
Annual Reassessment 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 
Delpha Thomas Delpha.thomas@pcc.edu 

 

1. What SAC do you represent? 
ESOL SAC 

 

2. What outcome(s) do you plan to reassess? 
Critical Thinking (VALUE RUBRIC) 

 



3a. What were the results of the outcome’s initial assessment (in a past year)? 
Level 8 average scores for each criterion on the Critical Thinking (VALUE) 
rubric: 
 
Explanation of 
Issues Evidence 

Influence of context 
and assumptions Student's position 

Conclusions and related 
outcomes 

2.47 1.83 1.93 1.8 2.03 
 
Average overall score for level 8 was 2.01 
56% of level 8 students achieved a benchmark score of 2.0 or higher. 
 
Level 7 average scores for each criterion on the Critical Thinking (VALUE) 
rubric: 
 
Explanation of 
Issues Evidence 

Influence of context 
and assumptions Student's position 

Conclusions and related 
outcomes 

1.83 0.78 1.52 1.57 1.65 
 
Average overall score for level 7 was 1.47 
78% of level 7 students achieved a score of 1.0 or higher. 

 

3b. What area(s) of outcome achievement did the initial assessment identify that 
might benefit from additional focus by the SAC? 

The key focus of this work will be to engage instructors in the process of assignment design 
specifically for the Critical Thinking rubric and level specific CCOGs. We hope that by providing a 
template assignment (ingredients/recipe for a good assignment) and creating a short video on the 
value of assignment design in terms of equitable student success, we'll have more consistency in the 
types of assignments that instructors turn in, and thus more reliable outcomes. Also, by ensuring that 
the level 7 outcomes are clearly articulated in the template, we hope to get more artifacts that score 
higher in in certain criteria. 

 

4. What changes to teaching might the SAC explore this year to address the areas in 
need of additional focus? 

Assignment design that reflects both the CCOGs and the rubric. 

 



5. What course(s) will your assessment focus on? 
Level 7 Academic Writing, ESOL 252 and Level 8 Academic Writing, ESOL 262 

 

6. How will you sample student work?* 
We'll use a modifiable common/embedded assignment in all relevant course sections. It will be an 
essay in a rhetorical style the courses require, but it will need to have certain elements provided by 
the template. 

 

 

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

Yes. It will be an assignment with a full feedback cycle from the instructor (2nd draft essay). 

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

The ESOL Assessment committee chairperson will do this work. We'll ask teachers to help by 
redacting, but the chairperson, who will be facilitating the norming meeting, will not be engaged in 
assessing any of the papers. This person will do all the coordination, redacting, numbering, and 
dividing up the papers to make sure that SAC members don't get their own students and that all who 
are engaged in the rating process get a fair amount of work.  

 



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

Direct. 

 

10. In what term(s) will you collect student work?*  
Winter Term 2019 

 

11. In general terms, describe the reassessment project for the year.  What steps will 
you take in carrying out the project? 

We'll ask instructors to participate in the last week of Fall 2018 term and provide them with the 
materials to design their assignments by the first week of winter term. At the end of winter term, 
we'll collect as many assignments as we can from all the participating sections and then select a 
random representative sample using Raosoft to ensure that the sample size is appropriately 
representative. The samples will be anonymized and given an identifying number so that an artifact 
can be retrieved again if there are questions and the different levels can be kept separate and then 
distributed to other committee members on SAC day for one hour of norming (30 minutes per level) 
and then one hour of assessing papers will follow. Raters will write their ratings on a scoring sheet. 
The chairperson will collect these and enter them into a spreadsheet for analysis later.  

 

12a. What are the benchmarks (minimum acceptable level of student outcome 
achievement)?* 

PCC has widely adopted a 2.0 benchmark on the Value rubrics we've been developing/piloting, so we 
expected ESOL students to perform somewhat lower. Considering that the gain between ESOL level 7 
and 8 writing was .5 in 2018, it seems fair to us that 80% of students in level 7 would be expected to 
get 1.0 and 80% of students in level 8 would be able to get 1.5 or higher. It would follow then that 
after further instruction in 115, most of our students would at least be able to achieve the 2.0 
benchmark in a college-level course. 

 



12b. What percentage or frequency of students do you hope to see achieve the 
benchmarks?* 

At this time, improving overall student outcomes on the rubric is not a major concern. Where we'd 
like to see improvements is on some of the criteria. We'd like to see the average level 7 students 
increase the 'Evidence' criteria to at least 1.0 to better reflect the level's CCOGs around critical 
thinking. We'd also like to see level 8 students increase 'Evidence' and 'Student Position' to an 
average of 1.9. After conducting the assessment, we think we'll get closer to understanding what an 
appropriate benchmark is for our students. 

 

12c. Have your benchmark levels changed based on the results of the initial 
assessment?  If so, why?* 

Not at this time. There were significant flaws in our sample size and with the lack of consistency in 
assignments that we feel our initial attempt to use an externally developed assessment tool needs 
refining.  We also feel our SAC needs time to acculturate to these types of rubrics and assignments. 

 

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

We'll use the Value rubric for critical thinking and a range of essays of different rhetorical styles all 
designed from a flexible assignment design template. Scores will be recorded on a scoring sheet 
where artifact number and level will be recorded along with the assessor's name so that any 
irregularities can be identified. 

 

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

We will develop clear scoring guidelines. All raters will read the VALUE rubric descriptions of each 
criterion to ensure there is consensus around basic definitions of terms. We determine baseline rules 
for when a 0 is assigned. We will conduct a norming session with 10 artifacts that the chairperson 
determines represents a range of student work being sure to include both longer and shorter pieces 
on balance (5 at each level). All raters will assess the five at each level (10 overall). We will come to 
consensus by discussing the rating and highlighting the textual features that lead to our assessment 
until we can agree within a difference of .5 in the overall score, allowing for some variation in 
individual criteria. 

 



15. 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? 

Perhaps some ideas about appropriate levels of interrater differences. 

 

Please submit the completed planning section (leaving the following end-of-year report section blank) to 
learningassessment@pcc.edu by the November deadline.  
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Annual Reassessment 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 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. 

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. 

 

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

There were no changes made to the plan; however, there were a number of issues that came up this 
term that prevented us from successfully implementing and executing the plan. 

 

17. 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?* 

There were no real teaching or curricular changes that were envisioned in the plan submitted in fall. 
We had sought to improve student outcomes by trying to engage more SAC members, refining our 
processes, and acculturating teachers to a general rubric that could be used to assess a wide range of 
assignment types, as long as the assignment was designed with the rubric in mind. The rubrics 
matched our CCOGs well enough. We believed that we could improve the reliability of the assessment 
by focusing on these elements, and that this would likely result in an improvement in student 
outcomes as more assignments hit the mark. 

 



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

Unfortunately, there were a number of events that lead to strain and a lack of capacity to implement 
the assessment strategy. In addition to trying to complete our SACs 5-year program review, there 
were a few FT faculty up for retirement or on sabbatical. Across the district, enrollment saw declines, 
and PT faculty who normally help with assessment work were unable to participate in spring. Our SAC 
is also engaged in a number of inquiries about changing the structure of our program, solving 
placement issues for our own internal language raters, and implementing end-of-term student 
feedback systems for our students in ESOL 10, 20, and 30 since their literacy issues prevent them from 
engaging in formal College Net course evaluations used across the district.  
 
Our spring SAC meeting had a very low turn-out rate and recruiting SAC members to stay for norming 
and assessment work proved challenging. In examining artifacts submitted, there were a number of 
teachers who were new to the revised processes. Despite last year’s attempts to communicate the 
changes, there were a number of instructors who hadn’t gone through last year’s process. These 
instructors sent in random assortments of essays, sometimes picked their best ones to submit, or sent 
assignments that did not meet the requirements of the rubric. This caused more than half of all 
artifacts submitted to be unusable for assessment. 

 

19a. What were the benchmark levels (minimum acceptable level of student 
achievement of the outcome) for the project?* 

N/A 

 

19b. What percentage or frequency of students achieved the benchmark levels?* 
N/A 

 



20. 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.* 

N/A 

 

21. How did changes to teaching or curriculum affect student outcome achievement? 
N/A 

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

N/A 

 

23. 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. 

Generally, the ESOL assessment committee is formed with 2 FT staff and 5 or 6 part-time staff. This 
year, only 1 FT and 1 PT staff person were able to stay and work on the assessment. 

 



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

As the chair of the committee, I am promoting the idea that our SAC should move forward with trying 
out the new Arts and Letters Integrative Learning rubric and work on piloting our signature 
assignments this year. We hope to more effectively work with FDCs to make a sound decision about 
how we’ll change to embrace the changes the college is experiencing with general education reform. 
Our SAC is uncertain about whether the benefit to students or to the success of our program will be 
proven if we can successfully reapply to be classified as a discipline in general education for our 
courses at the 200 level. 

 

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

At this time, only SAC chairs and FDCs are familiar with issues facing the assessment committee and 
the need to rectify our engagement/capacity issues. At the time of writing this report, an FDC has 
agreed to help promote changes to assessment and has taken a strong interest in working out how 
our SAC will take on General Education reform and a plan has been put in place to use faculty 
meetings to discuss assessment. A plan will be put in place this summer to tackle the issue. 

 

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

Issues deeply impacting the quality of the data include: 

• Instructors sending unsuitable examples (ones that aren't well aligned to the CCOGs or the 
rubric). 

• Instructors sending only partial samples of the whole class (they send their best and 
brightest). 

• Instructors sending 10 of one kind of assignment and 10 of another assignment. 
• Instructors sending papers in campus mail with no names at all so that the coordinator could 

not classify them by level. 
• The option not to participate. 

To rectify this, we will need: 
 

• The ESOL committee should draft some informational documents, document processes, and 
create resources for faculty. 

• The ESOL committee needs to loop in FDCs to let all PT staff know about changes to 
assessment by sharing some of the informational documents and inviting assessment 
committee members to discuss changes at the next faculty meeting. 

• Move the communication timeline up so that more faculty are made aware when they choose 
to teach a level where these assessment processes are in place (as opposed to other internal 
processes or state mandated processes). 

 



 

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

One area our SAC would benefit from is coaching around getting SAC buy-in and understanding how 
other SACs communicate processes to instructors. 

 

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

Not at this time. 

 

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