
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 
Leslie Boyd lboyd@pcc.edu 

 

1. What SAC do you represent? 
Developmental English 

 

2. What outcome(s) do you plan to assess? 
Critical Thinking + Problem Solving 
Communication 

 



3. What course(s) will your assessment focus on? 
RD 115, IRW 115, RD 90, IRW 90, WR 90 

 

4a. How will you sample student work?* 
See 2017-18 report. Sampling is described in the report. Feedback given for that report addressed 
minor flaws in sampling size and distribution. In this year’s assessment and report, only RD 115 and 
IRW 115 results were used to establish benchmarks, as there was insufficient data from the 90-level 
courses to be valid or reliable.   

 

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

When the sample was collected, this was at the instructor’s discretion.  

 

5. How will you redact student work (i.e. make it anonymous)?* 
See 2017-18 report. Student work was redacted by removing identifiers and coding artifacts.  

 



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

See 2017-18 report. The project directly assessed student work.  

 

7. In what term(s) will you collect student work? 
See 2017-18 report. Student work was collected in Winter 2018. 

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

hoping to learn? 
Our 2017-18 project aimed to evaluate artifacts from all 90 and 115 level courses in the DE program. 
We examined multiple facets of Reading and Writing. The data from that project informed the 2018-
19 project, which was to analyze the results of the previous year’s project and determine benchmarks 
for the courses, as well as to understand the differences between integrated and stand-alone courses. 
We hope this examination of student work will help us revise our CCOGs as the last step in program 
redesign and inform professional development. Additionally, this work will inform the construction of 
a more cohesive instructional model which will be reassessed in the next two years.  

 

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

For the 2018-19 project, members of the SAC will analyze and interpret the data gathered from last 
year’s project. This will involve 2-3 sessions of  collaborative work to first sort the data, make sense of 
it (analyze), and make recommendations. These sessions will take place in Winter term (2) and Spring 
term (1).  
 

 



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

For CT + PS, our MSC project participation (2016-17) provided an opportunity to establish level 3 as a 
benchmark for 115 level and 2 as a benchmark for 90 level.  
 
For Communication, the analysis of this data will help us develop benchmarks. For both outcomes, 
our analysis will address potential differences in outcomes and benchmarks for stand-alone vs. 
integrated (IRW) courses.  

 

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

All of them! This is a difficult question to answer because it’s based on “hope.” We hope that all of 
our students meet the benchmark, but the realistic answer is MOST of them, so maybe 80%?  

 

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

See 2017-18 report. Rubrics for Reading and Writing components of the assessment were constructed 
from previous DE SAC assessment results, CompLit assessments, and MSC rubrics.  

 

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

See 2017-18 report. The group of raters normed on two artifacts with in-depth discussion of the 
components and benchmarks.  

 

 
 



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?* 

We will determine focus for clearer language as we revamp the CCOGs.  
We will use the results to provide targeted professional development. 
We will consider designing assignment sequences that instructors may use to work toward more 
effective outcome achievement.  

 

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 may need assistance and advice in data analysis. We have a lot of information, yet it’s difficult to 
know the most effective and efficient way to approach it and what statistical strategies are necessary 
to make the most of the information.  

 

 

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. 

Yes, three changes:  
1. We realized that even though we are in the second year of assessment, we are not 

reassessing, so we revised which reporting method we were using.  
2. We recognized that we had insufficient data on the 90-level classes to be valid or reliable, so 

we established benchmarks based on the 115 level courses only.  
3. We had insufficient engagement by SAC members, so we had only one meeting (instead of 

three) to discuss the findings and make recommendations. Data analysis and reporting were 
done independently.   

 

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

• The benchmarks were established by examining the mode for each outcome. Typically, the 
mode which represented the highest percentage was determined to be the benchmark. These 
benchmarks were consistent with our previous assessments.  

• For three outcomes, the mode did not determine the benchmark. Upon analysis of limitations 
of assessment design, RD Interpretation was changed from the mode indication of 2 to faculty 
understanding of instruction, which is a 3. Upon analysis of differences between integrated 
vs. stand-alone courses, RD Influence of Assumptions included a leveled benchmark at the 
stand-alone mode; this is an area for instructional development and reassessment. 
Additionally, WR Use of Sources + Evidence revealed similar disparities between integrated 
and stand-alone courses, so the benchmark was established at the higher (stand-alone) level. 
This is also an area of focus for reassessment.  

• Data reveals stronger attainment of outcomes for stand-alone courses over integrated 
courses. We did not, however, assess WR 115 artifacts. It may be a useful exercise to examine 
WR 115 work using the same rubrics to understand the relationship between outcomes for 
stand-alone and integrated courses.  



• The percentage of students meeting the benchmarks for the outcomes was lower than we 
expected.  

• All participating faculty reported teaching annotation in their courses, which we believe leads 
to more effective demonstration of CT + PS and Communication in RD, WR, and IRW courses. 
This pedagogical approach benefits students and is widely applied. Results of students’ self-
reported strategies varies widely, however, indicating that the definition of annotation is not 
common to all instruction. This reveals that although students are getting annotation 
instruction, we don’t have a consistent language for the practice. Additionally, the reporting 
of many different strategies for engaging with the reading process reveals a potential need 
for professional development around pedagogy and language. That 93% of students reported 
using some kind of reading strategy was heartening! 

• There is greater disparity in the teaching methods and content in RD 115 than in IRW 115. 
This may be due to the more recent introduction and professional development for this 
course. We hope that more cohesive instructional practices will emerge for RD 115 as a result 
of this project.  

• Because of significantly lower enrollment and fewer sections of 90 level courses being offered 
(as well as the dependence upon PT faculty in teaching them without adequate compensation 
to participate in assessment), we were not able to gather sufficient data for the 90 level 
courses. This has an effect on our ability to assess these courses and determine instructional 
improvements for student outcomes. We would welcome LAC feedback for how to assess this 
diminishing part of our program, one that affects the most vulnerable of PCC’s student 
population.  

• We had initially include a Cultural Awareness outcome in our assessment project but it didn’t 
produce any consistent results, likely because it was not clearly defined in the design nor 
easily identifiable for the DE program or courses.  

 

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

This differs by specific outcome on the rubric. Overall, the 115 level met the level 3 benchmarks 
relatively consistently for Critical Thinking + Problem Solving. For Communication, the 115 level 
typically met the level 2 benchmarks. We established that the 90-level courses should typically be 
expected to meet benchmarks one level below the 115 mark.  

 

17b. What percentage or frequency of students achieved the benchmark levels?* 
Varies depending on specific outcome on rubric.   
For both CT + PS and Communication related outcomes, a range of 37-49%. 
 
There were three outliers, all related to CT + PS. These reveal opportunities for revision of both the 
assessment process and instructional design and delivery in courses.  

 



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.* 

Raw data is not redacted, so it is not included. Processed data revealing modes for each category and 
level is attached. The second attachment is the rubrics with benchmarks indicated.  

 

19. How was student work redacted (i.e. made anonymous)?* 
See 2017-18 report.  

 

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. 

We had broad participation by both FT and PT faculty from across the district in the application of the 
assessment and in the actual assessment of student artifacts in the 2017-18 project.  
 
In the second year of the project, 2018-19, there was very little participation. Two meetings had to be 
cancelled because nobody showed up. The entire data analysis and reporting was completed by one 
FT faculty member. The meeting to discuss the data and make benchmark recommendations was 
attended by three FT faculty and one PT faculty.  
 
The primary barrier to participation is extreme workload: FT faculty in a declining program 
undergoing a massive merger and required to participate in numerous YESS and other committees are 
prohibited by time and energy from doing assessment work, work that they actually find valuable in 
relation to their courses and instruction. PT faculty are disengaged and very few of our PT colleagues 
remain employed as  result of declining enrollments, merged departments, and accelerated 
placement. Even this report is being written by out-of-contract labor – beyond scheduled work days.  



 
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.”)* 

This has been an extraordinarily revealing and valuable project. We recognized that the additional 
time afforded for instruction in stand-alone RD 115 courses may result in higher benchmark scores in 
at least three CT + PS outcomes. For students who take these courses instead of the integrated ones, 
they typically have stronger demonstration of these outcomes (and all outcomes across the board). In 
future assessments, we will examine assignment design and instructional methods. We will also refine 
the assessment process to dig more deeply into these disparities between the stand-alone and 
integrated courses.  

 

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

Because the DE SAC will be merged into a new SAC with Composition + Literature, the results of this 
assessment will be shared within the assessment committee of that new SAC, as well as with the DE 
faculty as we work toward revising CCOGs next year.  
 
Additionally, the results will be shared with the YESS RD/WR committee. We expect that this group 
will inform other work groups, especially as they consider support courses and advising.  

 

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

The assessment process itself was informed by previous projects, resulting in a fairly positive and 
useful project. We will work to refine the text requirements and consider adapting the rubric 
outcomes for Reading Interpretation. This outcome and benchmark assumes a variety of text genres 
are available to assess, which was not the case in this assessment. As a result, the reliability of scoring 
and benchmarks was less effective. We’ll need to change this aspect of assignment design to 
understand the outcome better.  

 

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

Our LAC coach, Sally Earll, was fantastic in her advice with data analysis. Thanks Sally! 

 



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

I feel like the assessment process has more variety than is represented by the options for forms. 
We’re doing our best to fit our project into a category, but the truth is, we’re doing it differently. We 
truly appreciate all the expertise and advice that is available through peer coaching and the website. 
Thank you for all you do! 

 

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