
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

Darrell Lim darrell.lim@pcc.edu

1. What SAC do you represent?
Physics

2. Is this plan for an initial assessment or a reassessment?
This plan is for an initial assessment of PHY 211. Since last year we assessed PHY 201, we agreed to
assess PHY 211 this year in our cycle to help look at how PHY 101, 201, and 211 assessment differ
from one another.

3. What course(s) will your assessment/reassessment focus on?
Our assessment will focus on PHY 211. Our reassessment for PHY 211 will happen in three years as we
cycle back to it. In the mean time, we will reassess PHY 201 in two more years (of the three-year
cycle), which should provide a better report by then.

4. In what term(s) will you collect student work?
Fall 2021

5a. How will you sample student work? If this is a reassessment, did this change from

previous years?*
This assessment is implemented by having all faculty who teaching a PHY 211 class this term
to give a google survey link to their students. All students must use their PCC email account
to access this link. Because of the fact that the assessment is non-graded, it is unlikely that
students will abuse the link privileges by retaking the assessment at a later time or taking
longer than 10 minutes to complete the assessment. As an added security, data from the



assessment is taken within a week of all classes completing the pre-assessment so that it’s
less likely for students to revisit the link and retake the survey.

5b. 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)*
It is made known that the assessment will not be graded and all students have 10 minutes to
complete the survey. Because of the fact that the assessment is non-graded, it is unlikely that
students will abuse the link privileges by retaking the assessment at a later time or taking
longer than 10 minutes to complete the assessment. It will be conducted separately from
regular curriculum material.

6. How will you redact student work (i.e. make it anonymous)?*
We will have students only input their G# into the assessment. Their names will not be necessary.
Having students input their G# also helps with identifying same students for pre- and
post-assessments for comparison.

7. 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 assessment directly looks into students’ ability to properly draw and  label graphs, create and
interpret best fit lines, and analyze what the data is telling them. The assessment accomplishes this by
asking multiple choice questions regarding these qualities. For example, four graphs are shown to the
student and the student is to identify which one is drawn most properly. Three of the four are draw
either too small, squished in one axis, or doesn’t show the whole curve in the space provided.



8. 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?*

This project will hopefully evaluate which aspect a student is having trouble with. The possible
concepts in which we analyze are drawing and labeling graphs, best-fit lines, and analysis of axes and
slopes. Of these three categories, we get to see which needs the most work when instructing students
during a term.

9. 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. *
As stated earlier, quantitative reasoning will be assessed through graphical analysis, which
looks into how students set up, display, and interpret graphs. This assessment is
implemented by having all faculty who teaching a PHY 211 class this term to give a google
survey link to their students. All students must use their PCC email account to access this
link. It is made known that the assessment will not be graded and all students have 10
minutes to complete the survey. Because of the fact that the assessment is non-graded, it is
unlikely that students will abuse the link privileges by retaking the assessment at a later time
or taking longer than 10 minutes to complete the assessment. As an added security, data
from the assessment is taken within a week of all classes completing the pre-assessment so
that it’s less likely for students to revisit the link and retake the survey.

Post-assessments work much the same way as pre-assessments: students are informed that
they are not being graded on the assessment, students get 10 minutes to complete it, and
data is taken from the google survey page within a week of completion from all faculty
teaching PHY 211 to ensure that students don’t revisit the link with a different pcc email
account to add answers.

Once the assessments are completed, both pre- and post-assessments are compiled into a
spreadsheet that analyzes each student’s data by comparing the pre-assessment and
post-assessment from each G#.

10a. What are the benchmarks (minimum acceptable level of student outcome

achievement) and how have they been determined?*
Since we just implemented this assessment not too long ago and because we are doing this
assessment on a 3-year cycle, it’s hard to pinpoint our benchmark. I would say that any significant
improvement from their pre-assessment to their post-assessment would be a good goal. That is, we
could look at the statistical likelihood that a student can “accidently” improve on their assessments
without learning anything and try to see how much of an improvement is needed to be considered
beyond coincidental. In order for us to do that, we’d have to formulate a distribution curve from



students who take the pre- and post-assessments without learning the topic at hand. I’m am not sure
how to do that unless we purposefully initiate a control group one term.

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

benchmarks?*
We’re hoping to see an average increase in score to be greater than the significance benchmark
discussed in question 10A. That is, we want to see the average post-assessment score to be greater
than the significance threshold.

11. 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.]
We will use an excel spreadsheet to organize and calculate how post- and pre-assessments compare to
each other. A significant amount of complex excel functions were used to achieve this.

12. 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.*
Assessment is done automatically with an excel spreadsheet that has been pre-made with complex
functions. Furthermore, assessments are multiple choice where there is only one obvious correct
answer. Absolutely no human bias will have a part in grading these assessments.



13. 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?
I am only curious if you’d like us to conduct a control group for creating a distribution curve and
determining a good threshold for students to pass. That means we’d have to give students the
assessment twice in a term and make sure they have NOT learned anything about graphing. This might
be difficult so we can always think of another way of figuring out what is considered “significant”
improvement in graphical analysis.

*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.

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

briefly describe them.
No changes were made to the assessment plan from the Fall term.

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

and your overall findings regarding student learning.

The assessment includes 10 questions which probe student understanding regarding graph set-up,
best-fit lines, and graph interpretations. Questions 1 and 2 analyze graph set-up, questions 3 and 4
analyze best-fit lines, and questions 5 through 10 analyze reading and interpreting graphs.

For question 1, the score increased by 8.8% from pre-test to post-test. That means that the number of
students that previously got question 1 wrong ended up getting it right in the end minus the number
of students that got it right previously and got it wrong at the end equaled to 8.8%.

For question 2, the score increased by 1.6%. For question 3, the score increased by 2.4%. For question
4, the score increased by 1.9%. For question 5, the score decreased by 1.8%. For question 6, the score
increased by 7%. For question 7, the score increased 6.9%. For question 8, the score drastically
decreased by 8%. For question 9, the score increased by 4.2%. And for question 10, the score
increased by 10.9%.

What I noticed is that many of the earlier questions saw an increase in score between pre-test and
post-test. This differed from last year’s assessment of PHY 201 because many of the earlier questions
saw a decrease, which was disconcerting. What was worse this year from last was question 7, which
didn’t increase as much. But even moreso, question 8 continues to show a decrease in score, similar
to last year’s assessment. Bear in mind, however, that this assessment is for the 211 course as



opposed to the 201 course last year. Though I personally don’t see too much of a difference between
the courses to explain the changes in the score.

The average change in a student’s score from pre-test to post-test ended up being a 3.5% increase.
That means if the mean student score during the pre-test was 70%, we’d expect their post-test score
to be 73.5%.

16. 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.*
The file attached to this document is the assessment spreadsheet. It may be difficult to read, but the
main data is given in the “Output (Results – Don’t Touch)” tab found at the bottom of the spreadsheet
file. On the far right, you’ll see three bolded boxes labeled “STUDENT ANALYSIS”, “QUESTION
ANALYSIS”, AND “OVERALL ANALYSIS”. Each bold box describes, in order, individual student progress
between pre- and post-assessments, average change in score for each individual question between
pre- and post-assessments, and the overall change in score (left value is for all students, and right
value is as a percentage change).

17a. What were the benchmarks levels (minimum acceptable level of student

achievement of the outcome) for the project?*
We didn’t have a specified benchmark, except something that is similar to how we’d normally analyze
scores for assignments in class: 90% is an A, 80% in a B, etc.

17b. What percentage or frequency of students achieved the benchmark levels?*

Of the 51 students who completed both the pre- and post-assessments, 11 got 90% for greater in the
post-assessment, 12 got 80% in the post-assessment, 6 got 70% in the pre-assessment, 11 got 60% in
the post-assessment, and, the rest got 50% or below.

Analyzing this and also similar numbers in the pre-assessment, we can conclude that 29 students or
57% of students completed with satisfactory understanding (C or greater) of graphical analysis in the
pre-assessment and 29 students or 57% of the students completed with satisfactory understanding of
graphical analysis in the post-assessment.



What I notice here is that, though there is the same number of students who met the benchmark in
the pre-assessment as well as the post-assessment, the percentage of higher scores were greater. So
the benchmark was met more safely in the post-assessment.

Though this is much better than last year’s result, this still seems like an unacceptable pass rate for
students taking 211.

18. How was student work redacted (i.e. made anonymous)?*
Student assessments remain anonymous through the use of the Student ID (aka G number).

19. 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.

The scoring system is completely automated being that this assessment is fully multiple choice. There
is no room for inter-rater differences in scoring preferences.

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?)

The SAC (which includes both FT and PT faculty) was involved in distributing assessments (both pre-
and post-) to Phy211 courses. However, since I created a file that automates scoring and presenting
pertinent information, no SAC involvement was required for scoring student work.

Because of this, the only very minor issue was making sure all Phy 211 instructors gave out pre- and
post-assessments with similar conditions between both assessments and between all instructors (i.e.
during lab, near the beginning/end of the term, non-graded, etc.).



21. 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.
There are no barriers that we see at this time.

22. 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.”)*
The assessment, itself, would be beneficial to student learning if it were graded. However, fear of this
assessment going on Chegg would deter us from administering a graded assessment on google survey.
The information that came about from this assessment will inform us about WHICH concepts to
improve upon in our curriculum. For example, we noticed that questions 1-4 received a relatively high
score compared to the other 7. However, questions 5, 8, 9, and 10 received very low scores. These
questions relate to analyzing the slopes of graphs (including interpreting what they mean and what
their units are).

23. 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?*

The SAC may implement an increase in homework questions, lab questions, and quiz questions
relating to graphing. One member of the SAC, specifically, emphasize graphing significantly.

We will need to take data over many years to fully understand the implications of the assessment
technique and the overall trend of student understanding.



24. 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?*
Yes. The methods outlined in Q23 were already implemented on a smaller scale. The trends do show
that the method seems to be working.

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

your SAC.
The results will be shared at the next SAC in-service day.

26. 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.

No changes will be made because that would ruin the reliability of repeated assessments that need to
take place over a span of many years.

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

might want help with from your LAC coach?
How can we assure the security of the assessments during remote operations such that students
won’t share the assessment with future classes, thus causing future data to have less integrity?

Secondly, why, among many other topics in physics, are we emphasizing graphical analysis? It doesn’t
seem like best practice to emphasize one topic while ignoring others.



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

project?
There is nothing to add to this for now.

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

