
ESOL: LDC Annual Assessment and Reassessment Report 2021-2022

Overview
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.

https://docs.google.com/document/d/14O_IB1-2ipZ6HNCY1xjGxXwoEbhQ9csNfOr9R3aOIFI/edit?usp=sharing


Planning Section: To be completed and submitted in Fall Term

SAC Assessment Contact:

Name e-mail

Davina Ramirez davina.ramirez@pcc.edu

1. What SAC do you represent?
ESOL

2. Which outcome(s) are you assessing? (Please provide the text of the outcome.)

These are the outcomes for 4 different ESOL courses:

ESOL 154:  Identify and correct basic pronunciation problems to produce spoken English that
is understandable with some repetition or clarification.
ESOL 164: Identify and correct pronunciation problems to produce mostly understandable
English in an academic setting.
ESOL 254: Identify and correct pronunciation problems to produce understandable English in
an academic setting.
ESOL 267:  Identify and correct pronunciation problems to produce clearly understandable
English in an academic setting.

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

4. What course(s) will your assessment/reassessment focus on?

154, 164, and 254, but we will include data from our two Pronunciation courses as well (ESOL 157 and
267)



5. In what term(s) will you collect student work?

Spring term 2022

6a. How will you sample student work? If this is a reassessment, did this change from

previous years?*

We will collect recordings of ten sentences from students at all levels using the online recording tool
Jotform. The sentences will deliberately test the main components of com prehensible pronunciation:

Consonants, Vowels, Stress, Intonation, Linking, Reduction, Word endings

6b. 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)*

Instructors will be free to use the ten sentences as part of graded coursework, but this will not be
required. There is a real benefit to letting students know that the work is ungraded: it provides a far
more realistic snapshot of what students naturally produce, versus what they may be able to train
themselves to do in a test situation.

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

Jotform does not include any identifiers of who made each recording.



8. 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 project will directly assess the student’s actual pronunciation of sentences that are fairly new to
them (ie, not sentences that have been practiced for an extended period of time). A representative
sample of student recordings will be assessed for intelligibility both by human listeners (experienced
ESOL instructors) and by the voice-recognition tool available in Google Docs.

9. 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?*

We would like to understand whether students are really improving as the move through our levels.
We also want to identify what factors are most impacting student intelligibility. This information can
be used to change our teaching.

10. 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. *
1) Develop a short list of statements that showcase a variety of common pronunciation

weaknesses
2) Collect recordings of students at levels 5-8 reading the statements aloud
3) Analyze whether there is improvement in intelligibility from level to level
4) Analyze what factors (phonemic or supersegmental) are most impacting intelligibility

11a. What are the benchmarks (minimum acceptable level of student outcome

achievement) and how have they been determined?*

In the CCOGs, the benchmarks are defined as pronunciation that is:
Level 5: understandable with some repetition or clarification
Level 6: mostly understandable
Level 7: understandable
Level 8: clearly understandable

Those levels are very hard to define or measure, so we are hoping to measure improvement
by comparing students from one level to the next. We hope to see measurable improvement,
both as judged by human listeners and by voice-recognition software.



11b. What percentage or frequency of students do you hope to see achieve the

benchmarks?*

According to our CCOGs, we would expect to see:
Level 5: 60% intelligible
Level 6: 70% intelligible
Level 7: 80% intelligible
level 8: 90% intelligible

However, we expect:
Level 5: 50% intelligible
Level 6: 60% intelligible
Level 7: 65% intelligible
level 8: 70% intelligible

In other words, we expect to see a discrepancy between what we claim to be able to achieve in our
courses and what we actually can achieve in 10 weeks of work which include many activities other
than focused pronunciation work.

12. 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.]

Experienced instructors will listen to recordings and rate them using two metrics: 1) overall
intelligibility and 2) specific pronunciation problems. We will also use voice recognition software to
determine overall intelligibility.

13. 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.*

Instructors will rate the same recordings using the same rubric and compare ratings to each other. We
will also use voice recognition software as much as possible.



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?

*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.

mailto:learningassessment@pcc.edu


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.

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

briefly describe them.
Some minor changes were made:
A few more dimensions were added to the “Pronunciation Errors” dimension: L/R and Grammar.
Linking and Reduction were combined.

Participation from Levels 5 and 6 were too low to be statistically significant, so we did not evaluate
data from those levels and focused instead on comparing Levels 4 and 7.

16. Please provide an executive summary of your results; include only key data points

and your overall findings regarding student learning.

Adequate pronunciation of any language is, of course, a key component of competency in
that language. However, pronunciation is notoriously difficult to improve. ESOL undertook this
project in the hope of first understanding our program’s efficacy holistically, and then using
what we learn to change our teaching approach. Currently, each instructor teaches using a
variety of techniques and philosophies. Ultimately, we hope to integrate current research in
the field of pronunciation research and teaching into our current CCOGs to  better serve our
students.
We knew when we began this project that our current CCOGs, which indicate that students
progressing through our program should have pronunciation described simply as
“understandable with some repetition or clarification” to “understandable,” lack rigor. What is
“understandable with repetition” for one person may be “unintelligible” to another, or
“understandable” to a third. Our initial focus is to determine what types of errors are most
prevalent for our students, so that our future instruction can focus on these errors.

Listeners used the following scale to rate student recordings of the same ten sentences
(Sentences, Appendix A; Rating tool, Appendix B):

1: Unintelligible
2: Several recognizable words
3: Would ask speaker to repeat sentence
4: One significant error (eg, a word or tense changed so as to change meaning)

but otherwise near-native intelligibility
5: Close to native-speaker intelligibility



We used this rubric to rate approximately 1,000 sentences spoken by students across our
program (Appendix C). Our report will focus on Level 4 (389 individual sentences, Appendix
D) and Level 7 (265 individual sentences, Appendix E).

Level 4 Intelligibility Scores:
4 or better: 38%
3 or better: 54%
Below 3: 8%

Level 7 Intelligibility Scores:
4 or better: 56%
3 or better: 33%
Below 3: 11%

This represents an 18%
improvement from Level 4 to
Level 7 for students who are
speaking intelligibly,
but also large number of students
unable to speak intelligibly at
Level 7 - more than at Level 4

In addition to student success rates at each level and with each task, we also looked at the
total intelligibility levels for all students pronouncing all items. The overall average
intelligibility scores for these levels was:

Level 4: 3.83
Level 7: 3.97

These results indicate that there is some significant number of students whose pronunciation
does not significantly change as they move through our program.

There are several issues that may be at play in these findings. First, different student
populations are a factor. Students at the lower levels are often residents who choose to take
the lower-priced Level 4 and 5 courses. These students may communicate adequately in
English in their day-to-day lives, but wish to improve their grammar, vocabulary, or academic
reading skills. A high percentage of such students are Spanish speakers, a language which
shares stress patterns and intonation rules with English. On the other hand, Level 7 courses
typically have a greater percentage of international students, who may be new to the country
and unused to speaking English on a daily basis. These students’ languages may also be
more dissimilar to English. These students may take only one Communication class.

Another possible factor is the subjectivity of pronunciation rating. ESOL instructors are
renowned for being able to comprehend a wide variety of world Englishes, which may result in
instructor intelligibility ratings above real-world ones. To address this, we used voice
recognition software to double-check a smaller sample of sentences. The sample size was
small (12 different speakers out of 108, or 9% of the total) and one Level 7 speaker was
unusually weak. However, even with this caveat, computer checking using Google voice
recognition indicated that while our human intelligibility scores were slightly better, the scores
tracked closely (Appendix F):

Level 4: 3.4
Level 7: 3.27 including weakest speaker, 3.5 excluding weakest speaker

In other words: while most students’ intelligibility improves as they move through our
program, some are not improving enough to speak intelligibly at Level 7, the last
required Communication course in ESOL. To begin to address this, we surveyed
instructors regarding their current pronunciation teaching practices and informed our SAC that
we would be inviting volunteers to pioneer new teaching strategies in the next two years
(Appendix H).



17. 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.*
Pronunciation: Ten Sentences, Appendix A
Rating tool, Appendix B
Summary of Results, Appendix C
Level 4 Results, Appendix D
Level 7 Results, Appendix E
Voice Recognition Results, Levels 4 & 7, Appendix F
Interrater Reliability Calculation, Appendix G
Instructor Survey, Appendix H

18a. What were the benchmarks levels (minimum acceptable level of student

achievement of the outcome) for the project?*

Our project did not look at benchmarks per se, as we are using the project itself to develop
benchmarks.

We were hoping to find a majority of students intelligibility averages near 3 for Level 4
(understandable with repetition) and near 4 or better for Level 7 (understandable).

18b. What percentage or frequency of students achieved the benchmark levels?*

We found that 92% of Level 4 students were at Level 3 or better, but that only 56% of Level 7 students
were at Level 4 or better.

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

Jotform does not include any identifiers of who made each recording.

https://docs.google.com/document/u/0/d/1NFvrkS5Ud_hmP7vH8mF3_X5kEMbqw9ERoH7nA1NJ170/edit
https://docs.google.com/forms/d/1RC9cSVBnR5A0TTfEA92sffd7rtEIi2Z5uI0hcOhhZqE/edit
https://docs.google.com/spreadsheets/d/1uKe930bmORb-Q02jfAJzvcrnDFxPCP6xIvwb8rPBhoE/edit?usp=sharing
https://docs.google.com/spreadsheets/d/17UzDy0HPs7R0ANd668MKwdzz-TMhbxP4N0V2EfYS5ZE/edit?usp=sharing
https://docs.google.com/spreadsheets/d/1jFfpcHfAgqnJfx_Ful3ae7siW4yw47q6rcB_rwfZ23Y/edit?usp=sharing
https://docs.google.com/spreadsheets/d/1UGsMRlaZvci1Y3zP0hvyv-cn_E9RE2p1mLy5ftG6bws/edit?usp=sharing
https://docs.google.com/spreadsheets/d/1e9kAAf9eq9dzjmvuMiT2OTyHMqauuO74xx_nlg8bU6A/edit?usp=sharing
https://forms.gle/Nzz2AZgN5hX2RNf4A


20. 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.

There were no significant changes.
Interrater reliability was 53% (Appendix G).

21. 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?)

A total of 12 different instructors contributed student artifacts and three instructors – one full-time
and two part-time – scored them.

32 instructors responded to our Pronunciation Teaching Survey.

22. 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, canceled courses, faculty workload, etc.

This has been another hectic year filled with change and additional unpaid work. Our program is
currently unsupported in many ways, with a severe shortage of advisors, placement specialists, and
navigators. Faculty are serving in all these roles without pay, in addition to dealing with
reorganization-related challenges, and we are experiencing high levels of burnout. Despite this, many
faculty participated in the project this year, as we are excited about an opportunity to improve an area
we recognize as an ongoing challenge. We are very much looking forward to a “normal” year with all
needed positions filled, so that we can dive deeper into this interesting topic.



23. 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.”)*

This is the most crucial and most difficult question to answer at this time. We need more time to
discuss these findings with a wider group of stakeholders. Our data included an enormous amount of
information that we have not addressed here, including specific vowels and consonants, intonation
patterns, and stress patterns. We will need time to dive into these specific variables and their impact
on student intelligibility. We plan to form a reading group and do a literature review on current
pronunciation research, allowing us to connect developments in our field to what we discover about
our students. We would like to repeat this data collection and analysis next fall, form a workgroup
during Fall Inservice, and implement changes to instruction beginning in Winter 2023.

24. 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?*

Our initial thoughts are to hone in on the supersegmentals – stress, linking, reduction, and intonation.
Current Research seems to indicate that the supersegmentals have a larger impact on intelligibility
than any other Factor. Our first question therefore is: What level of achievement do our students
currently have with supersegmentals on average? What are their strengths and weaknesses? Our
second question is: What types of instruction will help students improve in these areas? This is a very
new field of research, and existing textbooks focus more strongly on phonetics than supersegmentals.
Several instructors are working on pronunciation-related OER at this time. During the next year, we
hope to integrate our findings about students with current research to create new learning tools.
However, we will need to continue to analyze the data we currently have and collect even more
information.

25. 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?*
n/a



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

your SAC.

The executive summary of this project, along with the appendices, will be emailed to the SAC this
summer. The same information will also be presented in Fall inservice. In Fall, instructors will be
invited to join a  pronunciation-related reading group,  and those who are interested will be invited to
help create analyze our existing data and create new teaching tools. Communication and
Pronunciation teachers at all levels will be asked to contribute student artifacts to continue expanding
our existing database. We may consider collecting demographic data on students as well.

27. 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.

The assessment design was effective overall. However, there were some variables that we may
consider changing in the future. First, some instructors collected student recordings in computer labs,
where ambient noise made analysis of the recordings difficult. Second, due to the way collection was
structured (using a commercial service), some artifacts lacked information as to student level, so they
were useless. It is also clear that some instructors used the sentences as a graded assignment while
others assigned it as practice. This may have impacted student effort. In the future, we will ask that
instructors introduce the sentences, model them once or twice to clarify, and collect recordings all on
the same day to ensure a more apples-to-apples comparison. Finally, our interrater reliability score
was low (53%). Ideally, norming sessions happen face-to-face in real time, which leads to better
agreement. That was not possible this term, but we hope to achieve this next Fall.

28. Based on your experience with assessment this year, are there any areas that you

might want help with from your LAC coach?

It’s not clear right now, but it’s possible. Mostly, a bit more funding would help with this sizeable
undertaking: we will request some from our Dean next Fall.



29. Is there anything else you want to share with reviewers about your assessment

project?

We appreciate the three-year cycle that will allow us to dive into an area that we would all like to
improve.

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.

mailto:learningassessment@pcc.edu

