another outcome?* 

The outcome is crucial for success in the IT Industry, and should definitely be reassessed. 

 

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

Full results as reported here will be: 
• Shared on the CIS SAC discussion list. 
• Discussed within the CIS Programming Subcommittee and at the Fall CIS In-Service. 
• Used by CIS 234A instructors to refine our teaching practice. 

 

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

The LEAP VALUE Rubric worked well, however the CIS faculty agreed on more specific criteria for 
evaluating certain criteria within the context of CIS 234A presentations. In particular, our 
interpretation of Supporting Materials was defined as: 

• Level 1: Demo presentation included only screen captures 
• Level 2: Demo presentation included video or other “pre-canned” materials demonstrating 

interaction with the system. 
• Level 3: Live demo of the working system was successfully accomplished. 

Similarly, our interpretation of “Central Message” was clarified as, “Did the student make the 
business case for the application, and why I would want to buy it?” We may decide to modify the 
rubric to be more specific around these criteria. 
 
In addition, we determined that our benchmark levels for Organization and Supporting Materials 
might be overly ambitious, and will likely lower the benchmarks to 2 or better for both criteria. 

 



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

Not at this time. Feedback on our process and findings is always welcome, however. 

 

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

The timeline is a bit of a challenge when a SAC wants to gather assessment data at the end of Spring 
term. We understand the need to begin Summer Peer Review in a timely fashion, but when we’re 
assessing a final project during the last week of class, it’s very challenging to complete the rest of the 
end-of-term activities as well as completing the LAC report forms and non-TSA reported outcome 
assessments. Since we only run CIS 234A twice a year, it would be a big loss to not include Spring data 
in our assessment results. 
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