
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 
Chris Brooks christopher.brooks3@pcc.edu 

 

1. What SAC do you represent? 
History 

 

2. What outcome(s) do you plan to assess? 
Cultural Literacy, using the current version of the Cultural Literacy rubric developed by the 
corresponding DSAC. 

 



3. What course(s) will your assessment focus on? 
This is to be determined, but it should represent a wide range of history courses offered during winter 
term 2019.  Each participating SAC member (historically, most History SAC faculty do participate) will 
designate one of their courses from which to gather artifacts.   

 

4a. How will you sample student work?* 
Each participating faculty member will design an assignment to be compatible with the CL rubric 
during fall term 2018 or early winter term 2019, then use that assignment in the corresponding 
winter term course.  Each faculty member will then randomly select approximately 10 artifacts to 
submit to the assessment coordinator after redacting them. 

 

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

Yes.  Across the board, the expectation within the History SAC is that assessment is to be based on 
embedded assignments. 

 

5. How will you redact student work (i.e. make it anonymous)?* 
Each participating faculty member will be responsible for redacting artifacts.  Once they are 
submitted, the assessment coordinator will double-check all artifacts to ensure anonymity. 

 



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

This will be a direct assessment using the CL rubric. 

 

7. In what term(s) will you collect student work? 
Winter term 2019.  It may be necessary to extend that deadline to spring term in some cases, but the 
goal is to gather artifacts in winter. 

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

hoping to learn? 
The purpose of the project is twofold.  First, given the emphasis on equity at the college as part of the 
YESS initiatives, the History SAC feels that it is important that our teaching is genuinely focused on 
improving the cultural literacy (as one important component of equity-related teaching) of our 
students.  Second, because all history courses have the cultural literacy designation in the course 
catalog, a designation we intend to retain as the GenEd/college-wide assessment revision process 
moves forward, it is important that each history course has at least one assignment that works well 
with the CL rubric.  This project will help us achieve that goal. 

 

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

In fall term history faculty will work on assignment design.  We anticipate this occurring in campus-
based small groups.  In winter term, faculty will use the adapted/designed assignments and gather 
the corresponding artifacts.  In spring, faculty will first norm to the CL rubric, then score sample 
artifacts.  Inter-rater reliability will be calculated.  If it is at the 75% or higher threshold, artifacts will 
be distributed for scoring.  If not, further norming will proceed until IRR is at the desired level and 
scoring can proceed.  The assessment coordinator will author and submit the final report. 

 



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

As an initial assessment, this is to be determined.  That noted, since the rule of thumb with a four-
level rubric at the associate’s degree level is generally at level 2, the History SAC will use that 
benchmark as a starting point. 

 

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

We hope to see a simple majority of students score 2 or higher on all dimensions of the CL rubric. 

 

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

We will use the CL DSAC-authored CL rubric (in its 2.0 iteration as of fall term 2018). 

 

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

Norming will occur in the spring SAC meeting as noted above.  We anticipate part of the spring SAC 
meeting to revolve around norming and the scoring of samples.  The actual scoring of the artifacts will 
proceed individually (i.e. following the SAC meeting) once IRR is at an acceptable level. 

 

 
 



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?* 

To be determined, but there are two overarching goals (and related processes): to improve 
instruction in the area of cultural literacy and to design assignments that work seamlessly with the CL 
rubric.  These goals are obviously related, because the success of CL-related instruction is difficult to 
determine without a reliable assessment tool.  Next year, the SAC anticipates discussion of effective 
approaches to CL-related instruction in addition to additional assignment design. 

 

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? 

None at this time.  The assessment coordinator is (in theory) sufficiently experienced to carry this 
work forward.  

 

 

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. 

No changes were made to the plan.  Artifacts were collected in winter term, norming took place at 
the spring SAC meeting, and faculty members submitted their scores toward the end of spring term. 
 
While the assessment process did not change, however, fewer assignments were designed to address 
the CL rubric than anticipated due to the difficulty of coordinating meetings and workgroups in fall. 

 

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

Students struggled, for the most part, achieve benchmark levels of outcome achievement.  In two of 
the rubric dimension, cultural definition and self-reflection, only 50% and 34% of students 
(respectively) achieved a 2 or higher on the rubric.  The other two dimensions, application and 
systems of power, had higher levels of achievement: 78% and 56%.  In addition, a fair number of 
artifacts had rubric dimensions scored at 0 (between 1 and 13 out of 50), meaning the assignment did 
not prompt students to address that dimension specifically and/or the student simply did not 
demonstrate any engagement with that dimension.   
 
The conclusion is twofold: assignments must be designed to work well with the rubric, especially with 
the definition and self-reflection dimensions, and more focused instruction on cultural literacy as 
defined by the rubric should be incorporated into coursework.  In addition, it is clear that certain 
dimensions, application especially, are already incorporated in history classes, while others might 
simply be a poorer fit for the discipline (e.g. self-reflection). 

 



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

Benchmarks were set at 2 on all rubric dimensions, and 50% or more of students were expected to 
achieve or exceed the benchmark. 

 

17b. What percentage or frequency of students achieved the benchmark levels?* 
Definition: 50%; Application: 78%, Power Systems: 56%, Self-Reflection: 34%.  Thus, technically, 
benchmarks were achieved at the target levels in three out of four of the dimensions, but just barely. 

 

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.* 

See attached spreadsheet, which includes raw scores, averages, frequencies, and percentages of 
benchmark achievement. 

 

19. How was student work redacted (i.e. made anonymous)?* 
Instructors redacted student work before submitting it to the assessment coordinator.  The 
coordinator then double-checked the artifacts and redacted further as necessary.  No artifacts are 
included in the assessment report itself. 

 



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. 

Participation in artifact submission and the norming process was good: a cross-section of the SAC’s 
faculty, both FT and PT, participated.  The number of PT faculty who scored artifacts was much lower, 
however, due to end-of-term deadlines and the small amount of compensation available.  In the 
future, a subcommittee of the SAC comprised of FT faculty only might be more effective in carrying 
out assessment work given the structural barriers to PT participation in scoring. 
 
In addition, as noted above, it was clear from the scoring process that many assignments had not 
been modified to work with the rubric. 

 
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.”)* 

There are two potential benefits to student learning derived from the project.  First, since the SAC has 
no control over the dimensions of the CL rubric itself, faculty are obliged to tailor assignments to work 
well (i.e. better than they currently do) with the rubric regardless of whether or not a given dimension 
is a “natural” fit for history as a discipline.  That work will be undertaken as part of the signature 
assignment creation attendant with Gen Ed approval in 2019 – 2020.   The indirect benefit to students 
is that there will be explicit instruction on the dimensions identified by the CL DSAC as being essential 
to student understanding of CL itself. 
 
A related and more direct benefit to students is that the SAC will undertake discussions about 
instruction on CL, both broadly and specifically tied to the rubric dimensions, in the coming year.  In 
turn, the 2019 – 2020 reassessment project will focus on CL. 

 

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

The report and accompanying data will be shared with all SAC members by the end of spring term via 
e-mail, and the fall SAC meeting will include substantial discussion of the results and next steps. 

 



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

The assessment process itself was quite successful – IRR was achieved without difficulty at the spring 
SAC meeting, there is a shared perspective on the rubric within the SAC, and most faculty were 
relatively timely in submitting scores.  The challenges faced by the SAC have to do with the rubric 
rather than assessment itself. 
 
 

 

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

No, but all of the faculty members who are responsible for the creation of signature assignments will 
be working closely with faculty mentors in fall 2019. 

 

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

Interestingly, while definition and self-reflection were clearly the most difficult dimensions in the 
context of the project, most artifacts indicated at least some indication of outcome achievement for 
all four dimensions.  That is cause for guarded optimism, since many of the assignments used in the 
project this year were not tailored to work with the rubric.  Since signature assignments are required 
to be tailored to the rubric(s) as part of the Gen Ed process, even in the absence of additional 
instruction we would anticipate higher scores next year.   
 
That noted, additional instruction will be a focus of SAC discussion next year as well, not least because 
it gives SAC members the opportunity to “actually talk about history” when meeting.  While self-
reflection will no doubt remain a struggle, a more explicit engagement with cultural history (a major 
subfield of history as a discipline) cannot help but benefit students and should be an exciting 
opportunity for greater faculty attention in the future. 

 

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