
Annual Assessment 2018-2019 This final version of PSY’s assessment report was submitted to the 

LAC mailbox October 18, 2019. The summer 2019 peer review was conducted on an earlier version submitted in 
June. 
 

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 
Cynthia Golledge Cynthia.Golledge@pcc.edu 

 

1. What SAC do you represent? 
Psychology 

 

2. What outcome(s) do you plan to assess? 
Critical Thinking v1.5 



 

3. What course(s) will your assessment focus on? 
PSY 201A: Intro to Psychology Pt 1 

 

4a. How will you sample student work?* 
We will have students submit a “Signature Assignment” that will be assessable using the Social 
Science (SS) Critical Thinking (CT) Rubric.    

 

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

Yes 

 

5. How will you redact student work (i.e. make it anonymous)?* 
We will remove student and instructor names from artifacts prior to rating.  

 



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

Direct  

 

7. In what term(s) will you collect student work? 
Spring 2019 

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

hoping to learn? 
We will be mirroring the efforts of the SS CT Pilot Project in order to examine how well this Rubric 
works for our SAC and how well our students are performing in the specific criteria areas.  

 

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

We already have a CT Signature Assignment that has been approved for use in W2019.   Faculty may 
either use this same assignment, or create their own based on the CT Rubric.  There will be a SAC 
meeting / workshop in February 2019 that focuses on Signature Assn creation for all courses.  Based 
on information from the Winter 2019 DSAC Pilot, we will try to anticipate hiccups.   The Signature 
Assignment is designed to be compatible with F2F and Online courses.   

 



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

Benchmark #2 on the SS CT Rubric  

 

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

We’d like to see 75% of our Psy 201A students achieve the 2nd benchmark.  

 

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

We will use the SS CT Rubric.  

 

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

We will have a norming training session.   

 

 
 



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 would discuss this at a SAC meeting and come up with possible ways to address it.   

 

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? 

Wayne used to be LAC Chair, and Cynthia was a member of the Peer Assessment Summer groups.  
Several members of the SAC have some training with Rubrics, so we are hoping that this will be a 
smooth process.  (Fingers crossed.)   We know that Sara Robertson, our LAC Coach, is happy to help.  

 

 

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. 
 
Whereas we had originally planned to norm and score the PSY 201A artifacts on Thursday, June 13 
(Finals Week), it turned out that only 50% of PSY 201A instructors had submitted their artifacts by 
Wednesday, June 12th.   Checking in with the other instructors revealed that some of them had given 
their students until the end of the term to submit their Signature Assns.  The last artifacts were 
submitted on Friday, June 21.   
 
After a series of email and phone conversations among FT faculty on Wednesday, June 12, it was 
agreed to postpone the norming and scoring session until the PSY SAC September meeting during Fall 
Inservice Week.  We decided to do this for the following reasons: 

1. The original norming and scoring team were only 3 FT and 2 PT faculty – not only was this 
team small, but the 2 PT faculty were leaving for other positions in the summer and would 
not be teaching for PCC Psychology in Fall term. 

2. We agreed not to split the norming and scoring into two sessions with potentially two teams 
(rating the 50% of artifacts we had, and then returning with a potentially different set of 
raters for the second set of artifacts once they were turned in) and potentially compromise 
interrater reliability and the integrity of the process.  

3. We agreed that it would be more informative and helpful if ALL faculty were involved in the 
norming and scoring process, since the PSY SAC will be submitting its three most popular 
courses (PSY 101, 201A, and 202A) to the GEARS in March of 2020.    Most PSY faculty, while 
having seen the Social Analysis and Inquiry (nee ‘Critical Thinking’) Rubric, have no experience 
in assessing student work using the Rubric.   Almost all PSY faculty teach at least one section 
of 101, 201A, and/or 202A, and we agreed that the best way for faculty to improve the quality 
of Signature Assignments was to gain experience scoring them.   

 
 
 



 
 

 

 

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

The executive summary and remaining unanswered sections will be completed and submitted no 
later than October 18.    The following sections in this report that could be completed, have been, and 
the remaining sections will be completed when we have the scores in and analyzed from our 
September meeting.   

 

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

Benchmark #2 on the Rubric.   

 

17b. What percentage or frequency of students achieved the benchmark levels?* 
Due to the described lack of inter-rater agreement, this statistic was not calculated.  On average, 
about 75% of raters might rate an artifact as ‘2’ or more (and the remaining 25% would rate it as ‘1’ or 
lower).   There was no evidence that some raters were consistently “easier” or “harder” than others.  

 



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.* 

Addendum to report October 18, 2019  
 
The PSY SAC convened as a group of 16 individuals (9 FT, 7 PT) on September 19, 2019, during 
Inservice Week.   They went through a training session similar to the one presented to the Social 
Science DSAC earlier in the year.  (All materials are attached.)  
 
Once the scoring session began, it became clear that the Rubric benchmarks were not interpreted 
equivalently by all raters.   A lively and enthusiastic discussion ensued, and participants discussed 
each of the dimensions and benchmarks, and what evidence should be looked for within student 
artifacts.   Examination of ratings revealed that that only one dimension on one student artifact had a 
range of two scores on a single dimension (ie, all participants rated one artifact as a 1 or 1 2 on one 
dimension).  Otherwise, scores for all other dimensions ranged across 3 points (ie, 1 to 3, or 0 to 2, 
etc), or even 4 pts (scoring of 1-4).   
 
Feedback sheets had been provided for both the faculty member who created the assignment and for 
the Social Science DSAC.    
 
Feedback for the Social Science DSAC included: 

1.  Use Bloom’s taxonomy throughout the entire Rubric.  (“Evaluates” and “explains” was easier 
to rate than “Thoroughly” “Substantially” , and “partially”) 

2. Many comments that the benchmarks needed to be more effectively operationalized.  They 
are very general/vague. * 

3. Try to further differentiate ‘Diversity’ dimension from “Social Context” dimension.  Even with 
the ‘e.g’ description of ‘Diversity’, the term is so culturally loaded that it is difficult to keep the 
intended meaning in mind. 

4. Maybe rename the “Diversity” dimension? 
5. This Rubric almost demands a student narrative written report, and excludes other formats.  

(One Signature Assignment was a PowerPoint report and it was impossible to score it.)  Is WR 
121 sufficient background for students to do well on this? 

6. It would be helpful if ‘Information Literacy’ and ‘Methods of Inquiry’ were more clearly 
differentiated. 

7. It would be helpful if ‘Diversity’ and ‘Social Context’ were more clearly differentiated. 
8. It is difficult to look for four dimensions that could be in multiple places throughout a student 

artifact.  
9. ‘Information Literacy’ is extremely difficult to score if the assignment prompt is not available.  

Judging the student’s attainment of “the intended purpose” may be impossible to determine.  
10. ‘Information Literacy’: It is not clear whether the rater is supposed to score for the quality of 

the source or how well the student included sources in report.   
11. ‘Information Literacy’: “Uses” is too vague (again, switch to Bloom’s taxonomy) 
12. ‘E.g.’ parentheses may need to be further defined for raters who are not familiar with the 

subject area of the student artifact.  
13. ‘Social Context’: Is it clear what “analysis and/or synthesis” means? 

 
 



On more philosophical notes:   
1. How does not providing the context of the assignment facilitate equitable student success? 

 
On a positive note:   
The PSY SAC engaged in a lengthy and informative pedagogical discussion that highlighted the need 
for more of this work.  Discussions of what we expect from our students in each course and how we 
measure success, have been few.    
 
As a result of this workshop, the PSY SAC decided that its Assessment Plan for 2019-2020 would 
involve the operationalizing of the Social Analysis & Inquiry dimensions and benchmarks for the 
discipline of Psychology.   These dimensions and benchmarks will also be operationalized with an eye 
toward the program guidelines from the American Psychological Association.  After creating an 
operationalization of the SS Rubric specific to Psychology, we will conduct a second training and 
norming session, and revisit the same student artifacts to see if we can achieve much greater rater 
agreement.  We will also incorporate any changes to the Social Analysis & Inquiry Rubric that the SS 
DSAC makes.   
 

 

19. How was student work redacted (i.e. made anonymous)?* 
The Assessment Coordinator collected all artifacts and coded them by instructor and artifact so that 
anonymous feedback on the Signature Assignment itself could be offered; several instructors created 
their own SA or modified the provided ‘standard’ SA, and wanted feedback as to the effectiveness of 
their SAs.   This also allowed the distribution of artifacts such that raters did not receive their own 
student work (or at least, not many) to assess against the Rubric.   Once each artifact was coded and a 
master list created, all other instructor and student identification was removed.    

 

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. 

In Spring term 2019, there were 28 sections Of PSY 201A taught by 17 instructors; nine FT instructors 
taught 16 sections, and eight PT instructors taught 12 sections. 
 
Rather than ask all 17 instructors to forward all student artifacts, a random number generator was 
used to produce five numbers for each section based on section enrollment as of the start of the third 
week (April 22).   A table was created with instructors and CRNs and five roster numbers to be pulled 
from each CRN.  This was distributed to PSY 201A faculty on April 23.   
 
Full SAC participation was obtained except for three instructors (representing five sections):   

• One PT instructor experienced family and health issues and requested to be exempt (1 
section) 

• One FT instructor experienced technical difficulties with their sections and offered the 
Signature Assn as extra credit.   (2 sections, four SAs received)  



• One FT instructor did not participate and did not contact the SAC Chair; this instructor has not 
participated in SAC meetings, Assessment, or Program Review for several years, so this was 
not surprising.    

 
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.”)* 

(As already included)   
As a result of this workshop, the PSY SAC decided that its Assessment Plan for 2019-2020 would 
involve the operationalizing of the Social Analysis & Inquiry dimensions and benchmarks for the 
discipline of Psychology.   These dimensions and benchmarks will also be operationalized with an eye 
toward the program guidelines from the American Psychological Association.  After creating an 
operationalization of the SS Rubric specific to Psychology, we will conduct a second training and 
norming session, and revisit the same student artifacts to see if we can achieve much greater rater 
agreement.  We will also incorporate any changes to the Social Analysis & Inquiry Rubric that the SS 
DSAC makes.   
 

 

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

The written report will be shared with the entire SAC via Gmail listserv as soon as it is completed and 
submitted to the LAC (by October 18), and will be discussed at our October SAC Day.   

 

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

 

 



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

 

 

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

Here are the materials we used: 
 
Norming and Scoring Guidelines: 
https://docs.google.com/document/d/1ZcWFl2MbVj4Y1UQ8UZUUWIY_R6eLE88ISL6mKT3mV4o/edit
?usp=sharing 
 
Feedback to DSAC form: 
https://docs.google.com/document/d/1ZuXlkqOSMFQlXIRSEu8baeqbwsrXTLLgxca2cpGIxTs/edit?usp=
sharing 
 
Feedback to faculty creator of SA 
https://docs.google.com/document/d/1YSJc0Hlt3geO0gb4zekYaZWaaEisO2njLBIhfzTgdi4/edit?usp=sh
aring 
 

 

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