
 

Annual Report for Assessment of Outcomes 2011-2012 

  

 
Note: Information provided in this report may be inserted into or summarized in Section 2C (LDC/DE)) or 6B (CTE) of the Program Review Outline.   

 

1. Describe changes that have been implemented towards improving students’ attainment of outcomes that 

resulted from outcome assessments carried out in 2010-2011.   These may include but are not limited to 

changes to content, materials, instruction, pedagogy etc.   

 

This is the third year that the Geology/General Science (G/GS) SAC has evaluated PCC core outcomes.  In 

2009-2010, we evaluated Critical Thinking, which led to changes in course prerequisites, course outcomes, 

and instruction, as discussed in last year’s annual report for assessment of outcomes.  In 2010-2011, our 

SAC assessed Communication and Community and Environmental Responsibility.  As noted in last year’s 

assessment report, the assessment experience underlined the following: 

 The value of field based learning in the earth sciences 

 The value of having students work through a guided draft and revision process 

 The value of students seeing examples of their peer’s work 

 The large amount of instructor time required to shepherd student through the draft and review 
process 

 The need to begin pruning our rubric which is rapidly becoming unwieldy 

 The need to more carefully plan and structure our assessment process with the goal of giving our 
instructors clearer directions and expectations so that the benefits of the time our part-time 
instructors donate to assessment can be maximized. 

 

We also suggested three possible instructional changes to be considered as a result of the 2010-2011 

assessment process: 

  

 Breaking the class project into two parts. In the first part, the process of identifying, describing and 

interpreting landforms would be modeled during a guided field experience, perhaps to the Oregon 

coast; in the second part students would identify, describe and identify geologic features in the 

Portland metro region on their own.  

 The development of course structures which use field experiences as “raw material” for analysis in 

labs.  An example of this approach would be having students bring samples they have collected on 

their own into lab for analysis, description and interpretation where this process would be augmented 

with instructor guidance and feedback. This would move us away from the “paper and pencil” labs 

which populate traditional earth science lab books to a more hands on inquiry driven approach.  This 

would require the SAC to create custom lab materials specific to the Portland region.  

 The move to more portfolio based course structures which should allow more efficient documentation 

of how well our students are meeting SAC goals, such as critical analysis of the features surrounding 

them, demonstration of the processes involved in the scientific method, relevance of course-related 

materials to students’ everyday lives, and the ability to convey what they’ve learned to both their 

peers and instructor. 

Please  address the questions below 
send to learningassessment@pcc.edu  by June 22, 2012;  with Annual Report in the subject line 
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The observations and recommendations from the 2010-2011 assessment report can be divided into three 

broad categories:  fine-tuning a student’s field experience; the need to refine our assessment process; 

comments related to the value of a communication component. 

 

 The 2009-2010 and 2010-2011 assessments made it clear to the SAC that a field experience is 

necessary and invaluable to students.   The field experience is most beneficial when it involves 

more than one pedagogical component.  The G/GS SAC has identified three components at this 

time:  a guided field trip to orient student, a self-guided component where students choose 

their own locations and write a detailed report on their discoveries; and a research component 

in which the field experience and/or samples collected provide “raw material” for analyses in 

labs.  The G/GS SAC is still working to figure out how to improve the field experience and link it 

to the laboratory component.  We have created two working groups to develop materials for 

G203 and GS108 starting Spring 2012 and continuing into next year. 

 The feedback we got from our instructors after the 2010-2011 assessment was that the 

assessment process was too time-consuming and/or difficult for most of them.  One change 

that we made was to limit the rubric to two assessable items per outcome in order to simplify 

grading.  The other recommendation from last year was to provide clear directions and 

expectations regarding the assessment project. This turned out to be a point of contention 

with some of our faculty, who felt that the SAC was trying to interfere with an instructor’s 

teaching style by dictating how a course component would be designed and graded.  After a 

series of acrimonious discussions, it was decided to give instructors fairly free rein in designing 

their own assessment projects within broad guidelines from the SAC. 

 The 2010-2011 assessment brought home the value of having students work though a guided 

draft and revision process while also reviewing their peer’s work.  Although the SAC had no 

specific instructional changes associated with this observation, a number of instructors had 

intended to try to refine this process for the field project during the 2011-2012 assessment.  

However, those instructors chose to add a self-reflective journal component rather than work 

though the writing process, as this fit better with assessing this year’s outcomes.  

 

For each outcome assessed this year:    

2. Describe the assessment design (tool and processes) used. Include relevant information about:   

 The nature of the assessment (e.g., written work, project, portfolio, exam, survey, performance etc.) 
and if it is direct (assesses evidence mastery of outcomes) or indirect (student’s perception of 
mastery).  Please give rationale for indirect assessments (direct assessments are preferable). 

 

During the 2011-2012 academic year, our SAC assessed Cultural Awareness and Self-Reflection.  The 
assessment instrument is a class project in which the students go out into their local surroundings to find 
their own examples of geologic features which had been discussed in class.  The geologic features had to 
be documented (described and identified), interpreted (related to the geologic process(es) which created 
the feature), and assessed  (for risk to human land use activities) and the results presented in a written 
report which included photographic documentation.  The two full-time faculty in the SAC designed the 
field project with minimal input from part-time faculty.   It was intended that the students keep a field 
journal with rough notes and sketches made out in the field as well as self-reflection about the process.  
Some instructors chose to have students turn in only the field paper (not the journal), while other 



 

instructors had the journal as a class component entirely separate from the field paper.  Some of our part-
time instructors felt that the SAC should not be requiring an assessment project without providing 
additional pay, and that a uniformly designed project did not allow for individual instructional styles. 

 

 The student sample assessed (including sample size relative to the targeted student population for the 
assessment activity) process and rationale for selection of the student sample. Why was this group of 
students and/or courses chosen?  

 

We chose to implement the field project during Winter term 2012.  There were 28 sections of G/GS classes 
taught that term.  Eleven sections were of non-lab classes.  Twelve sections were of lab classes that did not 
lend themselves to the field project (such as astronomy).  We intended to have all sections of GS106, G201, 
and G202 assess outcomes via the field project (twelve sections, two full-time instructors, 6 part-time 
instructors), which would have assessed 43% of our students.  These classes were chosen because they are 
introductory lab courses which focus on recognizing landscape features and relating those features to both 
geologic processes and everyday life.  The final assessment includes four sections taught by two full-time 
instructors and one part-time instructor, representing 14% of all students taking G/GS courses during Winter 
term 2012.  The remaining part-time instructors either refused to participate, or dropped out during the 
assessment process. 

 

 Any rubrics, checklists, surveys or other tools that were used to evaluate the student work. (Please 
include with your report).  Where appropriate, identify benchmarks.  

 

In response to feedback about the 2010-2011 assessment process, we created a rubric which looked at two 
components related to self-reflection and two components related to cultural awareness.  A copy of this rubric 
is attached below. 

 

 How you analyzed results, including steps taken to ensure that results are reliable (consistent from one 
evaluator to another. 

 

Instructors were asked to post two examples (such as best and worst) of their students’ work in our SAC group 
space on MyPCC; and to use the rubric to score all of the posted examples.  Four instructors posted student 
work and scored all of the samples.  As shown in Appendix 2 below, the assigned scores were ± 0.5 points of 
each other, and none of the instructors scored consistently high or low.  Thus averages of the scores appear to 
be an accurate representation of student performance.    

 

3. Provide information about the results (i.e., what did you learn about how well students are meeting the 

outcomes)?  

 If scored (e.g., if a rubric or other scaled tool is used), please report the data, and relate to any 
appropriate benchmarks.  

 

While four instructors provided rubric results for their classes, only three of these instructors participated in 
the normalization process.  We are only reporting data from instructors who participated in the normalization 
process.  Scoring of the rubric indicated that students on average were scoring between 2.5 to 3 out of 4 on 
most of the learning outcomes.  The averages of the data are given in the table below.  From the posted work 
samples, it was apparent that students at multiple campuses and in different classes found it easier to relate 



 

geological processes and the resulting environmental and social impacts to the Portland area than to the world 
at large.   

 

Learning Objective Cultural Refl #1 Cultural Refl #2 Self-Reflection #1 Self-Reflection #2 

Average Student 
Score 

2.6 2.1 2.8 2.8 

As with previous years in which students have done the landscape project, students provided comments 
indicating their surprise at the high abundance of small scale mass wasting features and the ubiquity of 
volcanic features in the Portland Metro area.  This project raised the student awareness of the need for 
communities to make informed land use decisions, as many of the students identified homes (including their 
own) built in geologically hazardous areas. 

 

Many, but not all, of the geology classes participating in this assessment chose to incorporate some form of 
journaling into the field project.  Several students commented that it was unusual that they had multiple 
classes doing journaling during Winter term.  For those geology classes that incorporated journaling, we saw 
evidence that students were also developing critical thinking skills during the term.  An example of the sorts of 
statements seen follows:  

 
“I think the thing that surprised me about my journal entries the most was how 

much more technical the questions became as the course progressed. When I did my first entries the 
questions revolved mainly around "what is this?" whereas towards the end of class they were "why did 
this happen?/what factors played into this to make it happen?".” 

 

 Results should be broken down in a way that is meaningful and useful for making improvements to 

teaching/learning.   Please show those specific results. 

 

As stated above, the lowest scores were on that part of Cultural Awareness that dealt with the attitudes of a 

“culture other than your own” towards geologic hazards.  Scores for other rubric components (attitudes of 

student’s culture, self-reflection) were essentially the same, regardless of what was being scored.  The scores 

indicated that students were unable to link their understanding of cultural attitudes and changes in thought to 

clearly identifiable causes/examples.    

 

As a side note, the assessment vehicle (landscape report and journal) provided a window into the thought 

processes of our students.  A consistent theme throughout all of the reports was that the field project made 

the material that the students were learning relevant to them (“made it real”).  Particularly memorable was 

one student’s journal in which she critiqued each class, letting the instructor know what worked for her and 

what didn’t.  Student comments such as these are valuable to instructors who have become so familiar with 

their subject that it can be a challenge to see it from a student persepective. 

 

4. Identify any changes that should, as a result of this assessment, be implemented to help improve students’ 

attainment of outcomes.  (These may include, but are not limited to, changes in curriculum, content, 

materials, instruction, pedagogy etc).  

 

In the past three years, we have assessed Critical Thinking, Communication, Community and Environmental 

Responsibility, Self-Reflection, and Cultural Awareness.  The results of these assessments include the following:   



 

 

 a)  The assessment of Critical Thinking led to SAC-wide changes, including adoption of new textbooks, 

changes in the outcomes of our general education courses (GS106, GS107, GS108, GS109, G201, G202, G203, 

G207, G208, G209), changes in the math prerequisites for our general education courses.   

 

 b) The assessments of Community and Environmental Responsibility and Cultural Awareness are 

somewhat linked, as the level of responsibility taken by a community for itself and the environment reflects 

cultural attitudes.  We discovered that students’ awareness of community and environmental issues is 

expanded as a result of both the field project and other course components.  This reinforced the value of the 

field project, and suggested linking lab exercises to data and/or observations collected as part of the field 

project.  The SAC has only just begun looking at this, with two “working groups” created to look at labs for two 

of our many courses.  This is expected to be a long-term process which will take several years to complete, as 

the SAC has a large number of distinctly different classes, but few full-time faculty to spearhead changes.   As 

noted above, students were weaker when assessed on attitudes of a culture other than their own.  The SAC 

feels that retooling our courses to encompass a multicultural view of geological processes would take us too 

far afield from our main teaching objectives. 

 

  c) The value of both the Self-Reflection and Communication assessments has been to gauge the level 

of understanding and engagement of our students throughout the field experience.  Both of these assessments 

has reinforced the value of a field experience to geology.  No additional program changes will be made as a 

result of these two assessments.  However, individual instructors found aspects of these assessments valuable 

to their particular teaching styles, and may be changing the way they teach their classes. 

 

 

5. Reflect on the effectiveness of this assessment tool and assessment process. Please describe any changes 

to assessment methodology that would lead to more meaningful results if this assessment were to be  

repeated (or adapted to another outcome).  Is there a different kind of assessment tool or process that the 

SAC would like to use for this outcome in the future?   If the assessment tool and processes does not need 

to be revised, please indicate this.   

 

For the amount of work involved, the past three years of outcomes assessments has not been effective.  Our 

SAC recognizes that we include aspects of all of PCC’s core outcomes in all of our classes, but not necessarily in 

a quantitatively assessable manner.  Creating quantifiable assessments of each outcome that is consistently 

comparable across all of our instructors has led to the creation of a series of “add-ons” to a basic field project, 

and made the process so unwieldy that most of our instructors do not succeed in completing the process.  

Thus, feedback to the SAC comes from a limited sample of assessments (primarily from the full-time 

instructors).  There is a general feeling among our part-time instructors that the assessment vehicle does not 

dovetail with an instructor’s particular teaching style/method.  While various instructors have expressed 

interest in continuing aspects of past assessments (peer review of papers, journals, etc.), none of them wants 

to be constrained to a uniform SAC-wide assessment vehicle.  At present, there is no agreement within the SAC 

as to the direction we should go with assessment, other than we should not continue as we have. 



G&GS Cultural Awareness Rubric 

Learning 

Objective 

Level 4 Level 3 Level 2 Level 1 

Identify how your own 

culture understands 

natural hazards, 

responds to natural 

hazards and 

rationalizes its 

response to natural 

hazards. 

The culture’s attitude 

towards natural hazards 

is incisively identified 

and fully explicated. 

 

 

  

The culture’s attitude 

towards natural hazards 

is identified and 

explicated. 

 

 

 

 

The culture’s attitude 

towards natural hazards 

is partially identified and 

partially explicated. 

 

 

 

 

The culture’s attitude 

towards natural hazards 

is not identified and is 

not explicated. 

 

 

2. Identify how a 

culture other than your 

own understands 

natural hazards, 

responds to natural 

hazards and 

rationalizes its 

response to natural 

hazards. 

The culture’s attitude 

towards natural hazards 

is incisively identified 

and fully explicated. 

 

 

The culture’s attitude 

towards natural hazards 

is identified and 

explicated. 

 

 

The culture’s attitude 

towards natural hazards 

is partially identified and 

partially explicated. 

 

The culture’s attitude 

towards natural hazards 

is not identified and is 

not explicated. 

 



G&GS Self-Reflection Rubric 

Learning 

Objective 

Level 4 Level 3 Level 2 Level 1 

Reflect on what you 

learned while working 

on this project and self-

assess to what degree 

your project met the 

project goals. 

 

 

Personal learning is 

thoroughly identified 

and fully explained.  

 

 

Attainment of project 

goals is clearly, 

thoroughly and 

accurately assessed.  

Personal learning is 

identified and explained.  

 

 

 

Attainment of project 

goals is assessed.  

 

Personal learning is 

vaguely identified and 

explained in a confusing 

manner. 

 

Project goals are 

assessed in an 

incomplete and or 

confusing manner. 

There is no 

identification of personal 

learning.  

 

 

There is no assessment 

of the attainment of the 

project goals.  

 

Identify how your own 

personal attitudes 

towards natural 

hazards changed 

during this project and 

analyze what caused 

those attitudes to 

change.   

Changes in personal 

attitudes towards natural 

hazards are thoroughly 

identified and are clearly 

linked to causes. 

Changes in personal 

attitudes towards natural 

hazards are identified 

and are linked to causes. 

Changes in personal 

attitudes towards natural 

hazards are vaguely 

identified and only 

partially linked to 

causes. 

There is no clear 

identification of changes 

in personal attitudes 

towards natural hazards.  
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CR1 CR2 SA1 SA2

Instructor G 1 1 2 1

2 2 3 1

2 1 1 1

1 1 1 1

3 3 3 3

1 1 2 1

2 2 1 1

3 2 3 3

3 3 2 2

3 3 2 2

3 2 3 2

3 1 2 3

3 2 2 2

2 2 2 3

2 2 2 2

3 3 2 3

3 3 3 3

3 2 2 2

3 3 3 3

2 1 3 3

3 3 2 2 Average Instructor G

3 2 3 3 CR1 CR2 SA1 SA2

1 1 2 1 2.4 2.0 2.2 2.1

Instructor F 2 2 3 3

3 2.5 4 4

3 2 3.5 3

2 3 2 2

3.5 3.5 3 3

3 3 4 4

3.5 2 4 4

3 3 3 3

3 3 4 3

4 4 3 3

2 2 3 3

2 2 2 2

2 2 2 1 Average Instructor F

2 2 2 2 CR1 CR2 SA1 SA2

2 2 3 4 2.7 2.5 3.0 2.9

Instructor D 3 1 4 4

2 1 3 2

4 1 4 3

3 3 3 3

3 3 3 4

2 1 3 3

3 2 4 4

4 4 4 4

4 2 4 3

3 1 3 3

2 2 3 3

3 3 4 4

3 3 4 4

1 1 4 4

3 3 4 4

2 1 2 2 Average Instructor D

3 1 4 4 CR1 CR2 SA1 SA2

2 1 3 4 2.8 1.9 3.5 3.4

Average 2.6 2.1 2.8 2.8
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