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Part 2 – Comprehensive Program Review         Fall 2009 
 
Program Name:  
 
 
A. PAST:   Review of Program Performance, Objectives, and Outcomes for the Three Previous Academic Years:  2006-07, 2007-08, 2008-09 


1. List the objectives developed for this program during the last comprehensive program review. 
 
The goals of the Administration of Justice program were  


1. to increase student access to courses ; 
2. improve student retention and success. 


 
 
2. Present program performance data in tabular form for the previous three years that demonstrates the program’s performance toward meeting the previous 


objectives. Include the following standard program performance metrics as well additional program specific metrics, if any. 
a. For teaching programs this data should include at least the following:  Enrollment at census, number of sections, fill rate, retention rate, success rate, and 


grade distribution for each course in the program, during each semester and session of the previous three academic years.  In addition, the Full Time 
Equivalent Faculty (FTEF) and Full Time Equivalent Students (FTES) and the ratio of FTES per FTEF should be presented for the program for each 
semester and session. 


b. For non teaching programs this data should include the following:  TBD  
 


Administration of Justice Program 
Enrollment Count at Census  


Course Fall Spring Summer Winter 
Grand Total 2006 2007 2008 Total 2007 2008 2009 Total  2007 2008 2009 Total  2007 2008 2009 Total


AJ 100 197 187 210 594 191 185 197 573 23 31 33 87 21 28 30 79 1333 
AJ 102 98 102 101 301 79 80 87 246             37 37 584 
AJ 104 111 116 109 336 97 89 98 284                 620 
AJ 106 35 33 70 138 30 48 71 149   23 18 41 25 19 22 66 394 
AJ 110 30 37 22 89 38 30 38 106 27 23 32 82 22 19   41 318 
AJ 120 22 30 35 87 25 35 50 110           21 22 43 240 
AJ 121         28 16 18 62                 62 
AJ 122 27 32 23 82 32 35 30 97                 179 


Administration of Justice Program 







AJ 123 37 44 36 117 32 35 35 102 17 30 26 73 32 10   42 334 
AJ 124     34 34   26 39 65                 99 


Total 557 581 640 1778 552 579 663 1794 67 107 109 283 100 97 111 308 4163 


Administration of Justice Program 
Number of Sections 


Course 
Fall Spr. Sum. Win. Grand 


Total 2006 2007 2008 Total 2007 2008 2009 Total 2007 2008 2009 Total 2007 2008 2009 Total


AJ 100 5 5 6 16 5 6 6 17 1 1 1 3 1 1 1 3 39
AJ 102 3 3 3 9 3 3 3 9             1 1 19
AJ 104 3 3 3 9 3 3 3 9                 18
AJ 106 1 1 2 4 1 2 3 6   1 1 2 1 1 1 3 15
AJ 110 1 1 1 3 1 1 1 3 1 1 1 3 1 1   2 11
AJ 120 1 1 1 3 1 1 2 4           1 1 2 9
AJ 121         1 1 1 3                 3
AJ 122 1 1 1 3 1 1 1 3                 6
AJ 123 1 1 1 3 1 1 1 3 1 1 1 3 1 1   2 11
AJ 124     1 1   1 1 2                 3


Total 16 16 19 51 17 20 22 59 3 4 4 11 4 5 4 13 134


Administration of Justice Program 
Fill Rate 


Course 
Fall Spring Summer Winter Grand 


Total 2006 2007 2008 Total 2007 2008 2009 Total  2007 2008 2009 Total 2007 2008 2009 Total 
AJ 100 113%  107%  100%  106%  109% 88% 94% 96%  66% 89%  94%  83% 60% 80% 86% 75% 98%
AJ 102 93%  97%  96%  96%  75% 76% 83% 78%                    106% 106% 88%
AJ 104 106%  110%  104%  107%  92% 85% 93% 90%                          98%
AJ 106 100%  94%  100%  99%  86% 69% 68% 71%     66%  51%  59% 71% 54% 63% 63% 75%







AJ 110 86%  106%  63%  85%  109% 86% 109% 101%  77% 66%  91%  78% 63% 54%    59% 83%
AJ 120 63%  86%  100%  83%  71% 100% 71% 79%                 60% 63% 61% 76%
AJ 121             80% 46% 51% 59%                          59%
AJ 122 77%  91%  66%  78%  91% 100% 86% 92%                          85%
AJ 123 106%  126%  103%  111%  91% 100% 100% 97%  49% 86%  74%  70% 91% 29%    60% 87%
AJ 124       97%  97%     74% 111% 93%                          94%


Administration of Justice Program 
Student Success Rate  


Course Fall Spring Summer Winter 3-Year 
Average 


 2006 2007 2008 Avg. 2007 2008 2009 Avg. 2007 2008 2009 Avg. 2007 2008 2009 Avg.  
AJ100 59% 54% 56% 56% 50% 55% 59% 55% 83% 74% 88% 82% 90% 79% 60% 76% 67% 
AJ102 53% 58% 65% 59% 57% 58% 52% 56%             81% 81% 61% 
AJ104 51% 58% 57% 55% 53% 48% 56% 52%                 54% 
AJ106 63% 81% 79% 74% 66% 90% 80% 78%   74% 61% 68% 96% 95% 91% 94% 79% 
AJ110 47% 70% 91% 69% 79% 87% 82% 82% 93% 91% 91% 92% 91% 100%   95% 84% 
AJ120 77% 79% 89% 82% 80% 69% 72% 74%           95% 91% 93% 81% 
AJ121         68% 81% 72% 74%                 74% 
AJ122 52% 72% 78% 67% 78% 69% 77% 74%                 71% 
AJ123 81% 66% 83% 77% 66% 71% 80% 72% 88% 87% 92% 89% 94% 90%   92% 82% 
AJ124     65% 65%   69% 82% 76%                 72% 


Avg. 60% 67% 74% 67% 66% 70% 71% 69% 88% 82% 83% 84% 93% 92% 81% 89% 74% 


Administration of Justice Program 
Student Retention Rate  


Course 
Fall Spring Summer Winter 


3-Yr. 
Average 2006 2007 2008 Avg. 2007 2008 2009 Avg. 2007 2008 2009 Avg. 2007 2008 2009 Avg.


AJ100 81% 76% 87% 81% 86% 84% 85% 85% 96% 97% 91% 94% 90% 86% 90% 89% 87%
AJ102 69% 78% 84% 77% 73% 78% 86% 79%             95% 95% 80%
AJ104 74% 74% 81% 76% 81% 76% 82% 80%                 78%







AJ106 74% 84% 91% 83% 72% 90% 90% 84%   96% 94% 95% 96% 95% 100% 97% 89%
AJ110 50% 73% 95% 73% 84% 90% 87% 87% 96% 100% 94% 97% 91% 100%   95% 87%
AJ120 86% 86% 91% 88% 80% 69% 80% 76%           95% 95% 95% 85%
AJ121         82% 88% 94% 88%                 88%
AJ122 78% 81% 96% 85% 97% 91% 90% 93%                 89%
AJ123 86% 84% 97% 89% 88% 86% 100% 91% 100% 90% 100% 97% 94% 90%   92% 92%
AJ124     94% 94%   81% 90% 85%                 88%


Avg. 75% 80% 91% 82% 83% 83% 88% 85% 97% 96% 95% 96% 93% 93% 95% 94% 87%


Grade Distribution  


Term Sem. Year Program Course A B C CR D F 


O
th


er
 


W Total #  
Succeed 


Success
Rate 


Retention
Rate 


200710 Fall 2006 AJ AJ100 26 33 58   14 27 1 38 197 117 59.4% 80.7%
200710 Fall 2006 AJ AJ102 15 17 20   8 8   30 98 52 53.1% 69.4%
200710 Fall 2006 AJ AJ104 16 21 20   8 17   29 111 57 51.4% 73.9%
200710 Fall 2006 AJ AJ106 8 6 8   2 2   9 35 22 62.9% 74.3%
200710 Fall 2006 AJ AJ110 9 3 2     1   15 30 14 46.7% 50.0%
200710 Fall 2006 AJ AJ120 1 5 11     1 1 3 22 17 77.3% 86.4%
200710 Fall 2006 AJ AJ122 3 5 6   5 2   6 27 14 51.9% 77.8%
200710 Fall 2006 AJ AJ123 6 14 10     2   5 37 30 81.1% 86.5%
200715 Win. 2007 AJ AJ100 10 5 4         2 21 19 90.5% 90.5%
200715 Win. 2007 AJ AJ106 8 9 7         1 25 24 96.0% 96.0%
200715 Win. 2007 AJ AJ110 18 1 1         2 22 20 90.9% 90.9%
200715 Win. 2007 AJ AJ123 12 12 6         2 32 30 93.8% 93.8%
200720 Spr. 2007 AJ AJ100 19 32 44   19 49 1 27 191 95 49.7% 85.9%
200720 Spr. 2007 AJ AJ102 11 21 13   6 7   21 79 45 57.0% 73.4%
200720 Spr. 2007 AJ AJ104 17 21 13   8 20   18 97 51 52.6% 81.4%
200720 Spr. 2007 AJ AJ106 3 10 6   2     8 29 19 65.5% 72.4%
200720 Spr. 2007 AJ AJ110 9 17 4   2     6 38 30 78.9% 84.2%
200720 Spr. 2007 AJ AJ120 2 13 5         5 25 20 80.0% 80.0%
200720 Spr. 2007 AJ AJ121 7 6 6   1 3   5 28 19 67.9% 82.1%







200720 Spr. 2007 AJ AJ122 13 7 5   1 1 4 1 32 25 78.1% 96.9%
200720 Spr. 2007 AJ AJ123 5 6 10   2 5   4 32 21 65.6% 87.5%
200730 Sum. 2007 AJ AJ100 6 5 8     3   1 23 19 82.6% 95.7%
200730 Sum. 2007 AJ AJ110 21 4       1   1 27 25 92.6% 96.3%
200730 Sum. 2007 AJ AJ123 3 5 7   2       17 15 88.2% 100.0%
200810 Fall 2007 AJ AJ100 21 37 41   13 29   44 185 99 53.5% 76.2%
200810 Fall 2007 AJ AJ102 18 17 22   5 15   22 99 57 57.6% 77.8%
200810 Fall 2007 AJ AJ104 15 22 28   4 14   29 112 65 58.0% 74.1%
200810 Fall 2007 AJ AJ106 21 4       1   5 31 25 80.6% 83.9%
200810 Fall 2007 AJ AJ110 18 2 6   1     10 37 26 70.3% 73.0%
200810 Fall 2007 AJ AJ120 4 6 13     2   4 29 23 79.3% 86.2%
200810 Fall 2007 AJ AJ122 10 9 4     3   6 32 23 71.9% 81.3%
200810 Fall 2007 AJ AJ123 7 11 11     8   7 44 29 65.9% 84.1%
200815 Win. 2008 AJ AJ100 8 5 9   1 1   4 28 22 78.6% 85.7%
200815 Win. 2008 AJ AJ106 15 3           1 19 18 94.7% 94.7%
200815 Win. 2008 AJ AJ110 11 4 4           19 19 100.0% 100.0%
200815 Win. 2008 AJ AJ120 16 4           1 21 20 95.2% 95.2%
200815 Win. 2008 AJ AJ123 3 4 2         1 10 9 90.0% 90.0%
200820 Spr. 2008 AJ AJ100 21 38 43   17 35   30 184 102 55.4% 83.7%
200820 Spr. 2008 AJ AJ102 14 13 19   9 7   18 80 46 57.5% 77.5%
200820 Spr. 2008 AJ AJ104 7 16 20   8 16 1 21 89 43 48.3% 76.4%
200820 Spr. 2008 AJ AJ106 12 21 10         5 48 43 89.6% 89.6%
200820 Spr. 2008 AJ AJ110 6 14 6   1     3 30 26 86.7% 90.0%
200820 Spr. 2008 AJ AJ120 6 16 2         11 35 24 68.6% 68.6%
200820 Spr. 2008 AJ AJ121 7 4 2     1   2 16 13 81.3% 87.5%
200820 Spr. 2008 AJ AJ122 21 3       8   3 35 24 68.6% 91.4%
200820 Spr. 2008 AJ AJ123 3 11 11   2 3   5 35 25 71.4% 85.7%
200820 Spr. 2008 AJ AJ124 14 3 1   3     5 26 18 69.2% 80.8%
200830 Sum. 2008 AJ AJ100 4 10 9   3 4   1 31 23 74.2% 96.8%
200830 Sum. 2008 AJ AJ106 1 1 15   4 1   1 23 17 73.9% 95.7%
200830 Sum. 2008 AJ AJ110 15 4 2     2     23 21 91.3% 100.0%
200830 Sum. 2008 AJ AJ123 5 12 9     1   3 30 26 86.7% 90.0%







200910 Fall 2008 AJ AJ100 23 48 46   19 44 2 28 210 117 55.7% 86.7%
200910 Fall 2008 AJ AJ102 14 22 30   5 14   16 101 66 65.3% 84.2%
200910 Fall 2008 AJ AJ104 14 24 24   11 14 1 21 109 62 56.9% 80.7%
200910 Fall 2008 AJ AJ106 23 25 7     9   6 70 55 78.6% 91.4%
200910 Fall 2008 AJ AJ110 20         1   1 22 20 90.9% 95.5%
200910 Fall 2008 AJ AJ120 9 21 1     1   3 35 31 88.6% 91.4%
200910 Fall 2008 AJ AJ122 7 7 4   1 3   1 23 18 78.3% 95.7%
200910 Fall 2008 AJ AJ123 6 9 15   2 3   1 36 30 83.3% 97.2%
200910 Fall 2008 AJ AJ124 20 1 1   7 3   2 34 22 64.7% 94.1%
200915 Win. 2009 AJ AJ100 4 6 8   4 5   3 30 18 60.0% 90.0%
200915 Win. 2009 AJ AJ102 5 9 16   2 3   2 37 30 81.1% 94.6%
200915 Win. 2009 AJ AJ106 11 7 2     2     22 20 90.9% 100.0%
200915 Win. 2009 AJ AJ120 12 8       1   1 22 20 90.9% 95.5%
200920 Spr. 2009 AJ AJ100 25 47 45   20 30 1 29 197 117 59.4% 85.3%
200920 Spr. 2009 AJ AJ102 13 19 14   12 18   12 88 46 52.3% 86.4%
200920 Spr. 2009 AJ AJ104 8 23 24   8 16 1 18 98 55 56.1% 81.6%
200920 Spr. 2009 AJ AJ106 12 28 17   5 2   7 71 57 80.3% 90.1%
200920 Spr. 2009 AJ AJ110 11 18 2   2     5 38 31 81.6% 86.8%
200920 Spr. 2009 AJ AJ120 10 22 4   3 1   10 50 36 72.0% 80.0%
200920 Spr. 2009 AJ AJ121 4 4 5   2 2   1 18 13 72.2% 94.4%
200920 Spr. 2009 AJ AJ122 12 8 3   3 1   3 30 23 76.7% 90.0%
200920 Spr. 2009 AJ AJ123 4 12 12   1 6     35 28 80.0% 100.0%
200920 Spr. 2009 AJ AJ124 32         3   4 39 32 82.1% 89.7%
200930 Sum. 2009 AJ AJ100 6 9 14     1   3 33 29 87.9% 90.9%
200930 Sum. 2009 AJ AJ106 1 6 4     6   1 18 11 61.1% 94.4%
200930 Sum. 2009 AJ AJ110 11 15 3     1   2 32 29 90.6% 93.8%
200930 Sum. 2009 AJ AJ123 6 9 9   1 1     26 24 92.3% 100.0%
               874 979 873 0 259 491 13  661  4150 2726      


Administration of Justice Program 
Full Time Equivalent Student (FTEs)  


Course Fall Spring Summer Winter Grand 







2006 2007 2008 Total 2007 2008 2009 Total  2007 2008 2009 Total  2007 2008 2009 Total Total 


AJ 100 20.4 19.4 21.7 61.5 19.8 19.1 20.4 59.3 2.4 3.3 3.5 9.1 2.2 2.8 3.0 8.0 138.0
AJ 102 10.7 11.2 10.8 32.6 9.1 8.7 9.5 27.3             3.9 3.9 63.9
AJ 104 11.5 12.0 11.3 34.8 10.1 9.2 10.2 29.4                 64.2
AJ 106 3.6 3.4 7.3 14.3 3.1 5.0 7.4 15.4   2.4 1.9 4.3 2.6 1.9 2.3 6.9 40.9
AJ 110 3.1 3.8 2.3 9.2 3.9 3.1 3.9 11.0 2.8 2.4 3.4 8.6 2.3 1.9   4.2 33.1
AJ 120 2.6 3.1 3.6 9.3 2.7 3.7 5.6 12.0           2.1 2.4 4.5 25.9
AJ 121         2.9 1.7 1.9 6.4                 6.4
AJ 122 2.8 3.3 2.4 8.5 3.3 3.6 3.1 10.1                 18.5
AJ 123 3.8 4.6 3.7 12.1 3.3 3.6 3.6 10.6 1.8 3.2 2.7 7.7 3.4 1.0   4.4 34.7
AJ 124     6.0 6.0   3.9 5.2 9.1                 15.1


Total 58.5 60.8 69.1 188.4 58.2 61.7 70.7 190.7 7.0 11.3 11.5 29.8 10.5 9.8 11.6 31.9 440.8


Administration of Justice Program 
Full Time Equivalent Faculty (FTEf)  


Course Fall Spring Summer Winter Grand 
Total 


 2006 2007 2008 Total 2007 2008 2009 Total  2007 2008 2009 Total  2007 2008 2009 Total   


AJ 100 1.0 1.0 1.2 3.2 1.0 1.2 1.2 3.4 0.2 0.2 0.2 0.6 0.2 0.2 0.2 0.6 7.8 
AJ 102 0.6 0.6 0.6 1.8 0.6 0.6 0.6 1.8             0.2 0.2 3.8 
AJ 104 0.6 0.6 0.6 1.8 0.6 0.6 0.6 1.8                 3.6 
AJ 106 0.2 0.2 0.4 0.8 0.2 0.4 0.6 1.2   0.2 0.2 0.4 0.2 0.2 0.2 0.6 3.0 
AJ 110 0.2 0.2 0.2 0.6 0.2 0.2 0.2 0.6 0.2 0.2 0.2 0.6 0.2 0.2   0.4 2.2 
AJ 120 0.2 0.2 0.2 0.6 0.2 0.2 0.4 0.8           0.2 0.2 0.4 1.8 
AJ 121         0.2 0.2 0.2 0.6                 0.6 
AJ 122 0.2 0.2 0.2 0.6 0.2 0.2 0.2 0.6                 1.2 
AJ 123 0.2 0.2 0.2 0.6 0.2 0.2 0.2 0.6 0.2 0.2 0.2 0.6 0.2 0.2   0.4 2.2 
AJ 124     0.2 0.2   0.2 0.2 0.4                 0.6 
Total 3.2 3.2 3.8 10.2 3.4 4.0 4.4 11.8 0.6 0.8 0.8 2.2 0.8 1.0 0.8 2.6 26.8 







Administration of Justice Program 
FTEs per FTEf 


Course 
Fall Spring Summer Winter Overall


Avg. 2006 2007 2008 Avg. 2007 2008 2009 Avg. 2007 2008 2009 Avg. 2007 2008 2009 Avg.
AJ 100 20.4 19.4 18.1 19.2 19.8 16.0 17.0 17.4 12.1 16.3 17.3 15.2 11.0 14.1 15.1 13.4 17.7
AJ 102 17.8 18.7 18.0 18.1 15.2 14.5 15.9 15.2             19.5 19.5 16.8
AJ 104 19.2 20.0 18.8 19.3 16.8 15.4 16.9 16.3                 17.8
AJ 106 18.1 17.1 18.1 17.9 15.5 12.4 12.3 12.9   12.1 9.5 10.8 13.1 9.6 11.6 11.4 13.6
AJ 110 15.5 19.2 11.4 15.4 19.7 15.5 19.7 18.3 14.2 12.1 16.8 14.4 11.6 9.6   10.6 15.0
AJ 120 13.0 15.6 18.1 15.5 13.5 18.7 14.0 15.0           10.6 12.1 11.3 14.4
AJ 121         14.5 8.3 9.3 10.7                 10.7
AJ 122 14.0 16.6 11.9 14.2 16.6 18.1 15.5 16.8                 15.5
AJ 123 19.2 22.8 18.7 20.2 16.6 18.1 18.1 17.6 8.9 15.8 13.7 12.8 16.8 5.0   10.9 15.8
AJ 124     30.1 30.1   19.7 25.9 22.8                 25.2


Avg. 18.3 19.0 18.2 18.5 17.1 15.4 16.1 16.2 11.7 14.1 14.3 13.5 13.1 9.8 14.6 12.3 16.4


 
 
 
3. Present student learning or service area outcomes data that demonstrate the program’s continuous educational and/or service quality improvement.  Include 


the following standard information and metrics as well as additional program specific metrics, if any. 
List the program level outcomes, goals or objectives and show how these support the Institutional Student Learning Outcomes.  Identify the method(s) of 
assessment used for each of the program level outcomes.  Provide a summary of the outcome data for the program, including course and program level 
data as appropriate.     


 
 Student learning outcomes have been identified for all Administration of Justice courses.  Assessment and evaluation of AJ 100 took place in Spring 2009. 
 
 
4. Analyze the data presented visually (graphs, diagrams, etc.) and verbally (text) as appropriate, present any trends, anomalies, and conclusions.  Explain the 


program’s success or failure in meeting the objectives presented above in item one.  Explain the ways that the program utilized the student learning or service 
area outcome data presented in item three to improve the program (changes to curriculum, instructional methodology, support services, etc.) 


 







The Administration of Justice program has been very successful in delivering courses to students in spite of significant obstacles.  Over the past three years 
we have offered 134 sections of courses in AJ, enrolling just over 4100 students.  We did this relying extensively on overload and adjunct faculty.   Over this 
period there was only one dedicated full-time AJ instructor, yet we show an average semester FTEF of 4.0. 
 
Retention rates for the three year period are good, with an overall rate of 87%.  The overall student success rate is 74%.  These numbers have held fairly 
steady over the period; there is no statistically significant changes during the period.   


 
 
B. PRESENT: Snapshot of the State of the Program in the Current Semester: Fall 2009 


1. Give a verbal description of the program as it exists at the present time.  Include information on current staffing levels, current student enrollments, student 
learning or service are outcome implementation, number of majors, and/or other data as appropriate. 


 
Currently Administration of Justice classes are taught by one full-time faculty member, 20% of the load of another full-time faculty member and 12 - 15 Adjunct 
Faculty members teaching 19 - 22 sections per spring and fall semesters.  We believe that we are meeting the student demand for AJ courses, particularly for 
AJ 100: Introduction to AJ a popular GE course as well as the entry level course to the major.  However at a 99% fill rate, there is very little room for additional 
students or enrollment growth.  Since we have maximized our teaching resources we will not be able to offer additional sections to meet expanding student 
need without hiring more instructors.  Unfortunately, as we have moved our teaching resources to cover the required courses, we have had less opportunity to 
offer sections of the elective courses.   
The development of Distance Education Classes is expanding; three classes are currently being offered and two additional classes are in the final stages of 
development and should be available for the 2010-2011 academic year. 
 
We offer a Certificate and an Associate’s Degree in Administration of Justice. 
 


2. Verbally describe any outside factors that are currently affecting the program. (For example:  changes in job market, changing technologies, changes in 
transfer destinations, etc.) 


 
Because of the current poor economic climate, the requests for AJ classes are increasing significantly.  Law enforcement agencies are significant employers in 
the county and federal programs in particular continue to hire.  Therefore, students see law enforcement as a viable career option and training in administration 
of justice as a path to that career. 
 
Our department recently handled a grant for Protective Services Technician training through a work development program.  This program incorporated several 
independent classes into one multi-discipline program which was implemented and completed during this term.  It was highly successful and is forecast to be 
re-funded for the future. 


 
3. List any significant issues or problems that the program is immediately facing. 


 







We do not have enough full-time faculty members in the Administration of Justice program to offer the existing courses and develop the program in the ways in 
which our community partners are requesting.  Over reliance on part-time faculty is a danger to the long-term health of the program.  For example, our entire 
online program is being offered by exclusively by part-time faculty.  Should those adjunct faculty members no longer be available to teach we would 
immediately lose our ability to offer online courses in AJ. 
 
Shortage of classroom space is limiting the number of classes we are able to offer. 


 
 
  







C. FUTURE: Program Objectives for the Next Three Academic Years: 2009-10, 2010-11, 2011-12 
1. Identify the program objectives for the next three academic years, making sure these objectives are consistent with the college’s Educational Master Plan 


goals.  Include how accomplishment is to be identified or measured and identify the planned completion dates.  If any objectives are anticipated to extend 
beyond this three-year period, identify how much is to be accomplished by the end of this review period and performance measures. 


 
Objective Completion Indicators Completion Date 
Hire an additional full-time faculty member for the 
Administration of Justice program. 


Employment data Fall 2010 


Evaluate and update the course curriculum for all 
AJ courses, and the degree and certificates in AJ 


Course catalog and C&I minutes Spring 2011 


Improve student success rate through SLO 
performance analysis and curriculum revision, as 
appropriate, definition of course prerequisites if 
appropriate, 


Institutional success and retention data Spring 2011 


Develop 200 level courses to meet the need and 
desires of the student population 


Course schedule Spring 2012 


Develop a fully online AJ degree program Course schedule Spring 2012 
 
 
 


 
 
2. Identify how student learning or service area outcomes will be expanded and fully implemented into the program.  Include a progress timeline for 


implementation and program improvement.    
 


Initial Student Learning Outcomes are being developed and implemented for all courses within the Administration of Justice curriculum.  Assessments of SLO’s 
measured in Fall 2009 will be made in Spring of 2010.  The program intends to extend multiple SLO’s in each course during the next two years, and integrated 
the SLO’s in the General Education program path. 
 
Fall 2009 Initial SLO’s identified – AJ 100 


SLO Assessment –  
 


Spring 2010 Assessment Evaluation & Modification recommendations –  
Initial SLO’s identified – 
SLO Assessment –  
 







Fall 2010 All SLO’s identified –  
SLO Assessment – 
Assessment Evaluation & Modification recommendations – 
Begin integration into GE SLO plan 
 


Spring 2011 SLO Assessment – 
Assessment Evaluation & Modification recommendations – 
Continue integration into GE SLO plan – course level SLO and curriculum modification as required 
 


Fall 2011 SLO Assessment – 
Assessment Evaluation & Modification recommendations – 
Assessment evaluation & modification recommendation - GE Program 
 


Spring 2012 SLO Assessment – 
Assessment Evaluation & Modification recommendations – 
Assessment evaluation & modification recommendation - GE Program 
 


 
 


 
3. Identify any resources needed to accomplish these objectives.  Identify any obstacles toward accomplishment and the plan to surmount these obstacles.    
 


We must hire additional full-time faculty members during the next three years in order to fully handle the courses and curriculum we would like to offer to our 
students.  These courses have been identified by the community as being needed and we are implementing the necessary programs and training to meet 
those needs.  As overall college enrollment increases, there is a greater demand for the required courses within the AJ major.  Currently we employ only 1 full-
time faculty member in the Administration of Justice program, while the POST Coordinator teaches additional AJ classes as time permits.  We rely extensively 
on part-time faculty to cover the classes and also perform professional duties normally handled by full-time faculty members.  Unfortunately, it is becoming 
difficult to recruit sufficient numbers of qualified adjunct faculty.  The minimum qualifications to teach require a person to have been employed in good standing 
with a law enforcement agency and possess a degree.  This adjunct faculty member must also be available during the days and times required by the class 
schedule, and this unfortunately a difficult and limiting factor in the Imperial Valley.  Most of our adjunct faculty members are currently employed in the law 
enforcement field and are therefore not available during the day to cover classes.  With only one full-time faculty member it is difficult to staff all the sections we 
would like to offer. 
 
One of the goals of the program is to fully implement distance education in the AJ program.  Our community partners have identified this as a primary need of 
their employees.  Many of those working in different law enforcement programs in the area need to complete their college education but are unable to commit 
to traditional classes because of shift work and uncertain schedules.  Law Enforcement leadership has identified online education as a critical way for their 







employees to advance in their profession.  We are eager to develop and implement a full AJ degree program online.  However, without full-time faculty we are 
relying exclusively on part-time teachers to offer online courses.  While these adjunct faculty members are critical to our program success we must have 
dedicated full-time faculty members who are willing and able to offer online courses for a full-degree program to be successful.  With only one and one-third full 
time faculty this is impossible and we are severely limited in our ability to expand and deliver this program. 
 
Additionally, the need for permanent teaching space is vital to being able to conduct AJ classes.  This includes traditional semester based programs and non-
traditional short term classes requested by the community.  At the moment we have three small classrooms dedicated exclusively to the AJ/CSI and POST 
programs.  These physical resources are insufficient.  Without the space or the faculty we will be delayed in our ability to present these programs to the 
community that has requested them. 
 


 
4. Identify any outside factors that might influence your program during the next three years. 


 
Over the next three years we anticipate that the enrollment trends that we are seeing will continue; if that is the case the Administration of Justice program is 
going to find it increasingly difficult to meet the needs of our students. 
 
A significant challenge we are facing is to effectively meet the needs of our basic skills students so that they have a better chance to successfully complete 
courses in Administration of Justice.  Trends suggest that the population of under-prepared students is unlikely to decrease in the immediate future.  The 
Administration of Justice program is going to need to work with our campus community to identify ways to partner with the ESL, English, and Counseling 
programs to provide new opportunities and programs to improve student success. 
 
The budget drives what programs we can offer.  Classroom space was already at a premium and now with extended campuses closing, we are in need of even 
more space to hold the classes being offered right now.  The need for dedicated space in which to hold all the courses we could offer is critical and the most 
limiting factor in our ability to fulfill our mission. 








Part 2 – Comprehensive Program Review         Fall 2009 
 
Program Name:  
 
 
A. PAST:   Review of Program Performance, Objectives, and Outcomes for the Three Previous Academic Years:  


2006-07, 2007-08, 2008-09 
1. List the objectives developed for this program during the last comprehensive program review. 
 
 The main program objectives of the air conditioning program during the academic years 2005-2008 were to: 
  


1. To enhance the institution’s planning effort. 
2. To develop and implement marketing public relations plan. 
3. To improve student access to the college’s educational programs using technology and innovative instructional 


methods. 
4. To develop partnerships with business and industry. 
5. To increase course offerings and enhance educational opportunities. 


 
2. Present program performance data in tabular form for the previous three years that demonstrates the program’s 


performance toward meeting the previous objectives. Include the following standard program performance metrics as 
well additional program specific metrics, if any. 
a. For teaching programs this data should include at least the following:  Enrollment at census, number of sections, fill 


rate, retention rate, success rate, and grade distribution for each course in the program, during each semester and 
session of the previous three academic years.  In addition, the Full Time Equivalent Faculty (FTEF) and Full Time 
Equivalent Students (FTES) and the ratio of FTES per FTEF should be presented for the program for each 
semester and session. 


b. For non teaching programs this data should include the following:  TBD 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
  
 


Air Conditioning  







 
 


Air Conditioning and Refrigeration Program 
Enrollment Count at Census  


Course 
Fall Spring Summer Winter       


Grand 
Total 2007 2008 2009 Total 2007 2008 2009 Total 2007 200


8 2009 Total  2007 2008 2009 Total 


ACR 
101   23 21 44 17 16 33 66                 110 


ACR 
102 40 26   66     16 16             14 14 96 


ACR 
103   9 19 28 34 11 13 58 18     18 11     11 115 


ACR 
104 16 10 13 39 33 8   41                 80 


ACR 
105 15   12 27 21     21   20   20         68 


ACR 
106     15 15 10 23 14 47                 62 


Total 71 68 80 219 115 58 76 249 18 20   38 11   14 25 531 


Air Conditioning and Refrigeration Program 
Number of Sections 


Course 
Fall Spr. Sum. Win. Grand  


Total 2006 2007 2008 Total 2007 2008 200
9 Total 200


7 2008 2009 Total 2007 2008 2009 Total 


ACR 
101   1 1 2 1 1 2 4                 6 


ACR 
102 2 2   4     1 1             1 1 6 


ACR 
103   1 1 2 1 1 1 3 1     1 1     1 7 


ACR 
104 1 1 1 3 2 1   3                 6 


ACR 
105 1   1 2 1     1   1   1         4 


ACR 
106     1 1 1 1 1 3                 4 







Total 4 5 5 14 6 4 5 15 1 1   2 1   1 2 33 


Air Conditioning and Refrigeration Program 
Fill Rate 


Course 
Fall Spring Summer Winter Grand 


Total 2006 2007 2008 Total 2007 2008 200
9 Total  200


7 2008 2009 Total  2007 2008 2009 Total 


ACR 
101   


115
% 


105%  110% 85% 80% 83% 83%                         92% 


ACR 
102 


100
% 


65%     83%       80% 80%                   70% 70% 80% 


ACR 
103    45%  95%  70%


170
%


55% 65% 97% 90%       90% 55%       55% 82% 


ACR 
104 80%  50%  65%  65% 83% 40%    68%                         67% 


ACR 
105 75%     60%  68%


105
%


     
105
%


  
100
%


   100%             85% 


ACR 
106       75%  75% 50%


115
%


70% 78%                         78% 


Total 89%  68%  80%  78% 96% 73% 76% 83% 90%
100
%


   95% 55%    70% 63% 80% 


Air Conditioning and Refrigeration Program 
Student Success Rate  


Course 
Fall Spring Summer Winter 3-Year  


Averag
e 2006 2007 2008 Avg. 2007 2008 200


9 Avg. 200
7 2008 2009 Avg. 2007 2008 2009 Avg. 


ACR10
1   78% 76% 77% 76% 56% 79% 71%                 73% 


ACR10
2 85% 85%   85%     81% 81%             86% 86% 84% 


ACR10
3   56% 79% 67% 76% 64% 62% 67% 78%     78% 45%     45% 66% 


ACR10
4 88% 80% 71% 80% 87% 75%   81%                 80% 


ACR10
5 80%   67% 73% 95%     95%   95%   95%         84% 


ACR10
6     73% 73% 80% 78% 79% 79%                 78% 







Avg. 84% 75% 73% 76% 83% 68% 75% 76% 78% 95%   86% 45%   86% 66% 76% 


Air Conditioning and Refrigeration Program 
Student Retention Rate  


Course 
Fall Spring Summer Winter 3-Yr. 


Aver
age 2006 2007 2008 Avg. 2007 2008 200


9 Avg. 200
7 2008 2009 Avg. 2007 2008 2009 Avg. 


ACR10
1   91% 95% 93% 88% 88% 82% 86%                 89% 


ACR10
2 95% 92%   94%     81% 81%             93% 93% 90% 


ACR10
3   67% 95% 81% 100


% 82% 69% 84% 78%     78% 82%     82% 82% 


ACR10
4 88% 90% 93% 90% 90% 100


%   95%                 92% 


ACR10
5 87%   92% 89% 95%     95%   95%   95%         92% 


ACR10
6     87% 87% 90% 96% 86% 90%                 90% 


Avg. 90% 85% 92% 89% 93% 91% 80% 88% 78% 95%   86% 82%   93% 87% 88% 


Grade Distribution   


Term Sem
. Year Progra


m Course A B C CR D F 


O
th


er
 


W Total 
#  


Succee
d 


Succes
s 


Rate 


Retention 
Rate  


200710 Fall 2006 ACR 
ACR10


2 12 13 9   2 2   2 40 34
85.0


% 95.0%


200710 Fall 2006 ACR 
ACR10


4 4 9 1         2 16 14
87.5


% 87.5%


200710 Fall 2006 ACR 
ACR10


5 4 4 4     1   2 15 12
80.0


% 86.7%


200715 Win. 2007 ACR 
ACR10


3   3 2   1 3   2 11 5
45.5


% 81.8%


200720 Spr. 2007 ACR 
ACR10


1 1 9 3   1 1   2 17 13
76.5


% 88.2%


200720 Spr. 2007 ACR 
ACR10


3 6 2 5   1 3     17 13
76.5


% 100.0%


200720 Spr. 2007 ACR 
ACR10


4 1 12 14     1   3 31 27
87.1


% 90.3%


200720 Spr. 2007 ACR 
ACR10


5 10 5 5         1 21 20
95.2


% 95.2%







200720 Spr. 2007 ACR 
ACR10


6 2 4 2     1   1 10 8
80.0


% 90.0%


200730 
Sum


. 2007 ACR 
ACR10


3 2 8 4         4 18 14
77.8


% 77.8%


200810 Fall 2007 ACR 
ACR10


1 7 9 2     3   2 23 18
78.3


% 91.3%


200810 Fall 2007 ACR 
ACR10


2 3 11 8   1 1   2 26 22
84.6


% 92.3%


200810 Fall 2007 ACR 
ACR10


3   4 1     1   3 9 5
55.6


% 66.7%


200810 Fall 2007 ACR 
ACR10


4 2 4 2   1     1 10 8
80.0


% 90.0%


200820 Spr. 2008 ACR 
ACR10


1 4 2 3     5   2 16 9
56.3


% 87.5%


200820 Spr. 2008 ACR 
ACR10


3 4 1 2   1 1   2 11 7
63.6


% 81.8%


200820 Spr. 2008 ACR 
ACR10


4 3 1 2   1 1     8 6
75.0


% 100.0%


200820 Spr. 2008 ACR 
ACR10


6 5 8 5     4   1 23 18
78.3


% 95.7%


200830 
Sum


. 2008 ACR 
ACR10


5 8 7 4         1 20 19
95.0


% 95.0%


200910 Fall 2008 ACR 
ACR10


1 3 6 7   2 2   1 21 16
76.2


% 95.2%


200910 Fall 2008 ACR 
ACR10


3 6 1 8   2 1   1 19 15
78.9


% 94.7%


200910 Fall 2008 ACR 
ACR10


4 3 3 4   3     1 14 10
71.4


% 92.9%


200910 Fall 2008 ACR 
ACR10


5 2 4 2   2 1   1 12 8
66.7


% 91.7%


200910 Fall 2008 ACR 
ACR10


6 3 4 4   2     2 15 11
73.3


% 86.7%


200915 Win. 2009 ACR 
ACR10


2 7 2 3   1     1 14 12
85.7


% 92.9%


200920 Spr. 2009 ACR 
ACR10


1 5 7 14       1 6 33 26
78.8


% 81.8%


200920 Spr. 2009 ACR 
ACR10


2 3 7 3         3 16 13
81.3


% 81.3%


200920 Spr. 2009 ACR 
ACR10


3     8   1     4 13 8
61.5


% 69.2%


200920 Spr. 2009 ACR 
ACR10


6 7 2 2   1     2 14 11
78.6


% 85.7%
               117 152 133 0 23 32 1 55 513 402      







Air Conditioning and Refrigeration Program 
Full Time Equivalent Student (FTEs)  


Course 
Fall Spring Summer Winter Grand 


Total 2006 2007 2008 Total 2007 2008 200
9 Total  200


7 2008 2009 Total  2007 2008 2009 Total 


ACR 
101   3.8 3.5 7.2 2.8 2.6 5.4 10.9                 18.1 


ACR 
102 6.6 4.3   10.9     2.4 2.4             2.5 2.5 15.8 


ACR 
103   1.4 3.1 4.5 2.6 1.7 2.1 6.4 3.5     3.5 1.9     1.9 16.3 


ACR 
104 2.6 1.6 2.1 6.4 5.4 1.3   6.7                 13.2 


ACR 
105 0.9   0.7 1.6 1.3     1.3   1.4   1.4         4.3 


ACR 
106     2.3 2.3 1.5 3.8 2.3 7.6                 9.9 


Total 10.1 11.1 11.7 33.0 13.6 9.4 12.3 35.3 3.5 1.4   4.8 1.9   2.5 4.4 77.5 


Air Conditioning and Refrigeration Program 
Full Time Equivalent Faculty (FTEf)  


Course 
Fall Spring Summer Winter Grand 


Total 2006 2007 2008 Total 2007 2008 200
9 Total  200


7 2008 2009 Total  2007 2008 2009 Total 


ACR 
101   0.3 0.3 0.7 0.3 0.3 0.7 1.3                 2.0 


ACR 
102 0.7 0.7   1.3     0.3 0.3             0.3 0.3 2.0 


ACR 
103   0.3 0.3 0.7 0.3 0.3 0.3 1.0 0.3     0.3 0.3     0.3 2.3 


ACR 
104 0.3 0.3 0.3 1.0 0.7 0.3   1.0                 2.0 


ACR 
105 0.1   0.1 0.3 0.1     0.1   0.1   0.1         0.5 


ACR 
106     0.3 0.3 0.3 0.3 0.3 1.0                 1.3 


Total 1.1 1.7 1.5 4.3 1.8 1.3 1.7 4.8 0.3 0.1   0.5 0.3   0.3 0.7 10.2 







Air Conditioning and Refrigeration Program 
FTEs per FTEf 


Course 
Fall Spring Summer Winter Overall 


Avg. 2006 2007 2008 Avg. 2007 2008 200
9 Avg. 200


7 2008 2009 Avg. 2007 2008 2009 Avg. 


ACR 
101   11.4 10.4 10.9 8.4 7.9 8.1 8.1                 9.1 


ACR 
102 9.9 6.4   8.1     7.3 7.3             7.4 7.4 7.9 


ACR 
103   4.1 9.4 6.8 7.8 5.0 6.4 6.4 10.4     10.4 5.8     5.8 7.0 


ACR 
104 7.9 4.9 6.4 6.4 8.1 3.9   6.7                 6.6 


ACR 
105 6.9   5.5 6.2 9.6     9.6   10.3   10.3         8.1 


ACR 
106     6.8 6.8 4.6 11.4 6.9 7.6                 7.4 


Avg. 8.9 6.6 8.0 7.7 7.6 7.1 7.4 7.4 10.4 10.3   10.4 5.8   7.4 6.6 7.6 
 
 
 
 
3. Present student learning or service area outcomes data that demonstrate the program’s continuous educational 


and/or service quality improvement. Include the following standard information and metrics as well as additional 
program specific metrics, if any. 
List the program level outcomes, goals or objectives and show how these support the Institutional Student Learning 
Outcomes.  Identify the method(s) of assessment used for each of the program level outcomes.  Provide a summary 
of the outcome data for the program, including course and program level data as appropriate.     


 
 SLOs were identified ACR 101, 102, 103, 104, 105 and 106 in the Fall 2008 semester 
 SLOs were assessed in the Spring 09 semester 


  
 
4. Analyze the data presented visually (graphs, diagrams, etc.) and verbally (text) as appropriate, present any trends, 


anomalies, and conclusions.  Explain the program’s success or failure in meeting the objectives presented above in 
item one.  Explain the ways that the program utilized the student learning or service area outcome data presented in 
item three to improve the program (changes to curriculum, instructional methodology, support services, etc.) 







a.  The faculty for the AC program is active in a variety of ways to participate in the college’s planning process for the 
purpose of program improvement.  The advisory committee is made up of industry professionals that evaluate the 
content of the program that ensures that it meets industry needs.  The committee meets twice per year with faculty 
facilitating the meetings and agenda. 


 Faculty is also involved internally with the college’s customer service committee.  Although the function of the 
committee is to create a better working environment, the faculty participation promotes harmony and collegiality that 
can translate into educational value. 


b.   A new brochure was developed by the faculty to create interest in the community and as a recruitment tool.  Schools 
from all K-12 levels were visited to present demonstrations for students and create interest.  


c. Faculty spent one semester at UC Santa Barbara completing a solar energy technology class and assist in the 
development of new courses.  The number of course offerings in the last three academic years did not increase 
significantly, but remained constant due to limited number of adjunct faculty available.  The limited course offerings 
due create a benefit of high fill rates for most classes.   Technology and equipment was purchased to increase 
educational value and increase accessibility for students. 


d.   Industry was very generous in equipment and donations for instructional materials.    They are also frequent guest 
speakers to give students the latest information available on the industry.  Faculty “job shadowed” with private industry 
in order to connect the content of our courses with industry needs. 


e.   During the academic years 2005-06, 2006-07, 2007-08 class sections have been successfully offered at different 
times throughout the schedule. During the Fall and Spring semesters classes have been offered at 8:30 am, 1:30pm 
and 6:30 pm Monday through Thursday and on Saturday morning. ACR courses are offered every Winter and 
Summer sessions. Courses are schedule so Imperial Valley College students can achieve/earn a Certificate of Air 
Conditioning in as little as two semesters. 


 
Additional information 
 


 
 


B. PRESENT: Snapshot of the State of the Program in the Current Semester: Fall 2009 
1. Give a verbal description of the program as it exists at the present time. Include information on current staffing levels, 


current student enrollments, student learning or service are outcome implementation, number of majors, and/or other 
data as appropriate. 


 
 The most urgent and visible deficiency in our program are facilities.  The program operates in a 50 year old building 


with limited space and laboratories.  The environment is not very conducive to modern high tech learning.  Currently 
air conditioning classes are taught by one full-time faculty member teaching 5 of 6 sections per semester 


 Spring and Fall, and one section per Winter and Summer.   
 







 There is an average program fill rate of 80 %. We currently offer a certificate and degree in air conditioning. We are a 
 Recognized training and testing facility for (NATE) North American Technician excellence. 


 
2. Verbally describe any outside factors that are currently affecting the program. (For example:  changes in job market, 


changing technologies, changes in transfer destinations, etc.) 
 


The program is being affected in a positive way by the down turn in the job market. We have printed flyers and 
brochures to promote enrollment in air conditioning program. Student enrollment is up as students prepare themselves 
to be employable when the job market returns. 50% of our students are presently employed and seek to upgrade their 
skills. 


 
3. List any significant issues or problems that the program is immediately facing. 


 
The program is immediately facing a shortage of lab space that is needed to accommodate future anticipated growth 
of program. Additional adjunct faculty member will need to be hired. 


 
 
C. FUTURE: Program Objectives for the Next Three Academic Years: 2009-10, 2010-11, 2011-12 
 


1. Identify the program objectives for the next three academic years, making sure these objectives are consistent with the 
college’s Educational Master Plan goals.  Include how accomplishment is to be identified or measured and identify the 
planned completion dates.  If any objectives are anticipated to extend beyond this three-year period, identify how much 
is to be accomplished by the end of this review period and performance measures. 


                            Hire an additional part time adjunct faculty member by Fall 2010. 
 Improve student success rate through the implementation of SLOs that will gage student success. 
 Increase SLOs from one for course to three per course. 
 Develop internship program for air conditioning student, placing them into local businesses Fall 2010. 
 Have the air conditioning program certified of accredited by a national organization by Fall of 2011. 


 
2. Identify how student learning or service area outcomes will be expanded and fully implemented into the program.  


Include a progress timeline for implementation and program improvement.    
 
Initial student learning outcomes are being implemented in all six air conditioning courses by 2008-09. Assessments of 
SLOs measured in Fall 2008 were made in Spring of 2009. The program intends to add multiple SLOs in each course 
during the next two years, and integrate the SLOs in the general education program path.    


 







3. Identify any resources needed to accomplish these objectives.  Identify any obstacles toward accomplishment and the 
plan to surmount these obstacles.    


 
The cost of a new facility may be outside the scope of the CPR and will cost millions of dollars.  Funding will be 
necessary for newer equipment in including spot welder, sheet metal equipment,  and the latest air conditioning test 
equipment.  About $100,000 is necessary for these purchases.  As the funding opportunities decrease, it will become 
more challenging to purchase the equipment necessary to maintain the curriculum consistent with industry need.  The 
present classroom lab will need to be expanded to accommodate this objective, using district and VATEA funds the 
proper equipment and tools can be set in place and prepare the lab to be certified or accredited. 
The air conditioning program curriculum has been aligned to meet the qualifications that are needed to reach this goal 
by Fall 2011. 


 
4. Identify any outside factors that might influence your program during the next three years. 


 
Over the next three years it is anticipated that there will be a steady growth in the program, as the job market returns. 
This program is aligned with green and renewable energy, and green building which is expected to grow. 


 
 
 


 
 








Part 2 – Comprehensive Program Review         Fall 2009 
 
Program Name:  
 
 
A. PAST:   Review of Program Performance, Objectives, and Outcomes for the Three Previous Academic Years:  


2006-07, 2007-08, 2008-09 
1. List the objectives developed for this program during the last comprehensive program review. 
 
 
 The main objectives of the building construction program during the Academic Years 2005-2007 were to:  
 


1. Increase student enrollment in the classes and increase the use of technology in the classrooms.  
 


2. Improve student retention and success. 
 
 
 
2. Present program performance data in tabular form for the previous three years that demonstrates the program’s 


performance toward meeting the previous objectives. Include the following standard program performance metrics as 
well additional program specific metrics, if any. 
a. For teaching programs this data should include at least the following:  Enrollment at census, number of sections, fill 


rate, retention rate, success rate, and grade distribution for each course in the program, during each semester and 
session of the previous three academic years.  In addition, the Full Time Equivalent Faculty (FTEF) and Full Time 
Equivalent Students (FTES) and the ratio of FTES per FTEF should be presented for the program for each 
semester and session. 


b. For non teaching programs this data should include the following:  TBD  
    


                                                       Building Construction Program 
                                                       Enrollment Count at Census  


Course Fall Spring Summer Winter Grand 
Total 2006 2007 2008 Total 2007 2008 2009 Total 2007 2008 2009 Total 2007 2008 2009 Total


BLDC 110 19 18 16 53 17 12 9 38                 91
BLDC 130         10 15 9 34                 34


Building Construction Technology 







BLDC 140 17 9   26                         26
BLDC 145 14 9 8 31 12     12                 43
BLDC 150     15 15                         15
BLDC 160         7     7                 7
BLDC 180 16 18 9 43                         43
BLDC 185             19 19                 19
BLDC 190             25 25 16     16         41
BLDC 200 12     12                         12
BLDC 201                   12   12         12
BLDC 210   5   5                 12     12 17


Total Revi78 59 48 185 46 27 62 135 16 12   28 12     12 360


 


Building Construction Program 
Number of Sections 


Course 
Fall Spr. Sum. Win. G


T2006 2007 2008 Total 2007 2008 2009 Total 2007 2008 2009 Total 2007 2008 2009 Total 


BLDC 
110 1 1 1 3 2 1 1 4                 


BLDC 
130         1 1 1 3                 


BLDC 
140 1 1   2                         


BLDC 
145 1 1 1 3 1     1                 


BLDC 
150     1 1                         


BLDC 
160         1     1                 


BLDC 
180 1 1 1 3                         







BLDC 
185             1 1                 


BLDC 
190             1 1 1     1         


BLDC 
200 1     1                         


BLDC 
201                   1   1         


BLDC 
210   1   1                 1     1 


Total 5 5 4 14 5 2 4 11 1 1   2 1     1 


Building Construction Program 
Fill Rate 


Course 
Fall Spring Summer Winter Grand 


Total 
2006 2007 2008 Total 2007 2008 2009 Total  2007 2008 2009 Total  2007 2008 2009 Total


BLDC 110 119%  113%  100%  110% 53% 75% 56% 59%                         81%
BLDC 130             63% 94% 56% 71%                         71%
BLDC 140 106%  56%     81%                                     81%
BLDC 145 88%  56%  50%  65% 75%       75%                         67%
BLDC 150       94%  94%                                     94%
BLDC 160             44%       44%                         44%
BLDC 180 100%  113%  56%  90%                                     90%
BLDC 185                   119% 119%                         119%
BLDC 190                   156% 156% 100%       100%             128%
BLDC 200 75%        75%                                     75%
BLDC 201                            75%     75%             75%
BLDC 210    31%     31%                         75%       75% 53%


Building Construction Program 
Student Success Rate  


Course Fall Spring Summer Winter 3-Year 
Average 


 2006 2007 2008 Avg. 2007 2008 2009 Avg. 2007 2008 2009 Avg. 2007 2008 







BLDC110 74% 83% 69% 75% 59% 83% 78% 73%             
BLDC130         90% 93% 100% 94%             
BLDC140 71% 78%   74%                     
BLDC145 79% 67% 100% 82% 75%     75%             
BLDC150     87% 87%                     
BLDC160         86%     86%             
BLDC165           100%   100%             
BLDC180 63% 72% 22% 52%                     
BLDC185           100% 89% 95%             
BLDC190             72% 72% 94%     94%     
BLDC200 58%     58%                     
BLDC201                   92%   92%     
BLDC210   80%   80%                 92%   


Avg. 69% 76% 69% 72% 77% 94% 85% 85% 94% 92%   93% 92%   


Building Construction Program 
Student Retention Rate  


Course 
Fall Spring Summer Winter 


3-Yr. 
Average 2006 2007 2008 Avg. 2007 2008 2009 Avg. 2007 2008 2009 Avg. 2007 2008 2009 Avg.


BLDC110 95% 83% 88% 89% 71% 83% 100% 85%                 87% 
BLDC130         90% 93% 100% 94%                 94% 
BLDC140 88% 78%   83%                         83% 
BLDC145 93% 67% 100% 87% 92%     92%                 88% 
BLDC150     100% 100%                         100% 
BLDC160         100%     100%                 100% 
BLDC165           100%   100%                 100% 
BLDC180 94% 78% 56% 76%                         76% 
BLDC185           100% 89% 95%                 95% 
BLDC190             88% 88% 94%     94%         91% 
BLDC200 92%     92%                         92% 
BLDC201                   92%   92%         92% 







BLDC210   80%   80%                 92%     92% 86% 


Avg. 92% 77% 86% 85% 88% 94% 94% 92% 94% 92%   93% 92%     92% 89% 


Grade Distribution  


Term Sem. Year Program Course A B C CR D F 


O
th


er
 


W Total #  
Succeed 


Success
Rate 


Retention
Rate 


200710 Fall 2006 BLDC BLDC110 1 12 1     4   1 19 14 73.7% 94.7%
200710 Fall 2006 BLDC BLDC140 2 7 3   1 2   2 17 12 70.6% 88.2%
200710 Fall 2006 BLDC BLDC145 1 8 2   1 1   1 14 11 78.6% 92.9%
200710 Fall 2006 BLDC BLDC180 3 6 1     5   1 16 10 62.5% 93.8%
200710 Fall 2006 BLDC BLDC200 5 1 1     4   1 12 7 58.3% 91.7%
200715 Win. 2007 BLDC BLDC210 8 3           1 12 11 91.7% 91.7%
200720 Spr. 2007 BLDC BLDC110 5 4 1   1 1   5 17 10 58.8% 70.6%
200720 Spr. 2007 BLDC BLDC130 6 2 1         1 10 9 90.0% 90.0%
200720 Spr. 2007 BLDC BLDC145 6 1 2   2     1 12 9 75.0% 91.7%
200720 Spr. 2007 BLDC BLDC160 3 2 1     1     7 6 85.7% 100.0%
200730 Sum. 2007 BLDC BLDC190 11 2 2         1 16 15 93.8% 93.8%
200810 Fall 2007 BLDC BLDC110 4 5 6         3 18 15 83.3% 83.3%
200810 Fall 2007 BLDC BLDC140 3 3 1         2 9 7 77.8% 77.8%
200810 Fall 2007 BLDC BLDC145 2   2         2 6 4 66.7% 66.7%
200810 Fall 2007 BLDC BLDC180 7 4 2   1     4 18 13 72.2% 77.8%
200810 Fall 2007 BLDC BLDC210 1 1 2         1 5 4 80.0% 80.0%
200820 Spr. 2008 BLDC BLDC110 6 1 3         2 12 10 83.3% 83.3%
200820 Spr. 2008 BLDC BLDC130 8 3 3         1 15 14 93.3% 93.3%
200820 Spr. 2008 BLDC BLDC165 5 3 2           10 10 100.0% 100.0%
200820 Spr. 2008 BLDC BLDC185 1 5 3           9 9 100.0% 100.0%
200830 Sum. 2008 BLDC BLDC201 5 3 3         1 12 11 91.7% 91.7%
200910 Fall 2008 BLDC BLDC110 5 3 3     3   2 16 11 68.8% 87.5%
200910 Fall 2008 BLDC BLDC145 3 4 1           8 8 100.0% 100.0%
200910 Fall 2008 BLDC BLDC150 8 4 1     2     15 13 86.7% 100.0%
200910 Fall 2008 BLDC BLDC180 2       3     4 9 2 22.2% 55.6%







200920 Spr. 2009 BLDC BLDC110 4 1 2   1 1     9 7 77.8% 100.0%
200920 Spr. 2009 BLDC BLDC130 3 5 1           9 9 100.0% 100.0%
200920 Spr. 2009 BLDC BLDC185 10 7           2 19 17 89.5% 89.5%
200920 Spr. 2009 BLDC BLDC190 10 7 1   4     3 25 18 72.0% 88.0%
               138 107 51    14 24    42 376  296      


Building Construction Program 
Full Time Equivalent Student (FTEs)  


Course Fall Spring Summer Winter Grand 
Total 


 2006 2007 2008 Total 2007 2008 2009 Total  2007 2008 2009 Total  2007


BLDC 110 3.1 3.2 2.8 9.1 2.8 2.0 1.5 6.3           
BLDC 130         2.6 3.9 2.4 8.9           
BLDC 140 2.8 1.5   4.3                   
BLDC 145 2.3 0.9 1.2 4.5 2.0     2.0           
BLDC 150     4.4 4.4                   
BLDC 160         1.2     1.2           
BLDC 180 2.6 3.2 1.4 7.2                   
BLDC 185             5.6 5.6           
BLDC 190             4.2 4.2 3.1     3.1   
BLDC 200 2.8     2.8                   
BLDC 201                   2.3   2.3   
BLDC 210   0.8   0.8                 2


Total 13.6 9.6 9.8 33.1 8.5 5.9 13.6 28.1 3.1 2.3   5.4 2


Building Construction Program 
Full Time Equivalent Faculty (FTEf)  


Course 
Fall Spring Summer Winter Grand 


Total 2006 2007 2008 Total 2007 2008 2009 Total  2007 2008 2009 Total  2007 2008 2009 Total
BLDC 110 0.3 0.3 0.3 1.0 0.7 0.3 0.3 1.3                 2.3
BLDC 130         0.5 0.5 0.5 1.6                 1.6







BLDC 140 0.3 0.3   0.7                         0.7
BLDC 145 0.3 0.3 0.3 1.0 0.3     0.3                 1.3
BLDC 150     0.5 0.5                         0.5
BLDC 160         0.3     0.3                 0.3
BLDC 180 0.3 0.3 0.3 1.0                         1.0
BLDC 185             0.5 0.5                 0.5
BLDC 190             0.5 0.5 0.5     0.5         0.9
BLDC 200 0.4     0.4                         0.4
BLDC 201                   0.3   0.3         0.3
BLDC 210   0.3   0.3                 0.3     0.3 0.7


Total 1.7 1.7 1.5 4.9 1.9 0.9 1.9 4.6 0.5 0.3   0.8 0.3     0.3 10.7


Building Construction Program 
FTEs per FTEf 


Course 
Fall Spring Summer Winter Overall


Avg. 2006 2007 2008 Avg. 2007 2008 2009 Avg. 2007 2008 2009 Avg. 2007 2008 2009 Avg.
BLDC 110 9.4 9.5 8.5 9.1 4.2 6.0 4.5 4.7                 6.6
BLDC 130         4.9 7.4 4.4 5.6                 5.6
BLDC 140 8.4 4.4   6.4                         6.4
BLDC 145 6.9 2.8 3.7 4.5 5.9     5.9                 4.8
BLDC 150     8.2 8.2                         8.2
BLDC 160         3.5     3.5                 3.5
BLDC 180 7.9 9.5 4.1 7.2                         7.2
BLDC 185             10.4 10.4                 10.4
BLDC 190             9.0 9.0 6.6     6.6         7.8
BLDC 200 6.9     6.9                         6.9
BLDC 201                   6.9   6.9         6.9
BLDC 210   2.5   2.5                 6.3     6.3 4.4


Avg. 7.9 5.8 6.4 6.7 4.6 6.9 7.3 6.1 6.6 6.9   6.7 6.3     6.3 6.4


 
 
 







3. Present student learning or service area outcomes data that demonstrate the program’s continuous educational 
and/or service quality improvement.  Include the following standard information and metrics as well as additional 
program specific metrics, if any. 


List the program level outcomes, goals or objectives and show how these support the Institutional Student 
Learning Outcomes.  Identify the method(s) of assessment used for each of the program level outcomes.  Provide 
a summary of the outcome data for the program, including course and program level data as appropriate.     


 
 
1. One of the program goals is to develop an articulation with our local high schools. This program goal supports the 


institutional goal of: Developing collaboration with high schools regarding vocational education.  
2. Another program goal is develop a new program in green building and energy conservation. This program goal supports 


the institutional goal of: IVC will respond to community needs that address our evolving economic diversification. 
3. Another program goal is to schedule classes on a six day that will cater to both new and returning students by having 


day time classes as well as evening classes. This program goal supports the institutional goal of: Develop, implement 
and manage a six day per week balanced class schedule applicable district-wide to meet the needs of our community. 


4. Another program goal is to offer classes in various sites around the community to make and establish a presence in the 
eyes of the community. This program goal supports the institutional goal of: Use external instructional sites throughout 
Imperial County.  


 
The learning outcomes of the program are the following: To prepare students more for their jobs or new jobs,  
to prepare students with the use of new technology in the construction industry. The methods of assessment will vary 
depending on the classes, because each class will have institutional learning outcomes that will be assessed 
independently for example some of the learning outcomes will be asses with rubric, others will be asses with visual 
identification, written and verbal identification and the most important assessment will the gainful employment at the end 
of the program or certificate, which can easily be tracked, with the help of our employment specialist and the EDD.  


 
 
 


4. Analyze the data presented visually (graphs, diagrams, etc.) and verbally (text) as appropriate, present any trends, 
anomalies, and conclusions.  Explain the program’s success or failure in meeting the objectives presented above in 
item one.  Explain the ways that the program utilized the student learning or service area outcome data presented in 
item three to improve the program (changes to curriculum, instructional methodology, support services, etc.) 


 
 
 
 







      
Graph 1       Graph2 
The number of sections and enrollment at census seem to be following the same trend. The number of sections available has 
been declining due to the need of an additional adjunct instructor and enrollment has been experiencing a decline in students 
partially because of class scheduling. We found that courses offered in the afternoon have higher enrollment than courses offered 
in the morning, partially due to students that work during the day time and attend school in the afternoon to upgrade their skills. So 
the plan to increase enrollment at census is to offer more courses in the afternoon. In addition the building construction technology 
program is relatively new to the college and it has not been adequately diffused to the community. Another factor that might 
influence the incline in enrollment at census is that in the spring semester of 07’ we decrease the enrollment quota to all classes 
from 25 to 18 due to limited lab space and safety reasons for the students. Overall our fill rate is good at 81.5% and our student 
success rate was 79% for the previous three years, and our student retention rate was 89% for the previous three years, our total 
FTEs per FTEf was 6.4.  
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Graph3                                                                                       
 
 
Graph three indicates that the number of students per section is slightly increasing despite the fact that the number of sections 
has decreased in the 08’and 09’ semesters. Another important indicator to consider is that despite the fact that there are fewer 
sections offered the fill rate percentage is increasing. 
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Graph 4 Retention &Success Fall & Spring 
 
In the program we believe that retention and student success rate is attributed to student motivation as well as instructor 
motivation. During the fall 06’ and spring 07’ semesters we can see a decrease in our retention rates but simultaneously our 
success rate increased. During the fall of 07’ and spring 08’ our retention rates and success rates were almost identical proving 
that this trend can also happen during normal semesters and not necessary during the winter and the summer when students 
seem to be more motivated and serious about the classes. In the fall 08’semester the success and retention rates slightly dropped 
but that can be attributed to the drop in sections offered that can clearly be identified in graph 3.  
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Graph 5 Retention &Success Summer & Winter 
 
Graph 5 indicates the retention and success rates for the summer and winter semester. Apparently the graph only show one line, 
but that is because the retention and success rates were identical thus the appearance of a single line. Normally the winter and 
summer semester are always very successful because students that enroll in these classes can’t normally attend during the 
regular semester and that factor makes or retention rates and success rates very similar. Our retention is high during these 
semester because students realize there short semesters and take them very seriously when it comes to instruction.  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
B. PRESENT: Snapshot of the State of the Program in the Current Semester: Fall 2009 


1. Give a verbal description of the program as it exists at the present time.  Include information on current staffing levels, 
current student enrollments, student learning or service are outcome implementation, number of majors, and/or other 
data as appropriate. 
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Currently the building construction classes are being taught by one full time faculty member that teaches 3-4 sections 
per semester and one adjunct faculty member that teaches one section per semester. However at 81.5% average fill 
rate there is additional room for students and enrollment growth, but with the limited lab space and limited teaching 
resources we will not be able to offer additional sections to meet expanding student needs without hiring more adjunct 
faculty.  


  
 We currently offer two certificates in building construction but are pending the approval of a degree and three 


specializations in building construction to be able to expand our program. Once the pending degree is approved it will 
be more viable to increase our adjunct teaching resources.  


 
 
 
2. Verbally describe any outside factors that are currently affecting the program. (For example:  changes in job market, 


changing technologies, changes in transfer destinations, etc.) 
 


Currently the statewide employment rate in residential construction has fallen by due to several factors. However there 
is a change in the job market from residential construction type employees to retrofitting and energy efficiency 
technicians along with renewable energy type jobs in solar, wind, and thermal technologies which all have a common 
field which is the construction industry. There is an eminent need for green building specialists which are all based on 
construction knowledge.  


 
 
3. List any significant issues or problems that the program is immediately facing. 


 
The immediate problem that the program is currently facing in the lack of adequate lab space to impart the hands on 
component to the classes currently offered. Currently the construction program shares the lab spaces of auto body, 
welding and automotive. Lack of qualified, degreed adjunct faculty places a burden on the programs ability to offer 
enough sections to meet the current needs of the students; specifically in new technologies, such as energy 
efficiency/conservation, retrofitting and weatherization.  


  
 
 
 
 
 
 







 
 
C. FUTURE: Program Objectives for the Next Three Academic Years: 2009-10, 2010-11, 2011-12 


1. Identify the program objectives for the next three academic years, making sure these objectives are consistent with 
the college’s Educational Master Plan goals.  Include how accomplishment is to be identified or measured and identify 
the planned completion dates.  If any objectives are anticipated to extend beyond this three-year period, identify how 
much is to be accomplished by the end of this review period and performance measures. 


 
Improve student success rates trough the development of more courses on green building and energy conservation 


 
Objective  Completion Indicators  Completion Date 
Improve student success rate trough: 
Innovative classes in green building & 
Energy conservation 


Institutional success and retention 
data 


Fall 2012 


Hire an additional adjunct faculty  
Member 


Employment data Fall 2011 
 


Develop three SLOS for each course SLO Data Fall 2012 
Establish an articulation agreement 
with the local high schools 


Agreement Document  Fall 2012 


 
 
 
 
 
 
 
2. Identify how student learning or service area outcomes will be expanded and fully implemented into the program.  


Include a progress timeline for implementation and program improvement.    
 
 
Learning outcomes are being implemented in all of the building construction courses however not all courses have 
multiple SLO’s therefore the goal of the construction program will be to verify that all course have at least three SLO’s 
along with the corresponding assessment and evaluation criteria an data that will indicate the learning outcome of the 
students in each course.  


 
 







 
   


                                                       Time line  
Fall 2008 Initial SLO’s identified for all classes 


BLDC 110,130,140,145,150,160,165,180,185, 190, 
200,201. 


Spring 2009 Assessment evaluation & modification 
recommendations for BLDC110&130  


Fall 2009 Assessment evaluation & modification 
recommendations for BLDC140&145  


Spring 2010 Assessment evaluation & modification 
recommendations for BLDC150&160  


Fall 2010 Assessment evaluation & modification 
recommendations for BLDC165&180  


Spring 2011 Assessment evaluation & modification 
recommendations for BLDC185&190  


Fall 2011 Assessment evaluation & modification 
recommendations for BLDC200&201  


Spring 2012 Begin integration to SLO master plan  course level SlO 
and curriculum changes as needed based on 
assessment cycle. 


 
 
 
3. Identify any resources needed to accomplish these objectives.  Identify any obstacles toward accomplishment and the 


plan to surmount these obstacles.    
 


One of the factors that will influence our program during the next three years is the stimulus monies that are being 
offered through ARRA. Currently our program was awarded a grant (B-Green) to train a cohort of twenty five 
students in the areas of energy efficiency, weatherization, retrofitting of buildings and alternative energy. These 
grants will cause our program to expand along with our student enrollment and the need to hire additional teaching 
resources. The only obstacles that might be a problem is the fact that grant based education most of the time will 
be catered to a specific cohort and will be done with closed enrollment limiting the student that are already in the 
program. Once the grants are finalized additional resources might be needed to continue instruction as open 
enrollment to the whole community.  
 







 
 
 
 
 
4. Identify any outside factors that might influence your program during the next three years. 
 
 


Over the course of the next three years we can see a trend in more grant instruction programs that will lead to the 
creation of additional curriculum that will have to be adopted by the building construction program. The acquisition 
of future grants will help strengthen the building construction program and will be influential in keeping the program 
instruction current with new building techniques and technology. A factor that might affect or influence the program 
is the lack of qualified instructors in our area many applicants posses the experience but lack the education. When 
the program expands due to new classes or program we might face a deficit of qualified instructors. Finally one 
factor that not only affects this program but IVC as a whole is the challenge of instructing students who are 
deficient in basic skills. Therefore we face an important role as instructors in filling in the education gap between 
those students in order to keep them motivated and keep them from dropping the courses.  
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Part 2 – Comprehensive Program Review         Fall 2009 
 
Program Name:  
 
 
A. PAST:   Review of Program Performance, Objectives, and Outcomes for the Three Previous Academic Years:  


2006-07, 2007-08, 2008-09 
 


1. List the objectives developed for this program during the last comprehensive program review. 
 
        In the 2005-2008 comprehensive program review, our goal was to begin offering Computer Science classes in the fall of 2007. 
 
2. Present program performance data in tabular form for the previous three years that demonstrates the program’s 


performance toward meeting the previous objectives. Include the following standard program performance metrics as 
well additional program specific metrics, if any. 
a. For teaching programs this data should include at least the following:  Enrollment at census, number of sections, fill 


rate, retention rate, success rate, and grade distribution for each course in the program, during each semester and 
session of the previous three academic years.  In addition, the Full Time Equivalent Faculty (FTEF) and Full Time 
Equivalent Students (FTES) and the ratio of FTES per FTEF should be presented for the program for each 
semester and session. 


b. For non teaching programs this data should include the following:  TBD 
  


Computer Science Program 
Enrollment Count at Census  


Course 
Fall Spring Summer Winter Grand 


Total 2006 2007 2008 Total 2007 2008 2009 Total 2007 2008 2009 Total 2007 2008 2009 Total
CS 1   16   16   9   9                 25 


CS 210 9 9   18 5 11   16 9 10   19   5   5 58 
CS 220     18 18     22 22     3 3         43 
CS 230     5 5     16 16                 21 
CS 260   5   5 6 12   18                 23 
CS 280   5 6 11 5 13 6 24                 35 


Total 9 35 29 73 16 45 44 105 9 10 3 22   5   5 205 


Computer Science Program, Math Department, SME Division 
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Computer Science Program 


Number of Sections 
Course 


Fall Spr. Sum. Win. Grand 
Total 2006 2007 2008 Total 2007 2008 2009 Total 2007 2008 2009 Total 2007 2008 2009 Total 


CS 1   1   1   1   1                 2 
CS 210 2 1   3 1 1   2 1 1   2   1   1 8 
CS 220     1 1     1 1     1 1         3 
CS 230     1 1     1 1                 2 
CS 260   1   1 1 1   2                 3 
CS 280   1 1 2 1 1 1 3                 5 


Total 2 4 3 9 3 4 3 10 1 1 1 3   1   1 23 


Computer Science Program 
Fill Rate 


Course 
Fall Spring Summer Winter Grand 


Total 2006 2007 2008 Total 2007 2008 2009 Total 2007 2008 2009 Total 2007 2008 2009 Total
CS 1    46%     46%    26%   26%                  36% 


CS 210 16%  32%     21%  18% 39%   29% 32% 36%    34%   18%   18% 26% 
CS 220       75%  75%      92% 92%     13%  13%         60% 
CS 230       21%  21%      67% 67%                  44% 
CS 260    18%     18%  21% 43%   32%                  27% 
CS 280    21%  25%  23%  21% 54% 25% 33%                  29% 


 
Computer Science Program 


Student Success Rate  
Course 


Fall Spring Summer Winter 3-Year  
Average 2006 2007 2008 Avg. 2007 2008 2009 Avg. 2007 2008 2009 Avg. 2007 2008 2009 Avg. 


CS001   56%   56%   67%   67%                 61% 
CS210 89% 100%   94% 40% 91%   65% 78% 90%   84%   100%   100% 84% 
CS220     78% 78%     55% 55%     100% 100%         77% 
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CS230     80% 80%     88% 88%                 84% 
CS260   100%   100% 67% 100%   83%                 89% 
CS280   80% 100% 90% 60% 100% 100% 87%                 88% 
Avg. 89% 84% 86% 85% 56% 89% 81% 77% 78% 90% 100% 89%   100%   100% 83% 


 
Computer Science Program 


Student Retention Rate  
Course 


Fall Spring Summer Winter 3-Yr. 
Average 2006 2007 2008 Avg. 2007 2008 2009 Avg. 2007 2008 2009 Avg. 2007 2008 2009 Avg. 


CS001   56%   56%   78%   78%                 67% 
CS210 89% 100%   94% 40% 91%   65% 78% 90%   84%   100%   100% 84% 
CS220     78% 78%     68% 68%     100% 100%         82% 
CS230     80% 80%     88% 88%                 84% 
CS260   100%   100% 83% 100%   92%                 94% 
CS280   80% 100% 90% 100% 100% 100% 100%                 96% 
Avg. 89% 84% 86% 85% 74% 92% 85% 85% 78% 90% 100% 89%   100%   100% 86% 


Grade Distribution   


Term Sem. Year Program Course A B C CR D F 


O
th


er
 


W Total #  
Succeed 


Success
Rate 


Retention
Rate  


200710 Fall 2006 CS CS210 6 2           1 9 8 88.9% 88.9%  
200720 Spr. 2007 CS CS210 2             3 5 2 40.0% 40.0%  
200720 Spr. 2007 CS CS260 4         1   1 6 4 66.7% 83.3%  
200720 Spr. 2007 CS CS280 3         2     5 3 60.0% 100.0%  
200730 Sum. 2007 CS CS210 6 1           2 9 7 77.8% 77.8%  
200810 Fall 2007 CS CS001 5 4           7 16 9 56.3% 56.3%  
200810 Fall 2007 CS CS210 9               9 9 100.0% 100.0%  
200810 Fall 2007 CS CS260 5               5 5 100.0% 100.0%  
200810 Fall 2007 CS CS280 4             1 5 4 80.0% 80.0%  
200815 Win. 2008 CS CS210 2 3             5 5 100.0% 100.0%  
200820 Spr. 2008 CS CS001 1 3 2     1   2 9 6 66.7% 77.8%  
200820 Spr. 2008 CS CS210 5 5           1 11 10 90.9% 90.9%  
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200820 Spr. 2008 CS CS260 7 5             12 12 100.0% 100.0%  
200820 Spr. 2008 CS CS280 8 4 1           13 13 100.0% 100.0%  
200830 Sum. 2008 CS CS210 6 3           1 10 9 90.0% 90.0%  
200910 Fall 2008 CS CS220 5 7 2         4 18 14 77.8% 77.8%  
200910 Fall 2008 CS CS230 3 1           1 5 4 80.0% 80.0%  
200910 Fall 2008 CS CS280 2 4             6 6 100.0% 100.0%  
200920 Spr. 2009 CS CS220 7 4 1   1 2   7 22 12 54.5% 68.2%  
200920 Spr. 2009 CS CS230 2 8 4         2 16 14 87.5% 87.5%  
200920 Spr. 2009 CS CS280 4 2             6 6 100.0% 100.0%  
200930 Sum. 2009 CS CS220 3               3 3 100.0% 100.0%  
               99 56 10   1 6    33 205 165      


Computer Science Program 
Full Time Equivalent Student (FTEs)  


Course 
Fall Spring Summer Winter Grand 


Total 2006 2007 2008 Total 2007 2008 2009 Total 2007 2008 2009 Total 2007 2008 2009 Total
CS 1   0.5   0.5   0.2   0.2                 0.7 


CS 210 1.9 1.9   3.7 1.0 2.3   3.3 1.8 2.1   3.9   1.0   1.0 12.0 
CS 220     3.7 3.7     4.6 4.6     0.6 0.6         8.9 
CS 230     1.0 1.0     3.3 3.3                 4.4 
CS 260   1.0   1.0 1.2 2.5   3.7                 4.8 
CS 280   1.0 1.2 2.3 1.0 2.7 1.2 5.0                 7.2 


Total 1.9 4.4 6.0 12.3 3.3 7.7 9.1 20.1 1.8 2.1 0.6 4.6   1.0   1.0 38.0 


Computer Science Program 
Full Time Equivalent Faculty (FTEf)  


Course 
Fall Spring Summer Winter Grand 


Total 2006 2007 2008 Total 2007 2008 2009 Total 2007 2008 2009 Total 2007 2008 2009 Total
CS 1   0.1   0.1   0.1   0.1                 0.1 


CS 210 0.8 0.4   1.2 0.4 0.4   0.8 0.4 0.4   0.8   0.4   0.4 3.2 
CS 220     0.4 0.4     0.4 0.4     0.4 0.4         1.2 
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CS 230     0.4 0.4     0.4 0.4                 0.8 
CS 260   0.4   0.4 0.4 0.4   0.8                 1.2 
CS 280   0.4 0.4 0.8 0.4 0.4 0.4 1.2                 2.0 


Total 0.8 1.3 1.2 3.3 1.2 1.3 1.2 3.7 0.4 0.4 0.4 1.2   0.4   0.4 8.5 


 
Computer Science Program 


FTEs per FTEf 
Course 


Fall Spring Summer Winter Overall
Avg. 2006 2007 2008 Avg. 2007 2008 2009 Avg. 2007 2008 2009 Avg. 2007 2008 2009 Avg. 


CS 1   7.3   7.3   3.6   3.6                 5.5 
CS 210 2.3 4.7   3.1 2.6 5.7   4.1 4.5 5.3   4.9   2.5   2.5 3.7 
CS 220     9.4 9.4     11.4 11.4     1.6 1.6         7.5 
CS 230     2.6 2.6     8.3 8.3                 5.5 
CS 260   2.6   2.6 3.1 6.2   4.7                 4.0 
CS 280   2.6 3.1 2.8 2.6 6.7 3.1 4.1                 3.6 


Avg. 2.3 3.5 5.0 3.8 2.8 6.1 7.6 5.5 4.5 5.3 1.6 3.8   2.5   2.5 4.5 
 
3. Present student learning or service area outcomes data that demonstrate the program’s continuous educational 


and/or service quality improvement.  Include the following standard information and metrics as well as additional 
program specific metrics, if any. 


List the program level outcomes, goals or objectives and show how these support the Institutional Student 
Learning Outcomes.  Identify the method(s) of assessment used for each of the program level outcomes.  Provide 
a summary of the outcome data for the program, including course and program level data as appropriate.   
 
SLO data for computer science classes will be collected beginning in the spring of 2009.  


 
 
 
 
 
 
4. Analyze the data presented visually (graphs, diagrams, etc.) and verbally (text) as appropriate, present any trends, 


anomalies, and conclusions.  Explain the program’s success or failure in meeting the objectives presented above in item 
one.  Explain the ways that the program utilized the student learning or service area outcome data presented in item 
three to improve the program (changes to curriculum, instructional methodology, support services, etc.)         
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Enrollment:  The Computer Science Program was redesigned after 2006-2007 after a review of a Computer Science degree offering by IVC and 
of transferability of IVC Computer Science courses to four-year institutions. The current Computer Science Program began in the Fall of 2008. 
This makes tracking the data across the three-year period more challenging than it otherwise would have been.  Please note that CS 210 has 
become CS 220 and CS 260 has become CS230, effective in the Fall 2008. CS 1 was a one-unit introductory course that was offered once and 
is no longer in our catalog. 
     The data shows that our entry–level course (CS220) doubled its enrollment from 2007-8 to 2008-9.  Since this is a sequential curriculum, that 
increase was passed on to the enrollment in CS 230 in the spring of 2009. These numbers go a long way to establishing the viability of a 
Computer Science program at IVC. The enrollment data for second-level courses: CS 230 and CS 280, is somewhat skewed by the fact that 
IVC offered both courses in the spring and fall of 2008-9, while the program was under grant support. Moving forward, we are offering each 
course once a year, until the numbers suggest otherwise. 
 
Fill Rates:  The fill rates for CS 220 in 2008-9 show that the classes are nearing maturity, while CS 230 and CS 280 are waiting for the number 
of students completing the first course to reach critical mass. Offering CS 220 each semester and CS 230 / CS 280 alternating semesters, 
should balance the fill rates in the future. 
 
Student Success and Retention:  The success and retention rates were fairly constant across the period with the exception of a one-time dip in 
the spring of 2007.  That dip is a reflection of a time when staffing and curriculum were highly uncertain. The data appears to trend much more 
consistently since then, as staffing and curriculum have stabilized. 
 
FTES/FTEF:  This has been rising steadily over the period, as student confidence in the program has increased. 


 
B. PRESENT: Snapshot of the State of the Program in the Current Semester: Fall 2009 


1. Give a verbal description of the program as it exists at the present time.  Include information on current staffing levels, 
current student enrollments, student learning or service area outcome implementation, number of majors, and/or other 
data as appropriate. 


 
        Currently, the Computer Science Program employs one full-time professor. His load is approximately 50% Computer Science and 50% Math. 


In the Fall of 2009 we offered CS 220 and CS 230. CS 220 had an enrollment of 26 with 18 completing the course, while CS 230 had an 
enrollment of 8, with 7 completing the course.  The CS 220 enrollment continues the rising trend noted earlier. The CS 230 numbers do not. 
This bears watching. As noted previously, CS 230 and CS 280 were offered too frequently in 2008-2009. We are currently offering one section 
of CS 220 in the fall and spring semesters and offering CS 230 and CS 280 once a year, on a rotating basis. This spring we also begin 
offering CS 170, a 3-unit course in UNIX, which is strictly an elective. We plan to offer this course once every four semesters, unless demand 
indicates an increase. 


              
We offer an A.S. in Computer Science, for which CS 220, CS 230, and CS 280 are required courses.  SLO’s have been written for CS 220, 
CS 230 and CS 280. They have yet to be filed with the SLO coordinator.  Data will be collected on these courses beginning in the spring of 
2009. SLO’s for CS 170 will be developed this spring 


 
3. List any significant issues or problems that the program is immediately facing. 
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Our only significant issue at this time involves facilities. The Computer Science program has yet to find a permanent home.  The most 
desirable outcome would for the program to be housed in the 2700 building.  A shared room with the computer-based math classes would be 
optimal for the school from a cost and space standpoint.   


 
C. FUTURE: Program Objectives for the Next Three Academic Years: 2009-10, 2010-11, 2011-12 


1. Identify the program objectives for the next three academic years, making sure these objectives are consistent with 
the college’s Educational Master Plan goals.  Include how accomplishment is to be identified or measured and identify 
the planned completion dates.  If any objectives are anticipated to extend beyond this three-year period, identify how 
much is to be accomplished by the end of this review period and performance measures. 


 
        Our objective in the next three years is to continue to grow and stabilize the program.  We will be measuring this in terms of enrollment, 


success and retention, and FTES/FTEF ratios. SLO data, as it comes in, will be incorporated in the assessment of the curriculum and its 
effectiveness. 


              
Closely related to this will be the modernization of our classroom facilities.        


 
2. Identify how student learning or service area outcomes will be expanded and fully implemented into the program.  


Include a progress timeline for implementation and program improvement.    
 
        Spring 2010: SLO’s will be filed for CS 170, CS 220, CS 230, and CS 280. Data will collected for each except CS 280, which is not offered. 
          Fall 2010 and Beyond:  Data will collected for each course as they are offered.  Fall 2011. Assessment of SLO data will be incorporated into 


future curriculum changes. 
 
3. Identify any resources needed to accomplish these objectives.  Identify any obstacles toward accomplishment and the 


plan to surmount these obstacles.    
   
        Our current facility, room 1705, has 24 terminals. That puts a tight cap on the growth of this program. In addition, this room is distant from the 


other facilities that Computer Science students and professors use. It would be beneficial to have the program housed in the 2700 building or 
as close as possible. The cost of providing power to a potential lab in the 2700 is the only hurdle to surmount. 


 
4. Identify any outside factors that might influence your program during the next three years. 


 
The economy is the central factor. Computer programming is a profession that is highly sensitive to economic conditions. Programmers are 
alternately highly in demand or unemployed. This has an effect on student interest.  Enrollments in Computer Science programs at nearby 
institutions have fluctuated a good deal over the last generation. 








Part 2 – Comprehensive Program Review         Fall 2009 
 
Program Name:  
 
 
A. PAST:   Review of Program Performance, Objectives, and Outcomes for the Three Previous Academic Years:  


2006-07, 2007-08, 2008-09 
1. List the objectives developed for this program during the last comprehensive program review. 
 
The goals of the Correctional Science program were  


1. to increase student access to courses ; 
2. improve student retention and success. 


 
 
2. Present program performance data in tabular form for the previous three years that demonstrates the program’s 


performance toward meeting the previous objectives. Include the following standard program performance metrics as 
well additional program specific metrics, if any. 
a. For teaching programs this data should include at least the following:  Enrollment at census, number of sections, fill 


rate, retention rate, success rate, and grade distribution for each course in the program, during each semester and 
session of the previous three academic years.  In addition, the Full Time Equivalent Faculty (FTEF) and Full Time 
Equivalent Students (FTES) and the ratio of FTES per FTEF should be presented for the program for each 
semester and session. 


b. For non teaching programs this data should include the following:  TBD  


Correctional Science Program 
Enrollment Count at Census  


Course 
Fall Spring Summer Winter Grand 


Total 2006 2007 2008 Total 2007 2008 2009 Total 2007 2008 2009 Total 2007 2008 2009 Total 
CSI 
100 29 32 15 76 26 25 20 71                 147 


CSI 
102 5 6 3 14 9 4 5 18             0 0 32 


CSI 
104 22 17 20 59                         59 


CSI 
106         17 10 13 40                 40 


CSI 27 22 10 59                         59 


Correctional Science Program 







108 
CSI 
120 3 0 0 3 1 1 4 6           0 1 1 10 


Total 86 77 48 211 53 40 42 135           0 1 1 347 


Correctional Science Program 
Number of Sections 


Course 
Fall Spr. Sum. Win. Grand 


Total 2006 2007 2008 Total 2007 2008 2009 Total 2007 2008 2009 Total 2007 2008 2009 Total 
CSI 
100 1 1 1 3 1 1 1 3                 6 


CSI 
104 1 1 1 3                         3 


CSI 
106         1 1 1 3                 3 


CSI 
108 1 1 1 3                         3 


Total 3 3 3 9 2 2 2 6                 15 


Correctional Science Program 
Fill Rate 


Course 
Fall Spring Summer Winter Grand 


Total 2006 2007 2008 Total 2007 2008 2009 Total 2007 2008 2009 Total 2007 2008 2009 Total 
CSI 
100 83%  91%  43%  72% 74% 71% 57% 68%                         70% 


CSI 
104 63%  49%  57%  56%                                     56% 


CSI 
106             49% 29% 37% 38%                         38% 


CSI 
108 77%  63%  29%  56%                                     56% 


Correctional Science Program 
Student Success Rate  


Course 
Fall Spring Summer Winter 3-Year 


Average 2006 2007 2008 Avg. 2007 2008 2009 Avg. 2007 2008 2009 Avg. 2007 2008 2009 Avg. 
CSI100 17% 13% 7% 12% 50% 52% 70% 57%                 35% 







CSI102 60% 50% 0% 37% 44% 25% 20% 30%                 33% 
CSI104 64% 100% 100% 88%                         88% 
CSI106         41% 60% 46% 49%                 49% 
CSI108 59% 68% 70% 66%                         66% 
CSI120 33%     33% 100% 100% 75% 92%             100% 100% 82% 


Avg. 47% 58% 44% 49% 59% 59% 53% 57%             100% 100% 55% 


Correctional Science Program 
Student Retention Rate  


Course 
Fall Spring Summer Winter 3-Yr. 


Average 2006 2007 2008 Avg. 2007 2008 2009 Avg. 2007 2008 2009 Avg. 2007 2008 2009 Avg. 
CSI100 62% 47% 53% 54% 88% 74% 95% 85%                 70% 
CSI102 60% 67% 67% 64% 89% 25% 60% 58%                 61% 
CSI104 68% 100% 100% 89%                         89% 
CSI106         76% 100% 92% 90%                 90% 
CSI108 89% 91% 90% 90%                         90% 
CSI120 33%     33% 100% 100% 75% 92%             100% 100% 82% 


Avg. 62% 76% 78% 71% 88% 75% 81% 81%             100% 100% 77% 


Grade Distribution   


Term Sem. Year Program Course A B C CR D F 


O
th


er
 


W Total #  
Succeed 


Success
Rate 


Retention
Rate  


200710 Fall 2006 CSI CSI100   1 4   7 6   11 29 5 17.2% 62.1%
200710 Fall 2006 CSI CSI102 2   1         2 5 3 60.0% 60.0%
200710 Fall 2006 CSI CSI104 3 5 6     1   7 22 14 63.6% 68.2%
200710 Fall 2006 CSI CSI108 1 5 10   1 7   3 27 16 59.3% 88.9%
200710 Fall 2006 CSI CSI120   1           2 3 1 33.3% 33.3%
200720 Spr. 2007 CSI CSI100   4 8   3 6   3 24 12 50.0% 87.5%
200720 Spr. 2007 CSI CSI102   2 2   2 2   1 9 4 44.4% 88.9%
200720 Spr. 2007 CSI CSI106 4 2 1     6   4 17 7 41.2% 76.5%
200720 Spr. 2007 CSI CSI120     1           1 1 100.0% 100.0%
200810 Fall 2007 CSI CSI100     4   4 6   16 30 4 13.3% 46.7%
200810 Fall 2007 CSI CSI102   2 1     1   2 6 3 50.0% 66.7%







200810 Fall 2007 CSI CSI104 5 9 3           17 17 100.0% 100.0%
200810 Fall 2007 CSI CSI108 5 6 4   1 4   2 22 15 68.2% 90.9%
200820 Spr. 2008 CSI CSI100 4 3 5     5   6 23 12 52.2% 73.9%
200820 Spr. 2008 CSI CSI102   1           3 4 1 25.0% 25.0%
200820 Spr. 2008 CSI CSI106 1 3 2   1 3     10 6 60.0% 100.0%
200820 Spr. 2008 CSI CSI120     1           1 1 100.0% 100.0%
200910 Fall 2008 CSI CSI100     1   4 3   7 15 1 6.7% 53.3%
200910 Fall 2008 CSI CSI102         1 1   1 3 0 0.0% 66.7%
200910 Fall 2008 CSI CSI104 9 8 3           20 20 100.0% 100.0%
200910 Fall 2008 CSI CSI108 3 3 1     2   1 10 7 70.0% 90.0%
200915 Win. 2009 CSI CSI120 1               1 1 100.0% 100.0%
200920 Spr. 2009 CSI CSI100 1 6 7   1 4   1 20 14 70.0% 95.0%
200920 Spr. 2009 CSI CSI102     1     2   2 5 1 20.0% 60.0%
200920 Spr. 2009 CSI CSI106 1 2 3   1 5   1 13 6 46.2% 92.3%
200920 Spr. 2009 CSI CSI120 1 2           1 4 3 75.0% 75.0%
               41 65 69    26 64     76 341 175      


Correctional Science Program 
Full Time Equivalent Student (FTEs)  


Course 
Fall Spring Summer Winter Grand 


Total 2006 2007 2008 Total 2007 2008 2009 Total 2007 2008 2009 Total 2007 2008 2009 Total 
CSI 
100 3.0 3.3 1.6 7.9 2.7 2.6 2.1 7.4                 15.2 


CSI 
102 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0                 0.0 


CSI 
104 2.3 1.8 2.1 6.1                         6.1 


CSI 
106         1.8 1.0 1.3 4.1                 4.1 


CSI 
108 2.8 2.3 1.0 6.1                         6.1 


CSI 
120 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0           0.0   0.0 0.0 


Total 8.1 7.4 4.7 20.1 4.5 3.6 3.4 11.5           0.0   0.0 31.6 







Correctional Science Program 
Full Time Equivalent Faculty (FTEf)  


Course 
Fall Spring Summer Winter Grand 


Total 2006 2007 2008 Total 2007 2008 2009 Total 2007 2008 2009 Total 2007 2008 2009 Total 
CSI 
100 0.2 0.2 0.2 0.6 0.2 0.2 0.2 0.6                 1.2 


CSI 
104 0.2 0.2 0.2 0.6                         0.6 


CSI 
106         0.2 0.2 0.2 0.6                 0.6 


CSI 
108 0.2 0.2 0.2 0.6                         0.6 


Total 0.6 0.6 0.6 1.8 0.4 0.4 0.4 1.2                 3.0 


Correctional Science Program 
FTEs per FTEf 


Course 
Fall Spring Summer Winter Overall


Avg. 2006 2007 2008 Avg. 2007 2008 2009 Avg. 2007 2008 2009 Avg. 2007 2008 2009 Avg. 
CSI 
100 15.0 16.6 7.8 13.1 13.5 13.0 10.4 12.3                 12.7 


CSI 
104 11.4 8.8 10.4 10.2                         10.2 


CSI 
106         8.8 5.2 6.7 6.9                 6.9 


CSI 
108 14.0 11.4 5.2 10.2                         10.2 


Avg. 13.5 12.3 7.8 11.2 11.1 9.1 8.5 9.6                 10.5 
 
 
 
3. Present student learning or service area outcomes data that demonstrate the program’s continuous educational 


and/or service quality improvement.  Include the following standard information and metrics as well as additional 
program specific metrics, if any. 


List the program level outcomes, goals or objectives and show how these support the Institutional Student 
Learning Outcomes.  Identify the method(s) of assessment used for each of the program level outcomes.  Provide 
a summary of the outcome data for the program, including course and program level data as appropriate.   
 







The CSI program is currently on hold and therefore no SLO data is currently available.   
 
 
 
4. Analyze the data presented visually (graphs, diagrams, etc.) and verbally (text) as appropriate, present any trends, 


anomalies, and conclusions.  Explain the program’s success or failure in meeting the objectives presented above in 
item one.  Explain the ways that the program utilized the student learning or service area outcome data presented in 
item three to improve the program (changes to curriculum, instructional methodology, support services, etc.) 


 
The data above indicates that student interest in the Correctional Science program is declining.  Fill rates in the 
introductory course only achieved 70% while barely breaking 50% in the other program courses.  For this reason it 
was decided to place the CSI program on hold in order to analyze the reasons for this decline and decide how to 
update and revitalize the program making it an attractive option for students looking for a career in the law 
enforcement field.  







B. PRESENT: Snapshot of the State of the Program in the Current Semester: Fall 2009 
1. Give a verbal description of the program as it exists at the present time.  Include information on current staffing levels, 


current student enrollments, student learning or service are outcome implementation, number of majors, and/or other 
data as appropriate. 


 
Due to declining enrollments in this program, it was decided to put the Correctional Science program on hold for the 
2009-10 academic year and to undertake a full curriculum and program evaluation.  In the fall 2009 semester the final 
course in the CSI certificate sequence, CSI 108, was offered so that those students enrolled in the program could 
complete the certificate begun the previous year.  We anticipate that we will be reopening the program by the 2011-12 
academic year.   


 
2. Verbally describe any outside factors that are currently affecting the program. (For example:  changes in job market, 


changing technologies, changes in transfer destinations, etc.) 
 
The economic climate in the state has impacted the corrections system significantly and little hiring is taking place at 
the local prisons.  This has limited student interest in the CSI program. 


 
3. List any significant issues or problems that the program is immediately facing. 


 
We do not have a full-time instructor who is dedicated to the correctional science program.  Over the years we have 
relied exclusively on adjunct faculty members to teach CSI classes.  This means that there is no one who is committed 
to keeping abreast with current trends in Correctional Science education or available to work with local corrections 
institutions to ensure that our curriculum is up to date and applicable to the job market.  The program curriculum has 
become outdated.    


 
  







C. FUTURE: Program Objectives for the Next Three Academic Years: 2009-10, 2010-11, 2011-12 
1. Identify the program objectives for the next three academic years, making sure these objectives are consistent with 


the college’s Educational Master Plan goals.  Include how accomplishment is to be identified or measured and identify 
the planned completion dates.  If any objectives are anticipated to extend beyond this three-year period, identify how 
much is to be accomplished by the end of this review period and performance measures. 


 
Objective Completion Indicators Completion Date 
Hire a full-time faculty member for the 
Correctional Science program 


Employment data Fall 2011 


Improve student success rate through: 
 SLO performance analysis and 


curriculum revision, as appropriate, 
definition of course prerequisites if 
appropriate, 


Institutional success and retention data Spring 2013 


Increase on-line and alternative delivery 
opportunities for Correctional Science 
courses 


Course schedule Fall 2012 


Update all CSI course curriculum, 
certificate and degree program 


Course catalog Fall 2012 


 
 
2. Identify how student learning or service area outcomes will be expanded and fully implemented into the program.  


Include a progress timeline for implementation and program improvement.    
 


Initial Student Learning Outcomes are being developed and implemented for all courses within the Administration of 
Justice curriculum.  Assessments of SLO’s measured in Fall 2009 will be made in Spring of 2010.  The program 
intends to extend multiple SLO’s in each course during the next two years, and integrated the SLO’s in the General 
Education program path. 


 
Spring 2010 Initial SLO’s identified – CSI 100 


SLO Assessment –  
 


Fall 2010 Assessment Evaluation & Modification recommendations –  
Initial SLO’s identified – 
SLO Assessment –  
 







Spring 2011 All SLO’s identified –  
SLO Assessment – 
Assessment Evaluation & Modification recommendations – 
Begin integration into GE SLO plan 
 


Fall 2011 SLO Assessment – 
Assessment Evaluation & Modification recommendations – 
Continue integration into GE SLO plan – course level SLO and curriculum modification as 
required 
 


Spring 2012 SLO Assessment – 
Assessment Evaluation & Modification recommendations – 
Assessment evaluation & modification recommendation - GE Program 
 


Fall 2012 SLO Assessment – 
Assessment Evaluation & Modification recommendations – 
Assessment evaluation & modification recommendation - GE Program 
 


 
 
3. Identify any resources needed to accomplish these objectives.  Identify any obstacles toward accomplishment and the 


plan to surmount these obstacles.    
 
 


In order for the Correctional Science program to once again become a viable program at IVC we must have a full-
time faculty member who is dedicated to seeing the program succeed.  We have relied exclusively on adjunct faculty 
in this program for too many years and the program curriculum has become obsolete because of this.  Without 
someone who is able to evaluate the curriculum, partner with outside agencies and recruit students we do not 
believe this program can successfully continue. 


 
4. Identify any outside factors that might influence your program during the next three years. 
 
 The California State budget crisis is adversely affecting student interest in Corrections as a potential career.  Once the 


economy begins to recover and the prison system starts to hire new officers we believe that we will see a significant 
increase in student interest in the CSI program.  However, we must update our curriculum and plan how we will meet 
this anticipated need in the future. 








Part 2 – Comprehensive Program Review         Fall 2009 
 
Program Name:  
 
 
A. PAST:   Review of Program Performance, Objectives, and Outcomes for the Three Previous Academic Years:  


2006-07, 2007-08, 2008-09 
1. List the objectives developed for this program during the last comprehensive program review. 
  
 Objective 1:  The DSP&S department will provide an orientation to students on best use of services(i.e. tutoring, 


notetaking, interpreters, test proctoring, counseling.) 
 
 Objective 2:  The DSP&S department will provide study skills workshops to increase student’s success. 
 
 Objective 3:  DSP&S will contact students twice per semester to assess progress and use of available resources and 


services. 
 
 
2. Present program performance data in tabular form for the previous three years that demonstrates the program’s 


performance toward meeting the previous objectives. 
  
 As part of the Intake process for students applying for services from the DSPS program an orientation to the program 


and the college is provided.  This includes information on DSPS policies and procedures, and information on the 
appropriate use of services and how to request and utilize services.  For fiscal year 2006-07 231 students received an 
orientation as part of the Intake process.  For fiscal year 2007-08 261 students received an orientation, and for fiscal 
year 2008-09 231 students received an orientation.  These numbers represent all of the students applying for services 
during these years, including students who applied for services by completing an intake interview, which included the 
orientation, even if the student did not follow through with registering for classes. 


 
 During the 2007-08 year the DSPS program initiated a one-half credit course which included the assessment for 


learning disability, review of learning styles, and discussion with the student on study skills appropriate for the 
student’s type of learning disability based on the L.D. assessment.  During the 2007-08 fiscal year 16 students 
completed the course and received information on study skills relevant to their disability, and during fiscal year 2008-
09, 20 students completed the L.D. assessment course. 


 


Disabled Student Programs and Services    







 DSPS students are sent letters prior to the Fall and Spring semesters reminding them of important dates and to 
schedule an appointment with their counselor to discuss academic planning and appropriate accommodations.  At 
mid-semester progress reports are sent to all the instructors of all DSPS students asking them to report on the 
student’s performance in their classes, and if any services such as tutoring are indicated.  Counselors review these 
progress reports, and contact students who are having difficulty to advise them to make an appointment to discuss the 
need for tutoring or other appropriate disability related accommodations.  During fiscal year 2006-07, 318 students 
were contacted during the Fall semester and 267 in the Spring semester, with an unduplicated count of 420 students 
for the year.  During fiscal year 2007-08, 353 students were contacted during the Fall semester and 275 in the Spring, 
with an unduplicated count of 444 for the year.  During the 2008-09 fiscal year, 315 students were contacted in the 
Fall and 354 in the Spring, with an unduplicated count of 434. 


 
  
 
 
3. Present student learning or service area outcomes data that demonstrate the program’s continuous educational 


and/or service quality improvement.  Include the following standard information and metrics as well as additional 
program specific metrics, if any. 


List the program level outcomes, goals or objectives and show how these support the Institutional Student 
Learning Outcomes.  Identify the method(s) of assessment used for each of the program level outcomes.  Provide 
a summary of the outcome data for the program, including course and program level data as appropriate. 
 
Service Area Outcomes for the DSPS program were implemented during the 2008-09  Academic year, with the 
assessment of the outcomes completed in June, 2009. 
 
Program Service Area Outcomes: 
 
Outcome 1:  Students will demonstrate self-advocacy by initiating timely requests for appropriate services and/or 
educational accommodations.  The method of assessment was a random sample of 50 students reviewed to 
determine when they made the request for services.  Out of the 50 students reviewed, 40, or 80% requested 
services prior to the end of the first week of the Spring 2009 semester. 
 
Outcome 2:  Students will demonstrate knowledge of their rights and responsibilities under the Americans with 
Disabilities Act.  This outcome was suspended because informational materials intended to be distributed to 
students were unable to be purchased due to the budget shortfall.  This outcome will be modified and reinstated at 
a later date. 
 







Outcome 3:  Students will identify and utilize appropriate campus and community resources.  The method of 
assessment was a random sample of 50 students to review use of campus and community resources.  Out of the 
50 students sampled, 14% received no services during the Spring 2009 semester, 40% received one service, and 
46% received more than one service.   
 
High Tech Center Service Area Outcomes: 
 
Outcome 1:  Through increased communication with students, via phone calls and email, the student pass rate in 
the High Tech Center will increase from an average of 68.5% to 85% in DSPS 50 Adapted Keyboarding.  Method 
of assessment was a review of grade records.  The percentage of successful completion was 100%. 
 
Outcome 2:  Through increased communication with students, via phone calls and email, the student pass rate in 
the High Tech Center will increase from an average of 67% to 80% in DSPS 52 Computer Assess Evaluation.  
Method of assessment was review of grade records.  The percentage of successful completion was 83%. 
 
Outcome 3:  Through increased communication with students, via phone calls and email, the student pass rate in 
the High Tech Center will increase from an average of 52.5% to 65% in DSPS 54 Computer Access I.  Method of 
assessment was review of grade records.  The percentage of successful completion was 81%. 
 
Outcome 4:  Through increased communication with students, via phone calls and email, the student pass rate in 
the High Tech Center will increase from an average of 75% to 85% in DSPS 56 Computer Access II.  Method of 
assessment was review of grade records.  The percentage of successful completion was 75%. 
 
Outcome 5:  Through increased communication with students, via phone calls and email, the student pass rate in 
the High Tech Center will increase from an average of 48% to 60% in DSPS 58 Computer Access Projects.  
Method of assessment was review of grade records.  The percentage of successful completion was 82%. 
 
Learning Disabilities Service Area Outcomes: 
 
Outcome 1:  Students will demonstrate personal responsibility by attending each scheduled appointment and 
completing the 9 hours required for DSPS 18 Educational Assessment and Evaluation.  Method of assessment 
was review of the contact log.  Two students enrolled in the Spring 2009 semester successfully completed the 
course.  12 students who initiated the assessment in the Fall 2008 semester completed in the Spring. 
 
 
 
 







     
 
 
 
4. Analyze the data presented visually (graphs, diagrams, etc.) and verbally (text) as appropriate, present any trends, 


anomalies, and conclusions.  Explain the program’s success or failure in meeting the objectives presented above in 
item one.  Explain the ways that the program utilized the student learning or service area outcome data presented in 
item three to improve the program (changes to curriculum, instructional methodology, support services, etc.) 


 
 The program data indicated that in general students initiate request for services in a timely manner.  However, 


improvement is needed to increase timely requests to 90% of students in the program.  Although the objectives were 
met, a new target of 90% will be implemented, with greater efforts to contact students early so that services and 
supports are in place by the first day of classes.  A target of 90% of students receiving at least one service will be 
implemented by increased contact with students and providing a more detailed and structured orientation for students 
to become more aware of the services offered.  As funding becomes available informational materials will be 
developed to give students information about their rights and responsibilities under the Americans with Disabilities Act. 


 
 For the High Tech Center, it was very apparent that increased communication and contact with students increased 


their successful completion.  All outcomes except one were met, and all will be continued.   
 
 For the Learning Disabilities assessment, increased contact with students will be implemented to inform students of 


deadlines to complete the assessment.  This will be in the form of letters and phone contact. 
 
B. PRESENT: Snapshot of the State of the Program in the Current Semester: Fall 2009 


1. Give a verbal description of the program as it exists at the present time.  Include information on current staffing levels, 
current student enrollments, student learning or service are outcome implementation, number of majors, and/or other 
data as appropriate. 


  
 There are approximately 325 students receiving services through the DSP&S in the Fall 2009 semester.  The program 


consists of one full time counselor and one adjunct counselor, one full time Learning Disabilities Specialist/Counselor, 
one full time High Tech Center Instructional Specialist/Alternate Media Specialist, one full time Coordinator for 
Academic Support Services, and one 75% Career Development Specialist funded through the Workability III 
collaborative program with the State Department of Vocational Rehabilitation.  The full time Administrative Secretary 
retired September 30, 2009 and has not been replaced due to budget cuts.  Clerical support is being provided by 
student workers and the former Administrative Secretary working ten hours per week on a temporary basis.  Due to a 
45% cut in the DSPS budget tutoring was eliminated, as were the DSPS special classes in reading and math, as well 
as the non-credit courses in Critical Thinking, Arts and Crafts, Horseback Riding, and Accessing Community 







Resources.  The Disability Services Technician Major and Certificate courses have also been suspended due to lack 
of funding.  Service area outcomes have been implemented, focusing primarily on the outcome of Personal 
Responsibility, and will continue to address the need for students with disabilities to take a more active role in 
arranging for and following through with appropriate services. 


 
 
2. Verbally describe any outside factors that are currently affecting the program. (For example:  changes in job market, 


changing technologies, changes in transfer destinations, etc.) 
  
 The major factor affecting the DSPS program is the dire economic situation in the State of California, which has 


resulted in severe cuts in the DSPS budget.  This year the cut was 45%.  With one-time ARRA funding the actual 
reduction this year is 28%.  Next year the Governor has proposed no further cuts in the DSPS budget, but will not 
replace the one-time ARRA funds, so the full affect of the 45% cut will be realized next fiscal year.  This will mean the 
continuing elimination of tutoring and special classes, and the possible loss of classified and certificated staff unless 
funds are restored.  The elimination of these services will ultimately have a severe negative effect on the success of 
students with disabilities. 


 
 
3. List any significant issues or problems that the program is immediately facing. 


   
As stated above, the all- encompassing issue facing the program is the budget crisis.  Unless funding is restored, 
services and supports that are required under Federal and State laws are in jeopardy, placing the college in danger of 
being out of compliance with these laws. 


 
 
 
C. FUTURE: Program Objectives for the Next Three Academic Years: 2009-10, 2010-11, 2011-12 


1. Identify the program objectives for the next three academic years, making sure these objectives are consistent with 
the college’s Educational Master Plan goals.  Include how accomplishment is to be identified or measured and identify 
the planned completion dates.  If any objectives are anticipated to extend beyond this three-year period, identify how 
much is to be accomplished by the end of this review period and performance measures. 


 
 Objective 1.  The DSPS program will provide an orientation to students on best use of services (i.e. tutoring, 


notetaking, interpreters, test proctoring, counseling.)  The orientation will be provided for new students at time of 
intake, and for ongoing students at least once a semester.  This will be measured by intake statistics and sign in logs.  
This will be completed for each of the three academic years. 


 







 Objective 2.  The DSPS program will provide study skills workshops to increase student’s success.  These workshops 
will be open to all students in the program, and will be offered at least twice per semester.  This will be measured by 
sign in logs, and will be implemented in the first year and continue for the three years of the plan. 


 
 Objective 3.  DSPS will contact students twice per semester to assess progress and use of available resources.  


Letters will be sent at the beginning of each semester.  Progress reports will be sent to all instructors at mid-term to 
identify potential problems.  Using email to contact students will be implemented.  This will be implemented in the first 
year and continue for the three years of the plan. 


 
 
 
2. Identify how student learning or service area outcomes will be expanded and fully implemented into the program.  


Include a progress timeline for implementation and program improvement.   
 
 Student Learning Outcomes will be expanded if funding is restored to previous levels which will allow for the re-


implementation of DSPS special classes in Reading and Math,  the non-credit classes for the severely handicapped,  
tutoring for students with learning disabilities, and the Disability Services Technician major and certificate. When these 
courses and services are returned to the program Student Learning Outcomes will be developed for them.  The 
timeline for this will depend entirely on the state budget situation.    


 
 
 
3. Identify any resources needed to accomplish these objectives.  Identify any obstacles toward accomplishment and the 


plan to surmount these obstacles.    
 
 Stable funding for the DSPS program is needed in order to accomplish objectives.  Adequate funding to provide 


mandated accommodations and the staff to coordinate accommodations and provide counseling is essential for the 
program to survive.  All non-mandated services have been cut from the program and cannot be re-established until 
funding is restored.  Mandated services are in jeopardy if funding is not returned to previous levels.  Any objectives 
that involve additional funds cannot be implemented at this time.  Provision of basic mandated services is all that the 
program can focus on at the present time. 


 
 
 
 
4. Identify any outside factors that might influence your program during the next three years. 
 







 The state budget situation will continue to influence the program over the next 2-3 years.  Also the availability of 
qualified sign language interpreters is a potential influence if the number of deaf/hard of hearing students increases 
and/or the number of interpreters decreases. 








Part 2 – Comprehensive Program Review         Fall 2009 
 
Program Name:  
 
 
A. PAST:   Review of Program Performance, Objectives, and Outcomes for the Three Previous Academic Years:  


2006-07, 2007-08, 2008-09 
1. List the objectives developed for this program during the last comprehensive program review. 
  


Objective #1: Decrease the number of EOPS/CARE students exited for non-compliance. 
 Objective #2: Increase the number of EOPS/CARE students enrolled in 12 or more units per semester. 
 Objective #3: Increase the number of CARE participants served by academic year. 
 
2. Present program performance data in tabular form for the previous three years that demonstrates the program’s 


performance toward meeting the previous objectives. Include the following standard program performance metrics as 
well additional program specific metrics, if any. 


 
a. For teaching programs:  N/A 


 
b. For non teaching programs this data should include the following:   


 
          Objective #1:  Decrease the number of EOPS/CARE students exited for non-compliance 


Term Total Served 
Exit for non-
compliance Percentage 


  


Fall 2003 930 66 7.1  
 
 


Average= 68  
 


7.3% 


 
 
 
 
 


A Decline of  
.3%  


Spring 2004 898 65 7.2 
Fall 2004 914 69 7.5 


Spring 2005 892 63 7.1 
Fall 2005 1020 75 7.4 


Spring 2006 978 72 7.4 
Total 5632 410   


Fall 2006 998 64 6.4  
 
 


Average= 68 
 


7.0%  


Spring 2007 940 77 8.2 
Fall 2007 967 62 6.4 


Spring 2008 942 70 7.4 
Fall 2008 985 56 5.7 


Spring 2009 1014 80 7.9 
Total 5846 409    


 
        


Extended Opportunity Programs & Services 







    
 
Objective #2: Increase the number of EOPS/CARE students enrolled in 12 or more units per semester 


Term 
Number of 


Students Served 


Number of 
Students in 12 or 


more units 
% of Students in 
12 or more units 


  


Fall 2003 930 577 62.0  
 


Average= 588 
 


63% 


 
 


 3 %  
Increase 


of 
Students  


Enrolled in  
12 or more  


units 


Spring 2004 898 548 61.0 
Fall 2004 914 558 61.1 


Spring 2005 892 598 67.0 
Fall 2005 1020 643 63.0 


Spring 2006 978 606 62.0 
Total 5632 3530   


Fall 2006 998 775 78.0  
 


Average= 647 
 


66% 


Spring 2007 940 604 64.0 
Fall 2007 967 609 63.0 


Spring 2008 942 607 64.0 
Fall 2008 985 630 64.0 


Spring 2009 1014 657 65.0 
Total 5846 3882    


 
       
 
 
         Objective #3: Increase the number of CARE Participants Served by Academic Year 


Academic Year 
Unduplicated CARE 
Participants Served Academic Year 


Unduplicated CARE 
Participants Served 


2003-2004 119 2006-2007 145 
2004-2005 136 2007-1008 148 
2005-2006 128 2008-2009 146 


Total 383 Total 439 
Average= 128 Average= 146 


15% Increase of CARE Participants Served  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 







3. Present student learning or service area outcomes data that demonstrate the program’s continuous educational 
and/or service quality improvement.  Include the following standard information and metrics as well as additional 
program specific metrics, if any. 


 
List the program level outcomes, goals or objectives and show how these support the Institutional Student 
Learning Outcomes.  Identify the method(s) of assessment used for each of the program level outcomes.  Provide 
a summary of the outcome data for the program, including course and program level data as appropriate.     


 
  


  
Service Area Outcome Support Institutional 


Outcomes 
Assessment Summary 


1. Students will 
demonstrate personal 
responsibility by 
scheduling their own 
counselor appointment 
on-line through the 
SARs Program 


ISL 03 Assess the percentage of 
counseling appointments 
scheduled in SARS by 
students 


7% of all appointments 
scheduled were scheduled 
through e-SARs 


2. Attend a minimum of 
three appointments per 
semester 


ISL03 SARs Report Previous semester an 
average of 72% attended 
three appointments 


3. Customize and adhere 
to Student Educational 
Plan.  Show normal 
progress towards the 
completion of a degree, 
certificate, or transfer 
requirements 


ISL03 Twice a year review of 
SEP 


Counselors along with 
student review SEO on a 
semester basis in order to 
determine progress toward 
program completion 


4. Demonstrate ability to 
use WEBSTAR to 
register for semester 
classes 


ISL04 Registration monitored 
through enrollment roster 


Students needing 
assistance with 
registration process were 
assisted by EOPS student 
assistants. They 
demonstrated their 
knowledge of the 
registration process by 
producing a semester 
class schedule 


 
 







 
 
 


4. Analyze the data presented visually (graphs, diagrams, etc.) and verbally (text) as appropriate, present any trends, 
anomalies, and conclusions.  Explain the program’s success or failure in meeting the objectives presented above in 
item one.  Explain the ways that the program utilized the student learning or service area outcome data presented in 
item three to improve the program (changes to curriculum, instructional methodology, support services, etc.) 


                                                       
       EOPS/CARE students exited for non-compliance 


                                    
   
   


EOPS/CARE students are exited at the end of each semester if they do not utilize program services.  Service Area  
Outcomes 1 and 2 are used as part of the interventions to encourage retention in the program.  Non-compliant 
students are contacted by their counselor using postcards, e-mail, and phone calls.  If there is no response, address, 
phone numbers and e-mails are checked to see if they are still current.  The program targets low-income students 
that in itself assures multiple problems: inadequate financial resources, poor health (parent and/or children), 
indecision about major/career goals, lack of academic preparation, lack of adequate childcare, lack of transportation, 
lack of marketable skills and low social emotional competency.  For many who are returning to school for the first 
time it is frustrating adjusting to a rigid schedule and some find it easier to drop their classes.  The chart above 
shows the majority of students being exited at the end of the spring semester.  Counseling staff tends to let students 
continue in through the spring even though they may have not complied during the fall, thus you see a higher exit 
rate at the end of the spring. 


  
 
 


5


5.5


6


6.5


7


7.5


8


8.5


Fall 03      
Fall 06


Spr 04      
Spr 07


Fall 04      
Fall 07


Spr 05      
Spr 08


Fall 05      
Fall 08


Spr 06      
Spr 09


Fall 03‐ Spr 06 Fall 06‐Spr 09







 
 
 
 


EOPS/CARE students enrolled in 12 or more units per semester 


                                   
 
   
 


The percentage of EOPS students enrolling in 12 or more units per semester shows as a 3% increase from the  
previous three year period, Fall 2003 to Spring 2006.  Fall 2006 is an anomaly for which there is no apparent  
explanation.  Service Area Outcomes 3 and 4 were utilized to encourage enrollment in 12 units per semester. 
The increase of 3% per semester is slight.  There are a number of reasons for EOPS students to enroll in less than 
12 units, many of them discussed under “Students Exited for Non-compliance”.  Initially students may only come into 
the program If they are enrolled in 12 units, in subsequent semesters they may drop to 9 or less, and in many cases 
will drop the classes altogether.  The majority of the EOPS student population works; it may be that single students 
help to support their family, they may be single parents or may be married and support a family.  Time for classes 
may be limited and thus for many it is difficult to carry a full load, so it may well be that the varying of 62% to 65% is 
the norm for this segment of the student population. 
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     CARE Participants Served by Academic Year 


                                    
 
   
  To qualify for the CARE Program, a student must be a CalWORKs participant.  The program has always served all  


eligible CalWORKs who apply for CARE.  The average number has been 128; however, there has been, over the  
course of this last year, an increase in the number of CalWORKs participants eligible for the CARE program, thus  
making it possible for the CARE program to increase the number of CARE participants to an average of 146. 


 
 
B. PRESENT: Snapshot of the State of the Program in the Current Semester: Fall 2009 


1. Give a verbal description of the program as it exists at the present time.  Include information on current staffing levels, 
current student enrollments, student learning or service are outcome implementation, number of majors, and/or other 
data as appropriate. 


  
 This Fall 2009 semester we served 1051 students.  Students were required to meet with their counselor a minimum of 


three times during the semester.  Students were seen for advising, academic monitoring, career advisement, course 
recommendations, completion of an educational plan, financial aid petitions, graduation applications, EOPS program 
intake, personal counseling, probation counseling, student petitions, tutorial referrals, as well as assistance with their 
transfer process.  Aside from the services provided by their individual counselor, students were provided with $100.00 
book gift cards, bus passes, priority registration, EOPS grants, EOPS loans, tutoring, and EOPS workstudy. 


 The program is staffed by six full time counselors, one part-time counselor, a secretary and five student assistants.  
SAO’s (Service Area Outcomes) were implemented by sending students e-SARs information.  They also received 
individual assistance on how to access e-SAR’s to schedule their own appointment online.   Students were monitored 
through SARs to ensure attendance at three mandatory appointments.  The student educational plan was reviewed by 
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counselor and student at one of the three appointments.  Knowledge of online registration was monitored by 
enrollment rosters.  Students showing zero units were contacted and assisted with the registration process. 


 
2. Verbally describe any outside factors that are currently affecting the program. (For example:  changes in job market, 


changing technologies, changes in transfer destinations, etc.) 
 
 This Fall 2009 semester, the program has been affected by the large number of students seeking admission into the 


program, the present economy and lack of jobs is driving students to seek further education.  All eligible students 
applying for Fall 2009 semester were accepted and consequently in one semester we served the number of students 
we usually serve for the whole academic year.  Serving a number of students larger than normal has put a strain on 
our already diminishing resources. 


 
3. List any significant issues or problems that the program is immediately facing. 


 
The most significant and pressing issue is the cut in our program funding.  In spite of severe cuts, we have continued 
to serve all eligible students even though the variety of services has diminished and many students are not receiving 
all of the services for which they are eligible. 


 
C. FUTURE: Program Objectives for the Next Three Academic Years: 2009-10, 2010-11, 2011-12 
  


EOPS/CARE Objective 1:  To ensure that students avail themselves of all the program services offered by the  
  EOPS Program. 


  
Learning Outcome:   Students will demonstrate knowledge of the services provided by the EOPS 


Program. 
    


Outcome Assessment:    As documented by signed Responsibility Contracts. 
    


Resources/Obstacles:    None. 
    


Outside Influencing Factors:   Lack of funding. 
 
  EOPS/CARE Objective 2:  To provide a tutorial component addressing the specific academic needs of former ESL  


 students who have to repeat an English course. 
 


Learning Outcome:   The percentage of students successfully completing a repeat English 
course will show an increase to the previous year. 


 
Outcome Assessment:   Institutional research enrollment data for EOPS students will show an 


increase to the previous year in the number of students successfully 
completing a repeat English course. 







 
   Resources/Obstacles:   None. 
 
   Outside Influencing Factors:   Lack of funding. 
 
   


EOPS/CARE Objective 3: Develop and implement an online progress report to be used when a student indicates  
lack of progress in any class or classes. 


 
Learning Outcome:    Through the use of online progress reports the percentage of returned  


requests for progress reports will show an increase to the previous year. 
 
   Outcome Assessment:    Utilizing returned online progress reports to determine the percentage of  


          returned progress reports. 
 
   Resources/Obstacles:    None. 
 
   Outside Influencing Factors:   Lack of funding. 








Part 2 – Comprehensive Program Review         Fall 2009 
 
Program Name:  
 
 
A. PAST:   Review of Program Performance, Objectives, and Outcomes for the Three Previous Academic Years:  


2006-07, 2007-08, 2008-09 
 


1.  The Basic Skills Reading Program received increased attention statewide, with the advent of the Basic Skills 
Initiative (BSI) in 2006.  The Basic Skills Reading Program, accordingly, stood to benefit from the BSI.  As a 
consequence, objectives and outcomes were influenced accordingly.  Essentially, the central Basic Skills Reading 
Programs objectives leading in to the academic year 2006-2007 were: 


 
 Strengthen our Basic Skills Reading Program to provide for increased student retention and success. 
 Hire more faculty to meet the demand for more Basic Skills Reading courses. 
 Review the Basic Skills Reading Program and refine the curriculum in an effort to maintain appropriate 


standards. 
 Provide more Staff Development activities for Basic Skills faculty. 


 
 


2.  Program Review performance metrics follow.  These data cover each course in the program during each semester 
and session of the previous three academic years: 


 
Enrollment at census; number of sections; fill rate; success rate; retention rate, success rate, and grade distribution for 
each course in the program, during each semester and session of the previous three academic years.  In addition, the 
Full Time Equivalent Faculty (FTEF) and Full Time Equivalent Students (FTES) and the ratio of FTES per FTEF are 
included, as well. 


     


English - Basic Skills Reading Program 







    


English ‐ Basic Skills Reading  Program 
Enrollment Count at Census  


Course 
Fall Spring Summer Winter Grand 


Total 2006 2007 2008 Total 2007 2008 2009 Total  2007 2008 2009 Total  2007 2008 2009 Total 
ENGL 


52 17 13 9 39 15 10 11 36 1     1         76 


ENGL 
86 242 250 268 760 169 156 268 593 34 57 59 150 42 59 67 168 1671 


ENGL 
87 102 171 190 463 143 148 218 509 35 44 41 120 42 66 55 163 1255 


ENGL 
88 397 380 454 1231 266 337 399 1002 56 73 72 201 51 51 80 182 2616 


ENGL 
89 404 412 551 1367 346 430 544 1320 56 111 111 278 51 79 85 215 3180 


Total 1162 1226 1472 3860 939 1081 1440 3460 182 285 283 750 186 255 287 728 8798 


English - Basic Skills Reading Program 
Number of Sections 


Course 
Fall Spr. Sum. Win. Grand  


Total 2006 2007 2008 Total 2007 2008 2009 Total 2007 2008 2009 Total 2007 2008 2009 Total 
ENGL 


52 1 1 1 3 1 1 1 3 1     1         7 


ENGL 
54                     2 2         2 


ENGL 
86 10 11 11 32 7 7 11 25 2 3 3 8 1 2 3 6 71 


ENGL 
87   2 3 5 2 3 4 9 1 1 1 3 2 3 1 6 23 


ENGL 
88 15 14 15 44 13 13 15 41 3 3 4 10 3 2 3 8 103 


ENGL 
89 13 13 17 43 12 13 17 42 2 4 4 10 2 3 3 8 103 


Total 39 41 47 127 35 37 48 120 9 11 14 34 8 10 10 28 309 







English ‐ Basic Skills Reading Program 
Fill Rate 


Course 
Fall Spring Summer Winter Grand 


Total 2006 2007 2008 Total 2007 2008 2009 Total  2007 2008 2009 Total  2007 2008 2009 Total 
ENGL 


86 115%  108%  109%  110% 116% 101% 108% 108% 77% 84%  83% 82% 93% 83% 102% 92% 104% 


ENGL 
88 88%  90%  101%  93% 68% 86% 89% 81% 62% 81%  60% 67% 57% 85% 89% 76% 85% 


ENGL 
89 104%  106%  108%  106% 96% 110% 107% 105% 93% 93%  93% 93% 85% 88% 94% 90% 103% 


English - Basic Skills Reading  Program 
Student Success Rate  


Course 
Fall Spring Summer Winter 3-Year  


Average 2006 2007 2008 Avg. 2007 2008 2009 Avg. 2007 2008 2009 Avg. 2007 2008 2009 Avg. 
ENGL52 6% 8% 33% 16% 40% 44% 43% 42% 0%     0%         25% 
ENGL54                     82% 82%         82% 
ENGL86 61% 57% 49% 56% 43% 48% 50% 47% 74% 72% 66% 71% 70% 64% 73% 69% 60% 
ENGL87 70% 69% 60% 66% 63% 65% 67% 65% 80% 93% 83% 85% 93% 70% 91% 84% 75% 
ENGL88 63% 57% 55% 58% 56% 54% 54% 55% 91% 72% 75% 79% 84% 75% 90% 83% 69% 
ENGL89 54% 53% 51% 52% 48% 53% 53% 51% 61% 56% 71% 63% 69% 62% 84% 71% 59% 


Avg. 51% 49% 50% 50% 50% 53% 53% 52% 61% 73% 75% 70% 79% 68% 84% 77% 61% 







 


English - Basic Skills Reading  Program 
Student Retention Rate  


Course 
Fall Spring Summer Winter 3-Yr. 


Average 2006 2007 2008 Avg. 2007 2008 2009 Avg. 2007 2008 2009 Avg. 2007 2008 2009 Avg. 
ENGL52 18% 62% 44% 41% 60% 67% 57% 61% 100%     100%         58% 
ENGL54                     95% 95%         95% 
ENGL86 75% 72% 66% 71% 63% 61% 66% 63% 79% 82% 78% 80% 81% 83% 81% 82% 74% 
ENGL87 79% 76% 71% 75% 76% 72% 75% 74% 89% 93% 88% 90% 95% 80% 93% 89% 82% 
ENGL88 79% 73% 69% 74% 72% 69% 66% 69% 95% 86% 88% 89% 92% 84% 94% 90% 81% 
ENGL89 77% 75% 69% 74% 69% 66% 65% 66% 75% 86% 80% 81% 86% 86% 87% 86% 77% 


Avg. 65% 72% 64% 67% 68% 67% 66% 67% 88% 87% 86% 87% 89% 83% 89% 87% 76% 







 


Grade Distribution   


Term Sem. Year Program Course A B C CR D F 


O
th


er
 


W Total #  
Succeed 


Success
Rate 


Retention
Rate  


200710 Fall 2006 ENG/BSR ENGL52       1     2 14 17 1 5.9% 17.6%
200710 Fall 2006 ENG/BSR ENGL86 16 74 58   26 9   60 243 148 60.9% 75.3%
200710 Fall 2006 ENG/BSR ENGL87 13 28 31   8 1   22 103 72 69.9% 78.6%
200710 Fall 2006 ENG/BSR ENGL88 44 99 105   30 33   85 396 248 62.6% 78.5%
200710 Fall 2006 ENG/BSR ENGL89 22 81 114   73 22   92 404 217 53.7% 77.2%
200715 Win. 2007 ENG/BSR ENGL86 5 14 11   3 2   8 43 30 69.8% 81.4%
200715 Win. 2007 ENG/BSR ENGL87 8 22 9     1   2 42 39 92.9% 95.2%
200715 Win. 2007 ENG/BSR ENGL88 13 18 12   1 3   4 51 43 84.3% 92.2%
200715 Win. 2007 ENG/BSR ENGL89 2 14 19   9     7 51 35 68.6% 86.3%
200720 Spr. 2007 ENG/BSR ENGL52       6     3 6 15 6 40.0% 60.0%
200720 Spr. 2007 ENG/BSR ENGL86 15 32 25   20 14   63 169 72 42.6% 62.7%
200720 Spr. 2007 ENG/BSR ENGL87 16 37 37   13 5   35 143 90 62.9% 75.5%
200720 Spr. 2007 ENG/BSR ENGL88 26 63 59   30 12   74 264 148 56.1% 72.0%
200720 Spr. 2007 ENG/BSR ENGL89 13 69 98   56 22 1 119 378 180 47.6% 68.5%
200730 Sum. 2007 ENG/BSR ENGL52             1   1 0 0.0% 100.0%
200730 Sum. 2007 ENG/BSR ENGL86 10 9 6   2     7 34 25 73.5% 79.4%
200730 Sum. 2007 ENG/BSR ENGL87 9 11 8   3     4 35 28 80.0% 88.6%
200730 Sum. 2007 ENG/BSR ENGL88 4 34 13     2   3 56 51 91.1% 94.6%
200730 Sum. 2007 ENG/BSR ENGL89 4 13 17   5 3   14 56 34 60.7% 75.0%
200810 Fall 2007 ENG/BSR ENGL52       1     7 5 13 1 7.7% 61.5%
200810 Fall 2007 ENG/BSR ENGL86 12 50 79   19 19   70 249 141 56.6% 71.9%
200810 Fall 2007 ENG/BSR ENGL87 16 48 53   8 4   40 169 117 69.2% 76.3%
200810 Fall 2007 ENG/BSR ENGL88 14 66 132   28 33 1 100 374 212 56.7% 73.3%
200810 Fall 2007 ENG/BSR ENGL89 31 69 115   69 21   103 408 215 52.7% 74.8%
200815 Win. 2008 ENG/BSR ENGL86 5 16 16   7 4   10 58 37 63.8% 82.8%
200815 Win. 2008 ENG/BSR ENGL87 5 26 15   6 1   13 66 46 69.7% 80.3%
200815 Win. 2008 ENG/BSR ENGL88   13 25     5   8 51 38 74.5% 84.3%
200815 Win. 2008 ENG/BSR ENGL89 1 21 27   17 2   11 79 49 62.0% 86.1%







200820 Spr. 2008 ENG/BSR ENGL52       4     2 3 9 4 44.4% 66.7%
200820 Spr. 2008 ENG/BSR ENGL86 8 41 26   13 6   61 155 75 48.4% 60.6%
200820 Spr. 2008 ENG/BSR ENGL87 12 54 30   5 6   41 148 96 64.9% 72.3%
200820 Spr. 2008 ENG/BSR ENGL88 24 66 92   20 29   106 337 182 54.0% 68.5%
200820 Spr. 2008 ENG/BSR ENGL89 22 98 106   42 14 2 145 429 226 52.7% 66.2%
200830 Sum. 2008 ENG/BSR ENGL86 8 25 8   2 2 2 10 57 41 71.9% 82.5%
200830 Sum. 2008 ENG/BSR ENGL87 14 24 3         3 44 41 93.2% 93.2%
200830 Sum. 2008 ENG/BSR ENGL88 6 21 25   5 5   10 72 52 72.2% 86.1%
200830 Sum. 2008 ENG/BSR ENGL89 5 29 28   27 7   15 111 62 55.9% 86.5%
200910 Fall 2008 ENG/BSR ENGL52       3     1 5 9 3 33.3% 44.4%
200910 Fall 2008 ENG/BSR ENGL86 13 56 64   35 9   93 270 133 49.3% 65.6%
200910 Fall 2008 ENG/BSR ENGL87 20 53 42   12 8 1 55 191 115 60.2% 71.2%
200910 Fall 2008 ENG/BSR ENGL88 67 89 93   27 39 1 139 455 249 54.7% 69.5%
200910 Fall 2008 ENG/BSR ENGL89 23 104 156   63 36 2 171 555 283 51.0% 69.2%
200915 Win. 2009 ENG/BSR ENGL86 8 26 15   4 1   13 67 49 73.1% 80.6%
200915 Win. 2009 ENG/BSR ENGL87 11 21 18   1     4 55 50 90.9% 92.7%
200915 Win. 2009 ENG/BSR ENGL88 16 44 13   2 1   5 81 73 90.1% 93.8%
200915 Win. 2009 ENG/BSR ENGL89 19 34 18   3     11 85 71 83.5% 87.1%
200920 Spr. 2009 ENG/BSR ENGL52       3     1 3 7 3 42.9% 57.1%
200920 Spr. 2009 ENG/BSR ENGL86 12 61 59   31 12   91 266 132 49.6% 65.8%
200920 Spr. 2009 ENG/BSR ENGL87 18 84 44   9 9   54 218 146 67.0% 75.2%
200920 Spr. 2009 ENG/BSR ENGL88 19 99 100   31 16   136 401 218 54.4% 66.1%
200920 Spr. 2009 ENG/BSR ENGL89 31 120 140   40 20   193 544 291 53.5% 64.5%
200930 Sum. 2009 ENG/BSR ENGL54 11 6 1   1 2   1 22 18 81.8% 95.5%
200930 Sum. 2009 ENG/BSR ENGL86 5 16 18   5 2   13 59 39 66.1% 78.0%
200930 Sum. 2009 ENG/BSR ENGL87 8 16 10   2     5 41 34 82.9% 87.8%
200930 Sum. 2009 ENG/BSR ENGL88 13 28 13   8 1   9 72 54 75.0% 87.5%
200930 Sum. 2009 ENG/BSR ENGL89 20 48 11   10     22 111 79 71.2% 80.2%
               717 2190 2217 18 831 443  27 2396 8839 5142      







 


English ‐ Basic Skills Reading Program 
Full Time Equivalent Student (FTEs)  


Course 
Fall Spring Summer Winter Grand 


Total 2006 2007 2008 Total 2007 2008 2009 Total  2007 2008 2009 Total  2007 2008 2009 Total 
ENGL 


52 0.2 0.3 0.2 0.7 0.5 0.3 0.2 1.1 0.0     0.0         1.7 


ENGL 
86 47.5 48.7 49.0 145.2 33.3 29.7 49.2 112.2 5.7 9.4 9.0 24.0 5.5 7.3 13.0 25.8 307.2 


ENGL 
87 0.0 9.4 14.2 23.6 9.8 12.3 16.6 38.6 3.9 4.6 1.7 10.1 6.0 9.3 4.0 19.4 91.7 


ENGL 
88 54.5 52.5 62.7 169.7 36.7 46.5 51.1 134.3 7.7 10.1 7.6 25.3 6.9 6.8 10.4 24.1 353.4 


ENGL 
89 55.8 56.3 74.6 186.6 51.5 58.3 57.3 167.0 7.7 14.4 14.9 37.0 7.0 10.2 11.0 28.2 418.8 


Total 158.0 167.0 200.7 525.8 131.8 147.1 174.4 453.2 24.9 38.4 33.1 96.4 25.4 33.6 38.3 97.4 1172.8 


English ‐ Basic Skills Reading Program 
Full Time Equivalent Faculty (FTEf)  


Course 
Fall Spring Summer Winter Grand 


Total 2006 2007 2008 Total 2007 2008 2009 Total  2007 2008 2009 Total  2007 2008 2009 Total 
ENGL 


52 0.1 0.1 0.1 0.4 0.1 0.1 0.1 0.4 0.1     0.1         0.9 


ENGL 
86 2.0 2.9 2.9 7.9 1.4 1.9 2.9 6.2 0.4 0.8 0.8 2.0 0.2 0.5 0.8 1.5 17.6 


ENGL 
87   0.5 0.8 1.3 0.4 0.8 1.1 2.3 0.2 0.3 0.3 0.7 0.4 0.8 0.3 1.5 5.8 


ENGL 
88 3.0 3.7 4.0 10.7 2.6 3.5 4.0 10.1 0.6 0.8 1.1 2.5 0.6 0.5 0.8 1.9 25.2 


ENGL 
89 2.6 3.5 4.5 10.6 2.4 3.5 4.5 10.4 0.4 1.1 1.1 2.5 0.4 0.8 0.8 2.0 25.5 


Total 7.7 10.8 12.4 30.9 6.9 9.7 12.7 29.3 1.7 2.9 3.2 7.9 1.6 2.7 2.7 6.9 75.1 







 


English - Basic Skills Reading  Program 
FTEs per FTEf 


Course 
Fall Spring Summer Winter Overall 


Avg. 2006 2007 2008 Avg. 2007 2008 2009 Avg. 2007 2008 2009 Avg. 2007 2008 2009 Avg. 
ENGL 


52 1.4 2.0 1.8 1.7 3.7 2.4 1.9 2.6 0.0     0.0         1.9 


ENGL 
86 23.8 16.6 16.7 18.5 23.8 15.9 16.8 18.1 14.2 11.7 11.2 12.0 27.6 13.7 16.2 16.8 17.5 


ENGL 
87   17.6 17.8 17.7 24.5 15.3 15.5 17.0 19.3 17.1 6.3 13.8 15.1 11.7 15.2 13.2 15.8 


ENGL 
88 18.2 14.1 15.7 15.8 14.1 13.4 12.8 13.3 12.8 12.6 7.1 10.3 11.5 12.8 13.0 12.4 14.0 


ENGL 
89 21.5 16.2 16.4 17.6 21.4 16.8 12.6 16.1 19.3 13.5 13.9 14.6 17.6 12.7 13.7 14.1 16.4 


Avg. 20.4 15.5 16.2 17.0 19.0 15.1 13.8 15.5 14.4 13.1 10.3 12.3 15.9 12.6 14.4 14.1 15.6 
 







 
 
3. Student Learning Outcomes (SLOs) have been developed for all the Basic Skills Reading courses:  English 086/087 


(Reading II:  Basic Development), English 088 (Reading III:  Intermediate Development), and English 089 (Reading 
IV:  Intermediate Development).  At present, the English Division is entering into the next phase of SLO development, 
on the program level. 


 
4. For all levels of Basic Skills Reading courses, the English Division has created sets of rubrics to measure SLOs.  Each 


Basic Skills Reading course has, at present, at least four SLOs, and rubrics to match.  In addition, all course-level 
SLOs are keyed in to appropriate Institutional Outcomes. 
 
Presently, Reading Instructors are in the process of collecting data for analyze, as we move closer to being able to 
“close the loop,” in terms of SLO development, implementation, and analysis.  As efforts continue to develop program-
level SLOs, the loop-closing process will continue. 
 
At this stage of the process, however, one important trend is beginning to reveal itself:  faculty are beginning to 
appreciate the concept of “accountability” as it relates to SLOs, course objectives, and course improvement.  Initially, 
there was some degree of resistance, and the extremist perspective saw the SLO development-process as ultimately 
leading to instructor reprimands and possible firings.  Now, however, most instructors appreciate the fact that the SLO 
process is “faculty driven.”  And as the SLO development process continues, the potential exists certainly for 
developing new methods for student evaluation, to supersede the present generic process that has been institutional 
practice for more than two decades (i.e., the mandatory one-page “standard” student-evaluation questionnaire). 
 
Further attention needs to be given over to drawing the adjunct faculty closer to the SLO-development process, also.  
A recent analysis of course syllabuses revealed that the majority of full-time faculty included clearly stated SLOs in 
their course syllabuses, while a smaller percentage of adjuncts provided the same information. 


 







B. PRESENT: Snapshot of the State of the Program in the Current Semester: Fall 2009 
 


1. The data demonstrate extremely high fill-rates for the Basic Skills Reading Program, frequently exceeding 100%.  The 
retention rates reveal acceptable percentages, but not as high as complementary courses in the Basic Skills Writing 
Program.  Nonetheless, the data reveal a significantly higher retention rate in the intersessions (Winter and Summer).  
This could be attributed to one of the fundamental reasons the intersessions exist:  to allow students to repeat a failed 
class without losing too much time from their quest to complete their courses of study.  The success rates trend 
toward lower numbers as the courses range closer to transfer-level.  But these numbers reveal several realities.  
Apparent in the high fill rates is the need for additional staffing in order to adequately provide Basic Skills students with 
more individualized attention (especially considering that the quota for Basic Skills reading classes is a higher quota 
than for the transfer-level reading class (English 111).  This need for additional staffing is also indicated by the fairly 
high retention rates and the concomitant medium-to-low success rates. 
 
Furthermore, all indicators are that a high percentage of incoming IVC reading students will be in need of Basic Skills 
instruction in reading, regardless of whether or not there are adequate funds for addressing this area of IVC’s 
curriculum.  The Basic Skills Committee is currently addressing the question of how best to meet the needs of these 
students, especially as funds for the Basic Skills Program are likely to continue to decrease.  One particular area of 
focus for the Committee is finding ways to provide more staff development, specifically in the area of increased 
effectiveness in the teaching of Basic Skills Reading. 


 
 
 
2. The current state fiscal situation and increase in the jobless rate for Imperial County has resulted in a greater number 


of country residents seeking further education at Imperial Valley College.  The number of these prospective students 
who are identified as Basic Skills students has increased the demand for Basic Skills classes, including classes in the 
Basic Skills Reading Program.  The reality of this situation has been acknowledged at the state level, with the advent 
of the Basic Skills Initiative.  But the reality is a bit more pressing her in Imperial County, where the illiteracy rates and 
unemployment rates are significantly higher than they are in most other parts of California. 


 
 
 
3. The Basic Skills Program is a state-grant-funded program.  The current fiscal situation for the state of California has 


led to cuts in the 2009-2010 allocations.  State fiscal trends indicate that further, more severe, cuts in IVC’s allocation 
are forthcoming in 2010-2011, at the very least.  Therefore, other avenues need to be pursued to ensure the Basic 
Skills students at IVC are adequately served. 


 







C. FUTURE: Program Objectives for the Next Three Academic Years: 2009-10, 2010-11, 2011-12 
 
1.  These are the objectives for the next three academic years, for the Basic Skills Reading Program: 
 
a.  Continue to strengthen the Basic Skills Reading Program, especially with regard to increasing retention and success rates 
throughout the developmental sequence for Reading courses; 
 
b.  Provide for increased staff development focused on improved teaching of Basic Skills Reading courses: 
 
c.  Press to find ways to increase staffing to meet the ongoing or increased demand for Basic Skills courses. 
 
 


 
2.  The Basic Skills Reading instructors meet on a regular basis to discuss issues related to Basic Skills instruction and to review 
procedures, develop SLOs, and to coordinate with the Reading/Writing Lab.  This activity will continue with a strong sense of 
purpose for the next three years—particularly in light of the impending academic reorganization which will create a new Division 
structure, adding three new academic Deans.  In the process, the position of Reading Facilitator will be eliminated.  Up to this 
point, the Reading Facilitator has taken the lead in setting up meetings and overseeing the ebb and flow of activity in the Basic 
Skills Reading Program.  Now, Basic Skills Reading instructors need to refocus as a group, without the Facilitator, and continue 
this effort collaboratively.  On the horizon, their relationship with the new Dean will also need to be established and sustained.  
This reorganization will become official beginning 1 July 2010, but preparations need to be made beginning Spring 2010, for the 
Basic Skills Reading Program to make necessary adjustments, administratively, prior to the anticipated reorganization.  In 
addition, after reorganization, the Department Head (formerly Division Chair) will need to coordinate these efforts, in more directly 
establishing the working relationship among the Dean, the Department Head, the Tutorial Specialist in the Reading/Writing Lab, 
and the team of Basic Skills Reading instructors.  
 
Additionally, in concert with the new Dean and the Basic Skills Committee, the Department Head can initiate focused staff 
development activities, with assistance from the Basic Skills Reading instructors.  This activity needs to resume in Spring 2010 
and continue on a regular basis.  The Department Head needs to make a more deliberate effort, also, to draw in the adjunct 
faculty, to ensure consistency throughout the Basic Skills Reading Program.  And this effort will extend into the local high schools, 
via Cal-PASS.  In the fall of 2009, IVC officially partnered with the local high schools to work on helping students more effectively 
and successfully make the transition from high school to college.  During the next three years, the Basic Skill Reading Program 
can stand to benefit from this partnership and interaction, which includes not only IVC and the local high schools but the Imperial 
County Office of Education (ICOE) and the Calexico satellite campus of San Diego State University (SDSU). 
 
In Spring 2010, despite the exigencies of the state budget crisis, the English Division Chair needs to make every reasonable effort 
to argue for and to secure additional staff.  The efficacy of the Basic Skills Reading Program depends on additional staffing.  For a 







variety of reasons, the staff level in Reading has dropped over the past few years.  The English Division is a revenue-generating 
Division, and new staff would certainly produce needed FTES for the college.  But more importantly, additional staff is needed to 
meet the demands of the Basic Skills students.  The English Division will continue to seek for additional staff until the Division is 
once again back to the level it held in 2006. 
 
 
   
3. The three most significant resources needed for the Basic Skills Reading Program are: 
 
a.  adequate funding; 
b.  adequate staffing to allow for an increased number of sections of Basic Skills Reading courses to be taught; 
c.  adequate staff-development to enhance the Basic Skills Reading faculty’s ability to teach effectively. 
 
One obstacle that can hinder or stymie the efforts to obtain and/or make good use of these resources is a lack of knowledge, in 
general, about the need for wide-spread Basic Skills instruction and the particular needs of Basic Skills Reading students.  An 
aggressive campus-wide campaign spearheaded by the Basic Skills Committee, to educate all facets of the IVC faculty, staff, and 
administration can help to raise the awareness needed to help the Basic Skills program meet the needs of IVC students. 
 
In addition, for the short term, the English Division can step up and provide resources and funds (e.g., Basic Skills carry-over 
monies) to assist in the Staff Development effort.  Recently, all English faculty were provided with a set of books—about 30 
volumes in all—that was intended to establish a starting point for future ad hoc and sanctioned Staff Development activities.  
Faculty will be encouraged to engage in an ongoing discussion of issues related to Basic Skills, in concert with SLO-development 
activities. 
 
 
 
4. The most significant outside factor which can affect the Basic Skills Reading Program for the next three years is the reduction in 
funds forthcoming from the State of California Basic Skills Initiative grant.  Locally, due to the ongoing budget crisis, it appears that 
hiring new and additional faculty might have to wait for another year or two—a sad fiscal reality that could significantly cripple 
efforts to adequately serve Basic Skills students who are in most need. 


 








Part 2 – Comprehensive Program Review         Fall 2009 
 
Program Name:  
 
 
A. PAST:   Review of Program Performance, Objectives, and Outcomes for the Three Previous Academic Years:  


2006-07, 2007-08, 2008-09 
 


a. Strengthen our Basic Skills Writing Program to provide increased student retention and success. 
b. Hire more faculty to meet the demand for more Basic Skills Writing courses. 
c. Review the Basic Skills Writing Program and refine the curriculum in an effort to maintain appropriate 


standards. 
d. Provide more Staff Development activities for Basic Skills faculty. 


 
2. Present program performance data in tabular form for the previous three years that demonstrates the program’s 


performance toward meeting the previous objectives. Include the following standard program performance metrics as 
well additional program specific metrics, if any. 
a. For teaching programs this data should include at least the following:  Enrollment at census, number of sections, fill 


rate, retention rate, success rate, and grade distribution for each course in the program, during each semester and 
session of the previous three academic years.  In addition, the Full Time Equivalent Faculty (FTEF) and Full Time 
Equivalent Students (FTES) and the ratio of FTES per FTEF should be presented for the program for each 
semester and session. 


  


English ‐ Basic Skills Writing Program 
Enrollment Count at Census  


Course 
Fall Spring Summer Winter Grand 


Total 2006 2007 2008 Total 2007 2008 2009 Total  200
7 2008 200


9 Total  200
7 2008 2009 Total 


ENGL 
99 463 481 475 1419 381 409 509 1299 149 160 143 452 66 78 149 293 3463 


ENGL 
51 76 69 50 195 49 77 57 183     38 38         416 


ENGL 
59 24 32 58 114 23 39 74 136                 250 


ENGL 
96 124 222 171 517 144 95 190 429 26 44 29 99 17 45 96 158 1203 


English - Basic Skills Writing Program 







ENGL 
97 117 181 218 516 115 125 230 470 58 48 44 150 35 60 109 204 1340 


ENGL 
98 282 332 359 973 313 295 301 909 122 136 100 358 135 109 185 429 2669 


Total 1086 1317 1331 3734 1025 1040 1361 3426 355 388 354 1097 253 292 539 1084 9341 


English - Basic Skills Writing Program 
Number of Sections 


Course 
Fall Spr. Sum. Win. Grand  


Total 2006 2007 2008 Total 2007 2008 2009 Total 200
7 2008 200


9 Total 200
7 2008 2009 Total 


ENGL 
99 15 16 15 46 12 13 16 41 5 6 6 17 3 3 5 11 115 


ENGL 
51 5 5 1 11 5 1 1 7     2 2         20 


ENGL 
59 1 1 2 4 1 1 2 4                 8 


ENGL 
96 4 8 6 18 5 1 4 10   1 1 2   1 2 3 33 


ENGL 
97 3 3 6 12 3 6 9 18 3 2 2 7 2 3 5 10 47 


ENGL 
98 8 10 11 29 9 10 9 28 5 5 4 14 5 4 6 15 86 


Total 36 43 41 120 35 32 41 108 13 14 15 42 10 11 18 39 309 


English ‐ Basic Skills Writing Program 
Fill Rate 


Course 
Fall Spring Summer Winter Grand 


Total 2006 2007 2008 Total 2007 2008 2009 Total  200
7 2008 200


9 Total  200
7 2008 2009 Total 


ENGL 
99 


103
% 


100
% 


106%  103%
106
%


105
%


106
%


106
%


99% 89%  79% 89% 73% 87% 99% 89% 100% 


ENGL 
59 80% 


107
% 


97%  95% 77%
130
%


123
%


113
%


                        104% 


ENGL 
96 


115
% 


122
% 


108%  115%
108
%


105
%


108
%


107
%


93%
102
% 


81% 92% 87% 88% 98% 93% 106% 


ENGL 
98 


118
% 


111
% 


109%  112%
116
%


98%
111
%


108
%


81% 91%  83% 85% 90% 91% 103% 95% 103% 







English - Basic Skills Writing Program 
Student Success Rate  


Course 
Fall Spring Summer Winter 3-Year  


Averag
e 2006 2007 2008 Avg. 2007 2008 2009 Avg. 200


7 2008 200
9 Avg. 200


7 2008 2009 Avg. 


ENGL99 44% 37% 32% 38% 43% 33% 31% 36% 56% 44% 36% 45% 71% 32% 52% 52% 43% 
ENGL51 18% 32% 48% 33% 47% 36% 61% 48%     97% 97%         49% 
ENGL59 54% 70% 43% 56% 30% 54% 36% 40%                 48% 
ENGL96 46% 37% 52% 45% 42% 40% 53% 45% 58% 59% 66% 61% 65% 58% 55% 59% 52% 
ENGL97 67% 53% 59% 60% 47% 58% 62% 56% 81% 85% 84% 84% 72% 85% 67% 75% 68% 
ENGL98 44% 52% 55% 50% 51% 63% 59% 58% 63% 68% 67% 66% 66% 74% 73% 71% 61% 


Avg. 46% 47% 48% 47% 43% 47% 50% 47% 64% 64% 70% 66% 68% 62% 62% 64% 54% 


English - Basic Skills Writing Program 
Student Retention Rate  


Course 
Fall Spring Summer Winter 3-Yr. 


Averag
e 2006 2007 2008 Avg. 2007 2008 2009 Avg. 200


7 2008 200
9 Avg. 200


7 2008 2009 Avg. 


ENGL99 67% 69% 63% 66% 62% 69% 54% 62% 80% 67% 59% 68% 89% 55% 75% 73% 67% 
ENGL51 38% 66% 64% 56% 68% 52% 69% 63%     97% 97%         65% 
ENGL59 79% 80% 71% 77% 61% 74% 68% 68%                 72% 
ENGL96 81% 63% 76% 73% 63% 65% 82% 70% 65% 82% 79% 76% 71% 87% 81% 79% 75% 
ENGL97 85% 74% 83% 81% 69% 77% 83% 76% 86% 96% 95% 92% 83% 97% 85% 88% 84% 
ENGL98 68% 81% 78% 76% 68% 79% 82% 76% 81% 82% 80% 81% 79% 91% 91% 87% 80% 


Avg. 70% 72% 72% 71% 65% 69% 73% 69% 78% 82% 82% 81% 81% 82% 83% 82% 75% 


Grade Distribution   


Term Sem. Year Program Course A B C CR D F 
O


th
er


 
W Tota


l 
#  


Succee
d 


Succes
s 


Rate 


Retentio
n 


Rate  


200710 Fall 2006 
ENG/BS


W 
ENGL10


0 9 70 125   56 53   151 464 204 44.0% 67.5%


200710 Fall 2006 
ENG/BS


W ENGL51       14     15 47 76 14 18.4% 38.2%







200710 Fall 2006 
ENG/BS


W ENGL59 1 5 7   4 2   5 24 13 54.2% 79.2%


200710 Fall 2006 
ENG/BS


W ENGL96 4 23 30   26 16 1 24 124 57 46.0% 80.6%


200710 Fall 2006 
ENG/BS


W ENGL97 15 28 35   12 9   18 117 78 66.7% 84.6%


200710 Fall 2006 
ENG/BS


W ENGL98 13 37 74   46 22   90 282 124 44.0% 68.1%


200715 Win. 2007 
ENG/BS


W 
ENGL10


0   15 32   9 3   7 66 47 71.2% 89.4%


200715 Win. 2007 
ENG/BS


W ENGL96   6 5   1     5 17 11 64.7% 70.6%


200715 Win. 2007 
ENG/BS


W ENGL97 3 11 12   4     6 36 26 72.2% 83.3%


200715 Win. 2007 
ENG/BS


W ENGL98 10 24 56   17 1   29 137 90 65.7% 78.8%


200720 Spr. 2007 
ENG/BS


W 
ENGL10


0 13 55 97   36 37   143 381 165 43.3% 62.5%


200720 Spr. 2007 
ENG/BS


W ENGL51       22     10 15 47 22 46.8% 68.1%


200720 Spr. 2007 
ENG/BS


W ENGL59   4 3   7     9 23 7 30.4% 60.9%


200720 Spr. 2007 
ENG/BS


W ENGL96 17 19 24   17 13 1 53 144 60 41.7% 63.2%


200720 Spr. 2007 
ENG/BS


W ENGL97 12 21 21   20 5   36 115 54 47.0% 68.7%


200720 Spr. 2007 
ENG/BS


W ENGL98 20 47 91   32 21 2 98 311 158 50.8% 68.5%


200730 Sum. 2007 
ENG/BS


W 
ENGL10


0 24 29 30   21 15   30 149 83 55.7% 79.9%


200730 Sum. 2007 
ENG/BS


W ENGL96   7 8   2     9 26 15 57.7% 65.4%


200730 Sum. 2007 
ENG/BS


W ENGL97 11 23 13   3     8 58 47 81.0% 86.2%


200730 Sum. 2007 
ENG/BS


W ENGL98   31 45   14 7 1 23 121 76 62.8% 81.0%


200810 Fall 2007 
ENG/BS


W 
ENGL10


0 8 75 94   84 69 1 146 477 177 37.1% 69.4%


200810 Fall 2007 
ENG/BS


W ENGL51       19     20 20 59 19 32.2% 66.1%


200810 Fall 2007 
ENG/BS


W ENGL59 2 5 14   3     6 30 21 70.0% 80.0%
200810 Fall 2007 ENG/BS ENGL96 11 22 46   40 14 2 78 213 79 37.1% 63.4%







W 


200810 Fall 2007 
ENG/BS


W ENGL97 8 26 60   28 6 3 46 177 94 53.1% 74.0%


200810 Fall 2007 
ENG/BS


W ENGL98 31 53 85   55 37 4 63 328 169 51.5% 80.8%


200815 Win. 2008 
ENG/BS


W 
ENGL10


0   8 17   14 3   35 77 25 32.5% 54.5%


200815 Win. 2008 
ENG/BS


W ENGL96 2 9 15   9 4   6 45 26 57.8% 86.7%


200815 Win. 2008 
ENG/BS


W ENGL97 8 24 19   4 3   2 60 51 85.0% 96.7%


200815 Win. 2008 
ENG/BS


W ENGL98   47 32   14 4   10 107 79 73.8% 90.7%


200820 Spr. 2008 
ENG/BS


W 
ENGL10


0 6 41 88   78 68 2 126 409 135 33.0% 69.2%


200820 Spr. 2008 
ENG/BS


W ENGL51       28     12 37 77 28 36.4% 51.9%


200820 Spr. 2008 
ENG/BS


W ENGL59 2 9 10   6 2   10 39 21 53.8% 74.4%


200820 Spr. 2008 
ENG/BS


W ENGL96 5 8 25   21 3   33 95 38 40.0% 65.3%


200820 Spr. 2008 
ENG/BS


W ENGL97 10 30 32   19 4 1 29 125 72 57.6% 76.8%


200820 Spr. 2008 
ENG/BS


W ENGL98 44 75 66   24 25   61 295 185 62.7% 79.3%


200830 Sum. 2008 
ENG/BS


W 
ENGL10


0 5 21 44   30 6 1 53 160 70 43.8% 66.9%


200830 Sum. 2008 
ENG/BS


W ENGL96 9 11 6   8 2   8 44 26 59.1% 81.8%


200830 Sum. 2008 
ENG/BS


W ENGL97 8 21 12   4 1   2 48 41 85.4% 95.8%


200830 Sum. 2008 
ENG/BS


W ENGL98 13 45 34   15 4   25 136 92 67.6% 81.6%


200910 Fall 2008 
ENG/BS


W 
ENGL10


0 24 56 70   44 103   178 475 150 31.6% 62.5%


200910 Fall 2008 
ENG/BS


W ENGL51       24     8 18 50 24 48.0% 64.0%


200910 Fall 2008 
ENG/BS


W ENGL59 2 10 13   12 4   17 58 25 43.1% 70.7%


200910 Fall 2008 
ENG/BS


W ENGL96 9 26 55   19 19 3 41 172 90 52.3% 76.2%


200910 Fall 2008 
ENG/BS


W ENGL97 14 61 53   26 26   37 217 128 59.0% 82.9%







200910 Fall 2008 
ENG/BS


W ENGL98 18 65 115   51 28 2 80 359 198 55.2% 77.7%


200915 Win. 2009 
ENG/BS


W 
ENGL10


0 9 37 32   29 5   37 149 78 52.3% 75.2%


200915 Win. 2009 
ENG/BS


W ENGL96 8 15 28   18 6   18 93 51 54.8% 80.6%


200915 Win. 2009 
ENG/BS


W ENGL97 6 25 43   15 4   17 110 74 67.3% 84.5%


200915 Win. 2009 
ENG/BS


W ENGL98 8 62 68   26 7 1 16 188 138 73.4% 91.5%


200920 Spr. 2009 
ENG/BS


W 
ENGL10


0 51 43 63   55 62   235 509 157 30.8% 53.8%


200920 Spr. 2009 
ENG/BS


W ENGL51       33     4 17 54 33 61.1% 68.5%


200920 Spr. 2009 
ENG/BS


W ENGL59 3 12 12   19 4 1 24 75 27 36.0% 68.0%


200920 Spr. 2009 
ENG/BS


W ENGL96 14 34 52   30 25   35 190 100 52.6% 81.6%


200920 Spr. 2009 
ENG/BS


W ENGL97 22 71 50   28 18 1 40 230 143 62.2% 82.6%


200920 Spr. 2009 
ENG/BS


W ENGL98 39 54 84   34 28 4 55 298 177 59.4% 81.5%


200930 Sum. 2009 
ENG/BS


W 
ENGL10


0 13 22 16   25 8   59 143 51 35.7% 58.7%


200930 Sum. 2009 
ENG/BS


W ENGL51       37       1 38 37 97.4% 97.4%


200930 Sum. 2009 
ENG/BS


W ENGL96   8 11   3 1   6 29 19 65.5% 79.3%


200930 Sum. 2009 
ENG/BS


W ENGL97 2 15 20   3 2   2 44 37 84.1% 95.5%


200930 Sum. 2009 
ENG/BS


W ENGL98 4 34 29   10 3   20 100 67 67.0% 80.0%


               570 1635 2221 177
123


0 812  100 2555
930


0 4603        


English ‐ Basic Skills Writing Program 
Full Time Equivalent Student (FTEs)  


Course 
Fall Spring Summer Winter Grand 


Total 2006 2007 2008 Total 2007 2008 2009 Total  200
7 2008 200


9 Total  200
7 2008 2009 Total 


ENGL 
99 48.0 49.8 49.2 147.0 39.5 42.4 52.7 134.


5 15.7 16.7 14.9 47.3 6.8 7.8 15.4 30.0 358.9 







ENGL 
51 1.3 1.8 2.0 5.1 1.7 2.3 2.4 6.5     2.7 2.7         14.3 


ENGL 
59 2.5 3.3 6.0 11.8 2.4 4.0 7.7 14.1                 25.9 


ENGL 
96 12.9 31.0 19.6 63.5 16.9 3.4 13.3 33.6 0.0 3.6 3.0 6.5 0.0 2.9 7.0 10.0 113.6 


ENGL 
97 12.0 10.8 20.7 43.5 9.9 20.0 30.3 60.2 8.7 6.1 4.7 19.5 5.5 7.6 14.2 27.3 150.5 


ENGL 
98 29.2 34.4 37.5 101.1 32.4 30.7 31.2 94.3 12.8 14.3 10.5 37.6 14.2 11.0 19.5 44.6 277.7 


Total 106.
0 


131.
1 135.0 372.1 102.


9
102.


8
137.


5
343.


2 37.2 40.7 35.7 113.
6 26.4 29.4 56.1 111.8 940.8 


English ‐ Basic Skills Writing Program 
Full Time Equivalent Faculty (FTEf)  


Course 
Fall Spring Summer Winter Grand 


Total 2006 2007 2008 Total 2007 2008 2009 Total  200
7 2008 200


9 Total  200
7 2008 2009 Total 


ENGL 
99 3.0 3.2 3.0 9.2 2.4 2.6 3.2 8.2 1.0 1.2 1.2 3.4 0.6 0.6 1.0 2.2 23.0 


ENGL 
51 0.7 0.7 0.1 1.5 0.7 0.1 0.1 0.9     0.3 0.3         2.7 


ENGL 
59 0.2 0.2 0.4 0.8 0.2 0.2 0.4 0.8                 1.6 


ENGL 
96 0.8 1.6 1.2 3.6 1.0 0.2 0.8 2.0   0.2 0.2 0.4   0.2 0.4 0.6 6.6 


ENGL 
97 0.6 0.6 1.2 2.4 0.6 1.2 1.8 3.6 0.6 0.4 0.4 1.4 0.4 0.6 1.0 2.0 9.4 


ENGL 
98 1.6 2.0 2.2 5.8 1.8 2.0 1.8 5.6 1.0 1.0 0.8 2.8 1.0 0.8 1.2 3.0 17.2 


Total 6.9 8.3 8.1 23.3 6.7 6.3 8.1 21.1 2.6 2.8 2.9 8.3 2.0 2.2 3.6 7.8 60.5 


English - Basic Skills Writing Program 
FTEs per FTEf 


Course 
Fall Spring Summer Winter Overall 


Avg. 2006 2007 2008 Avg. 2007 2008 2009 Avg. 200
7 2008 200


9 Avg. 200
7 2008 2009 Avg. 


ENGL 
99 16.0 15.6 16.4 16.0 16.4 16.3 16.5 16.4 15.7 13.9 12.5 13.9 11.3 13.1 15.4 13.6 15.6 


ENGL 2.0 2.7 15.1 3.5 2.6 17.2 18.4 6.9     10.0 10.0         5.3 







51 
ENGL 


59 12.4 16.6 15.0 14.8 11.9 20.2 19.2 17.6                 16.2 


ENGL 
96 16.2 19.4 16.3 17.6 16.9 17.1 16.6 16.8   17.9 14.8 16.3   14.6 17.6 16.6 17.2 


ENGL 
97 20.0 18.0 17.3 18.1 16.6 16.7 16.8 16.7 14.5 15.2 11.8 13.9 13.7 12.7 14.2 13.6 16.0 


ENGL 
98 18.3 17.2 17.1 17.4 18.0 15.4 17.3 16.8 12.8 14.3 13.1 13.4 14.2 13.7 16.2 14.9 16.1 


Avg. 15.4 15.9 16.6 16.0 15.4 16.2 16.9 16.2 14.3 14.5 12.5 13.7 13.2 13.3 15.6 14.3 15.6 
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3. Present student learning or service area outcomes data that demonstrate the program’s continuous educational 
and/or service quality improvement.  Include the following standard information and metrics as well as additional 
program specific metrics, if any. 


Student Learning Outcomes (SLOs) have been submitted for all courses in the Basic Skills Writing Program. The 
program level Student Learning Outcomes are currently being developed. The course SLOs have been developed 
to address the Institutional SLOs. 


 
 
 
4. Analyze the data presented visually (graphs, diagrams, etc.) and verbally (text) as appropriate, present any trends, 


anomalies, and conclusions.  Explain the program’s success or failure in meeting the objectives presented above in 
item one.  Explain the ways that the program utilized the student learning or service area outcome data presented in 
item three to improve the program (changes to curriculum, instructional methodology, support services, etc.) 


 
For all levels of Basic Skills Writing courses, the English Division has created sets of rubrics to measure SLOs. Each 
Basic Skills Writing course has, at present, at least four SLOs with rubrics to match. In addition, all course-level SLOs 
are keyed in to appropriate Institutional Outcomes. 
 
Presently, Writing Instructors are in the process of collecting data for analysis, as we move closer to being able to 
“close the loop,” in terms of SLO development, implementation, analysis, and adjustment. As efforts continue to 
develop program-level SLOs, the loop closing process will continue. 
 
At this stage of the process, however, one important trend is beginning to reveal itself: faculty are beginning to 
appreciate the concept of “accountability” as it relates to SLOs, course objectives, and course improvement. Initially, 
there was some degree of resistance, and the extremist perspective saw the SLO development process as ultimately 
leading to instructor reprimands and possible firings. Now, however, most instructors appreciate the fact that the SLO 
process is “faculty driven.” And as the SLO development process continues, the potential exists for developing new 
methods for student evaluation, to supersede the present generic process that has been institutional practice for more 
than two decades (i. e., the mandatory one-page standard student evaluation questionnaire). 
 
Further attention needs to be given over to drawing the adjunct faculty closer to the SLO-development process, also. 
A recent analysis of course syllabuses revealed that the majority of full-time faculty included clearly stated SLOs in 
their course syllabuses, while a smaller percentage of adjuncts provided the same information. 


 
 
 
                         







 
                     
 


 
B. PRESENT: Snapshot of the State of the Program in the Current Semester: Fall 2009 
 


1. The data demonstrates extremely high fill rates for the Basic Skills Writing Program courses in all semesters of the 
last three years. The retention rates indicate a fairly large number of students remain in the courses through the end of 
the semester. The success rates are not significantly high for these courses. The need for additional staffing in order 
to be able to provide Basic Skills students with more individualized attention is apparent in the high fill rates (especially 
considering that the quota for Basic Skills writing classes is a higher quota than for transfer level writing classes), the 
fairly high retention rates, and the concomitant medium to low success rates. Furthermore, all indications are that a 
high percentage of incoming IVC writing students will be in need of Basic Skills instruction in writing, regardless of 
whether or not there are adequate funds for addressing this area of IVC’s curriculum.  The Basic Skills committee is 
currently addressing the question of how best to meet the needs of these students, especially as funds for the Basic 
Skills program are likely to continue to decrease. One particular area of focus for the committee is finding ways to 
provide more staff development, specifically in the area of increased effectiveness in the teaching of Basic Skills 
writing. 


 
 
 
2. The current state fiscal situation and increase in the jobless rate for Imperial County has resulted in a greater number 


of county resident s seeking further education at Imperial Valley College. The number of these prospective students 
who are identified as Basic Skills students has increased the demand for Basic Skills classes, including classes in the 
Basic Skills Writing Program. 


 
 
 
3. The Basic Skills Program is a state-grant-funded program. The current fiscal situation for the state of California has 


lead to cuts in the 2009-2010 allocations. State fiscal trends indicate that further, more severe, cuts in IVC’s allocation 
are forthcoming in 2010-2011, at the very least. Therefore, other avenues need to be pursued to ensure the Basic 
Skills writing students at IVC are adequately served. 


 
 
 
 
C. FUTURE: Program Objectives for the Next Three Academic Years: 2009-10, 2010-11, 2011-12 







 
a. Continue to strengthen the Basic Skills Writing Program, especially in increasing retention and success rates. 
 
b. Increased staff development focused on improved teaching of Basic Skills writing. 
 
c. Increased staffing to meet the ongoing or increased demand for Basic Skills classes. 
 
 
 
2. Identify how student learning or service area outcomes will be expanded and fully implemented into the program.  


Include a progress timeline for implementation and program improvement.    
 


The Imperial Valley College administrative structure is undergoing a shift from department chairs with program 
coordinators to a Dean and Department chair organization. One result of this change will be the elimination of the 
Writing Coordinator position within the IVC English Department. The IVC writing instructors will thus need to prepare 
for this change, which is scheduled to be initiated on 1 July 2010. This change will directly impact the continued effort 
to “close the loop” of Student Learning Outcomes. At this point in time, the writing teachers of IVC have generated 
SLOs for the Basic Skills writing classes, are creating program level SLOs, and are working to establish methods of 
assessment for meeting the stated learning objectives and methods for adjusting the SLOs as the data indicates they 
may need to. After the reorganization, efforts will need to be made to continue the progress that has been made in 
creating and implementing the writing class SLOs. 
 
Additionally, in concert with the new Dean and the Basic Skills Committee, the Department Chair can initiate staff 
development activities, with assistance from the Basic Skills Writing instructors. This activity needs to resume in 
Spring 2010 and continue on a regular basis. The department Head needs to make a more deliberate effort, also, to 
draw in the adjunct faculty, to ensure consistency throughout the Basic Skills Writing Program. Furthermore, this effort 
will extend into the local high schools, via Cal-PASS. In the fall of 2009, IVC officially partnered with the local high 
schools to work on helping students more effectively and successfully make the transition from high school to college. 
Over the next three years, the Basic Skills Writing Program can stand to benefit from this partnership and interaction 
which includes not only IVC and the local high schools, but also the Imperial Valley County Office of Education (ICOE) 
and the Calexico satellite campus of San Diego State University (SDSU-IV). 
 
In Spring 2010, despite the exigencies of the state budget crisis, the English Division chair needs to make every 
reasonable effort to argue for and to secure additional staff. The efficacy of the Basic Skills Writing Program depends 
on additional staffing.  For a variety of reasons, the staff level for writing has dropped over the last few years. The 
English Division is a revenue-generating division, and new staff would certainly produce needed FTES for the college. 







More importantly, additional staff is needed to meet the demands of the Basic Skills students. The English Division will 
continue to seek additional staff until the division is once again back to the level it held in 2006, at the very least. 


 
 
 
3. Identify any resources needed to accomplish these objectives.  Identify any obstacles toward accomplishment and the 


plan to surmount these obstacles.    
 


The three most significant resources needed for the Basic Skills Writing Program are adequate funding, adequate 
staffing to allow for an increased number of sections of Basic Skills writing classes to be taught, and an effective staff 
development program to enhance the Basic Skills writing faculty’s ability to teach Basic Skills writing effectively. One 
obstacle that can stymie the efforts to obtained and/or make good use of these resources is a lack of knowledge, in 
general, about the need for wide spread Basic Skills instruction and the particular needs of Basic Skills writing 
students. An aggressive campus-wide campaign, spearheaded by the Basic Skills Committee, to educate all facets of 
the IVC faculty, staff and administration can help to raise the awareness needed to help the basic Skills program meet 
the needs of IVC students.  
 
In addition, for the short term, the English Division can step up and provide resources—most significantly the 
collective wisdom and experience of the writing faculty—to assist in the Staff development effort. Recently, all English 
faculty were provided with a set of books—about thirty volumes in all—that was intended to establish a starting point 
for future ad hoc and sanctioned Staff development activities. Faculty will continue to be encouraged to engage in an 
ongoing discussion of issues related to Basic Skills, in concert with SLO-development activities.  


 
 
 
4. Identify any outside factors that might influence your program during the next three years. 
 
 The most significant outside factor which can affect the Basic Skills Writing Program for the next three years is the 


reduction in money forthcoming from the state Basic Skills grant. 
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Program Name:  
 
 
 
 
A. PAST:   Review of Program Performance, Objectives, and Outcomes for the Three Previous Academic 


Years:  2006-07, 2007-08, 2008-09 
 


1. List the objectives developed for this program during the last comprehensive program review. 
 


2005-2009 Objectives  
 
a) Develop a Training Complex. 


 
b) Develop and implement a joint Fire Academy with IVC and Imperial County. 


 
c) Implement 6-day class schedule.  
 
d) Relocate the Fire Program to a new Applied Science building. 
 
 
 


2. Present program performance data in tabular form for the previous three years that demonstrates the program’s 
performance toward meeting the previous objectives. Include the following standard program performance metrics as 
well additional program specific metrics, if any. 


 
For teaching programs, this data should include at least the following:  Enrollment at census, number of sections, fill 
rate, retention rate, success rate, and grade distribution for each course in the program, during each semester and 
session of the previous three academic years.  In addition, the Full Time Equivalent Faculty (FTEF) and Full Time 
Equivalent Students (FTES) and the ratio of FTES per FTEF should be presented for the program for each semester 
and session. 


Fire Science Program
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a) Enrollments:  
 


Fire Science Program 
Enrollment Count at Census 


Course 
Fall Spring Summer Winter Grand 


Total 2006 2007 2008 Total 2007 2008 2009 Total 2007 2008 2009 Total 2007 2008 2009 Total 
FIRE 100 11 17 18 46 10 16 17 43         89 
FIRE 101     11 14 8 33         33 
FIRE 102     11 14 14 39         39 
FIRE 103 17 14 15 46             46 
FIRE 104 10 6 18 34             34 
FIRE 105 0 10 8 18 4 13 7 24         42 
FIRE 107     4 0 2 6 0 0  0     6 
FIRE 120 17 20 21 58             58 
FIRE 121     21 16 13 50         50 
FIRE 122             19 16 17 52 52 
FIRE 130 21 14 15 50             50 
FIRE 131     16 13 12 41         41 
FIRE 200       16 16         16 
FIRE 202         15   15     15 
FIRE 203              16  16 16 
FIRE 204 9 14  23           16 16 39 
FIRE 205       29 29         29 
FIRE 206       26 26         26 
FIRE 207  15  15             15 
FIRE 208  21  21             21 
FIRE 209     10   10         10 
FIRE 210     8   8         8 
FIRE 211     23   23         23 


Total 85 131 95 311 118 86 144 348 15 0  15 19 32 33 84 758 
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b) Sections:    


 
Fire Science Program 
Number of Sections 


Course 
Fall Spr. Sum. Win. Grand  


Total 2006 2007 2008 Total 2007 2008 2009 Total 2007 2008 2009 Total 2007 2008 2009 Total 
FIRE 100 1 1 1 3 1 1 1 3         6 
FIRE 101     1 1 1 3         3 
FIRE 102     1 1 1 3         3 
FIRE 103 1 1 1 3             3 
FIRE 104 1 1 1 3             3 
FIRE 120 1 1 1 3             3 
FIRE 121     1 1 1 3         3 
FIRE 122             1 1 1 3 3 
FIRE 130 1 1 1 3             3 
FIRE 131     1 1 1 3         3 
FIRE 200       1 1         1 
FIRE 202         1   1     1 
FIRE 203              1  1 1 
FIRE 204 1 1  2           1 1 3 
FIRE 205       1 1         1 
FIRE 206       1 1         1 
FIRE 207  1  1             1 
FIRE 208  1  1             1 
FIRE 209     1   1         1 
FIRE 210     1   1         1 


Total 6 8 5 19 7 5 8 20 1   1 1 2 2 5 45 
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c) Fill Rates:   


 
Fire Science Program 


Fill Rate 
Course 


Fall Spring Summer Winter Grand 
Total 2006 2007 2008 Total 2007 2008 2009 Total 2007 2008 2009 Total 2007 2008 2009 Total 


FIRE 100 55% 85% 90% 77% 50% 80% 85% 72%         74% 
FIRE 101     55% 70% 40% 55%         55% 
FIRE 102     55% 70% 70% 65%         65% 
FIRE 103 85% 70% 75% 77%             77% 
FIRE 104 50% 30% 90% 57%             57% 
FIRE 120 85% 100% 105% 97%             97% 
FIRE 121     105% 80% 65% 83%         83% 
FIRE 122             95% 80% 85% 87% 87% 
FIRE 130 #### 70% 75% 83%             83% 
FIRE 131     80% 65% 60% 68%         68% 
FIRE 200       80% 80%         80% 
FIRE 202         75%   75%     75% 
FIRE 203              80%  80% 80% 
FIRE 204 45% 70%  58%           80% 80% 65% 
FIRE 205       145% 145%         145% 
FIRE 206       130% 130%         130% 
FIRE 207  75%  75%             75% 
FIRE 208  105%  105%             105% 
FIRE 209     50%   50%         50% 
FIRE 210     40%   40%         40% 
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d) Student Success Rates:   
 


Fire Science Program 
Student Success Rate 


Course 
Fall Spring Summer Winter 3-Year  


Average 2006 2007 2008 Avg. 2007 2008 2009 Avg. 2007 2008 2009 Avg. 2007 2008 2009 Avg. 
FIRE100 91% 86% 33% 70% 50% 38% 41% 43%         56% 
FIRE101     36% 86% 38% 53%         53% 
FIRE102     82% 64% 29% 58%         58% 
FIRE103 65% 86% 87% 79%             79% 
FIRE104 40% 67% 44% 50%             50% 
FIRE105  40% 63% 51% 25% 62% 29% 38%         44% 
FIRE107     50%  100% 75%         75% 
FIRE120 71% 100% 76% 82%             82% 
FIRE121     81% 81% 62% 75%         75% 
FIRE122             84% 81% 88% 85% 85% 
FIRE130 76% 100% 88% 88%             88% 
FIRE131     94% 100% 92% 95%         95% 
FIRE200       100% 100%         100% 
FIRE202         100%   100%     100% 
FIRE203              100%  100% 100% 
FIRE204 78% 100%  89%           100% 100% 93% 
FIRE205       100% 100%         100% 
FIRE206       100% 100%         100% 
FIRE207  100%  100%             100% 
FIRE208  100%  100%             100% 
FIRE209     90%   90%         90% 
FIRE210     100%   100%         100% 
FIRE211     100%   100%         100% 


Avg. 70% 86% 65% 76% 71% 72% 69% 70% 100%   100% 84% 91% 94% 91% 75% 
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e) Student Retention Rates:   


 
Fire Science Program 


Student Retention Rate 
Course 


Fall Spring Summer Winter 3-Yr. 
Average 2006 2007 2008 Avg. 2007 2008 2009 Avg. 2007 2008 2009 Avg. 2007 2008 2009 Avg. 


FIRE100 91% 100% 67% 86% 70% 63% 71% 68%         77% 
FIRE101     82% 100% 63% 81%         81% 
FIRE102     82% 86% 50% 73%         73% 
FIRE103 71% 86% 87% 81%             81% 
FIRE104 90% 100% 78% 89%             89% 
FIRE105  70% 63% 66% 100% 92% 57% 83%         76% 
FIRE107     100%  100% 100%         100% 
FIRE120 #### 100% 90% 97%             97% 
FIRE121     86% 94% 85% 88%         88% 
FIRE122             100% 94% 94% 96% 96% 
FIRE130 81% 100% 88% 89%             89% 
FIRE131     100% 100% 100% 100%         100% 
FIRE200       100% 100%         100% 
FIRE202         100%   100%     100% 
FIRE203              100%  100% 100% 
FIRE204 89% 100%  94%           100% 100% 96% 
FIRE205       100% 100%         100% 
FIRE206       100% 100%         100% 
FIRE207  100%  100%             100% 
FIRE208  100%  100%             100% 
FIRE209     100%   100%         100% 
FIRE210     100%   100%         100% 
FIRE211     100%   100%         100% 


Avg. 87% 95% 79% 88% 92% 89% 82% 88% 100%   100% 100% 97% 97% 98% 89% 
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f) Grade Distribution:   


 


Grade Distribution 
Term Sem. Year Program Course A B C CR D F Ot


he
r 


W Total #  
Succeed 


Success 
Rate 


Retention 
Rate 


200710 Fall 2006 FIRE FIRE100 3 5 2 1 11 10 90.9% 90.9% 
200710 Fall 2006 FIRE FIRE103 4 6 1 1 5 17 11 64.7% 70.6% 
200710 Fall 2006 FIRE FIRE104 2 2 1 4 1 10 4 40.0% 90.0% 
200710 Fall 2006 FIRE FIRE120 7 5 2 3 17 12 70.6% 100.0% 
200710 Fall 2006 FIRE FIRE130 9 7 1 4 21 16 76.2% 81.0% 
200710 Fall 2006 FIRE FIRE204 6 1 1 1 9 7 77.8% 88.9% 
200715 Win. 2007 FIRE FIRE122 7 4 5 1 2 19 16 84.2% 100.0% 
200720 Spr. 2007 FIRE FIRE100 4 1 2 3 10 5 50.0% 70.0% 
200720 Spr. 2007 FIRE FIRE101 1 3 1 4 2 11 4 36.4% 81.8% 
200720 Spr. 2007 FIRE FIRE102 2 3 4 2 11 9 81.8% 81.8% 
200720 Spr. 2007 FIRE FIRE105 1 2 1 4 1 25.0% 100.0% 
200720 Spr. 2007 FIRE FIRE107 1 1 2 1 50.0% 100.0% 
200720 Spr. 2007 FIRE FIRE121 8 8 1 1 3 21 17 81.0% 85.7% 
200720 Spr. 2007 FIRE FIRE131 4 11 1 16 15 93.8% 100.0% 
200720 Spr. 2007 FIRE FIRE209 7 2 1 10 9 90.0% 100.0% 
200720 Spr. 2007 FIRE FIRE210 1 6 1 8 8 100.0% 100.0% 
200720 Spr. 2007 FIRE FIRE211 22 22 22 100.0% 100.0% 
200730 Sum. 2007 FIRE FIRE202 14 14 14 100.0% 100.0% 
200810 Fall 2007 FIRE FIRE100 4 4 4 2 14 12 85.7% 100.0% 
200810 Fall 2007 FIRE FIRE103 4 2 6 2 14 12 85.7% 85.7% 
200810 Fall 2007 FIRE FIRE104 2 1 1 2 6 4 66.7% 100.0% 
200810 Fall 2007 FIRE FIRE105 1 3 3 3 10 4 40.0% 70.0% 
200810 Fall 2007 FIRE FIRE120 2 12 6 20 20 100.0% 100.0% 
200810 Fall 2007 FIRE FIRE130 1 11 2 14 14 100.0% 100.0% 
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Grade Distribution continued  
Term Sem. Year Program Course A B C CR D F Ot


he
r 


W Total #  
Succeed 


Success 
Rate 


Retention 
Rate 


200810 Fall 2007 FIRE FIRE204 4 9 1 14 14 100.0% 100.0% 
200810 Fall 2007 FIRE FIRE207 15 15 15 100.0% 100.0% 
200810 Fall 2007 FIRE FIRE208 21 21 21 100.0% 100.0% 
200815 Win. 2008 FIRE FIRE122 6 5 2 1 1 1 16 13 81.3% 93.8% 
200815 Win. 2008 FIRE FIRE203 15 1 16 16 100.0% 100.0% 
200820 Spr. 2008 FIRE FIRE100 6 1 3 6 16 6 37.5% 62.5% 
200820 Spr. 2008 FIRE FIRE101 5 2 5 2 14 12 85.7% 100.0% 
200820 Spr. 2008 FIRE FIRE102 6 3 3 2 14 9 64.3% 85.7% 
200820 Spr. 2008 FIRE FIRE105 3 3 2 4 1 13 8 61.5% 92.3% 
200820 Spr. 2008 FIRE FIRE121 1 6 6 1 1 1 16 13 81.3% 93.8% 
200820 Spr. 2008 FIRE FIRE131 5 8 13 13 100.0% 100.0% 
200910 Fall 2008 FIRE FIRE100 1 5 4 2 6 18 6 33.3% 66.7% 
200910 Fall 2008 FIRE FIRE103 3 3 7 2 15 13 86.7% 86.7% 
200910 Fall 2008 FIRE FIRE104 1 3 4 4 2 4 18 8 44.4% 77.8% 
200910 Fall 2008 FIRE FIRE105 5 3 8 5 62.5% 62.5% 
200910 Fall 2008 FIRE FIRE120 3 12 1 1 2 2 21 16 76.2% 90.5% 
200910 Fall 2008 FIRE FIRE130 7 7 2 16 14 87.5% 87.5% 
200915 Win. 2009 FIRE FIRE122 11 4 1 1 17 15 88.2% 94.1% 
200915 Win. 2009 FIRE FIRE204 5 8 1 14 14 100.0% 100.0% 
200920 Spr. 2009 FIRE FIRE100 3 4 2 3 5 17 7 41.2% 70.6% 
200920 Spr. 2009 FIRE FIRE101 2 1 2 3 8 3 37.5% 62.5% 
200920 Spr. 2009 FIRE FIRE102 3 1 3 7 14 4 28.6% 50.0% 
200920 Spr. 2009 FIRE FIRE105 1 1 2 3 7 2 28.6% 57.1% 
200920 Spr. 2009 FIRE FIRE107 1 1 1 100.0% 100.0% 
200920 Spr. 2009 FIRE FIRE121 2 5 1 3 2 13 8 61.5% 84.6% 
200920 Spr. 2009 FIRE FIRE131 2 6 3 1 12 11 91.7% 100.0% 
200920 Spr. 2009 FIRE FIRE200 13 1 14 14 100.0% 100.0% 
200920 Spr. 2009 FIRE FIRE205 28 1 29 29 100.0% 100.0% 
200920 Spr. 2009 FIRE FIRE206 24 24 24 100.0% 100.0% 


243 209 129 34 51 1 78 745 581 
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g) Full Time Equivalent Student:   


 
Fire Science Program 


Full Time Equivalent Student (FTEs) 
Course 


Fall Spring Summer Winter Grand 
Total 2006 2007 2008 Total 2007 2008 2009 Total 2007 2008 2009 Total 2007 2008 2009 Total 


FIRE 100 1.1 1.8 1.9 4.8 1.0 1.7 1.8 4.5         9.2 
FIRE 101     1.1 1.5 0.3 2.9         2.9 
FIRE 102     1.1 1.5 1.5 4.0         4.0 
FIRE 103 1.8 1.5 1.6 4.8             4.8 
FIRE 104 1.0 0.6 1.9 3.5             3.5 
FIRE 105 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0  0.0         0.0 
FIRE 107     0.0 0.0  0.0 0.0 0.0  0.0     0.0 
FIRE 120 1.1 2.0 2.0 5.1             5.1 
FIRE 121     1.7 0.3 0.7 2.6         2.6 
FIRE 122             0.3 0.2 0.2 0.8 0.8 
FIRE 130 5.4 5.2 3.3 13.9             13.9 
FIRE 131     4.2 2.7 7.5 14.4         14.4 
FIRE 200       1.0 1.0         1.0 
FIRE 202         0.9   0.9     0.9 
FIRE 203              1.1  1.1 1.1 
FIRE 204 0.4 1.2  1.5           1.0 1.0 2.5 
FIRE 205       1.3 1.3         1.3 
FIRE 206       1.2 1.2         1.2 
FIRE 207  2.1  2.1             2.1 
FIRE 208  4.3  4.3             4.3 
FIRE 209     0.9   0.9         0.9 
FIRE 210     0.7   0.7         0.7 
FIRE 211     2.0   2.0         2.0 


Total 10.8 18.6 10.6 40.0 12.7 7.5 15.2 35.4 0.9 0.0  0.9 0.3 1.3 1.2 2.9 79.2 
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h) Full Time Equivalent Faculty:   


 
Fire Science Program 


Full Time Equivalent Faculty (FTEf) 
Course 


Fall Spring Summer Winter Grand 
Total 2006 2007 2008 Total 2007 2008 2009 Total 2007 2008 2009 Total 2007 2008 2009 Total 


FIRE 100 0.2 0.2 0.2 0.6 0.2 0.2 0.2 0.6         1.2 
FIRE 101     0.2 0.2 0.2 0.6         0.6 
FIRE 102     0.2 0.2 0.2 0.6         0.6 
FIRE 103 0.2 0.2 0.2 0.6             0.6 
FIRE 104 0.2 0.2 0.2 0.6             0.6 
FIRE 120 0.2 0.2 0.2 0.6             0.6 
FIRE 121     0.1 0.1 0.1 0.2         0.2 
FIRE 122             0.0 0.0 0.0 0.1 0.1 
FIRE 130 0.5 0.5 0.5 1.4             1.4 
FIRE 131     0.5 0.5 0.5 1.4         1.4 
FIRE 200       0.1 0.1         0.1 
FIRE 202         0.1   0.1     0.1 
FIRE 203              0.1  0.1 0.1 
FIRE 204 0.1 0.1  0.3           0.1 0.1 0.4 
FIRE 205       0.1 0.1         0.1 
FIRE 206       0.1 0.1         0.1 
FIRE 207  0.1  0.1             0.1 
FIRE 208  0.1  0.1             0.1 
FIRE 209     0.1   0.1         0.1 
FIRE 210     0.1   0.1         0.1 


Total 1.4 1.7 1.3 4.4 1.4 1.1 1.5 4.0 0.1   0.1 0.0 0.2 0.2 0.4 8.9 
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i) FTEs per FTEf:   


 
Fire Science Program 


FTEs per FTEf 
Course 


Fall Spring Summer Winter Overall 
Avg. 2006 2007 2008 Avg. 2007 2008 2009 Avg. 2007 2008 2009 Avg. 2007 2008 2009 Avg. 


FIRE 100 5.7 8.8 9.3 7.9 5.2 8.3 8.8 7.4         7.7 
FIRE 101     5.7 7.3 1.6 4.9         4.9 
FIRE 102     5.7 7.3 7.3 6.7         6.7 
FIRE 103 8.8 7.3 7.8 7.9             7.9 
FIRE 104 5.2 3.1 9.3 5.9             5.9 
FIRE 120 5.6 9.9 10.1 8.5             8.5 
FIRE 121     25.1 4.7 9.9 13.2         13.2 
FIRE 122             10.0 7.4 7.3 8.2 8.2 
FIRE 130 11.2 10.8 6.9 9.7             9.7 
FIRE 131     9.1 5.8 16.3 10.4         10.4 
FIRE 200       7.3 7.3         7.3 
FIRE 202         6.9   6.9     6.9 
FIRE 203              8.0  8.0 8.0 
FIRE 204 2.8 8.6  5.7           7.3 7.3 6.2 
FIRE 205       9.9 9.9         9.9 
FIRE 206       8.9 8.9         8.9 
FIRE 207  15.4  15.4             15.4 
FIRE 208  32.4  32.4             32.4 
FIRE 209     6.4   6.4         6.4 
FIRE 210     5.1   5.1         5.1 
FIRE 211                  


Avg. 7.6 11.0 8.3 9.1 9.1 6.7 10.0 8.8 6.9   6.9 10.0 7.9 7.3 7.8 8.9 
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3. Present student learning or service area outcomes data that demonstrate the program’s continuous educational 


and/or service quality improvement.  Include the following standard information and metrics as well as additional 
program specific metrics, if any. 


List the program level outcomes, goals or objectives and show how these support the Institutional Student 
Learning Outcomes.  Identify the method(s) of assessment used for each of the program level outcomes.  Provide 
a summary of the outcome data for the program, including course and program level data as appropriate.     


 
a) Course SLOs, Cycle Assessment, and Strength in Alignment with ISLOs  


 
      4 = 


strong 
focus  


3 = a 
focus, w/ 
assess 


2 = a 
focus,  no 
assess 


1 = brief, 
no assess 


0 = not 
address 


Crs  Title   Course SLOs  Cycle 
Assessment  


Comm 
Skill 


Critical 
Think 


Person 
Respon 


Info 
Literacy 


Global 
Aware. 


Total # 
SLOs 


100  Protection 
Organization 


 Apply basic emergency incident management strategies in 
relationship to incident command systems in public and private 
fire protection careers  


Not done 


 


3 3 1 0 0 1 


101  Prevention 
Technology  


 Analyze the relationship between fire prevention efforts and the 
resulting reduction on life and property loss and present analysis 
verbally and/or in writing  


 


Not done 


 


3 3 1 0 0 1 


102  Protection 
Equipment & 
Systems 


 Within a given scenario, analyze, prepare, and present a fire 
protection system that demonstrate complete coverage with 
regards to sprinkler, hood, duct, and special application 
protection of residential, commercial, industrial, and school 
property 


Not done   3 3 1 0 0 1 


103  Building 
Construction  


 Within a given scenario, analyze, prepare, and present a building 
construction system that demonstrates knowledge in building 
materials, building construction, occupancy requirement, and 
occupant and fire safety 


Not done  
3 3 0 1 0 1 


104  Behavior and 
Combustion  


 Within a given scenario, analyze a typical transportation load of 
hazardous materials, and determine proper placarding and 
determine incompatible loading and define, in writing, the 
physical properties of dangerous chemicals 


Not done  
3 3 1 1 0 1 


105  EMT   Demonstrates effective CPR and management of bleeding/shock 
using standard precautions 


Not done    3 3 1 0 0 1 


106  First 
Responder 


 Demonstrates effective CPR for adult, children, and infant  Not done   3 3 0 0 0 1 
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107  EMT 
Refresher  


 Completes a trauma patient assessment and spinal immobilization 
on a supine patient in simulated setting 


 


Not done   3 3 0 0 0 1 


108  Emer.Service 
Safety & 
Survival 


Pending – new course fall 2009 
 


Not done  
 


0 


109  Haz Mat   Demonstrate knowledge of hazardous materials and responding 
to given incidents involving hazardous materials at the First 
Responder Operational level 


Not done  3 3 1 0 0 1 


117  Auto 
Extraction  


 Demonstrates rescue techniques and use of auto extrication tools 
 


Not done  
 


3 3 0 0 0 1 


118  Oil and Fire 
Control 


 Demonstrates operation and performance of oil and gas 
firefighting tactics 


Not done  
 


3 3 0 0 0 1 


121  ICS 200   Identify and explain how incident organization expands and 
contracts to meet the operational needs of the incident and steps 
involved in proper incident resource management  


 


Not done   3 3 1 0 0 1 


122  Confined 
Space 


 Demonstrate knowledge of confined spaces and permit‐required 
confined space and procedures for special work situations 


Not done   3 3 0 0 0 1 


130  Academy I   Demonstrate proficient use, inspection, test, and maintenance of 
tools, equipment, and accessories necessary to perform the job of 
a firefighter, including but not limited to hand, power, and 
hydraulic tools, chair, circular saws, forcible entry tools, air 
chisels, lighting equipment, fire service jack, flares, or fuses, 
thermal imaging devices, and navigational tool 


Not done   1 3 3 0 0 1 


131  Academy II   Demonstrate knowledge to understand the characteristics of 
wildland fire behavior, fire weather, and unique aspects of 
wildland firefighting, including methods and techniques for 
containment and extinguishment 


Not done   1 3 3 0 0 1 


220  Apparatus 1A 
‐ Driver 


 Select and use appropriate methods and materials to complete 
laboratory assignments to standards based on building type, 
location of fire, and other apparatus responding to scene   


Not done   0 3 3 0 0 1 


221  Apparatus 1 
B ‐ Pump 


 Select proper engine pressure when pumping multiple liners and 
knowledge of the principles related to operation of pumps from a 
hydrant and drafting water  


Not done   0 3 3 0 0 1 


222  Investigation 
1A 


 Indicate causes of fires, fire behaviors, and explosions for given 
fire scene scenario 


Not done   3 3 0 0 0 1 


223  Investigation 
1B 


 Analyze, evaluate, and critique past fire investigations in written 
and oral format 


Not done   3 3 0 0 0 1 
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224  Mgmt 1   Demonstrate management concepts and practices including 
decision‐making, leader styles, personnel evaluations & 
counseling techniques.  


Not done  
3 3 1 0 0 1 


225   Prevention 
1A 


 Apply general fire inspection practices and procedures for 
correcting fire hazards to given scenarios and handling of fire 
prevention complaints  


Not done   3 3 0 0 0 1 


226  Prevention 
1B 


 Apply fire prevention principles to features of sprinkler systems, 
determine operational readiness of a sprinkler system, and 
critique for sprinkler system capabilities and limitations  


Not done  
3 3 0 0 0 1 


227  Instructor 1A   Present a lesson in fire training and assist in the critique of other 
presentations by course participants 


Not done   3 3 0 0 0 1 


228  Instructor 1B   Develop behavioral objectives, lesson plans, measurements for 
learning outcomes, and exams for a fire training course 
participants. 


Not done 
3 3 0 0 0 1 


229  Command 1A   Demonstrate pre‐fire planning, command and control techniques 
of the first responding commander when presented with a variety 
of simulations  


Not done  
 


3 3 0 0 0 1 


230  Command 1B   Demonstrate evacuation, containment, and staging for a variety 
of simulated hazardous materials incidents  


Not done  
 


3 3 0 0 0 1 


231  ICS 300   Organize and provide a briefing to incident personnel and develop 
an Incident Action Plan for a simulated incident 


Not done   3 3 0 0 0 1 


232  Public Educ. 
1 


 New course – not offered yet  
Not done  


0 


233   Command 1C   not submitted yet   Not done  
 


0 


234  Prevention 
1C 


 New course – not offered yet   Not done   0 


235  Instructor 2A   New course – not offered yet   Not done   0 


 
 


b) Program SLOs, Cycle Assessment, and Strength in Alignment with ISLOs support the Institutional SLOs:  
There were no Program SLOs completed in the 08-09 school year for the degree/certificate in Fire Technology. The Advisory Committee 
will review a draft of Program SLOs, adapted from the CFTDA, in fall 2009. One major focus of fire programs and their SLOs is safety of 
the fire fighter and the community; this will contribute to the ISLOs of personal responsibility and critical thinking.  
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4. Analyze the data presented visually (graphs, diagrams, etc.) and verbally (text) as appropriate, present any trends, 
anomalies, and conclusions.  Explain the program’s success or failure in meeting the objectives presented above in 
item one.  Explain the ways that the program utilized the student learning or service area outcome data presented in 
item three to improve the program (changes to curriculum, instructional methodology, support services, etc.) 


 
Data Review  
 
a) Enrollments:  


Most of the entry-level fire courses (Core Fire Courses) were offered 1-2 times a year with a slow increase seen in enrollments over the past 
3 years. Fire 105 and 107 were cross-listed EMT courses, thus the appearance of low enrollments while the actual classrooms held more 
than 30 in each section. Enrollments in Fire Academy courses were limited to enhance success rates in the intense program and to meet the 
required standards. Enrolments in the higher-level courses; i.e. fire fighter and fire officer, ranged from 8 to 29 per course depending on 
the course offered. The higher-level courses were impacted by scheduling conflicts with fire departments schedules and by local fire 
departments offering similar courses at their station. 
 


b) Sections:    
Throughout the Fire Science Programs, only singular sections were offered and the frequency of the course offerings differed at the entry, 
academy, and higher-level courses. Most of the entry-level courses were offered in either fall or spring with one exception; FIRE 100 was 
offered twice a year. Higher-level courses held to a frequency pattern that would require a student2-3 years to complete the major.  
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c) Fill Rate:   


The fill rates for the fire courses ranged from 40% to 145%. The entry and higher-level courses saw the widest range while the mid-level 
fire-fighter courses averaged more than 80% in fill rates. Again, rates were impacted by scheduling conflicts with fire departments 
schedules and by local fire departments offering similar courses at their station. 
 


d) Student Success Rate:   
Entry-level courses had the lowest success rates while the more intense Academy courses maintained success rates above 85% and higher-
level and fire officer courses had the highest rate of success (98%). Academy students were screened prior to enrollment and higher-level 
courses were attended by those seeking or in advanced roles in their respective fire departments – self-motivation and commitment factors.   
 


e) Student Retention Rate:   
Entry level (Core Courses) had the lowest retention rates, yet averaged over 80%. All Fire Academy attrition was in the first semester; 
nearly all those who completed the first semester went on to graduation. Higher-level courses had the highest retention – more than 98%, 
most likely due to the maturity of the attendees and higher commitment level from those seeking or in fire officer roles in the community 
 


f) Grade Distribution:   
In the entry-level courses, 58% received an A, B, or C – evenly distributed and 41% received a D, F, or W. This pattern was similar for the 
EMT courses. In the higher-level courses 90% received an A, B, or C (42% - 33% B) and only 10% in D, F, or W. Because the scheduling 
pattern limited courses to one section per semester and the frequency limited the course offerings from 1-2 times in a 2-year cycle, further 
comparisons were not possible.   
 


g) Full Time Equivalent Student:   
Due to the State Fire Marshall standards and other industry driven limitations on class size and limited course offerings, the total FTES for 
the Fire Science Programs were just less than 80.  
 


h) Full Time Equivalent Faculty:   
Part-time faculty and content experts taught all Fire courses and maintained state mandated ratios depending on the course content. 
Regulations required all faculty to have course specific authorization from the State Fire Marshall office, which was monitored by the Fire 
Coordinator – Chief Nippins and the Division Office.  
 


i) FTEs per FTEf:   
The ratio was less than 10.0 in all but four courses offered in the 3-year timeframe. Driving factors for the low numbers were 
state/organization limitations on class size, limited enrollments due to scheduling conflicts, and limited course offerings.  
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Success or Failure in Meeting Objectives   
 
a) Develop a Training Complex:  
In spring 2009, the annual VATEA Plan was submitted with a request for funding a collaboration with local fire departments to secure a Burn 
Training Unit that will be housed at the County Fire Department and made available to IVC fire students bringing the Fire Programs into the 
modern era. Delivery was anticipated for early spring 2010. IVC’s 10-year Facilities Plan included a career technology/applied science 
complex with a section for public safety training. Although this portion of the Facilities Plan was not initiated due to funding deficits, it 
remains in the Plan and is high on the priority list. A private entity, Wind Zero, was in the planning stages for a private training complex for 
public safety and driving. However, the plans did not provide for a fire-training tower or wildland simulations and did not progress out of 
planning phases in this time period. Finally, this objective was tied to another – relocating the Fire Science Programs to a new Applied 
Science Building. 


 
b) Develop and implement a joint Fire Academy with IVC and Imperial County:  
The Fire Academy began in August 2005 with one section a semester and subsequent years provided one complete cycle annually via one 
section per semester. Fire Chiefs, Fire Captains, and/or Fire Instructors from fire departments throughout the county were utilized as the 
classroom instructors for the Academy.  


 
c) Implement 6-day class schedule:  
At the request of the instructors and depending on the class content, fire courses were offered on Saturdays.   


 
Utilization of Student Learning Outcome Data  


 
a) SLOs – Courses:  
In fall 2008, the IVC Fire Chiefs/Advisory Committee agreed on one SLO for each fire course with the exception of five of the new courses 
added in 08-09. However, no SLO data was submitted and there were no changes in curriculum or methodology because of SLOs.  
 
b) SLOs – Program:  
There were no Program SLOs completed in the 08-09 school year for the degree/certificate in Fire Technology and therefore, no Program 
SLO data was submitted.  
 
c) Additional SLO Information:  
Files with a listing of the SLOs and those pending accompany this report.  
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B. PRESENT: Snapshot of the State of the Program in the Current Semester: Fall 2009 
 


1. Give a verbal description of the program as it exists at the present time.  Include information on current staffing levels, 
current student enrollments, student learning or service area outcome implementation, number of majors, and/or other 
data as appropriate. 


 
a) Current Staffing Levels:  
The current year, 2009, has been a difficult one to staff due to the death of a Master Instructor, a State Fire Marshall classification, and the 
retirement of a senior Fire Chief who has been the program coordinator for several years. All instructors are part-time and each one has 
been approved by the State Fire Marshall to teach their specific course with qualifications often different from those of the College. At times 
content/professional experts enhance the instruction offered in various fire courses.  
 
b) Current Enrollments:  
In fall 2009, on-line courses were offered for the first time for the entry-level (core) courses and although marketing was late, the enrollments 
are equal to or higher than prior semesters. The Academy has 20 students while the higher-level courses enrollments vary. At least one local 
fire department offers courses at the station, which may affect the number of students registering for courses at IVC.  
 
c) SLO Implementation:   
SLOs were created for all but five of the fire courses, but not three for each course.  Additional SLOs were adapted from the CFTDA’s 
recommended SLOs and have been sent to the fire program coordinators for review. Once the Advisory Committee has accepted the 
additional SLOs, they will be added to the appropriate forms. Program SLOs are also in the planning stages and a draft was sent to the fire 
program coordinators.  
 
d) Number of Majors:  
There is only one Major – Fire Technology and two certificates, Fire Technology and Fire Fighter I.  Within the industry, there are other 
categories critical to advancement in fire science – core course, academy, fire fighter, fire officer, and fire instructor tracks which are offered 
at IVC. 
 
e) On-Line and Hybrid Courses:  
Prior to fall 2009, there were no on-line or hybrid courses offered in the Fire Programs. In fall 2009, a contractual agreement was 
implemented whereby three instructors taught entry-level (core) courses on-line. The student success and satisfaction results will be reviewed 
at the end of this semester to determine the direction/expansion of on-line courses. 
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2. Verbally describe any outside factors that are currently affecting the program. (For example: changes in job market, 


changing technologies, changes in transfer destinations, etc.) 
 


Locally and statewide, the job market has tightened due to the budget crisis and increased numbers of people applying for fire fighter 
positions. Still, as with other industries, the number of retires is expected to increase in the next 3-5 years and the shortage will require quick 
replacement with equivalent training and education . This creates an uncertainty in the need for the courses and the anticipation of the public 
demand.  
 
In spring 2010, the county will receive and set up a controlled Burn Trailer for training that was made possible through a collaborative with 
local fire departments and IVC. Prior to a Burn Trailer, the mandated training was completed with the assistance of local fire departments 
and instructors securing an appropriate site.  


 
3. List any significant issues or problems that the program is immediately facing. 


 
Funding, rather the lack of, is the most significant issue facing the program. While there are funds for instruction, there are limited funds to 
expand the course offerings, purchase/replace additional equipment necessary to ensure safety and skills of the fire fighters; i.e. turnouts, 
breathing apparatus, etc. VATEA funds and/or other grants have been used in the past, but these funds may be limited in the future.  
 
Soliciting and retaining instructors, qualified by IVC and State Fire Marshall, for all the fire courses has been more difficult since the death 
of the one Master Instructor. This coupled with at least one local fire department offering fire courses has limited the number of students that 
can be captured for as well as the variety of courses that can be offered. The advent of the contractual agreements with the on-line instructors 
may affect the growth and long-term success of the fire programs. These instructors are able to teach the current on-line entry-level courses 
and could teach many of the advanced higher-level courses while allowing our local instructors to focus on the middle to beginning higher-
level courses. Fill Rates and FTES would increase as the range of courses offerings would be expanded while attracting students inside and 
outside of the region - ultimately prepare more local instructors. The cost-benefit analysis of this contractual arrangement will be analyzed at 
the end of the semester.  
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C. FUTURE: Program Objectives for the Next Three Academic Years: 2009-10, 2010-11, 2011-12 
1. Identify the program objectives for the next three academic years, making sure these objectives are consistent with 


the college’s Educational Master Plan goals.  Include how accomplishment is to be identified or measured and identify 
the planned completion dates.  If any objectives are anticipated to extend beyond this three-year period, identify how 
much is to be accomplished by the end of this review period and performance measures. 


 
Objectives  Metric / Measurement  Completed by  
Explore alternatives for increasing enrollments and fill rates  Implementation of recommended alternatives  


Course enrollments and course fill rates 
Spring 2011 


Expand distant education and technology opportunities  Number of distant education courses 
Number of hybrid courses  
Number of faculty trained for distance education   


Spring 2011 


Improve the documentation of SLO cycle assessments  Number of completed SLO cycle assessments  Spring 2010 
Prepare for survey/accreditation  Completion of required documents including policies 


Review of all curriculum and course outlines  
Fall 2011 


Develop a Fire Science Webpage  Webpage created and on-line  Fall 2012  
Improve student success in the core fire courses (entry-level)  Student Success Rates for the 100-108 courses  Fall 2011  
Explore opportunities to expand Fire Officer and Fire Chief 
course offerings  


Number of courses in Officer and Chief track 
Schedule frequency of Officer and Chief courses  


Fall 2012 


 
 
 


2. Identify how student learning or service area outcomes will be expanded and fully implemented into the program.  
Include a progress timeline for implementation and program improvement.    


a) SLOs – Courses:  
By the end of the fall 2009 semester, course SLOs will be adopted for the five courses without SLOs and at least two more SLOs will be 
added to all courses. Part-time instructors will be instructed in the documentation required for SLO data related to each course taught in 
spring 2010. At the first Advisory Committee in fall 2010, SLO data will be reviewed and improvement strategies will be discussed. 
Thereafter the cycle will be repeated in the fall.  


 
b) SLOs – Program:  


Program SLOs will be completed by spring 2010 for the degree/certificate in Fire Technology. In addition, the instructors and Advisory 
Committee will determine is there should be the same or additional SLOs for the Fire Fighter I certificate or the Academy. Once SLO and 
metrics defined, the results will be reviewed annually in the fall with the course SLOs.  
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3. Identify any resources needed to accomplish these objectives.  Identify any obstacles toward accomplishment and the 


plan to surmount these obstacles.    
a) Resources Needed  


 Continued access to Etudes training will allow the development of hybrid courses and will further the on-line course development.  
 Access to the IVC Webmaster and time for the Webmaster to assist with the webpage development  
 Compensated time for fire coordinators to review, revise, and create documents required for accreditation and to work with individual 
instructors, Advisory Committee, and VATEA grant committee.  


 
b) Potential Obstacles  


The existing facilities are shared with five other programs that require extensive technology, equipment, skills labs, and related supplies, 
much of which requires climate controlled storage; i.e. less than 100 degrees. Instructors utilizing lab space must move equipment and 
supplies into the hallways daily, placing the District at risk for fire code citations if appropriate care/time is not taken. Some of the fire 
equipment has been stored off-campus at local fire departments, but this led to losses due to co-mingling of equipment and supplies.  


 
 
4. Identify any outside factors that might influence your program during the next three years. 


 Budget   
The most ominous outside factor that would influence the Fire Programs over the next 3 years is the budget – IVC, State, and/or Federal. 
Many fire courses require additional instructors during skills checks and low instructor-to-student ratios, thus the cost per student may 
higher than other non-fire programs. At a time of economic instability in locally, in the state and in the nation, the funds for high cost 
programs may be at risk. 
 


 Regulatory Compliance   
Each instructor must be approved by the State Fire Marshall for each course the instructor teaches. The availability and willingness of 
local instructors affect the courses offered and the frequency of offerings. In addition, the programs must meet all new or changing 
requirements.  








Part 2 – Comprehensive Program Review         Fall 2009 
 
Program Name:  
 
 
A. PAST:   Review of Program Performance, Objectives, and Outcomes for the Three Previous Academic Years:  


2006-07, 2007-08, 2008-09 
 


1. List the objectives developed for this program during the last comprehensive program review. 
 


  This is the first program review for the Library Technician Program.  Objectives for the Program include: 
1. Student will demonstrate knowledge of library services and programming for a variety of 


people and in different types of libraries. 
2. Student will demonstrate knowledge of ethics involving information access and privacy. 
3. Student will demonstrate ability to search print and online resources, evaluate the  


information, and use it in a presentation or in written work.   
4. Student will demonstrate ability to read, write and speak by requiring reading assignments, 


written assignments, and a presentation or speaking in each course. 
5. Student will gain and demonstrate knowledge of a wide range of information sources. 
6. Student will demonstrate knowledge of technical services, including cataloging. 


 
   Outcomes for specific courses within the program have been developed: 


   LBRY 151:   Outcome 1 – Research and make an oral presentation on an aspect of library services. 
              Outcome 2 – Write a bibliography using proper MLA format. 
   LBRY 152:   Outcome 1 – Research and write a paper about one aspect of library technical services. 


   LBRY 153: Outcome 1 – Develop and implement an age-appropriate children’s story hour. 
     Outcome 2 – Conduct a bibliographic instruction session with an original handout. 
   LBRY 154:   Outcome 1 – Identify common types of media equipment and formats. 
     Outcome 2 – Demonstrate the operation of, troubleshoot and minor repairs on various  


  types of media equipment. 
     Outcome 3 – Explain various systems of scheduling and tracking of media equipment. 
   LBRY 155: Outcome 1 – Create an accurate MARC record for a book. 


     Outcome 2 - Research and write a paper on one aspect of cataloging and classification. 
   LBRY 156: Outcome 1 – Identify core reference sources in a variety of subject areas. 
     Outcome 2 – Understand freedom of information and the ethics of providing information. 
     Outcome 3 – Demonstrate knowledge of the reference interview. 
 


Library Technician Program 







2. Present program performance data in tabular form for the previous three years that demonstrates the program’s 
performance toward meeting the previous objectives. Include the following standard program performance metrics as 
well additional program specific metrics, if any. 
a. For teaching programs this data should include at least the following:  Enrollment at census, number of sections, fill 


rate, retention rate, success rate, and grade distribution for each course in the program, during each semester and 
session of the previous three academic years.  In addition, the Full Time Equivalent Faculty (FTEF) and Full Time 
Equivalent Students (FTES) and the ratio of FTES per FTEF should be presented for the program for each 
semester and session. 


b. For non teaching programs this data should include the following:  TBD  
 


Library Technician Program 
Enrollment Count at Census  


Course 
Fall Spring Summer Winter Grand 


Total 2006 2007 2008 Total 2007 2008 2009 Total  2007 2008 2009 Total 2007 2008 2009 Total 
LBRY 
151 14 8   22     15 15                 37 


LBRY 
152 12     12   8   8                 20 


LBRY 
153     12 12 7     7                 19 


LBRY 
154   12   12     10 10                 22 


LBRY 
155           15   15                 15 


LBRY 
156   11 13 24                         24 


Total 26 31 25 82 7 23 25 55                 137 







 
Library Technician Program 


Number of Sections 
Course 


Fall Spr. Sum. Win. Grand  
Total 2006 2007 2008 Total 2007 2008 2009 Total 2007 2008 2009 Total 2007 2008 2009 Total 


LBRY 
151 1 1   2     1 1                 3 


LBRY 
152 1     1   1   1                 2 


LBRY 
153     1 1 1     1                 2 


LBRY 
154   1   1     1 1                 2 


LBRY 
155           1   1                 1 


LBRY 
156   1 1 2                         2 


Total 2 3 2 7 1 2 2 5                 12 


Library Technician Program 
Fill Rate 


Course 
Fall Spring Summer Winter Grand 


Total 2006 2007 2008 Total 2007 2008 2009 Total  2007 2008 2009 Total 2007 2008 2009 Total 
LBRY 
151 93%  53%     73%       100% 100%                         82% 


LBRY 
152 80%        80%    53%    53%                         67% 


LBRY 
153       80%  80% 47%       47%                         63% 


LBRY 
154    80%     80%       67% 67%                         73% 


LBRY 
155                100%    100%                         100% 


LBRY 
156    73%  87%  80%                                     80% 


Total 87%  69%  83%  78% 47% 77% 83% 73%                         76% 







 
Library Technician Program 


Student Success Rate  
Course 


Fall Spring Summer Winter 3-Year  
Average 2006 2007 2008 Avg. 2007 2008 2009 Avg. 2007 2008 2009 Avg. 2007 2008 2009 Avg. 


LBRY151 50% 88%   69%     87% 87%                 75% 
LBRY152 50%     50%   63%   63%                 56% 
LBRY153     42% 42% 100%     100%                 71% 
LBRY154   75%   75%     100% 100%                 88% 
LBRY155           80%   80%                 80% 
LBRY156   91% 69% 80%                         80% 


Avg. 50% 84% 55% 66% 100% 71% 93% 86%                 74% 


Library Technician Program 
Student Retention Rate  


Course 
Fall Spring Summer Winter 3-Yr. 


Average 2006 2007 2008 Avg. 2007 2008 2009 Avg. 2007 2008 2009 Avg. 2007 2008 2009 Avg. 
LBRY151 79% 100%   89%     93% 93%                 91% 
LBRY152 58%     58%   63%   63%                 60% 
LBRY153     67% 67% 100%     100%                 83% 
LBRY154   75%   75%     100% 100%                 88% 
LBRY155           87%   87%                 87% 
LBRY156   91% 69% 80%                         80% 


Avg. 68% 89% 68% 77% 100% 75% 97% 89%                 82% 







 


Grade Distribution  


Term Sem. Year Program Course A B C CR D F 


O
th


er
 


W Total #  
Succeed 


Success
Rate 


Retention
Rate  


200710 Fall 2006 LBRY LBRY151 1 4 2     4   3 14 7 50.0% 78.6% 


200710 Fall 2006 LBRY LBRY152 2 2 2     1   5 12 6 50.0% 58.3% 


200720 Spr. 2007 LBRY LBRY153 4 1 2           7 7 100.0% 100.0% 


200810 Fall 2007 LBRY LBRY151 5 1 1   1       8 7 87.5% 100.0% 


200810 Fall 2007 LBRY LBRY154 7 1 1         3 12 9 75.0% 75.0% 


200810 Fall 2007 LBRY LBRY156 5 3 2         1 11 10 90.9% 90.9% 


200820 Spr. 2008 LBRY LBRY152 5             3 8 5 62.5% 62.5% 


200820 Spr. 2008 LBRY LBRY155 8 3 1       1 2 15 12 80.0% 86.7% 


200910 Fall 2008 LBRY LBRY153 3 2     2   1 4 12 5 41.7% 66.7% 


200910 Fall 2008 LBRY LBRY156 4 5           4 13 9 69.2% 69.2% 


200920 Spr. 2009 LBRY LBRY151 8 3 2   1     1 15 13 86.7% 93.3% 


200920 Spr. 2009 LBRY LBRY154 4 4 2           10 10 100.0% 100.0% 


               56 29 15    4 5  2 26 137 100      


Library Technician Program 
Full Time Equivalent Student (FTEs)  


Course 
Fall Spring Summer Winter Grand 


Total 2006 2007 2008 Total 2007 2008 2009 Total  2007 2008 2009 Total 2007 2008 2009 Total 
LBRY 
151 1.5 0.7   2.2     1.4 1.4                 3.6 


LBRY 
152 1.2     1.2   0.8   0.8                 2.1 


LBRY 
153     1.2 1.2 1.5     1.5                 2.7 


LBRY 
154   1.2   1.2     0.9 0.9                 2.2 


LBRY 
155           1.4   1.4                 1.4 


LBRY 
156   1.1 1.3 2.5                         2.5 


Total 2.7 3.1 2.6 8.4 1.5 2.2 2.3 6.0                 14.3 







Library Technician Program 
Full Time Equivalent Faculty (FTEf)  


Course 
Fall Spring Summer Winter Grand 


Total 2006 2007 2008 Total 2007 2008 2009 Total  2007 2008 2009 Total 2007 2008 2009 Total 
LBRY 
151 0.2 0.2   0.4     0.2 0.2                 0.6 


LBRY 
152 0.2     0.2   0.2   0.2                 0.4 


LBRY 
153     0.2 0.2 0.2     0.2                 0.4 


LBRY 
154   0.2   0.2     0.2 0.2                 0.4 


LBRY 
155           0.2   0.2                 0.2 


LBRY 
156   0.2 0.2 0.4                         0.4 


Total 0.4 0.6 0.4 1.4 0.2 0.4 0.4 1.0                 2.4 


Library Technician Program 
FTEs per FTEf 


Course 
Fall Spring Summer Winter 


OverallAvg. 
2006 2007 2008 Avg. 2007 2008 2009 Avg. 2007 2008 2009 Avg. 2007 2008 2009 Avg. 


LBRY 
151 7.3 3.7   5.5     6.9 6.9                 5.9 


LBRY 
152 6.2     6.2   4.1   4.1                 5.1 


LBRY 
153     6.2 6.2 7.5     7.5                 6.8 


LBRY 
154   6.2   6.2     4.6 4.6                 5.4 


LBRY 
155           6.9   6.9                 6.9 


LBRY 
156   5.7 6.7 6.2                         6.2 


Avg. 6.7 5.2 6.4 6.0 7.5 5.5 5.7 6.0                 6.0 
 
 
 







3. Present student learning or service area outcomes data that demonstrate the program’s continuous educational 
and/or service quality improvement.  Include the following standard information and metrics as well as additional 
program specific metrics, if any. 
 


A.)  List the program level outcomes, goals or objectives and show how these support the Institutional Student 
Learning Outcomes.  B.) Identify the method(s) of assessment used for each of the program level outcomes.  
Provide a summary of the outcome data for the program, including course and program level data as appropriate.     


 
A.)  The program level outcomes support the Institutional Learning Outcomes. 


1. Personal Responsibility – This is supported by students’ regular participation 
and completion of assignments in each course.  In addition, this is supported  
by demonstration of knowledge of ethics in information access and privacy. 
(Program Outcome 2 - Student will demonstrate knowledge of ethics involving  
information access and privacy.) 


2. Global/Multicultural awareness – This is supported through exercises in courses 
that require sensitivity to and recognition of diversity of programming for people 
of different languages, backgrounds, ages, and abilities.  Reference sources  
providing international information are also stressed.  (Program Outcome 1:   
Student will demonstrate knowledge of library procedures, services and  
programming for different types of people and in different types of libraries.) 


  (Program Outcome 5:  Student will gain and demonstrate knowledge of a wide  
range of information sources.) 


3. Communication Skills – This is supported by requiring writing and speaking in  
each course in the Program.  (Program Outcome 3:  Student will demonstrate ability  
to search print and online resources, evaluate the information, and use it in a  
presentation or in written work.)   


4. Information Literacy – This is supported by the research, critical thinking, and 
presentation or speaking required in each course in the Program.  (Program  
Outcome 3:  Student will demonstrate ability to search print and online  
resources, evaluate the information, and use it in a presentation or in written  
work.)   


5. Analytical/Critical Thinking – This is supported by discussion and student assessment  
of library programming and services for different types of people in various types of  
libraries. (Program Outcome 1:  Student will demonstrate knowledge of library  
procedures, services and programming for different types of people and in different  
types of libraries.) 


  







 
B.) Identify the method(s) of assessment used for each of the program level outcomes.   


1. Student will demonstrate knowledge of library services and programming for a variety of 
people and in different types of libraries. – Assessment is conducted by evaluating and 
grading exercises, tests, and presentations given by the students. 


2. Student will demonstrate knowledge of ethics involving information access and privacy. 
- Assessment is conducted by evaluating and grading exercises, tests, and presentations 
given by the students. 


3. Student will demonstrate ability to search print and online resources, evaluate the  
information, and use it in a presentation or in written work.  – Assessment is conducted by 
evaluating and grading the relevant presentation or written work.   


4. Student will demonstrate ability to read, write and speak by requiring reading assignments, 
written assignments, and a presentation or speaking in each course. – Assessment is 
conducted by evaluating and grading written assignments and presentations. 


5. Student will gain and demonstrate knowledge of a wide range of information sources. –  
Assessment is conducted by exercises in the reference services course, where international 
as well as United States information sources are used. 


6. Student will demonstrate knowledge of technical services, including cataloging. – 
Assessment is conducted through evaluating in-class exercises and grading exams. 


 
4. Analyze the data presented visually (graphs, diagrams, etc.) and verbally (text) as appropriate, present any trends, 


anomalies, and conclusions.  Explain the program’s success or failure in meeting the objectives presented above in 
item one.  Explain the ways that the program utilized the student learning or service area outcome data presented in 
item three to improve the program (changes to curriculum, instructional methodology, support services, etc.) 


 
  The Program has been successful in educating Library Technician students in Imperial Valley.  Outside  
  evidence of this exists through the Desert Valley Library Media Association.  The paraprofessionals have 
  all come through the IVC Library Technician Program.   
 
  Analyzing the data presented visually, it is clear that the there has been a steady, though low, enrollment  


in the Program.  Two courses per semester have been offered each fall and spring session.  The fill rate  
averages approximately 76%.  The 3-year average retention rate was 82%.  There were a total of 137  
students in the Program from Fall 2007 through Spring 2009. 


 
 







PRESENT: Snapshot of the State of the Program in the Current Semester: Fall 2009 
 


1. Give a verbal description of the program as it exists at the present time.  Include information on current staffing levels, 
current student enrollments, student learning or service are outcome implementation, number of majors, and/or other 
data as appropriate. 
 


  This current 09/10 academic year, two courses per semester are given.  In Fall 2009, there are twelve students in 
LBRY 155 and fifteen students in LBRY 152.  In Spring 2010, LBRY 153 and LBRY 156 will be offered.  Four 
students will be able to graduate with their Library Technician Certificate in Spring 2010.  After Spring 2010, the  
Library Technician Program will be suspended as a result of budgetary issues.  There will be no Library Technician 
courses in 2010/11 and 2011/12.  At the end of this two year period, the status of the Program will be evaluated, 
taking into consideration the budget situation and potential library employment openings. 


   
2. Verbally describe any outside factors that are currently affecting the program. (For example:  changes in job market, 


changing technologies, changes in transfer destinations, etc.) 
 


  The budget situation and reduced employment opportunities are affecting the program.  It is the budget situation 
    that requires us to shut down the Program for two years. 


 
3. List any significant issues or problems that the program is immediately facing. 


 
  Since the enrollment in Library Technician classes is normally 15 or fewer students, it is a low enrollment program 
  that still requires the same faculty as a high enrollment program.  The budget will not allow us to continue with this  
  situation at present. 
 
 
C. FUTURE: Program Objectives for the Next Three Academic Years: 2009-10, 2010-11, 2011-12 
 


1. Identify the program objectives for the next three academic years, making sure these objectives are consistent with the 
college’s Educational Master Plan goals.  Include how accomplishment is to be identified or measured and identify the 
planned completion dates.  If any objectives are anticipated to extend beyond this three-year period, identify how much 
is to be accomplished by the end of this review period and performance measures. 
 


  The Library Technician Program will be suspended for two academic years, 2010-11 and 2011-12.  At the end of 
  this period, an assessment will be made whether or not the budgetary situation and the employment situation 
  warrant restarting the program. 


 







2. Identify how student learning or service area outcomes will be expanded and fully implemented into the program.  
Include a progress timeline for implementation and program improvement.    
 


  The Library Technician Program will be suspended for two academic years. 
 


3. Identify any resources needed to accomplish these objectives.  Identify any obstacles toward accomplishment and the 
plan to surmount these obstacles.    
 


There are no resources, nor obstacles, because the Program will be suspended for two years.  Clearly, the budgetary situation 
is an obstacle for the success of the Library Technician Program. 


 
4. Identify any outside factors that might influence your program during the next three years. 


 
  A change in the budgetary situation would influence the program, as would an upswing in library employment opportunities. 
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Part 2 – Comprehensive Program Review         Fall 2009 
 
Program Name:  
 
 
A. PAST:   Review of Program Performance, Objectives, and Outcomes for the Three Previous Academic Years:  


2006-07, 2007-08, 2008-09 
 


1. List the objectives developed for this program during the last comprehensive program review. 
 
        The principle program objectives of the Mathematics program during 2005-2008 were to: 
 
          1.  Offer a combined/accelerated version of Math 70 & Math 80, Fall 2005. 
          2.  Collaborate with the business division to offer Computer Science courses by 2007 
          3.  Develop and implement a vocational math course by 2005. 
          4.  Modernize the departmental infrastructure.  
          5.  Provide more transferable courses at the external campuses and extend the hours of operation of the Math Lab. 
          6.  Provide IVC students access to math classes. 
          7.  Interact with the public and with universities concerning the math classes offered at IVC. 
         
2. Present program performance data in tabular form for the previous three years that demonstrates the program’s 


performance toward meeting the previous objectives. Include the following standard program performance metrics as 
well additional program specific metrics, if any. 
a. For teaching programs this data should include at least the following:  Enrollment at census, number of sections, fill 


rate, retention rate, success rate, and grade distribution for each course in the program, during each semester and 
session of the previous three academic years.  In addition, the Full Time Equivalent Faculty (FTEF) and Full Time 
Equivalent Students (FTES) and the ratio of FTES per FTEF should be presented for the program for each 
semester and session. 


b. For non teaching programs this data should include the following:  TBD  
 


Mathematics Program 
Enrollment Count at Census  


Course 
Fall Spring Summer Winter Grand 


Total 2006 2007 2008 Total 2007 2008 2009 Total 2007 2008 2009 Total 2007 2008 2009 Total
MATH 110 46 61 56 163 63 55 54 172 35 24   59         394
MATH 112 41 39 34 114 32 39 39 110 15 22   37         261


Mathematics Program, Science, Math, and Engineering Division 
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MATH 113 11 4 9 24                         24
MATH 114 63 65 42 170 58 42 80 180 26 16   42         392
MATH 119     219 219     258 258     100 100     72 72 649
MATH 120 369 412   781 355 361   716 109 109   218 104 105   209 1924
MATH 121   6   6 15 11   26                 32
MATH 122     15 15 11 22 17 50                 65
MATH 130   9   9                         9
MATH 140 72 66 67 205 65 49 65 179 33 29 35 97 26 23 33 82 563
MATH 150 15 29 20 64   33 29 62           10   10 136
MATH 170             17 17                 17
MATH 190 10 31 33 74 42 42 53 137 31 20   51   16 24 40 302
MATH 192 52 62 49 163 36 32 36 104           15   15 282
MATH 194 27 17 29 73 26 42 36 104                 177
MATH 210         19 22 30 71                 71
MATH 220         7 15 26 48                 48
MATH 230 15 26 27 68                         68
MATH 240 20 18 25 63                         63
MATH 241 6 11   17                         17
MATH 40   4 69 73 4   33 37                 110
MATH 60 52 88 66 206 54 54 55 163     29 29 11     11 409
MATH 70 174 182 342 698 216 205 424 845 44 91 136 271 45 57 124 226 2040
MATH 80 618 566 570 1754 480 494 447 1421 85 145 141 371 113 117 139 369 3915
MATH 90 820 877 771 2468 687 678 687 2052 232 270 265 767 230 238 271 739 6026
MATH 92   6   6                         6


Total 2411 2579 2443 7433 2170 2196 2386 6752 610 726 706 2042 529 581 663 1773 18000
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Mathematics Program 
Number of Sections 


Course 
Fall Spring Sum. Win. Grand 


Total 2006 2007 2008 Total 2007 2008 2009 Total 2007 2008 2009 Total 2007 2008 2009 Total


MATH 
110 2 2 2 6 2 2 2 6 1 1   2         14


MATH 
112 1 1 1 3 1 1 1 3 1 1   2         8


MATH 
113 1 1 1 3                         3


MATH 
114 2 2 2 6 2 2 2 6 1 1   2         14


MATH 
119     8 8     9 9     4 4     3 3 24


MATH 
120 13 13   26 14 13   27 4 4   8 5 5   10 71


MATH 
121   1   1 1 1   2                 3


MATH 
122     1 1 1 1 1 3                 4


MATH 
130   1   1                         1


MATH 
140 2 2 2 6 2 2 2 6 1 1 1 3 1 1 1 3 18


MATH 
150 1 1 1 3   1 1 2           1   1 6


MATH 
170             1 1                 1


MATH 
190 1 2 2 5 2 2 2 6 1 1   2   1 1 2 15


MATH 
192 2 2 2 6 1 1 1 3           1   1 10


MATH 
194 1 1 1 3 1 1 1 3                 6


MATH         1 1 1 3                 3
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210 
MATH 


220         1 1 1 3                 3


MATH 
230 1 1 1 3                         3


MATH 
240 1 1 1 3                         3


MATH 
241 1 1   2                         2


MATH 40   1 2 3 1   1 2                 5
MATH 60 1 1 1 3 1 1 1 3     2 2 1     1 9
MATH 70 5 5 10 20 6 6 12 24 2 4 4 10 3 3 4 10 64
MATH 80 19 18 22 59 19 19 16 54 6 7 7 20 7 6 6 19 152
MATH 90 25 25 21 71 21 20 18 59 8 8 8 24 8 9 9 26 180
MATH 92   1   1                         1


Total 79 83 81 243 77 75 73 225 25 28 26 79 25 27 24 76 623
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Mathematics Program 
Student Retention Rate  


Course 
Fall Spring Summer Winter 3-Year 


Average2006 2007 2008 Avg. 2007 2008 2009 Avg. 2007 2008 2009 Avg. 2007 2008 2009 Avg.
MATH110 70% 83% 86% 79% 73% 85% 92% 84% 89% 96%   92%         84%
MATH112 92% 100% 94% 95% 94% 90% 79% 88% 100% 100%   100%         94%
MATH113 86% 100% 88% 91%                         91%
MATH114 90% 95% 88% 91% 91% 100% 80% 90% 77% 88%   82%         89%
MATH119     68% 68%     79% 79%     83% 83%     82% 82% 78%
MATH120 61% 67%   64% 61% 72%   66% 72% 86%   79% 80% 81%   80% 73%
MATH121   50%   50% 100% 82%   91%                 77%
MATH122     60% 60% 100% 86% 59% 82%                 76%
MATH130   67%   67%                         67%
MATH140 53% 59% 81% 64% 63% 65% 63% 64% 94% 75% 71% 80% 85% 87% 76% 83% 73%
MATH150 53% 67% 75% 65%   94% 72% 83%           90%   90% 75%
MATH170           86% 76% 81%                 81%
MATH190 90% 74% 70% 78% 74% 69% 79% 74% 90% 95%   93%   94% 92% 93% 83%
MATH192 65% 71% 88% 75% 61% 72% 39% 57%           93%   93% 70%
MATH194 74% 88% 97% 86% 88% 93% 72% 85%                 85%
MATH210         89% 100% 97% 95%                 95%
MATH220         86% 80% 92% 86%                 86%
MATH230 80% 81% 90% 83%                         83%
MATH240 74% 88% 60% 74%                         74%
MATH241 83% 100%   92%                         92%
MATH40   100% 91% 96% 100%   100% 100%                 98%
MATH60 81% 83% 79% 81% 80% 76% 82% 79%     97% 97% 86%     86% 83%
MATH70 71% 74% 83% 76% 73% 79% 68% 73% 80% 79% 83% 80% 89% 96% 85% 90% 80%
MATH80 72% 70% 82% 75% 69% 63% 71% 68% 81% 78% 83% 81% 76% 76% 86% 79% 76%
MATH90 66% 61% 72% 66% 54% 55% 64% 57% 70% 72% 86% 76% 83% 70% 78% 77% 69%
MATH92   80%   80%                         80%


Average 74% 79% 80% 78% 80% 80% 76% 79% 84% 85% 84% 84% 83% 86% 83% 84% 80%
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Mathematics Program 
Student Success Rate  


Course 
Fall Spring Summer Winter 3-Year 


Average2006 2007 2008 Avg. 2007 2008 2009 Avg. 2007 2008 2009 Avg. 2007 2008 2009 Avg.


MATH110 70% 55% 66% 64% 70% 78% 68% 72% 77% 96%   86%         72%
MATH112 78% 90% 88% 85% 81% 85% 64% 77% 100% 100%   100%         86%
MATH113 86% 100% 75% 87%                         87%
MATH114 76% 81% 85% 81% 80% 95% 80% 85% 73% 88%   80%         82%
MATH119     55% 55%     61% 61%     62% 62%     74% 74% 63%
MATH120 47% 51%   49% 46% 61%   53% 61% 69%   65% 70% 71%   71% 60%
MATH121   33%   33% 100% 82%   91%                 72%
MATH122     47% 47% 91% 59% 35% 62%                 58%
MATH130   67%   67%                         67%
MATH140 26% 52% 61% 46% 43% 39% 42% 41% 82% 61% 54% 66% 69% 74% 74% 72% 56%
MATH150 53% 48% 60% 54%   91% 59% 75%           90%   90% 67%
MATH170           64% 71% 67%                 67%
MATH190 60% 55% 48% 54% 55% 52% 68% 58% 74% 90%   82%   75% 88% 81% 67%
MATH192 38% 56% 73% 56% 42% 47% 39% 42%           93%   93% 56%
MATH194 41% 65% 79% 62% 69% 62% 36% 56%                 59%
MATH210         84% 91% 73% 83%                 83%
MATH220         71% 80% 77% 76%                 76%
MATH230 67% 62% 72% 67%                         67%
MATH240 58% 65% 48% 57%                         57%
MATH241 67% 100%   83%                         83%
MATH40   100% 78% 89% 100%   100% 100%                 94%
MATH60 40% 40% 38% 39% 39% 44% 47% 44%     97% 97% 71%     71% 52%
MATH70 49% 60% 65% 58% 54% 53% 50% 52% 70% 70% 78% 73% 76% 79% 76% 77% 65%
MATH80 44% 45% 58% 49% 41% 41% 53% 45% 72% 71% 65% 69% 57% 62% 73% 64% 57%
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MATH90 35% 34% 41% 37% 34% 35% 33% 34% 54% 62% 69% 62% 65% 57% 63% 62% 49%
MATH92   80%   80%                         80%


Avg. 55% 64% 63% 61% 65% 64% 59% 63% 74% 78% 71% 75% 68% 75% 75% 73% 65%


 
 
 


Grade Distribution  


Term Sem. Year Program Course A B C CR D F 


O
th


er
 


W Total #  
Succeed 


Success
Rate 


Retention
Rate 


200710 Fall 2006 MATH MATH110 6 14 12         14 46 32 69.6% 69.6%
200710 Fall 2006 MATH MATH112 7 10 12   3 2   3 37 29 78.4% 91.9%
200710 Fall 2006 MATH MATH113 6             1 7 6 85.7% 85.7%
200710 Fall 2006 MATH MATH114 33 12 3     9   6 63 48 76.2% 90.5%
200710 Fall 2006 MATH MATH120 41 64 70   18 32 3 143 371 175 47.2% 61.5%
200710 Fall 2006 MATH MATH140 6 8 5   10 9   34 72 19 26.4% 52.8%
200710 Fall 2006 MATH MATH150 1 3 4         7 15 8 53.3% 53.3%
200710 Fall 2006 MATH MATH190   3 3   3     1 10 6 60.0% 90.0%
200710 Fall 2006 MATH MATH192 6 8 6   7 7   18 52 20 38.5% 65.4%
200710 Fall 2006 MATH MATH194   6 5   5 4   7 27 11 40.7% 74.1%
200710 Fall 2006 MATH MATH230 3 2 5   1 1   3 15 10 66.7% 80.0%
200710 Fall 2006 MATH MATH240 3   8   2 1   5 19 11 57.9% 73.7%
200710 Fall 2006 MATH MATH241 4         1   1 6 4 66.7% 83.3%
200710 Fall 2006 MATH MATH60       21     21 10 52 21 40.4% 80.8%
200710 Fall 2006 MATH MATH70 27 23 36   7 31   50 174 86 49.4% 71.3%
200710 Fall 2006 MATH MATH80 63 87 119   67 106 2 174 618 269 43.5% 71.8%
200710 Fall 2006 MATH MATH90 34 86 169   96 154 2 280 821 289 35.2% 65.9%
200715 Win. 2007 MATH MATH120 29 25 19   4 6   21 104 73 70.2% 79.8%
200715 Win. 2007 MATH MATH140 5 1 12   4     4 26 18 69.2% 84.6%
200715 Win. 2007 MATH MATH60       5     1 1 7 5 71.4% 85.7%
200715 Win. 2007 MATH MATH70 15 11 8   1 5   5 45 34 75.6% 88.9%
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200715 Win. 2007 MATH MATH80 15 22 27   10 12   27 113 64 56.6% 76.1%
200715 Win. 2007 MATH MATH90 28 46 73   28 11 1 39 226 147 65.0% 82.7%
200720 Spr. 2007 MATH MATH110 5 16 23   1 1   17 63 44 69.8% 73.0%
200720 Spr. 2007 MATH MATH112 3 13 10   3 1   2 32 26 81.3% 93.8%
200720 Spr. 2007 MATH MATH114 26 15 3     6   5 55 44 80.0% 90.9%
200720 Spr. 2007 MATH MATH120 40 58 65   29 24   139 355 163 45.9% 60.8%
200720 Spr. 2007 MATH MATH121 9 2 1           12 12 100.0% 100.0%
200720 Spr. 2007 MATH MATH122 1 7 2   1       11 10 90.9% 100.0%
200720 Spr. 2007 MATH MATH140 7 9 12   9 4   24 65 28 43.1% 63.1%
200720 Spr. 2007 MATH MATH190 5 6 12   5 3   11 42 23 54.8% 73.8%
200720 Spr. 2007 MATH MATH192 1 5 9   4 3   14 36 15 41.7% 61.1%
200720 Spr. 2007 MATH MATH194 3 6 9   2 3   3 26 18 69.2% 88.5%
200720 Spr. 2007 MATH MATH210 4 8 4     1   2 19 16 84.2% 89.5%
200720 Spr. 2007 MATH MATH220 2 2 1     1   1 7 5 71.4% 85.7%
200720 Spr. 2007 MATH MATH40       4         4 4 100.0% 100.0%
200720 Spr. 2007 MATH MATH60       21     22 11 54 21 38.9% 79.6%
200720 Spr. 2007 MATH MATH70 42 36 32   9 30   56 205 110 53.7% 72.7%
200720 Spr. 2007 MATH MATH80 35 55 106   44 88   145 473 196 41.4% 69.3%
200720 Spr. 2007 MATH MATH90 27 59 150   48 83 1 317 685 236 34.5% 53.7%
200730 Sum. 2007 MATH MATH110 6 17 4     4   4 35 27 77.1% 88.6%
200730 Sum. 2007 MATH MATH112 5 7 3           15 15 100.0% 100.0%
200730 Sum. 2007 MATH MATH114 13 6       1   6 26 19 73.1% 76.9%
200730 Sum. 2007 MATH MATH120 15 33 19   10 1   31 109 67 61.5% 71.6%
200730 Sum. 2007 MATH MATH140 7 13 7   1 3   2 33 27 81.8% 93.9%
200730 Sum. 2007 MATH MATH190 2 3 18   4 1   3 31 23 74.2% 90.3%
200730 Sum. 2007 MATH MATH70 25 4 2   3 1   9 44 31 70.5% 79.5%
200730 Sum. 2007 MATH MATH80 26 22 13   3 5   16 85 61 71.8% 81.2%
200730 Sum. 2007 MATH MATH90 15 45 66   16 20   70 232 126 54.3% 69.8%
200810 Fall 2007 MATH MATH110 5 8 19   10 6   10 58 32 55.2% 82.8%
200810 Fall 2007 MATH MATH112 7 15 13   2 2     39 35 89.7% 100.0%
200810 Fall 2007 MATH MATH113 2   2           4 4 100.0% 100.0%
200810 Fall 2007 MATH MATH114 29 12 11   1 8   3 64 52 81.3% 95.3%
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200810 Fall 2007 MATH MATH120 47 76 85   25 42   134 409 208 50.9% 67.2%
200810 Fall 2007 MATH MATH121 1 1       1   3 6 2 33.3% 50.0%
200810 Fall 2007 MATH MATH130 2 3 1         3 9 6 66.7% 66.7%
200810 Fall 2007 MATH MATH140 5 15 14   3 2   27 66 34 51.5% 59.1%
200810 Fall 2007 MATH MATH150 2 3 8   4 1   9 27 13 48.1% 66.7%
200810 Fall 2007 MATH MATH190 4 6 7   4 2   8 31 17 54.8% 74.2%
200810 Fall 2007 MATH MATH192 8 15 12   3 6   18 62 35 56.5% 71.0%
200810 Fall 2007 MATH MATH194 5 3 3   2 2   2 17 11 64.7% 88.2%
200810 Fall 2007 MATH MATH230 1 3 12   5     5 26 16 61.5% 80.8%
200810 Fall 2007 MATH MATH240 2 3 6   4     2 17 11 64.7% 88.2%
200810 Fall 2007 MATH MATH241 11               11 11 100.0% 100.0%
200810 Fall 2007 MATH MATH40       4         4 4 100.0% 100.0%
200810 Fall 2007 MATH MATH60       35     38 15 88 35 39.8% 83.0%
200810 Fall 2007 MATH MATH70 24 42 40   12 13   47 178 106 59.6% 73.6%
200810 Fall 2007 MATH MATH80 47 71 133   53 91   169 564 251 44.5% 70.0%
200810 Fall 2007 MATH MATH90 36 75 186   102 128 2 335 864 297 34.4% 61.2%
200810 Fall 2007 MATH MATH92       4       1 5 4 80.0% 80.0%
200815 Win. 2008 MATH MATH120 18 20 37   5 5   20 105 75 71.4% 81.0%
200815 Win. 2008 MATH MATH140 3 2 12   2 1   3 23 17 73.9% 87.0%
200815 Win. 2008 MATH MATH150 2   7         1 10 9 90.0% 90.0%
200815 Win. 2008 MATH MATH190   2 10   3     1 16 12 75.0% 93.8%
200815 Win. 2008 MATH MATH192 2 4 8         1 15 14 93.3% 93.3%
200815 Win. 2008 MATH MATH70 16 18 11   3 7   2 57 45 78.9% 96.5%
200815 Win. 2008 MATH MATH80 27 23 22   8 9   28 117 72 61.5% 76.1%
200815 Win. 2008 MATH MATH90 33 46 56   17 15   71 238 135 56.7% 70.2%
200820 Spr. 2008 MATH MATH110 10 21 12   4     8 55 43 78.2% 85.5%
200820 Spr. 2008 MATH MATH112 5 10 18   1 1   4 39 33 84.6% 89.7%
200820 Spr. 2008 MATH MATH114 18 10 12   2       42 40 95.2% 100.0%
200820 Spr. 2008 MATH MATH120 38 100 82   12 26 2 101 361 220 60.9% 72.0%
200820 Spr. 2008 MATH MATH121 7 2           2 11 9 81.8% 81.8%
200820 Spr. 2008 MATH MATH122 1 6 6   5 1   3 22 13 59.1% 86.4%
200820 Spr. 2008 MATH MATH140 3 9 7   4 9   17 49 19 38.8% 65.3%
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200820 Spr. 2008 MATH MATH150 12 12 6     1   2 33 30 90.9% 93.9%
200820 Spr. 2008 MATH MATH170 3 3 3   1 2   2 14 9 64.3% 85.7%
200820 Spr. 2008 MATH MATH190 2 6 14   5 2   13 42 22 52.4% 69.0%
200820 Spr. 2008 MATH MATH192 3 1 11   5 3   9 32 15 46.9% 71.9%
200820 Spr. 2008 MATH MATH194 5 9 12   8 5   3 42 26 61.9% 92.9%
200820 Spr. 2008 MATH MATH210 4 7 9   2       22 20 90.9% 100.0%
200820 Spr. 2008 MATH MATH220 5 6 1         3 15 12 80.0% 80.0%
200820 Spr. 2008 MATH MATH60       24     17 13 54 24 44.4% 75.9%
200820 Spr. 2008 MATH MATH70 28 43 37   13 41   43 205 108 52.7% 79.0%
200820 Spr. 2008 MATH MATH80 52 57 91   37 74   179 490 200 40.8% 63.5%
200820 Spr. 2008 MATH MATH90 34 62 138   51 83   307 675 234 34.7% 54.5%
200830 Sum. 2008 MATH MATH110 8 8 7         1 24 23 95.8% 95.8%
200830 Sum. 2008 MATH MATH112 10 10 2           22 22 100.0% 100.0%
200830 Sum. 2008 MATH MATH114 12 2           2 16 14 87.5% 87.5%
200830 Sum. 2008 MATH MATH120 15 26 34   9 10   15 109 75 68.8% 86.2%
200830 Sum. 2008 MATH MATH140 2 10 5   3 1   7 28 17 60.7% 75.0%
200830 Sum. 2008 MATH MATH190 6 9 3   1     1 20 18 90.0% 95.0%
200830 Sum. 2008 MATH MATH70 34 14 13   5 3   18 87 61 70.1% 79.3%
200830 Sum. 2008 MATH MATH80 28 46 29   4 6   32 145 103 71.0% 77.9%
200830 Sum. 2008 MATH MATH90 58 54 54   16 13   74 269 166 61.7% 72.5%
200910 Fall 2008 MATH MATH110 6 18 13   7 4   8 56 37 66.1% 85.7%
200910 Fall 2008 MATH MATH112 6 10 14   2     2 34 30 88.2% 94.1%
200910 Fall 2008 MATH MATH113 4 1 1     1   1 8 6 75.0% 87.5%
200910 Fall 2008 MATH MATH114 15 17 2     1   5 40 34 85.0% 87.5%
200910 Fall 2008 MATH MATH119 41 52 28   14 13   71 219 121 55.3% 67.6%
200910 Fall 2008 MATH MATH122   6 1   2     6 15 7 46.7% 60.0%
200910 Fall 2008 MATH MATH140 3 17 21   7 6   13 67 41 61.2% 80.6%
200910 Fall 2008 MATH MATH150 2 5 5   2 1   5 20 12 60.0% 75.0%
200910 Fall 2008 MATH MATH190 4 3 9   3 4   10 33 16 48.5% 69.7%
200910 Fall 2008 MATH MATH192 7 21 8   5 2   6 49 36 73.5% 87.8%
200910 Fall 2008 MATH MATH194 1 9 13   1 4   1 29 23 79.3% 96.6%
200910 Fall 2008 MATH MATH230 5 6 10   4 1   3 29 21 72.4% 89.7%
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200910 Fall 2008 MATH MATH240 6   6   1 2   10 25 12 48.0% 60.0%
200910 Fall 2008 MATH MATH40       53     9 6 68 53 77.9% 91.2%
200910 Fall 2008 MATH MATH60       25     27 14 66 25 37.9% 78.8%
200910 Fall 2008 MATH MATH70 40 68 112   18 45   58 341 220 64.5% 83.0%
200910 Fall 2008 MATH MATH80 50 124 158   61 75 1 103 572 332 58.0% 82.0%
200910 Fall 2008 MATH MATH90 71 85 163   87 148 2 218 774 319 41.2% 71.8%
200915 Win. 2009 MATH MATH119 14 15 24   4 2   13 72 53 73.6% 81.9%
200915 Win. 2009 MATH MATH140 6 8 11   1     8 34 25 73.5% 76.5%
200915 Win. 2009 MATH MATH190 1 9 11   1     2 24 21 87.5% 91.7%
200915 Win. 2009 MATH MATH70 48 30 16   4 7   19 124 94 75.8% 84.7%
200915 Win. 2009 MATH MATH80 27 43 32   13 4   20 139 102 73.4% 85.6%
200915 Win. 2009 MATH MATH90 37 60 75   19 20 1 60 272 172 63.2% 77.9%
200920 Spr. 2009 MATH MATH110 3 14 19   11 2   4 53 36 67.9% 92.5%
200920 Spr. 2009 MATH MATH112 4 6 15   3 3   8 39 25 64.1% 79.5%
200920 Spr. 2009 MATH MATH114 21 18 1         10 50 40 80.0% 80.0%
200920 Spr. 2009 MATH MATH119 42 61 55   15 29   55 257 158 61.5% 78.6%
200920 Spr. 2009 MATH MATH122 4 1 1   1 3   7 17 6 35.3% 58.8%
200920 Spr. 2009 MATH MATH140 12 7 8   6 7   24 64 27 42.2% 62.5%
200920 Spr. 2009 MATH MATH150 2 8 7   2 2   8 29 17 58.6% 72.4%
200920 Spr. 2009 MATH MATH170 5 3 4   1     4 17 12 70.6% 76.5%
200920 Spr. 2009 MATH MATH190 6 10 20   2 4   11 53 36 67.9% 79.2%
200920 Spr. 2009 MATH MATH192 2 6 6         22 36 14 38.9% 38.9%
200920 Spr. 2009 MATH MATH194 4 3 6   4 9   10 36 13 36.1% 72.2%
200920 Spr. 2009 MATH MATH210 3   19   7     1 30 22 73.3% 96.7%
200920 Spr. 2009 MATH MATH220 6 4 10   3 1   2 26 20 76.9% 92.3%
200920 Spr. 2009 MATH MATH40       32         32 32 100.0% 100.0%
200920 Spr. 2009 MATH MATH60       26     19 10 55 26 47.3% 81.8%
200920 Spr. 2009 MATH MATH70 36 76 98   34 39 1 132 416 210 50.5% 68.3%
200920 Spr. 2009 MATH MATH80 48 95 93   31 54   128 449 236 52.6% 71.5%
200920 Spr. 2009 MATH MATH90 14 41 170   103 107 2 249 686 225 32.8% 63.7%
200930 Sum. 2009 MATH MATH119 14 32 16   10 10 1 17 100 62 62.0% 83.0%
200930 Sum. 2009 MATH MATH140 6 3 10   4 2   10 35 19 54.3% 71.4%
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200930 Sum. 2009 MATH MATH60       28       1 29 28 96.6% 96.6%
200930 Sum. 2009 MATH MATH70 36 39 32   2 5   24 138 107 77.5% 82.6%
200930 Sum. 2009 MATH MATH80 27 29 35   7 19   24 141 91 64.5% 83.0%
200930 Sum. 2009 MATH MATH90 59 61 62   24 23   36 265 182 68.7% 86.4%
               2146 3011 3908 282 1440 1956 175  4978 17896 9347    
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Mathematics Program 
Full Time Equivalent Faculty (FTEF)  


Course 
Fall Spring Summer Winter Grand 


Total 2006 2007 2008 Total 2007 2008 2009 Total 2007 2008 2009 Total 2007 2008 2009 Total
MATH 110 0.4 0.4 0.4 1.2 0.4 0.4 0.4 1.2 0.2 0.2   0.4         2.8
MATH 112 0.2 0.2 0.2 0.6 0.2 0.2 0.2 0.6 0.2 0.2   0.4         1.6
MATH 113 0.1 0.1 0.1 0.2                         0.2
MATH 114 0.1 0.1 0.1 0.4 0.1 0.1 0.1 0.4 0.1 0.1   0.1         0.9
MATH 119     2.1 2.1     2.4 2.4     1.1 1.1     0.8 0.8 6.4
MATH 120 2.6 2.6   5.2 2.8 2.6   5.4 0.8 0.8   1.6 1.0 1.0   2.0 14.2
MATH 121   0.1   0.1 0.1 0.1   0.1                 0.2
MATH 122     0.2 0.2 0.2 0.2 0.2 0.6                 0.8
MATH 130   0.2   0.2                         0.2
MATH 140 0.4 0.4 0.4 1.2 0.4 0.4 0.4 1.2 0.2 0.2 0.2 0.6 0.2 0.2 0.2 0.6 3.6
MATH 150 0.3 0.3 0.3 0.8   0.3 0.3 0.5           0.3   0.3 1.6
MATH 170             0.3 0.3                 0.3
MATH 190 0.3 0.7 0.7 1.7 0.7 0.7 0.7 2.0 0.3 0.3   0.7   0.3 0.3 0.7 5.0
MATH 192 0.7 0.7 0.7 2.0 0.3 0.3 0.3 1.0           0.3   0.3 3.3
MATH 194 0.3 0.3 0.3 1.0 0.3 0.3 0.3 1.0                 2.0
MATH 210         0.3 0.3 0.3 1.0                 1.0
MATH 220         0.2 0.2 0.2 0.6                 0.6
MATH 230 0.2 0.2 0.2 0.6                         0.6
MATH 240 0.2 0.2 0.2 0.6                         0.6
MATH 241 0.1 0.1   0.1                         0.1
MATH 40   0.1 0.1 0.2 0.1   0.1 0.1                 0.3
MATH 60 0.1 0.1 0.1 0.4 0.1 0.1 0.1 0.4     0.3 0.3 0.1     0.1 1.2
MATH 70 1.0 1.0 2.0 4.0 1.2 1.2 2.4 4.8 0.4 0.8 0.8 2.0 0.6 0.6 0.8 2.0 12.8
MATH 80 3.8 3.6 4.4 11.8 3.8 3.8 3.2 10.8 1.2 1.4 1.4 4.0 1.4 1.2 1.2 3.8 30.4
MATH 90 6.7 6.7 5.6 18.9 5.6 5.3 4.8 15.7 2.1 2.1 2.1 6.4 2.1 2.4 2.4 6.9 48.0
MATH 92   0.1   0.1                         0.1
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Total 17.5 18.0 18.1 53.6 16.9 16.6 16.7 50.2 5.5 6.1 5.9 17.5 5.5 6.3 5.7 17.5 138.9


 


Mathematics Program 
Full Time Equivalent Student (FTEs)  


Course 
Fall Spring Summer Winter Grand 


Total 2006 2007 2008 Total 2007 2008 2009 Total  2007 2008 2009 Total  2007 2008 2009 Total 


MATH 110 4.7 6.3 5.8 16.8 6.5 5.7 5.6 17.8 3.7 2.5   6.2         40.7
MATH 112 3.9 3.8 3.5 11.2 3.3 4.0 4.0 11.4 1.6 2.3   3.9         26.5
MATH 113 0.3 0.1 0.2 0.6                         0.6
MATH 114 2.1 1.6 1.2 4.9 1.4 1.2 2.3 4.9 0.8 0.5   1.3         11.1
MATH 119     31.6 31.6     32.1 32.1     13.3 13.3     9.6 9.6 86.6
MATH 120 38.2 42.7   80.9 35.8 37.4   73.2 11.4 11.4   22.8 10.9 10.6   21.5 198.3
MATH 121   0.1   0.1 0.3 0.3   0.6                 0.7
MATH 122     1.6 1.6 1.1 2.3 1.8 5.2                 6.7
MATH 130   0.9   0.9                         0.9
MATH 140 7.5 7.4 6.9 21.8 6.7 5.1 6.7 18.5 3.5 3.0 3.7 10.2 2.7 2.3 3.5 8.5 59.1
MATH 150 1.8 3.5 2.4 7.8   4.0 3.5 7.6           1.3   1.3 16.6
MATH 170             2.1 2.1                 2.1
MATH 190 1.7 5.3 5.6 12.6 7.2 7.2 9.0 23.4 5.4 3.5   8.9   2.7 4.2 6.9 51.8
MATH 192 8.9 10.6 8.4 27.8 6.1 5.5 6.1 17.7           2.5   2.5 48.1
MATH 194 4.6 2.9 4.9 12.5 4.4 7.2 6.1 17.7                 30.2
MATH 210         3.2 3.8 5.1 12.1                 12.1
MATH 220         0.7 1.6 2.7 5.0                 5.0
MATH 230 1.6 2.7 2.8 7.0                         7.0
MATH 240 2.1 1.9 2.6 6.5                         6.5
MATH 241 0.2 0.4   0.6                         0.6
MATH 40   0.1 2.0 2.1 0.1   0.9 1.1                 3.2
MATH 60 1.9 3.3 2.5 7.6 2.2 3.1 2.6 7.8     2.0 2.0 0.5     0.5 17.9
MATH 70 18.0 18.9 35.0 71.9 22.4 21.2 43.7 87.3 4.6 9.6 14.3 28.5 4.7 5.7 13.0 23.5 211.2
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MATH 80 64.0 58.6 58.8 181.5 49.3 51.2 46.1 146.5 8.9 15.2 14.8 38.9 11.9 11.8 14.6 38.2 405.2
MATH 90 102.3 108.9 95.6 306.8 87.4 85.3 85.5 258.3 30.6 35.7 34.2 100.5 30.5 30.1 35.8 96.4 762.0
MATH 92   0.1   0.1                         0.1


Total 263.7 280.0 271.5 815.2 238.3 245.9 266.1 750.3 70.6 83.7 82.3 236.5 61.1 67.0 80.6 208.8 2010.9


 
 
 


Mathematics Program 
FTEs per FTEF 


Course 
Fall Spring Summer Winter Overall 


Avg. 2006 2007 2008 Avg. 2007 2008 2009 Avg. 2007 2008 2009 Avg. 2007 2008 2009 Avg.
MATH 110 11.7 15.8 14.5 14.0 16.3 14.2 14.0 14.8 18.4 12.6   15.5         14.5
MATH 112 19.3 18.9 17.6 18.6 16.6 20.2 20.2 19.0 7.9 11.6   9.7         16.5
MATH 113 5.0 1.4 3.0 3.1                         3.1
MATH 114 15.5 12.1 9.0 12.2 10.4 9.2 17.1 12.2 12.3 7.5   9.9         11.9
MATH 119     14.8 14.8     13.4 13.4     12.5 12.5     12.0 12.0 13.5
MATH 120 14.7 16.4   15.6 12.8 14.4   13.6 14.3 14.2   14.2 10.9 10.6   10.7 14.0
MATH 121   2.1   2.1 4.9 4.1   4.5                 3.7
MATH 122     7.8 7.8 5.7 11.4 8.8 8.6                 8.4
MATH 130   4.7   4.7                         4.7
MATH 140 18.7 18.5 17.4 18.2 16.8 12.7 16.8 15.5 17.3 15.2 18.4 17.0 13.7 11.6 17.3 14.2 16.4
MATH 150 6.9 13.3 9.1 9.8   15.1 13.3 14.2           4.7   4.7 10.4
MATH 170             7.8 7.8                 7.8
MATH 190 5.1 7.9 8.4 7.6 10.8 10.8 13.6 11.7 16.3 10.5   13.4   8.0 12.6 10.3 10.4
MATH 192 13.3 15.9 12.5 13.9 18.4 16.4 18.4 17.7           7.5   7.5 14.4
MATH 194 13.8 8.7 14.8 12.5 13.3 21.5 18.4 17.7                 15.1
MATH 210         9.7 11.3 15.4 12.1                 12.1
MATH 220         3.6 7.8 13.5 8.3                 8.3
MATH 230 7.8 13.5 14.0 11.7                         11.7
MATH 240 10.4 9.3 13.0 10.9                         10.9
MATH 241 2.7 5.7   4.2                         4.2
MATH 40   1.7 14.8 10.4 1.8   14.1 8.0                 9.5
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MATH 60 14.1 24.5 18.6 19.1 16.4 23.0 19.2 19.5     7.6 7.6 3.5     3.5 14.9
MATH 70 18.0 18.9 17.5 18.0 18.7 17.7 18.2 18.2 11.6 12.0 17.8 14.2 7.9 9.6 16.3 11.8 16.5
MATH 80 16.9 16.3 13.4 15.4 13.0 13.5 14.4 13.6 7.4 10.9 10.5 9.7 8.5 9.8 12.1 10.1 13.3
MATH 90 15.3 16.3 17.1 16.2 15.6 16.0 17.8 16.4 14.3 16.7 16.1 15.7 14.3 12.6 14.9 13.9 15.9
MATH 92   1.7   1.7                         1.7


Avg. 15.1 15.6 15.0 15.2 14.1 14.8 15.9 14.9 12.8 13.6 14.0 13.5 11.2 10.6 14.1 11.9 14.5
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3. Present student learning or service area outcomes data that demonstrate the program’s continuous educational 
and/or service quality improvement.  Include the following standard information and metrics as well as additional 
program specific metrics, if any. 


List the program level outcomes, goals or objectives and show how these support the Institutional Student 
Learning Outcomes.  Identify the method(s) of assessment used for each of the program level outcomes.  Provide 
a summary of the outcome data for the program, including course and program level data as appropriate.     
 


               SLOs were identified for all of our courses during 2008-2009. Data collection began in the fall of 2008.   
 
4. Analyze the data presented visually (graphs, diagrams, etc.) and verbally (text) as appropriate, present any trends, 


anomalies, and conclusions.  Explain the program’s success or failure in meeting the objectives presented above in 
item one.  Explain the ways that the program utilized the student learning or service area outcome data presented in 
item three to improve the program (changes to curriculum, instructional methodology, support services, etc.) 


 
         Enrollment Data:  Our fall enrollment increased sharply between 2006 and 2007 but decreased to 2006 levels in 2008.  The most noticeable 


decrease was in Math 90, from 877 to 771. This was due to the implementation of our new policy on prerequisites.  There was a smaller, but 
across the board decrease in our transfer level courses, most likely due to the same reason. Our spring enrollments, on the other hand, 
showed rising trend all three years.  The most noticeable increase was from Sp08 to Sp09 (2196 – 2386).  Our Sp08 enrollment was 84% of 
our enrollment in the previous fall, while our Sp09 enrollment was 98% (!) of the previous fall.  There was a strong increase in our Math 70 
enrollment in 08-09, due to our new testing requirements. Now matter how low we set the bar for our entry-level math course, students will 
test into it. This change of ratios from fall to spring was directly observable in our developmental classes.  While it is too early to be certain, 
the indications are that forcing students to take the class they test into will raise our persistence rates. A noticeable decrease (~40%) occurred 
in our statistics course, as we moved from Math 120 to the new Math 119. This was expected and desirable, as statistics should really be for 
those whose majors specifically require it, not for those seeking a generic transfer level class.  The year 08-09 also saw an increase in 
enrollment in our 200 level math courses. This most likely reflects the effect of the economy on admission policies at UC and CSU schools.  


 
          Fill Rates:  As the new testing policies have altered the status quo, we have had to anticipate (guess) who they would affect the optimal 


amount of courses offered in the transfer level classes and its resultant effect upon fill rates.  We doubled the number of sections offered in 
Math 70 during 2008-09 without any observable change in fill rates. We decreased our number of sections of Math 90 by 17% in 08-09, and 
saw our fill rate increase to a rather uncomfortable 127% in Sp09. This bears watching. In order to double our sections of Math 70, we had to 
pull resources from somewhere else in the department, or increase staffing. In 09-10, we are operating at full-time instructor BELOW our 07-
09 levels, so hard choices are being made.  The fill rates for the remainder of the department show a general rising trend. 


 
         Success:   In Fall of 2008, we saw a sharp increase in success rates for all of our developmental classes. After hovering at 35% for two years, 


Math 90 went up to 41%. Math 70 saw an increase from about 50% in 2006-08 to 64%. Math 80 went from the low 40”s to 58%. If the data 
stopped there, I would call our new procedures a walloping success. Alas, in Math 70 and Math 90, our data shows a return to historical 
norms in spring of 2009.  In Math 80, we were able to hold onto a fair measure of increase, with a success rate of about 53%. We are very 
interested in finding out what happened here. It involves data sets too large for random chance to be very likely.  It is possible that shifts in our 
common testing procedures between the Fall and Spring 2008-09 maybe the issue.  It is urgently necessary to see the Fall 2009 data at our 
earliest convenience.  A departmental conversation on how the two semesters differed is very much in order.  The success rates of the 
remainder of our classes show the random fluctuations common in small data sets.  There are some isolated spikes in the transfer level areas 
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that most likely are professor-dependant. We need to research on who taught those classes and take a closer look at their methods and 
policies. 


                
         Retention Rates:    We saw a general increase in our retention rates in the developmental classes over the period. In Math 90 we saw an 


increase from 59% in 2006-08 to 68% in 2008-09. In Math 70 and Math 80 we saw a repeat of the earlier trend; A strong increase in Fall 2008 
compared to the previous two years, and then a leveling in the spring.  As with success rates, the retention rates of the transferable courses 
show random fluctuations over the period.  


 
          Units per Class:  We offer Math 70 and Math 80 as 3-unit classes and Math 90 as a 4-unit class. The statewide norms for those classes are 


4,4 and 5 respectively. Our success rates in those classes cannot help but be affected by this discrepancy.  This has to be addressed at some 
point in the future. 


 
          Final Thoughts on Success and Retention:  Looking at a snapshot of the Fall 2004 semester, it is clear that the success rate in M90 has 


dropped since we instituted the Saturday final.  The Saturday final is not a foolproof testing procedure but we feel it has given us a more 
honest assessment of student learning in that course. The success rates for Math 70 & Math 80 in 2004 are essentially the same as they are 
now. One may speculate that they too would drop if we instituted Saturday finals for them.  In a time of accreditation concerns, it is also a 
matter of institutional integrity as to how we address these issues.  Math 190 has seen a considerable increase in success rate since that 
time. We began Math 140 in Fall 2005 as a corrective measure to Math 190’s miserable rate and it has succeeded: we have seen an increase 
of roughly 20%.  


 
          FTES/FTEF.  We have seen a small increase in this ratio over the last three years. 
 


 
B. PRESENT: Snapshot of the State of the Program in the Current Semester: Fall 2009 


1. Give a verbal description of the program as it exists at the present time.  Include information on current staffing levels, 
current student enrollments, student learning or service area outcome implementation, number of majors, and/or other 
data as appropriate. 


 
         Staffing:  Currently we have 9 full-time math professors.  We also share a professor with physics and another with computer science. This is 


the rough equivalent of a tenth professor. One full-time professor has 9 units of release time to be the coordinator. We have a number of 
adjunct professors at the main and external campuses, teaching a variety of loads.  We lost two full-time professors to retirement and had a 
full-time temporary position in 08-09.  Two of these three vacancies were replaced, one by the District fund and one by BSI fund.  We have 
one less teaching professor than during 2008-2009 and we need that position to be replace to meet the staffing demand. 


 
          Student Learning Outcomes:  As of Spring 2008, we had the then required one SLO for all of the math curriculum. At the moment we have the 


required one SLO per credit unit for all of our courses with the exception of Math 150, Math 170, Math 210, and Math 220. With the exception 
of Math 150, these courses are offered only in the spring semester and will be addressed this coming spring.  We began collecting data this 
fall for the original one SLO in each course offered this fall.  By the Fall of 2010 we will have sufficient data to make decisions about the effect 
of the SLO on our curriculum.  
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2. Verbally describe any outside factors that are currently affecting the program. (For example:  changes in job market, 
changing technologies, changes in transfer destinations, etc.) 


 
The economy is affecting the department in a number of ways.  We are unable to offer as many sections of the Math 90 as we would like. We 
are also seeing a spike in advanced students as well, as the economy drives them back home. The opening day turnout the last two years 
has forced us to consider whether we need to offer two sections of Math 192 and Math 194. We have had a turnout of over 50 students.  That 
is border line. If we get the turnout numbers in the 60 range then it is clear that we need two sections. We simply do not have the staffing to 
handle this.    


 
As we move into the 2700 building we have improved our infrastructure a great deal. A lot depends on access to classrooms in the building. 
The Math Department was informed by the Vice President for Academic Services that the Math Department has the second priority to use the 
classrooms in the new science building and the Science Department has the first priority.  So since the Math Department has adequate 
access to those classrooms, we will have sufficient technological capabilities for the foreseeable future.     


 
3. List any significant issues or problems that the program is immediately facing. 
 


The major issues facing the department at this time are: 
 


1. Another full-time tenure-track professor to return to department to its 2008-2009 staffing levels. 
2. Moving the Math Lab to a centralized location. 
3. Adding a designated classroom for Computer Science and hybrid math classes. 
4. Upgrading computers (desktop or laptop) for the full-time staff. 
5. Increasing contact hours for students in our developmental courses. 


 
C. FUTURE: Program Objectives for the Next Three Academic Years: 2009-10, 2010-11, 2011-12 


1. Identify the program objectives for the next three academic years, making sure these objectives are consistent with 
the college’s Educational Master Plan goals.  Include how accomplishment is to be identified or measured and identify 
the planned completion dates.  If any objectives are anticipated to extend beyond this three-year period, identify how 
much is to be accomplished by the end of this review period and performance measures. 


 
       1.  Develop and offer a third basic skills course featuring basic mathematics. 
              
             a. Develop the course in 2010-2011, including changes in the course outline of our pre-existing Math 70. 
             b. Offer the course, beginning in the Fall of 2011. 
 
         2. Add a mandatory one unit lab component to all non-transferable courses. 
 
             a. Develop the course in 2010-2011, including changes in the course outline of our pre-existing Math 70. 
             b. Offer the course, beginning in the Fall of 2011. 
 
         3. Expand access to courses for IVC students. 
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              a. Hire an additional full-time tenure-track instructor to serve basic skills and transfer level classes by Fall 2011. 
 


4.  Expend or locate a dedicated classroom for Computer Science and hybrid math classes. 
 
                            a. To open in 2011-2012.  


 
2. Identify how student learning or service area outcomes will be expanded and fully implemented into the program.  


Include a progress timeline for implementation and program improvement.    
 


Beginning in the Spring of 2010, we will be collecting data on all of the SLOs we have created.  Beginning in the Fall of 2010, we will be 
assessing and evaluating the data and making recommendations for modifications of curriculum based on SLO data.  


 
3. Identify any resources needed to accomplish these objectives.  Identify any obstacles toward accomplishment and the 


plan to surmount these obstacles.  
   


Adding a unit to the developmental courses will add approximately 50 semester hours to our schedule. That is the equivalent of 3 fulltime 
professors. This is wildly unreasonable in this economy. At some time we will have to bite the bullet. We are trying to offer developmental 
classes with 1-2 semester hours per class less than the state average.  


 
4. Identify any outside factors that might influence your program during the next three years.   


 
 


The economy, the economy, the economy. We most likely will be unable to change our staffing levels and unable to significantly alter our 
curriculum in the developmental classes (i.e. add units) during this time frame. In the current budget scenario, it is unlikely that we can meet all 
of our identified community needs, but instead will have to make tough but intelligent choices about priorities.     


 
            








PART 2 - COMPREHENSIVE PROGRAM REVIEW           FALL 2009 


Program Name: 


A. Past:  Review of Program Performance, Objectives, and Outcomes for the Three Previous Academic Years:  2006-07, 2007-08, 2008-09 
1. List the objectives developed for this program during the last comprehensive program review.  (Just list them – no commentary) 


 The writing of SLOs was the main objective for our division.  
- Our goal was to recognize one SLO and Assessment for half of our classes by fall of 2008. So far we have identified these for about 70% of 


the music classes. 
 Collect and review data for the identified classes 


2.  


Music Program - Enrollment Count at Census  


Course 
Fall Spring Summer Winter 


Grand Total 
2006 2007 2008 Total 2007 2008 2009 Total 2007 2008 2009 Total 2007 2008 2009 Total 


MUS 100 145 133 196 474 161 171 143 475 24 21 51 96 19 29 47 95 1140 
MUS 102 118 100 66 284 38 57 63 158 8 17 24 49 18 11 21 50 541 
MUS 104         33 24 26 83                 83 
MUS 110 14 16 18 48 9 15 14 38                 86 
MUS 112 3 3 7 13 7 7 6 20                 33 
MUS 120 9 19 16 44 9 17 11 37   5   5         86 
MUS 122 3 4 3 10 2 6 8 16   3   3         29 
MUS 140 29 41 30 100 28 30 31 89 16 14 15 45   10   10 244 
MUS 142 7 5 7 19 7 10 4 21 1 4 3 8   3   3 51 
MUS 150 11 28 34 73 14 21 28 63 5     5         141 
MUS 152 3 3 9 15 5 5 8 18 1     1         34 
MUS 154 1 2   3   1   1                 4 
MUS 156 12 31 41 84 19 27 41 87                 171 
MUS 160 25 28 24 77 26 29 32 87                 164 
MUS 162 3 3 3 9 5 4 2 11                 20 
MUS 171 26     26 20 3 18 41                 67 
MUS 172 8 8 15 31 4 8 15 27                 58 
MUS 175 16 11 13 40 13 19 15 47                 87 
MUS 177 5 3 3 11   3 2 5                 16 
MUS 178   12 12 24   7   7                 31 
MUS 179   2 4 6   4 7 11                 17 
MUS 180 13 8 12 33 14 16 16 46                 79 
MUS 182 21 15 14 50 14 13 15 42 10 11   21   11   11 124 
MUS 184 2 6 2 10 7 5 5 17 1 0   1   1   1 29 


Music 







Music Program - Enrollment Count at Census  


Course 
Fall Spring Summer Winter 


Grand Total 
2006 2007 2008 Total 2007 2008 2009 Total 2007 2008 2009 Total 2007 2008 2009 Total 


MUS 200   22 38 60                         60 
MUS 202         4 16 13 33                 33 
MUS 210 4 4 2 10 1 3 6 10                 20 
MUS 212 0 1 1 2 3 3 2 8                 10 
MUS 220 1 1 7 9 1 2 1 4   1   1         14 
MUS 222 1 1 1 3 2 2 6 10   1   1         14 
MUS 240 0 2 3 5 3 5 3 11 0 2 0 2   0   0 18 
MUS 242 0 1 1 2 0 1 2 3 0 2 1 3   0   0 8 
MUS 250 0 2 4 6 0 1 5 6 0     0         12 
MUS 252 0 0 0 0 1 2 1 4 0     0         4 
MUS 260 0 1 2 3 0 2 1 3                 6 
MUS 262 1 0 0 1 0 1 1 2                 3 


Total 481 516 588 1585 450 540 551 1541 66 81 94 241 37 65 68 170 3537 


 


Music Program  Number of Sections 


Course 
Fall Spring Summer Winter 


Grand Total  
2006 2007 2008 Total 2007 2008 2009 Total 2007 2008 2009 Total 2007 2008 2009 Total 


MUS 100 5 5 6 16 5 5 5 15 1 1 2 4 2 1 2 5 40 
MUS 102 4 4 3 11 2 3 3 8 1 1 1 3 1 1 1 3 25 
MUS 104         1 1 1 3                 3 
MUS 110 1 1 1 3 1 1 1 3                 6 
MUS 120 1 1 1 3 1 1 1 3   1   1         7 
MUS 140 2 2 2 6 2 2 2 6 1 1 1 3   1   1 16 
MUS 150 1 2 2 5 1 2 2 5 1     1         11 
MUS 154 1 1   2   1   1                 3 
MUS 156 1 2 2 5 2 2 2 6                 11 
MUS 160 1 1 1 3 1 1 1 3                 6 
MUS 171 1     1 1 1 1 3                 4 
MUS 172 1 1 1 3 1 1 1 3                 6 
MUS 175 1 1 1 3 1 1 1 3                 6 
MUS 177 1 1 1 3   1 1 2                 5 
MUS 178   1 1 2   1   1                 3 
MUS 179   1 1 2   1 1 2                 4 
MUS 180 1 1 1 3 1 1 1 3                 6 







Music Program  Number of Sections 


Course 
Fall Spring Summer Winter 


Grand Total  
2006 2007 2008 Total 2007 2008 2009 Total 2007 2008 2009 Total 2007 2008 2009 Total 


MUS 182 1 1 1 3 1 1 1 3 1 1   2   1   1 9 
MUS 184         1     1                 1 
MUS 200   1 1 2                         2 
MUS 202         1 1 1 3                 3 


Total 23 27 26 76 23 28 26 77 5 5 4 14 3 4 3 10 177 


 


Music Program  Student Retention Rate  


Course 
Fall Spring Summer Winter 3-Yr. 


Average 2006 2007 2008 Avg. 2007 2008 2009 Avg. 2007 2008 2009 Avg. 2007 2008 2009 Avg. 
MUS100 79% 66% 76% 74% 70% 80% 67% 73% 100% 95% 88% 94% 84% 100% 96% 93% 83% 
MUS102 84% 90% 78% 84% 64% 84% 79% 76% 63% 59% 100% 74% 61% 100% 71% 78% 78% 
MUS104         91% 88% 89% 89%                 89% 
MUS110 93% 80% 94% 89% 100% 80% 100% 93%                 91% 
MUS112 67% 100% 100% 89% 100% 100% 67% 89%                 89% 
MUS120 89% 89% 100% 93% 89% 76% 90% 85%   80%   80%         88% 
MUS122 33% 100% 33% 56% 100% 100% 100% 100%   100%   100%         81% 
MUS140 86% 80% 73% 80% 63% 77% 68% 69% 94% 86% 93% 91%   90%   90% 81% 
MUS142 100% 100% 71% 90% 86% 70% 50% 69% 100% 100% 67% 89%   100%   100% 84% 
MUS150 100% 89% 94% 94% 79% 76% 74% 76% 100%     100%         87% 
MUS152 100% 100% 89% 96% 100% 100% 88% 96% 100%     100%         97% 
MUS154 100% 100%   100%   100%   100%                 100% 
MUS156 83% 84% 93% 87% 89% 85% 90% 88%                 87% 
MUS160 64% 61% 63% 62% 62% 59% 66% 62%                 62% 
MUS162 0% 100% 67% 56% 75% 25% 0% 33%                 44% 
MUS171 96%     96% 100% 100% 78% 93%                 93% 
MUS172 100% 100% 100% 100% 75% 100% 93% 89%                 95% 
MUS175 94% 91% 92% 92% 85% 84% 93% 87%                 90% 
MUS177 100% 100% 100% 100%   100% 100% 100%                 100% 
MUS178   100% 83% 92%   100%   100%                 94% 
MUS179   100% 100% 100%   75% 71% 73%                 87% 
MUS180 62% 50% 67% 59% 31% 31% 40% 34%                 47% 
MUS182 57% 47% 71% 58% 50% 46% 73% 56% 100% 91%   95%   82%   82% 69% 
MUS184 100% 50% 50% 67% 71% 100% 60% 77% 100%     100%   100%   100% 79% 
MUS200   91% 95% 93%                         93% 







Music Program  Student Retention Rate  


Course 
Fall Spring Summer Winter 3-Yr. 


Average 2006 2007 2008 Avg. 2007 2008 2009 Avg. 2007 2008 2009 Avg. 2007 2008 2009 Avg. 
MUS202         100% 75% 100% 92%                 92% 
MUS210 75% 100% 100% 92% 100% 100% 67% 89%                 90% 
MUS212   100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100%                 100% 
MUS220 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 0% 67%   100%   100%         86% 
MUS222 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100%   0%   0%         86% 
MUS240   100% 100% 100% 100% 60% 33% 64%   100%   100%         82% 
MUS242   100% 100% 100%   100% 100% 100%   50% 100% 75%         92% 
MUS250   100% 100% 100%   0% 100% 50%                 75% 
MUS252         100% 100% 100% 100%                 100% 
MUS260   100% 100% 100%   50% 100% 75%                 88% 
MUS262 100%     100%   100% 100% 100%                 100% 
MUS801   100%   100%   100%   100%                 100% 
MUS802   97%   97% 100% 100%   100%                 99% 
MUS803   100%   100%   100%   100%                 100% 


Avg. 82% 90% 86% 87% 85% 82% 77% 81% 95% 78% 90% 86% 73% 95% 84% 88% 84% 


 


Music Program  Student Success Rate  


Course 
Fall Spring Summer Winter 3-Year  


Average 2006 2007 2008 Avg. 2007 2008 2009 Avg. 2007 2008 2009 Avg. 2007 2008 2009 Avg. 
MUS100 61% 60% 60% 60% 64% 65% 55% 62% 100% 95% 84% 93% 79% 97% 90% 88% 76% 
MUS102 77% 75% 60% 70% 56% 77% 57% 63% 63% 47% 100% 70% 61% 100% 67% 76% 70% 
MUS104         88% 83% 81% 84%                 84% 
MUS110 86% 60% 78% 74% 100% 67% 92% 86%                 80% 
MUS112 67% 100% 100% 89% 100% 86% 67% 84%                 87% 
MUS120 89% 58% 100% 82% 89% 59% 90% 79%   60%   60%         78% 
MUS122 33% 100% 33% 56% 100% 67% 100% 89%   100%   100%         76% 
MUS140 83% 73% 57% 71% 63% 53% 55% 57% 88% 71% 93% 84%   90%   90% 73% 
MUS142 100% 100% 57% 86% 86% 60% 50% 65% 100% 100% 67% 89%   100%   100% 82% 
MUS150 100% 81% 91% 91% 79% 62% 70% 70% 100%     100%         83% 
MUS152 100% 100% 89% 96% 100% 100% 75% 92% 100%     100%         95% 
MUS154 100% 100%   100%   0%   0%                 67% 
MUS156 83% 74% 90% 83% 89% 81% 76% 82%                 82% 
MUS160 64% 57% 50% 57% 62% 59% 53% 58%                 57% 
MUS162 0% 67% 67% 44% 75% 25% 0% 33%                 39% 







Music Program  Student Success Rate  


Course 
Fall Spring Summer Winter 3-Year  


Average 2006 2007 2008 Avg. 2007 2008 2009 Avg. 2007 2008 2009 Avg. 2007 2008 2009 Avg. 
MUS171 96%     96% 100% 100% 78% 93%                 93% 
MUS172 100% 100% 100% 100% 75% 100% 93% 89%                 95% 
MUS175 94% 91% 92% 92% 85% 84% 93% 87%                 90% 
MUS177 80% 100% 100% 93%   100% 100% 100%                 96% 
MUS178   100% 83% 92%   100%   100%                 94% 
MUS179   100% 100% 100%   75% 71% 73%                 87% 
MUS180 46% 50% 67% 54% 31% 31% 27% 30%                 42% 
MUS182 38% 20% 57% 38% 43% 46% 60% 50% 90% 82%   86%   64%   64% 56% 
MUS184 100% 33% 50% 61% 43% 100% 40% 61% 100%     100%   100%   100% 71% 
MUS200   91% 89% 90%                         90% 
MUS202         67% 63% 92% 74%                 74% 
MUS210 50% 100% 100% 83% 100% 100% 50% 83%                 83% 
MUS212   100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100%                 100% 
MUS220 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 50% 0% 50%   100%   100%         79% 
MUS222 100% 0% 100% 67% 100% 100% 100% 100%   0%   0%         71% 
MUS240   100% 100% 100% 100% 60% 33% 64%   100%   100%         82% 
MUS242   100% 100% 100%   100% 100% 100%   50% 100% 75%         92% 
MUS250   100% 100% 100%   0% 100% 50%                 75% 
MUS252         100% 50% 100% 83%                 83% 
MUS260   100% 100% 100%   50% 100% 75%                 88% 
MUS262 100%     100%   100% 100% 100%                 100% 


Avg. 78% 73% 82% 78% 78% 65% 72% 71% 93% 73% 89% 83% 70% 92% 78% 85% 75% 


 


Grade Distribution  


Term Sem. Year Program Course A B C CR D F 


O
th


er
 


W Total #  
Succeed 


Success 
Rate 


Retention 
Rate 


200710 Fall 2006 MUS MUS100 43 30 14 1 16 10   31 145 88 60.7% 78.6% 


200710 Fall 2006 MUS MUS102 47 20 18   4 4   18 111 85 76.6% 83.8% 


200710 Fall 2006 MUS MUS110 6 6       1   1 14 12 85.7% 92.9% 


200710 Fall 2006 MUS MUS112 2             1 3 2 66.7% 66.7% 


200710 Fall 2006 MUS MUS120 4 4           1 9 8 88.9% 88.9% 


200710 Fall 2006 MUS MUS122 1             2 3 1 33.3% 33.3% 


200710 Fall 2006 MUS MUS140 17 4 3   1     4 29 24 82.8% 86.2% 


200710 Fall 2006 MUS MUS142 6 1             7 7 100.0% 100.0% 







Grade Distribution  


Term Sem. Year Program Course A B C CR D F 


O
th


er
 


W Total #  
Succeed 


Success 
Rate 


Retention 
Rate 


200710 Fall 2006 MUS MUS150 8 2 1           11 11 100.0% 100.0% 


200710 Fall 2006 MUS MUS152 3               3 3 100.0% 100.0% 


200710 Fall 2006 MUS MUS154   1             1 1 100.0% 100.0% 


200710 Fall 2006 MUS MUS156 6 2 2         2 12 10 83.3% 83.3% 


200710 Fall 2006 MUS MUS160 14 1 1         9 25 16 64.0% 64.0% 


200710 Fall 2006 MUS MUS162               3 3 0 0.0% 0.0% 


200710 Fall 2006 MUS MUS171 25             1 26 25 96.2% 96.2% 


200710 Fall 2006 MUS MUS172 7 1             8 8 100.0% 100.0% 


200710 Fall 2006 MUS MUS175 10 5           1 16 15 93.8% 93.8% 


200710 Fall 2006 MUS MUS177 4       1       5 4 80.0% 100.0% 


200710 Fall 2006 MUS MUS180 1 3 2   1 1   5 13 6 46.2% 61.5% 


200710 Fall 2006 MUS MUS182   4 4   1 3   9 21 8 38.1% 57.1% 


200710 Fall 2006 MUS MUS184 1   1           2 2 100.0% 100.0% 


200710 Fall 2006 MUS MUS210 1 1       1   1 4 2 50.0% 75.0% 


200710 Fall 2006 MUS MUS220 1               1 1 100.0% 100.0% 


200710 Fall 2006 MUS MUS222 1               1 1 100.0% 100.0% 


200710 Fall 2006 MUS MUS262 1               1 1 100.0% 100.0% 


200715 Win. 2007 MUS MUS100 9 4 2     1   3 19 15 78.9% 84.2% 


200715 Win. 2007 MUS MUS102 1 8 2         7 18 11 61.1% 61.1% 


200720 Spr. 2007 MUS MUS100 41 33 29   5 5   48 161 103 64.0% 70.2% 


200720 Spr. 2007 MUS MUS102 6 9 5   3     13 36 20 55.6% 63.9% 


200720 Spr. 2007 MUS MUS104 7 12 10   1     3 33 29 87.9% 90.9% 


200720 Spr. 2007 MUS MUS110 7   1           8 8 100.0% 100.0% 


200720 Spr. 2007 MUS MUS112 4 2 1           7 7 100.0% 100.0% 


200720 Spr. 2007 MUS MUS120 8             1 9 8 88.9% 88.9% 


200720 Spr. 2007 MUS MUS122 2               2 2 100.0% 100.0% 


200720 Spr. 2007 MUS MUS140 10 3 4         10 27 17 63.0% 63.0% 


200720 Spr. 2007 MUS MUS142 6             1 7 6 85.7% 85.7% 


200720 Spr. 2007 MUS MUS150 8 2 1         3 14 11 78.6% 78.6% 


200720 Spr. 2007 MUS MUS152 3   2           5 5 100.0% 100.0% 


200720 Spr. 2007 MUS MUS156 13   3         2 18 16 88.9% 88.9% 


200720 Spr. 2007 MUS MUS160 8 5 3         10 26 16 61.5% 61.5% 


200720 Spr. 2007 MUS MUS162 2 1           1 4 3 75.0% 75.0% 


200720 Spr. 2007 MUS MUS171 20               20 20 100.0% 100.0% 


200720 Spr. 2007 MUS MUS172 3             1 4 3 75.0% 75.0% 







Grade Distribution  


Term Sem. Year Program Course A B C CR D F 


O
th


er
 


W Total #  
Succeed 


Success 
Rate 


Retention 
Rate 


200720 Spr. 2007 MUS MUS175 10   1         2 13 11 84.6% 84.6% 


200720 Spr. 2007 MUS MUS180 1 2 1         9 13 4 30.8% 30.8% 


200720 Spr. 2007 MUS MUS182 2 2 2   1     7 14 6 42.9% 50.0% 


200720 Spr. 2007 MUS MUS184   2 1     2   2 7 3 42.9% 71.4% 


200720 Spr. 2007 MUS MUS202 2       1       3 2 66.7% 100.0% 


200720 Spr. 2007 MUS MUS210 1               1 1 100.0% 100.0% 


200720 Spr. 2007 MUS MUS212 2 1             3 3 100.0% 100.0% 


200720 Spr. 2007 MUS MUS220 1               1 1 100.0% 100.0% 


200720 Spr. 2007 MUS MUS222 2               2 2 100.0% 100.0% 


200720 Spr. 2007 MUS MUS240 3               3 3 100.0% 100.0% 


200720 Spr. 2007 MUS MUS252 1               1 1 100.0% 100.0% 


200720 Spr. 2007 MUS MUS802             30   30 0 0.0% 100.0% 


200730 Sum. 2007 MUS MUS100 21 3             24 24 100.0% 100.0% 


200730 Sum. 2007 MUS MUS102 1 2 2         3 8 5 62.5% 62.5% 


200730 Sum. 2007 MUS MUS140 14           1 1 16 14 87.5% 93.8% 


200730 Sum. 2007 MUS MUS142 1               1 1 100.0% 100.0% 


200730 Sum. 2007 MUS MUS150 5               5 5 100.0% 100.0% 


200730 Sum. 2007 MUS MUS152 1               1 1 100.0% 100.0% 


200730 Sum. 2007 MUS MUS182 1 5 3       1   10 9 90.0% 100.0% 


200730 Sum. 2007 MUS MUS184 1               1 1 100.0% 100.0% 


200810 Fall 2007 MUS MUS100 36 23 19   5 2   44 129 78 60.5% 65.9% 


200810 Fall 2007 MUS MUS102 48 16 11   5 10   10 100 75 75.0% 90.0% 


200810 Fall 2007 MUS MUS110 6 3     1 2   3 15 9 60.0% 80.0% 


200810 Fall 2007 MUS MUS112 3               3 3 100.0% 100.0% 


200810 Fall 2007 MUS MUS120 7 3 1   5 1   2 19 11 57.9% 89.5% 


200810 Fall 2007 MUS MUS122 4               4 4 100.0% 100.0% 


200810 Fall 2007 MUS MUS140 26 3 1     3   8 41 30 73.2% 80.5% 


200810 Fall 2007 MUS MUS142 4   1           5 5 100.0% 100.0% 


200810 Fall 2007 MUS MUS150 19 2 1   2     3 27 22 81.5% 88.9% 


200810 Fall 2007 MUS MUS152 3               3 3 100.0% 100.0% 


200810 Fall 2007 MUS MUS154 2               2 2 100.0% 100.0% 


200810 Fall 2007 MUS MUS156 21 2     2   1 5 31 23 74.2% 83.9% 


200810 Fall 2007 MUS MUS160 14 1 1   1     11 28 16 57.1% 60.7% 


200810 Fall 2007 MUS MUS162   1 1   1       3 2 66.7% 100.0% 


200810 Fall 2007 MUS MUS172 8               8 8 100.0% 100.0% 







Grade Distribution  


Term Sem. Year Program Course A B C CR D F 


O
th


er
 


W Total #  
Succeed 


Success 
Rate 


Retention 
Rate 


200810 Fall 2007 MUS MUS175 8 2           1 11 10 90.9% 90.9% 


200810 Fall 2007 MUS MUS177 3               3 3 100.0% 100.0% 


200810 Fall 2007 MUS MUS178 10 2             12 12 100.0% 100.0% 


200810 Fall 2007 MUS MUS179 1   1           2 2 100.0% 100.0% 


200810 Fall 2007 MUS MUS180   4           4 8 4 50.0% 50.0% 


200810 Fall 2007 MUS MUS182 1 2     2 2   8 15 3 20.0% 46.7% 


200810 Fall 2007 MUS MUS184     2   1     3 6 2 33.3% 50.0% 


200810 Fall 2007 MUS MUS200 19   1         2 22 20 90.9% 90.9% 


200810 Fall 2007 MUS MUS210 4               4 4 100.0% 100.0% 


200810 Fall 2007 MUS MUS212 1               1 1 100.0% 100.0% 


200810 Fall 2007 MUS MUS220 1               1 1 100.0% 100.0% 


200810 Fall 2007 MUS MUS222         1       1 0 0.0% 100.0% 


200810 Fall 2007 MUS MUS240 2               2 2 100.0% 100.0% 


200810 Fall 2007 MUS MUS242 1               1 1 100.0% 100.0% 


200810 Fall 2007 MUS MUS250 2               2 2 100.0% 100.0% 


200810 Fall 2007 MUS MUS260 1               1 1 100.0% 100.0% 


200810 Fall 2007 MUS MUS801             12   12 0 0.0% 100.0% 


200810 Fall 2007 MUS MUS802             34 1 35 0 0.0% 97.1% 


200810 Fall 2007 MUS MUS803             6   6 0 0.0% 100.0% 


200815 Win. 2008 MUS MUS100 9 12 7   1       29 28 96.6% 100.0% 


200815 Win. 2008 MUS MUS102 11               11 11 100.0% 100.0% 


200815 Win. 2008 MUS MUS140 6 2 1         1 10 9 90.0% 90.0% 


200815 Win. 2008 MUS MUS142 3               3 3 100.0% 100.0% 


200815 Win. 2008 MUS MUS182 3 4     1 1   2 11 7 63.6% 81.8% 


200815 Win. 2008 MUS MUS184   1             1 1 100.0% 100.0% 


200820 Spr. 2008 MUS MUS100 50 33 29   14 11   34 171 112 65.5% 80.1% 


200820 Spr. 2008 MUS MUS102 28 10 6     4   9 57 44 77.2% 84.2% 


200820 Spr. 2008 MUS MUS104 12 6 2       1 3 24 20 83.3% 87.5% 


200820 Spr. 2008 MUS MUS110 8 2       2   3 15 10 66.7% 80.0% 


200820 Spr. 2008 MUS MUS112 5     1   1     7 6 85.7% 100.0% 


200820 Spr. 2008 MUS MUS120 2 7 1   1 2   4 17 10 58.8% 76.5% 


200820 Spr. 2008 MUS MUS122 3 1       2     6 4 66.7% 100.0% 


200820 Spr. 2008 MUS MUS140 13 1 2   3 4   7 30 16 53.3% 76.7% 


200820 Spr. 2008 MUS MUS142 5 1       1   3 10 6 60.0% 70.0% 


200820 Spr. 2008 MUS MUS150 12 1     3     5 21 13 61.9% 76.2% 







Grade Distribution  


Term Sem. Year Program Course A B C CR D F 


O
th


er
 


W Total #  
Succeed 


Success 
Rate 


Retention 
Rate 


200820 Spr. 2008 MUS MUS152 4 1             5 5 100.0% 100.0% 


200820 Spr. 2008 MUS MUS154           1     1 0 0.0% 100.0% 


200820 Spr. 2008 MUS MUS156 10 9 3     1   4 27 22 81.5% 85.2% 


200820 Spr. 2008 MUS MUS160 7 6 4         12 29 17 58.6% 58.6% 


200820 Spr. 2008 MUS MUS162 1             3 4 1 25.0% 25.0% 


200820 Spr. 2008 MUS MUS171 2 1             3 3 100.0% 100.0% 


200820 Spr. 2008 MUS MUS172 7 1             8 8 100.0% 100.0% 


200820 Spr. 2008 MUS MUS175 14 1 1         3 19 16 84.2% 84.2% 


200820 Spr. 2008 MUS MUS177 3               3 3 100.0% 100.0% 


200820 Spr. 2008 MUS MUS178 6 1             7 7 100.0% 100.0% 


200820 Spr. 2008 MUS MUS179 2 1           1 4 3 75.0% 75.0% 


200820 Spr. 2008 MUS MUS180 3 2           11 16 5 31.3% 31.3% 


200820 Spr. 2008 MUS MUS182 1 1 4         7 13 6 46.2% 46.2% 


200820 Spr. 2008 MUS MUS184 2 3             5 5 100.0% 100.0% 


200820 Spr. 2008 MUS MUS202 8 1 1   1 1   4 16 10 62.5% 75.0% 


200820 Spr. 2008 MUS MUS210 3               3 3 100.0% 100.0% 


200820 Spr. 2008 MUS MUS212 3               3 3 100.0% 100.0% 


200820 Spr. 2008 MUS MUS220 1         1     2 1 50.0% 100.0% 


200820 Spr. 2008 MUS MUS222   2             2 2 100.0% 100.0% 


200820 Spr. 2008 MUS MUS240 2   1         2 5 3 60.0% 60.0% 


200820 Spr. 2008 MUS MUS242 1               1 1 100.0% 100.0% 


200820 Spr. 2008 MUS MUS250               1 1 0 0.0% 0.0% 


200820 Spr. 2008 MUS MUS252 1         1     2 1 50.0% 100.0% 


200820 Spr. 2008 MUS MUS260 1             1 2 1 50.0% 50.0% 


200820 Spr. 2008 MUS MUS262 1               1 1 100.0% 100.0% 


200820 Spr. 2008 MUS MUS801             15   15 0 0.0% 100.0% 


200820 Spr. 2008 MUS MUS802             41   41 0 0.0% 100.0% 


200820 Spr. 2008 MUS MUS803             13   13 0 0.0% 100.0% 


200830 Sum. 2008 MUS MUS100 18 1 1         1 21 20 95.2% 95.2% 


200830 Sum. 2008 MUS MUS102 2 5 1     2   7 17 8 47.1% 58.8% 


200830 Sum. 2008 MUS MUS120 2 1       1   1 5 3 60.0% 80.0% 


200830 Sum. 2008 MUS MUS122 2 1             3 3 100.0% 100.0% 


200830 Sum. 2008 MUS MUS140 9   1   1 1   2 14 10 71.4% 85.7% 


200830 Sum. 2008 MUS MUS142 4               4 4 100.0% 100.0% 


200830 Sum. 2008 MUS MUS182 2 6 1     1   1 11 9 81.8% 90.9% 







Grade Distribution  


Term Sem. Year Program Course A B C CR D F 


O
th


er
 


W Total #  
Succeed 


Success 
Rate 


Retention 
Rate 


200830 Sum. 2008 MUS MUS220 1               1 1 100.0% 100.0% 


200830 Sum. 2008 MUS MUS222               1 1 0 0.0% 0.0% 


200830 Sum. 2008 MUS MUS240 1     1         2 2 100.0% 100.0% 


200830 Sum. 2008 MUS MUS242 1             1 2 1 50.0% 50.0% 


200910 Fall 2008 MUS MUS100 60 31 26   24 8   47 196 117 59.7% 76.0% 


200910 Fall 2008 MUS MUS102 26 5 9   6 6   15 67 40 59.7% 77.6% 


200910 Fall 2008 MUS MUS110 13 1       3   1 18 14 77.8% 94.4% 


200910 Fall 2008 MUS MUS112 5 1 1           7 7 100.0% 100.0% 


200910 Fall 2008 MUS MUS120 10 4 2           16 16 100.0% 100.0% 


200910 Fall 2008 MUS MUS122 1             2 3 1 33.3% 33.3% 


200910 Fall 2008 MUS MUS140 11 4 2     5   8 30 17 56.7% 73.3% 


200910 Fall 2008 MUS MUS142 3 1       1   2 7 4 57.1% 71.4% 


200910 Fall 2008 MUS MUS150 23 5 3     1   2 34 31 91.2% 94.1% 


200910 Fall 2008 MUS MUS152 7   1         1 9 8 88.9% 88.9% 


200910 Fall 2008 MUS MUS156 29 5 3     1   3 41 37 90.2% 92.7% 


200910 Fall 2008 MUS MUS160 8 1 3   2 1   9 24 12 50.0% 62.5% 


200910 Fall 2008 MUS MUS162 2             1 3 2 66.7% 66.7% 


200910 Fall 2008 MUS MUS172 15               15 15 100.0% 100.0% 


200910 Fall 2008 MUS MUS175 10 2           1 13 12 92.3% 92.3% 


200910 Fall 2008 MUS MUS177 3               3 3 100.0% 100.0% 


200910 Fall 2008 MUS MUS178 10             2 12 10 83.3% 83.3% 


200910 Fall 2008 MUS MUS179 1 1 2           4 4 100.0% 100.0% 


200910 Fall 2008 MUS MUS180 1 4 3         4 12 8 66.7% 66.7% 


200910 Fall 2008 MUS MUS182 1 5 2   1 1   4 14 8 57.1% 71.4% 


200910 Fall 2008 MUS MUS184   1           1 2 1 50.0% 50.0% 


200910 Fall 2008 MUS MUS200 27 4 3   1 1   2 38 34 89.5% 94.7% 


200910 Fall 2008 MUS MUS210 2               2 2 100.0% 100.0% 


200910 Fall 2008 MUS MUS212 1               1 1 100.0% 100.0% 


200910 Fall 2008 MUS MUS220 4 3             7 7 100.0% 100.0% 


200910 Fall 2008 MUS MUS222 1               1 1 100.0% 100.0% 


200910 Fall 2008 MUS MUS240 3               3 3 100.0% 100.0% 


200910 Fall 2008 MUS MUS242 1               1 1 100.0% 100.0% 


200910 Fall 2008 MUS MUS250 2 1 1           4 4 100.0% 100.0% 


200910 Fall 2008 MUS MUS260 2               2 2 100.0% 100.0% 


200915 Win. 2009 MUS MUS100 27 12 4   1 1 1 2 48 43 89.6% 95.8% 







Grade Distribution  


Term Sem. Year Program Course A B C CR D F 


O
th


er
 


W Total #  
Succeed 


Success 
Rate 


Retention 
Rate 


200915 Win. 2009 MUS MUS102 2 9 3   1     6 21 14 66.7% 71.4% 


200920 Spr. 2009 MUS MUS100 17 41 38   4 16 1 57 174 96 55.2% 67.2% 


200920 Spr. 2009 MUS MUS102 22 8 5   10 3   13 61 35 57.4% 78.7% 


200920 Spr. 2009 MUS MUS104 40   4   4     6 54 44 81.5% 88.9% 


200920 Spr. 2009 MUS MUS110 9 1 2     1     13 12 92.3% 100.0% 


200920 Spr. 2009 MUS MUS112 3   1         2 6 4 66.7% 66.7% 


200920 Spr. 2009 MUS MUS120 8   1         1 10 9 90.0% 90.0% 


200920 Spr. 2009 MUS MUS122 5 2 1           8 8 100.0% 100.0% 


200920 Spr. 2009 MUS MUS140 13 4       4   10 31 17 54.8% 67.7% 


200920 Spr. 2009 MUS MUS142 2             2 4 2 50.0% 50.0% 


200920 Spr. 2009 MUS MUS150 15 3 1   1     7 27 19 70.4% 74.1% 


200920 Spr. 2009 MUS MUS152 6       1     1 8 6 75.0% 87.5% 


200920 Spr. 2009 MUS MUS156 23 3 5   5 1   4 41 31 75.6% 90.2% 


200920 Spr. 2009 MUS MUS160 10 4 3     4   11 32 17 53.1% 65.6% 


200920 Spr. 2009 MUS MUS162               2 2 0 0.0% 0.0% 


200920 Spr. 2009 MUS MUS171 14             4 18 14 77.8% 77.8% 


200920 Spr. 2009 MUS MUS172 14             1 15 14 93.3% 93.3% 


200920 Spr. 2009 MUS MUS175 13   1         1 15 14 93.3% 93.3% 


200920 Spr. 2009 MUS MUS177 4               4 4 100.0% 100.0% 


200920 Spr. 2009 MUS MUS179 4 1           2 7 5 71.4% 71.4% 


200920 Spr. 2009 MUS MUS180 1 2 1     2   9 15 4 26.7% 40.0% 


200920 Spr. 2009 MUS MUS182 1 4 4   1 1   4 15 9 60.0% 73.3% 


200920 Spr. 2009 MUS MUS184   1 1     1   2 5 2 40.0% 60.0% 


200920 Spr. 2009 MUS MUS202 5 5 2   1       13 12 92.3% 100.0% 


200920 Spr. 2009 MUS MUS210 2 1       1   2 6 3 50.0% 66.7% 


200920 Spr. 2009 MUS MUS212 2               2 2 100.0% 100.0% 


200920 Spr. 2009 MUS MUS220               1 1 0 0.0% 0.0% 


200920 Spr. 2009 MUS MUS222 5   1           6 6 100.0% 100.0% 


200920 Spr. 2009 MUS MUS240 1             2 3 1 33.3% 33.3% 


200920 Spr. 2009 MUS MUS242 2               2 2 100.0% 100.0% 


200920 Spr. 2009 MUS MUS250 4   1           5 5 100.0% 100.0% 


200920 Spr. 2009 MUS MUS252 1               1 1 100.0% 100.0% 


200920 Spr. 2009 MUS MUS260     1           1 1 100.0% 100.0% 


200920 Spr. 2009 MUS MUS262 1               1 1 100.0% 100.0% 


200930 Sum. 2009 MUS MUS100 21 17 5   2     6 51 43 84.3% 88.2% 







Grade Distribution  


Term Sem. Year Program Course A B C CR D F 


O
th


er
 


W Total #  
Succeed 


Success 
Rate 


Retention 
Rate 


200930 Sum. 2009 MUS MUS102 21 2 1           24 24 100.0% 100.0% 


200930 Sum. 2009 MUS MUS140 10 3 1         1 15 14 93.3% 93.3% 


200930 Sum. 2009 MUS MUS142 1 1           1 3 2 66.7% 66.7% 


200930 Sum. 2009 MUS MUS242   1             1 1 100.0% 100.0% 


          1598 574 373 3 151 149 157 720 3725 2548     


 


Music Program Full Time Equivalent Faculty (FTEf)  


Course 
Fall Spring Summer Winter 


Grand Total 
2006 2007 2008 Total 2007 2008 2009 Total 2007 2008 2009 Total 2007 2008 2009 Total 


MUS 100 1.0 1.0 1.2 3.2 1.0 1.0 1.0 3.0 0.2 0.2 0.4 0.8 0.4 0.2 0.4 1.0 8.0 
MUS 102 0.8 0.8 0.6 2.2 0.4 0.6 0.6 1.6 0.2 0.2 0.2 0.6 0.2 0.2 0.2 0.6 5.0 
MUS 104         0.2 0.2 0.2 0.6                 0.6 
MUS 110 0.1 0.1 0.1 0.4 0.1 0.1 0.1 0.4                 0.8 
MUS 120 0.2 0.2 0.2 0.6 0.2 0.2 0.2 0.6   0.2   0.2         1.4 
MUS 140 0.4 0.4 0.4 1.2 0.4 0.4 0.4 1.2 0.2 0.2 0.2 0.6   0.2   0.2 3.2 
MUS 150 0.2 0.4 0.4 1.0 0.2 0.4 0.4 1.0 0.2     0.2         2.2 
MUS 154 0.2 0.2   0.4   0.2   0.2                 0.6 
MUS 156 0.2 0.4 0.4 1.0 0.4 0.4 0.4 1.2                 2.2 
MUS 160 0.2 0.2 0.2 0.6 0.2 0.2 0.2 0.6                 1.2 
MUS 171 0.2     0.2 0.2 0.2 0.2 0.6                 0.8 
MUS 172 0.2 0.2 0.2 0.6 0.2 0.2 0.2 0.6                 1.2 
MUS 175 0.2 0.2 0.2 0.6 0.2 0.2 0.2 0.6                 1.2 
MUS 177 0.2 0.2 0.2 0.6   0.2 0.2 0.4                 1.0 
MUS 178   0.2 0.2 0.4   0.2   0.2                 0.6 
MUS 179   0.1 0.1 0.2   0.1 0.1 0.2                 0.4 
MUS 180 0.3 0.3 0.3 0.8 0.3 0.3 0.3 0.8                 1.6 
MUS 182 0.2 0.2 0.2 0.6 0.2 0.2 0.2 0.6 0.2 0.2   0.4   0.2   0.2 1.8 
MUS 184         0.2     0.2                 0.2 
MUS 200   0.2 0.2 0.4                         0.4 
MUS 202         0.2 0.2 0.2 0.6                 0.6 


Total 4.6 5.3 5.1 15.0 4.6 5.5 5.1 15.2 1.0 1.0 0.8 2.8 0.6 0.8 0.6 2.0 35.0 


 


 







Music Program  Full Time Equivalent Student (FTEs)  


Course 
Fall Spring Summer Winter 


Grand Total 
2006 2007 2008 Total 2007 2008 2009 Total 2007 2008 2009 Total 2007 2008 2009 Total 


MUS 100 15.0 13.8 20.3 49.1 16.7 17.7 14.8 49.2 2.5 2.2 5.4 10.1 2.0 2.9 4.9 9.9 118.3 
MUS 102 12.2 10.4 8.3 30.9 3.9 5.9 6.5 16.3 0.8 1.8 2.5 5.2 1.9 1.1 2.2 5.2 57.6 
MUS 104         3.4 2.5 2.7 8.6                 8.6 
MUS 110 2.2 1.5 1.7 5.4 2.1 1.7 1.7 5.5                 10.8 
MUS 112 0.0 0.0   0.0 0.0 0.0   0.0                 0.0 
MUS 120 1.5 2.6 2.9 6.9 1.5 2.8 2.7 6.9   1.1   1.1         14.9 
MUS 122 0.0 0.0   0.0 0.0 0.0   0.0   0.0   0.0         0.0 
MUS 140 3.5 4.8 4.2 12.5 3.9 4.6 4.1 12.7 1.9 2.5 2.2 6.5   1.4   1.4 33.2 
MUS 142 0.0 0.0   0.0 0.0 0.0   0.0 0.0 0.0   0.0   0.0   0.0 0.0 
MUS 150 1.3 3.2 4.6 9.0 2.1 2.8 4.4 9.3 0.7     0.7         18.9 
MUS 152 0.0 0.0   0.0 0.0 0.0   0.0 0.0     0.0         0.0 
MUS 154 0.1 0.2   0.3   0.1   0.1                 0.4 
MUS 156 1.1 2.8 3.8 7.7 2.0 2.5 4.3 8.7                 16.5 
MUS 160 2.7 2.9 2.8 8.4 3.2 3.5 3.3 10.0                 18.4 
MUS 162 0.0 0.0   0.0 0.0 0.0   0.0                 0.0 
MUS 171 3.0     3.0 2.1 0.3 1.9 4.3                 7.3 
MUS 172 0.9 0.7 1.6 3.2 0.4 0.8 1.6 2.8                 6.0 
MUS 175 1.6 1.0 1.2 3.8 1.3 1.7 1.6 4.6                 8.4 
MUS 177 0.6 0.3 0.3 1.2   0.3 0.2 0.5                 1.8 
MUS 178   1.3 1.2 2.6   0.7   0.7                 3.3 
MUS 179   0.1 0.1 0.2   0.1 0.3 0.5                 0.7 
MUS 180 1.2 1.1 1.7 4.0 1.5 2.2 2.2 5.9                 9.9 
MUS 182 2.4 1.9 1.5 5.7 1.5 1.7 2.1 5.2 1.2 1.3   2.5   1.3   1.3 14.7 
MUS 184 0.0 0.0   0.0 0.7 0.0   0.7 0.0 0.0   0.0   0.0   0.0 0.7 
MUS 200   2.3 3.9 6.2                         6.2 
MUS 202         0.4 1.7 1.3 3.4                 3.4 
MUS 210 0.0 0.0   0.0 0.0 0.0   0.0                 0.0 
MUS 212 0.0 0.0   0.0 0.0 0.0   0.0                 0.0 
MUS 220 0.0 0.0   0.0 0.0 0.0   0.0   0.0   0.0         0.0 
MUS 222 0.0 0.0   0.0 0.0 0.0   0.0   0.0   0.0         0.0 
MUS 240 0.0 0.0   0.0 0.0 0.0   0.0 0.0 0.0   0.0   0.0   0.0 0.0 
MUS 242 0.0 0.0   0.0 0.0 0.0   0.0 0.0 0.0   0.0   0.0   0.0 0.0 
MUS 250 0.0 0.0   0.0 0.0 0.0   0.0 0.0     0.0         0.0 
MUS 252 0.0 0.0   0.0 0.0 0.0   0.0 0.0     0.0         0.0 
MUS 260 0.0 0.0   0.0 0.0 0.0   0.0                 0.0 







Music Program  Full Time Equivalent Student (FTEs)  


Course 
Fall Spring Summer Winter 


Grand Total 
2006 2007 2008 Total 2007 2008 2009 Total 2007 2008 2009 Total 2007 2008 2009 Total 


MUS 262 0.0 0.0   0.0 0.0 0.0   0.0                 0.0 
Total 49.1 50.9 60.1 160.1 46.6 53.8 55.6 156.1 7.1 8.8 10.1 25.9 3.9 6.8 7.1 17.8 359.9 


 


Music Program  FTEs per FTEf 


Course 
Fall Spring Summer Winter Overall 


Avg. 2006 2007 2008 Avg. 2007 2008 2009 Avg. 2007 2008 2009 Avg. 2007 2008 2009 Avg. 
MUS 100 15.0 13.8 16.9 15.3 16.7 17.7 14.8 16.4 12.6 11.0 13.4 12.6 5.0 14.6 12.4 9.9 14.8 
MUS 102 15.3 12.9 13.8 14.0 9.8 9.8 10.9 10.2 4.2 8.9 12.6 8.6 9.5 5.5 11.0 8.7 11.5 
MUS 104         17.1 12.4 13.5 14.3                 14.3 
MUS 110 16.4 11.0 12.8 13.4 15.5 12.8 12.8 13.7                 13.6 
MUS 120 7.3 13.0 14.3 11.5 7.3 14.0 13.5 11.6   5.3   5.3         10.6 
MUS 140 8.8 12.1 10.5 10.4 9.9 11.5 10.4 10.6 9.3 12.5 10.9 10.9   7.1   7.1 10.4 
MUS 150 6.4 8.0 11.5 9.0 10.4 7.1 10.9 9.3 3.3     3.3         8.6 
MUS 154 0.6 0.9   0.7   0.5   0.5                 0.7 
MUS 156 5.5 7.1 9.5 7.7 4.9 6.3 10.6 7.3                 7.5 
MUS 160 13.3 14.7 14.1 14.0 16.2 17.6 16.5 16.7                 15.4 
MUS 171 15.1     15.1 10.4 1.6 9.4 7.1                 9.1 
MUS 172 4.6 3.7 7.8 5.3 2.1 4.1 7.8 4.7                 5.0 
MUS 175 7.8 5.0 6.0 6.3 6.7 8.7 7.8 7.7                 7.0 
MUS 177 2.9 1.6 1.7 2.1   1.6 1.1 1.3                 1.8 
MUS 178   6.6 6.2 6.4   3.6   3.6                 5.5 
MUS 179   0.7 1.4 1.0   1.4 3.2 2.3                 1.7 
MUS 180 4.5 4.2 6.3 5.0 5.4 8.4 8.4 7.4                 6.2 
MUS 182 11.8 9.6 7.3 9.6 7.3 8.4 10.3 8.7 6.0 6.3   6.1   6.6   6.6 8.2 
MUS 184         3.6     3.6                 3.6 
MUS 200   11.4 19.7 15.5                         15.5 
MUS 202         2.1 8.3 6.7 5.7                 5.7 


Avg. 10.7 9.6 11.8 10.7 10.1 9.8 10.9 10.3 7.1 8.8 12.6 9.3 6.5 8.4 11.9 8.9 10.3 


 


 


 


 







3. Present student learning or service area outcomes data that demonstrate the program’s continuous educational and/or service quality 
improvement.  Include the following standard information and metrics as well as additional specific metrics, if any. 


List the program level outcomes, goals or objectives and show how these support the Institutional Student Learning Outcomes.   
Identify the method(s) of assessment used for each of the program level outcomes.  Provide a summary of the outcome data for the 
program, including course and program level data as appropriate. 
 


 SLO’s were identified for 70% of our music classes by the fall of 2008. 
 SLO’s for these classes are being discussed and assessed and we will have a better idea as to what is working and what is not. 


Course SLO's Cycle Assessment Completed ISLO Linked To 


Mus 100 Demonstrate the locations of pitches on the piano keyboard and on the bass and treble clefs Assessed ISLO2, ISLO4 


Mus 102 Student will learn and use critical listening skills to discuss and critique a musical work. SLO Identified ISLO1, ISLO2, ISLO4 


Mus 110 Demonstrate basic sight-singing skills and ear-training skills SLO Identified ISLO2, ISLO4 


Mus 112 
Demonstrate two-part melodic dictation, rhythmic dictation containing dotted notes and 
sixteenth notes, and sight-singing skills 


SLO Identified ISLO2, ISLO4 


Mus 140 Perform beginning level-1 pieces with correct pitches, rhythms, fingerings, hand position, at a 
reasonable tempo, with expressions indications observed 


Assessed ISLO1, ISLO2, ISLO4 


Mus 142 
Perform beginning level-2 pieces with correct pitches, rhythms, fingerings, hand position, at a 
reasonable tempo, with expressions indications observed Assessed ISLO1, ISLO2, ISLO4 


Mus 150 
Demonstrate healthy singing techniques conducive to producing a beautiful tone; perform simple 
vocal literature suitable for voice range and maturity 


SLO Identified ISLO1, ISLO2, ISLO4 


Mus 152 demonstrate increasing mastery of vocal techniques; perform a variety of vocal repertoire 
including but not limited to Spanish, folk, musical theatre, classical, and popular music 


SLO Identified ISLO1, ISLO2, ISLO4 


Mus 160 
Perform beginning level-1 melodies in first position with correct pitches, rhythm, fingering, at a 
reasonable tempo with expressions indications observed Assessed ISLO1, ISLO2, ISLO4 


Mus 162 
Perform beginning level-2 melodies (with accidentals) in first position with correct pitches, 
rhythm, fingering, at a reasonable tempo with expressions indications observed 


Assessed ISLO1, ISLO2, ISLO4 


Mus 175 Attainment of aural awareness and ensemble skills Assessed ISLO1, ISLO2, ISLO3 


Mus 180 Create a 3 minute song by recording four different tracks using Sonar sequencing software Assessed ISLO1, ISLO2, ISLO4 


Mus 200 
Demonstrate knowledge of Western music composed between 450 through 1750; identify and 
discern music of the various eras involved via listening; demonstrate knowledge of four key 
composers of each epoch studied 


Assessed ISLO1, ISLO2, ISLO4, ISLO5 


Mus 210 Demonstrate three-part harmonic dictation; rhythmic dictation including triplet figures, dotted 
notes and compound meter; and intermediate level sight singing 


Assessed ISLO2, ISLO4 


Mus 212 
Demonstrate four-part harmonic dictation, two-part counterpoint dictation, and advanced sight-
singing skills Assessed ISLO2, ISLO4 


Mus 240 
Perform intermediate level-1 pieces with correct pitches, rhythms, fingerings, hand position, at a 
reasonable tempo, with expressions indications observed 


SLO Identified ISLO1, ISLO2, ISLO4 







Course SLO's Cycle Assessment Completed ISLO Linked To 


Mus 242 
Perform intermediate level-2 pieces with correct pitches, rhythms, fingerings, hand position, at a 
reasonable tempo, with expressions indications observed 


SLO Identified ISLO1, ISLO2, ISLO4 


Mus 250 Demonstrate intermediate mastery of vocal techniques; perform music of varied genres in different 
languages with increasing musicality, characterization, phrasing, proper articulation and diction 


Assessed ISLO1, ISLO2, ISLO4 


Mus 252 


Demonstrate advanced vocal technical mastery, including proper breath control, phrasing, 
musicianship, characterization, and expressivity; perform music of increasing technical difficulty 
in different languages such as English, Spanish, French, Latin, and other obscure languages; 
perform music of varied genres with authenticity 


Assessed ISLO1, ISLO2, ISLO4, ISLO5 


Mus 260 
Perform intermediate level-1 melodies (with accidentals & eight-note rhythms) in 2nd and 3rd 
positions with correct pitches, rhythm, fingering, at a reasonable tempo, with expressions 
indications observed. 


SLO Identified ISLO1, ISLO2, ISLO4 


Mus 262 
Perform intermediate level-2 melodies (with accidentals & sixteenth-note rhythms) in 4th and 
5th positions with correct pitches, rhythm, fingering, at a reasonable tempo, with expressions 
indications observed. 


SLO Identified ISLO1, ISLO2, ISLO4 


 


4. Analyze the DATA presented visually (graphs, diagrams, etc.) and verbally (text) as appropriate, present any trends, anomalies, and 
conclusions.  Explain the program’s success or failure in meeting the objectives presented above in item one.  Explain the ways that the 
program utilized the student learning outcome data presented in item three to improve the program (change to curriculum, instructional 
methodology, support services, etc.) 
 


         


            GRAPH 1: Retention & Success Fall & Spring              GRAPH 2: Retention & Success Winter & Summer 


In Music 100, the average success rate of students over the past three years has been 78% which is better than ¾ of the students taking the class.  The 
reason that the other 6% of students are failing (D or F) has to with difficulty of the class.  This course is also a prerequisite for all music majors and 
therefore teaches a wide variety of complex, theoretical concepts.  Many students, in my opinion, think that the course will be easy because the textbook 
($20) is smaller and has fewer pages than the Music Appreciation (Mus102) textbook ($115).  Moreover, because there so many ESL students at IVC, many 
of them try to avoid the large amount of English reading that is required. Hopefully the information derived for the SLOs will help to find a solution to this 
dilemma and improve the student success rates. 
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In Music 102 and 104, the average success rate of students has been 65% which is lower than Music 100 primarily for the reason just mentioned. This 
course not only requires a lot of reading but the student also must learn how to listen critically to music which, in turn, requires several hours a week of 
concentrated listening.  Once again, maybe the information derived (data collected) from our SLOs will help us to improve the student success rates. 


We have only had a few students actually complete the Associate of Arts Degree in Music.  Many of our music majors never complete all the requirements 
for the music degree or transfer to a four year college. And, although we council some students on what is required to achieve this goal, the music graduate 
numbers have never been that high.  We think that the students need better counseling but at the same time, they need to understand the amount of hard 
work involved. This is continuous goal that must be addressed. 


B. Present:  Snapshot of the State of the Program in the Current Semester: Fall 2009 
1.  Give a verbal description of the program as it exists at the present time.  Include information on current staffing levels, current student 


enrollments, student learning or service are outcome implementation, number of majors, and/or other data as appropriate. 


The staffing levels at this time are as follows: 
Van Decker (FT) –8 classes   Rick Colunga (PT) – 2 classes   Ruth Smith (PT) – 2 classes   
Hope Davis (FT) – 9 classes   Brooke Kofford (PT) – 2 classes   Kirsti Williams (PT) – 1 class 
Renee Baker (PT) – 1 class   Denis Lange (PT) – 1 class   
 
The music area has grown by 12% during the past three years from 1033 in Fall-06 to 1301 in Spring-09.  Of those 1301 students currently enrolled in music 
classes, only _?_ are declared music majors.  We hope to improve the number of music majors in the next three years through better counseling and by 
informing students about the many advantages of a degree in music.  


Also, in order to handle the overall increase in music students, we have added another Music 100 course and Dr. Hope Davis has introduced a second choir 
class (Music 156).  Both of these courses have been very successful and have had more than a 100% fill rate.   


2. Verbally describe any outside factors that are currently affecting the program.  (For example: changes in job market, changing technologies, 
changes in transfer destinations, etc.)  This area will be important as you look back in 2-3 years and are probably out for your control. 


Among the outside factors affecting our department have to do with not enough space for equipment, classes and performances.  We need more storage 
space for our music equipment.  We still need a second classroom since half of our classroom (305) includes a keyboard/computer lab. We still need a 
performance space for our seven performance ensembles.  These outside factors have been mentioned in previous program reviews so we will not elaborate 
with details.  One encouraging incident occurred last spring when we were asked to submit diagrams for altering the entire 300 building into a music 
facility.  At that time Dr. Melani Guinn and Dr. Van Decker met briefly with an architect and discussed the improvements that we would like.  


3. List any significant issues or problems that the program is immediately facing.  –Can be internal or external. 


One problem we had was last spring (2009) when one of our most cherished professors passed away.  Prof. Cannon had been teaching 3 classes, Music 100, 
Music 102 and Music 104.  So, to keep those three classes this fall Brooke Kofford is now teaching one of the Music 100s and Ruth Smith took over the 
other two music classes.  
 
Another problem we had was with poor enrollment and retention numbers in our MIDI Composition class (Music 180).  In an effort to keep this music 
class from being cancelled due to low enrollment - thereby disappointing music students - Van Decker decided to discontinue offering the course this year.  
However, students still may take the Digital Recording class (Music 182/184) which incorporates many of the same skills found in the MIDI course. 







C. FUTURE:  Program Objectives for the Next Three Academic Years: 2009-2010, 2010-2011, 2011-2012 
1.  Identify the program objectives for the next three academic years, making sure these objectives are consistent with the college’s 


Educational Master Plan goals.  Include how accomplishment is to be identified or measured and identify the planned completion dates.  If 
any objectives are anticipated to extend beyond this three-year period, identify how much is to be accomplished by the end of this review 
period and performance measures.   


We have reviewed and discussed our major and we agree that the program is sound and is comparable with other California community colleges.  As far as 
we know, based on feedback from our music graduates, we are meeting the transfer requirements of our local universities. We recognize that we should 
enhance our program by offering other music courses however, due to lack of funding, facilities and space; these new classes will not be added at this time.  
Therefore, we have decided to stick to improving the courses that are already in place as illustrated in the following four objectives. 


Objective Completion Indicators Completion Date 
To recognize SLOs and complete SLO assessments for all music classes. SLO Data Spring 2011 


To improve the success rate of non-major students in our general education 
classes (e.g. Music 100. Music 102 and Music 104)  


Institutional Success and Retention Data Spring 2012 


To increase the overall number music majors Institutional Major Data Spring 2012 


To increase the number of students that will complete an AA in Music degree. Institutional Degree Date Spring 2012 


 
2. Identify how student learning outcomes or service area outcomes will be expanded and fully implemented into the program.  Include a 


progress timeline for implementation and program improvement.    


Now that we have some Student Learning Outcome completed, we are starting to implement them into our lesson plans and performance activities.  Next 
semester (Spring 2010) we will finish collecting our data and our timeline is to implement this information during the Fall 2010. 


3. Identify any resources needed to accomplish these objectives.  Identify any obstacles toward accomplishment and the plan to surmount 
these obstacles. 


Additional resources are needed to accomplish these objectives.  Most of these concerns have to do with funding since we need: 1) new sheet music and 
scores for the vocal ensembles (3) and the instrumental ensembles (4).  2) new sound equipment and repairs on old equipment. 3) new software upgrades 
for the computer lab.  4) money for the rental of concert spaces in El Centro.  These are the main obstacles we are facing. To address this problem, Dr. 
Davis has started a music club for fund raising purposes.  We have raised several hundred dollars since the club was established.  We have been discussing 
charging for concerts which we will start implementing soon. 


4. Identify any outside factors that might influence your program during the next three years.  (Can be positive influence or negative 
influence). 


The outside factors are unforeseen, for just like the sudden collapse of the housing market, no one can predict the future.  The one thing we do know is that 
universities are limiting the number of freshmen they are now accepting and this means we are going to see more students enrolling in the community 
colleges in the coming years.  Will this influence our department?  The answer is “yes” and that mean that now more than ever we need all the 
improvements listed in this review. 








Part 2 – Comprehensive Program Review         Fall 2009 
 
Program Name:  
 
 
A. PAST:   Review of Program Performance, Objectives, and Outcomes for the Three Previous Academic Years:  


2006-07, 2007-08, 2008-09 
1. List the objectives developed for this program during the last comprehensive program review. 
 
The goals of the P.O.S.T. program were  


1. to increase student access to courses ; 
2. improve student retention and success. 


 
2. Present program performance data in tabular form for the previous three years that demonstrates the program’s 


performance toward meeting the previous objectives. Include the following standard program performance metrics as 
well additional program specific metrics, if any. 
a. For teaching programs this data should include at least the following:  Enrollment at census, number of sections, fill 


rate, retention rate, success rate, and grade distribution for each course in the program, during each semester and 
session of the previous three academic years.  In addition, the Full Time Equivalent Faculty (FTEF) and Full Time 
Equivalent Students (FTES) and the ratio of FTES per FTEF should be presented for the program for each 
semester and session. 


b. For non teaching programs this data should include the following:  TBD  


P.O.S.T. Program 
Enrollment Count at Census  


Course 
Fall Spring Summer Winter Grand 


Total 2006 2007 2008 Total 2007 2008 2009 Total  200
7 2008 2009 Total  200


7 2008 2009 Total 


AJ 141 124 120 156 400 100 180 93 373   44 46 90 20 44 17 81 944 
AJ 142   22 19 41                         41 
AJ 143 6     6                         6 
AJ 144             12 12                 12 


Total 130 142 175 447 100 180 105 385   44 46 90 20 44 17 81 1003 


P.O.S.T. Program 







P.O.S.T. Program 
Number of Sections 


Course 
Fall Spr. Sum. Win. Grand  


Total 2006 2007 2008 Total 2007 2008 2009 Total 200
7 2008 2009 Total 200


7 2008 2009 Total 


AJ 141 2 1 3 6 2 3 3 8   1 1 2 1 1 1 3 19 
AJ 142   1 1 2                         2 
AJ 143 1     1                         1 
AJ 144             1 1                 1 
Total 3 2 4 9 2 3 4 9   1 1 2 1 1 1 3 23 


P.O.S.T. Program 
Fill Rate 


Course 
Fall Spring Summer Winter Grand 


Total 2006 2007 2008 Total 2007 2008 2009 Total  200
7 2008 2009 Total  200


7 2008 2009 Total 


AJ 141 248%  480%  208%  267%
200
%


240
%


124
%


187
%


  
176
% 


184
%


180
%


80% 176% 68% 108% 199% 


AJ 142    88%  76%  82%                                     82% 
AJ 143 24%        24%                                     24% 
AJ 144                   48% 48%                         48% 


Total 173%  284%  175%  199%
200
%


240
%


105
%


171
%


  
176
% 


184
%


180
%


80% 176% 68% 108% 174% 


P.O.S.T. Program 
Student Success Rate  


Course 
Fall Spring Summer Winter 3-Year  


Averag
e 2006 2007 2008 Avg. 2007 2008 2009 Avg. 200


7 2008 2009 Avg. 200
7 2008 2009 Avg. 


AJ141 66% 80% 76% 74% 64% 77% 72% 71%   73% 87% 80% 70% 68% 78% 72% 74% 
AJ142   67% 65% 66%                         66% 


AJ143 100
%     100%                         100% 


AJ144           80% 92% 86%                 86% 
Avg. 83% 73% 70% 76% 64% 78% 82% 77%   73% 87% 80% 70% 68% 78% 72% 76% 







P.O.S.T. Program 
Student Retention Rate  


Course 
Fall Spring Summer Winter 3-Yr. 


Averag
e 2006 2007 2008 Avg. 2007 2008 2009 Avg. 200


7 2008 2009 Avg. 200
7 2008 2009 Avg. 


AJ141 77% 83% 78% 80% 78% 94% 87% 87%   95% 91% 93% 80% 86% 78% 81% 84% 
AJ142   81% 70% 75%                         75% 


AJ143 100
%     100%                         100% 


AJ144           80% 92% 86%                 86% 
Avg. 89% 82% 74% 82% 78% 87% 89% 86%   95% 91% 93% 80% 86% 78% 81% 85% 


Grade Distribution   


Term Sem. Year Progra
m 


Cours
e A B C CR D F 


O
th


er
 


W Tota
l 


#  
Succee


d 


Success
Rate 


Retentio
n 


Rate  


20071
0 Fall 2006 POST AJ141 1 24 16       7 14 62 41 66.1% 77.4%


20071
0 Fall 2006 POST AJ143 3 3             6 6


100.0
%


100.0
%


20071
5 Win. 2007 POST AJ141 1 6         1 2 10 7 70.0% 80.0%


20072
0 Spr. 2007 POST AJ141 3 24 5     1 6 11 50 32 64.0% 78.0%


20081
0 Fall 2007 POST AJ141 6 15 3       1 5 30 24 80.0% 83.3%


20081
0 Fall 2007 POST AJ142 6 8     1 1 1 4 21 14 66.7% 81.0%


20081
5 Win. 2008 POST AJ141 1 10 4     4   3 22 15 68.2% 86.4%


20082
0 Spr. 2008 POST AJ141 10 32 27   6 8 2 5 90 69 76.7% 94.4%


20082
0 Spr. 2008 POST AJ144 9 3           3 15 12 80.0% 80.0%


20083
0 Sum. 2008 POST AJ141 1 7 8     5   1 22 16 72.7% 95.5%


20091
0 Fall 2008 POST AJ141 28 21 10     1 1 17 78 59 75.6% 78.2%


20091
0 Fall 2008 POST AJ142 2 10 1       1 6 20 13 65.0% 70.0%







20091
5 Win. 2009 POST AJ141   10 4         4 18 14 77.8% 77.8%


20092
0 Spr. 2009 POST AJ141 4 32 20   3 7 2 10 78 56 71.8% 87.2%


20092
0 Spr. 2009 POST AJ144 6 5           1 12 11 91.7% 91.7%


20093
0 Sum. 2009 POST AJ141 4 8 8     1   2 23 20 87.0% 91.3%


               85 218 106    10 28  22 88 557 409      


P.O.S.T. Program 
Full Time Equivalent Student (FTEs)  


Course 
Fall Spring Summer Winter Grand 


Total 2006 2007 2008 Total 2007 2008 2009 Total  200
7 2008 2009 Total  200


7 2008 2009 Total 


AJ 141 12.8 29.1 20.2 62.2 9.1 18.6 58.1 85.8   3.7 13.7 17.4 5.3 8.5 4.7 18.6 184.0 
AJ 142   14.1 7.9 22.0                         22.0 
AJ 143 3.1     3.1                         3.1 
AJ 144             7.0 7.0                 7.0 
Total  16.0 43.2 28.1 87.3 9.1 18.6 65.1 92.8   3.7 13.7 17.4 5.3 8.5 4.7 18.6 216.1 


P.O.S.T. Program 
Full Time Equivalent Faculty (FTEf)  


Course 
Fall Spring Summer Winter Grand 


Total 2006 2007 2008 Total 2007 2008 2009 Total  200
7 2008 2009 Total  200


7 2008 2009 Total 


AJ 141 0.5 0.2 0.7 1.4 0.5 0.7 0.7 1.9   0.2 0.2 0.5 0.2 0.2 0.2 0.7 4.4 
AJ 142   0.7 0.7 1.3                         1.3 
AJ 143 0.5     0.5                         0.5 
AJ 144             0.9 0.9                 0.9 
Total 0.9 0.9 1.4 3.2 0.5 0.7 1.6 2.8   0.2 0.2 0.5 0.2 0.2 0.2 0.7 7.1 


P.O.S.T. Program 
FTEs per FTEf 


Course 
Fall Spring Summer Winter Overall 


Avg. 2006 2007 2008 Avg. 2007 2008 2009 Avg. 200 2008 2009 Avg. 200 2008 2009 Avg. 







7 7 


AJ 141 27.5 124.
8 28.9 44.4 19.6 26.6 83.0 46.0   15.8 58.8 37.3 22.7 36.6 20.3 26.5 41.5 


AJ 142   21.1 11.8 16.5                         16.5 
AJ 143 6.7     6.7                         6.7 
AJ 144             7.8 7.8                 7.8 


Avg. 17.1 48.0 20.6 27.3 19.6 26.6 40.7 33.6   15.8 58.8 37.3 22.7 36.6 20.3 26.5 30.3 
 
 
 
3. Present student learning or service area outcomes data that demonstrate the program’s continuous educational 


and/or service quality improvement.  Include the following standard information and metrics as well as additional 
program specific metrics, if any. 


List the program level outcomes, goals or objectives and show how these support the Institutional Student 
Learning Outcomes.  Identify the method(s) of assessment used for each of the program level outcomes.  Provide 
a summary of the outcome data for the program, including course and program level data as appropriate.     


 
Student learning outcomes for the POST program curriculum are determined at the state level and are embedded 
within the core curriculum.  Students are constantly tested and measured against these outcomes and are not 
certified to have completed the course unless they meet the established outcomes. 


 
4. Analyze the data presented visually (graphs, diagrams, etc.) and verbally (text) as appropriate, present any trends, 


anomalies, and conclusions.  Explain the program’s success or failure in meeting the objectives presented above in 
item one.  Explain the ways that the program utilized the student learning or service area outcome data presented in 
item three to improve the program (changes to curriculum, instructional methodology, support services, etc.) 


 
The POST program has shown tremendous growth over the past three years.  Instructors have consistently 
overenrolled these classes and we have been able to add additional course sections at the last minute and fill them.   
 
Due to the nature of the POST curriculum student retention and success rates are tied together.  Unlike traditional 
courses, the POST curriculum does not allow unsuccessful students to continue with the course past a certain point.  
If the student does not successfully complete a particular module of the course curriculum they are disenrolled.  
Since these courses require a significant monetary and time commitment on the part of the students, we experience 
a very high completion and success rate.  







 
B. PRESENT: Snapshot of the State of the Program in the Current Semester: Fall 2009 


1. Give a verbal description of the program as it exists at the present time.  Include information on current staffing levels, 
current student enrollments, student learning or service are outcome implementation, number of majors, and/or other 
data as appropriate. 


 
The POST Law Enforcement Training Program offers a P.O.S.T. certification for the completion of the AJ 141: Arrest 
and Control/Firearms, a PC 832 compliant course.  This course is an introduction to law enforcement training for the 
beginning student.  It provides training in POST Learning Domains as well as Defensive Tactics and Arrest and 
Control Tactics at the basic level.  Our program also offers the Firearms portion of the training, which are not always 
available at all training centers.   
 
We also offer P.O.S.T. certification for completion AJ 142: P.O.S.T. Level III Reserve Officer Training Program and AJ 
144: POST Level II Reserve Officer Training Program.  These programs provide the training for Reserve Law 
Enforcement Officers and meet the California State requirements through the California Commission for Peace Officer 
Standards and Training (POST) for all law enforcement training programs.  These two programs are designed for the 
student to take in progressive order, from the Level III to the Level II course, thus providing an ever increasing skill 
and knowledge base for the future law enforcement professional.  These courses provide training in POST Learning 
Domains as well as Defensive Tactics and Arrest and Control Tactics at the basic to intermediate levels.  These 
courses also offer Firearms training and skill development to the intermediate level, as well as driving courses that 
qualify under the Emergency Vehicle Operations Course (EVOC) requirements.  And specific scenario training is also 
provided to test the students’ ability to put into practice what they have learned in a series of real world and 
controllable exercises. 
 
There is currently one full-time faculty member teaching in this area, as well as 2 adjunct faculty members and 
numerous subject matter experts teaching a variety of learning domains within their specialty.  The program is vibrant 
and growing.  The Fall 2009 AJ 142 class was the largest class in the number of students enrolled and completing the 
class successfully in the college’s history.  In fact, in the Fall 2009 semester all of the POST classes offered were full 
or close to capacity in the number of students in attendance.  The instructors are current in their knowledge of the 
subjects being taught and the new POST Coordinator monitors each class on a regular basis to ensure the curriculum 
is current and the Adjunct Instructors are up to date in their teaching methods.  And a full curriculum review is 
currently underway.   


 
 
2. Verbally describe any outside factors that are currently affecting the program. (For example:  changes in job market, 


changing technologies, changes in transfer destinations, etc.) 
 







Because of the current economic climate, student interest in POST classes is increasing dramatically.  For the first 
time ever, during the Spring 2010 semester we will be offering two POST courses concurrently.  Courses are filling 
faster and the number of students trying to crash is increasing. 
 
Our department recently handled a grant for Protective Services Technician training through a work development 
program.  This program incorporated several independent classes into one multi-discipline program which was 
implemented and completed during this term.  It was highly successful and is forecast to be re-funded for the future. 


 
 
3. List any significant issues or problems that the program is immediately facing. 


 
Because of the nature of the POST curriculum, we are going to need to hire a full-time POST dedicated instructor if 
we are to meet the needs of the existing program and expand to a complete police academy.  POST curriculum is 
determined by the state and courses have major hour and unit commitments.  For example, the Level III course, the 
shortest of the three courses, provides 10 units of student credit.  Thus, teaching only one of these courses meets 
the entire load of a part-time instructor and 2/3 of the load of a full-time instructor.  The Level II and Level I classes 
are longer still and exceed the number of hours that a part-time instructor can teach.  Without a full-time POST 
instructor we cannot expand this program to become a full service police academy as we have been tasked to do. 


 
Shortage of classroom and activity space is limiting the number of classes we will be able to offer. 


 
 
 
  







C. FUTURE: Program Objectives for the Next Three Academic Years: 2009-10, 2010-11, 2011-12 
1. Identify the program objectives for the next three academic years, making sure these objectives are consistent with 


the college’s Educational Master Plan goals.  Include how accomplishment is to be identified or measured and identify 
the planned completion dates.  If any objectives are anticipated to extend beyond this three-year period, identify how 
much is to be accomplished by the end of this review period and performance measures. 


 
 
Objective Completion Indicators Completion Date 
Hire an additional full-time faculty 
member for the POST program. 


Employment data Fall 2010 


Improve student success rate through: 
 SLO performance analysis and 


curriculum revision, as appropriate, 
definition of course prerequisites if 
appropriate, 


Institutional success and retention data Spring 2011 


Implement a physical training program to 
improve upon the ability of students to 
complete the Level I course 


Physical Assessment testing Spring 2010 


Develop and implement a POST Level I 
training course  


Course schedule Spring 2012 


Develop and implement a POST Modular 
Academy program 


Course schedule Spring 2012 


Establish a dedicated facility for the public 
safety program that incorporates 
classroom and activity space  


Facilities review Fall 2015 


 
 
The AJ-146 Basic Traffic Accident Investigation is being evaluated and will be re-designated as a 200 level course.  
The addition of a POST Level I Reserve class is being finished and will be offered in the next school cycle.  The 
evaluation and addition of several 200 level courses are being studied for implantation into the curriculum. 


 
 
2. Identify how student learning or service area outcomes will be expanded and fully implemented into the program.  


Include a progress timeline for implementation and program improvement.    
 


Spring 2010 Initial SLO’s identified – AJ 141, AJ 142 & AJ-144 







SLO Assessment – AJ 141 & AJ 142 
 


Fall 2010 Assessment Evaluation & Modification recommendations – AJ 141, AJ 142 & AJ-144 
Initial SLO’s identified – AJ 141, AJ 142 & AJ-144 
SLO Assessment – AJ 141, AJ 142 & AJ-144 
 


Spring 2011 All SLO’s identified – AJ 141, AJ 142 & AJ-144 
SLO Assessment – AJ 141, AJ 142 & AJ-144 (randomly selected sections) 
Assessment Evaluation & Modification recommendations – AJ 141, AJ 142 & AJ-144 
Begin integration into GE SLO plan 
 


Fall 2011 SLO Assessment – AJ 141, AJ 142 & AJ-144 
Assessment Evaluation & Modification recommendations – AJ 141, AJ 142 & AJ-144 
Continue integration into GE SLO plan – course level SLO and curriculum modification as 
required 
 


Spring 2012 SLO Assessment – AJ 141, AJ 142 & AJ-144 (randomly selected sections) 
Assessment Evaluation & Modification recommendations – AJ 141, AJ 142 & AJ-144 
Assessment evaluation & modification recommendation - GE Program 
 


Fall 2012 SLO Assessment – AJ 141, AJ 142 & AJ-144 
Assessment Evaluation & Modification recommendations – AJ 141, AJ 142 & AJ-144 
Assessment evaluation & modification recommendation - GE Program 
 


 
 
 


3. Identify any resources needed to accomplish these objectives.  Identify any obstacles toward accomplishment and the 
plan to surmount these obstacles.    


 
The hiring of additional full-time faculty members for the POST program is critical in our ability to fully handle the 
courses and curriculum we would like to offer to our students.  These courses have been identified by the community 
as being needed and we are implementing the necessary programs and training to meet those needs.  Additionally, 
the need for permanent teaching space is vital to being able to conduct these classes.  This includes traditional 
semester based programs and non-traditional short term classes requested by the community.  Without the space or 
the faculty we will be delayed in our ability to present these programs to the community that has requested them. 







 
 
4. Identify any outside factors that might influence your program during the next three years. 
 


Over the next three years we anticipate that the enrollment trends that we are seeing will continue; if that is the case 
the POST program is going to find it increasingly difficult to meet the needs of our students. 
 
As overall college enrollment increases, there is a greater demand for the required courses within the program.  
Currently we employ 1 full-time faculty members in the POST program.  In addition, we have utilized Adjunct Faculty 
to cover the classes and course work normally handled by full-time faculty members.  Additionally, it is difficult to 
recruit qualified adjunct faculty.  The minimum qualifications to teach require a person to have been employed in good 
standing with a law enforcement agency and possess a degree.  This adjunct faculty member must also be available 
during the days and times required by the class schedule, and this unfortunately a difficult and limiting factor in the 
Imperial Valley.  A Subject Matter Expert may be utilized for certain courses or Learning Domains, but this becomes 
unattractive because of the limited number of these specialized types of instructors. 
 
A significant challenge we are facing is to effectively meet the needs of our basic skills students so that they have a 
better chance to successfully complete courses in the POST programs.  Trends suggest that the population of under-
prepared students is unlikely to decrease in the immediate future.  The Administration of Justice program is going to 
need to work with our campus community to identify ways to partner with the ESL, English, and Counseling programs 
to provide new opportunities and programs to improve student success. 
 
The budget drives what programs we can offer.  Classroom space was already at a premium and now with extended 
campuses closing, we are in need of even more space to hold the classes being offered right now.  The need for 
dedicated space in which to hold all the courses we could offer is critical and the most limiting factor in our ability to 
fulfill our mission. 


 








Part 2 – Comprehensive Program Review         Fall 2009 
 
Program Name:  
 
 
A. PAST:   Review of Program Performance, Objectives, and Outcomes for the Three Previous Academic Years:  


2006-07, 2007-08, 2008-09 
 


1. List the objectives developed for this program during the last comprehensive program review. 
  


Objective 1:  To improve Student Support Services Program participants’ success at Imperial Valley College. 
 
Objective 2:  Increase the graduation/transfer rate of the SSS program participants. 
 
Objective 3:  Enhance the development of recruitment strategies for Student Support Services Program. 


 
2. Present program performance data in tabular form for the previous three years that demonstrates the program’s 


performance toward meeting the previous objectives. Include the following standard program performance metrics as 
well additional program specific metrics, if any. 
              


Assessment (Objective 1):  Of the (350) total number of students accepted to participate in the SSS 
Program during the 2006-2007, 2007-2008, 2008-2009 academic years; the following percentages had their 
Student Education Plan developed by their program counselor during each academic year:  80% for 2006-
2007; 80% for 2007-2008; and 80% for 2008-2009.   
 
Assessment (Objective 2):  As stated on the SSS Grant page 17, “Objective 2.1 Of the total number of 
students accepted to participate in the SSS program during the 2006-2007 program year, the following 
percentages will graduate/transfer from IVC at the end of the specified academic years: 0% during academic 
year 2007-2008; 0% during academic year 2008-2009; 5% during academic year 2009-2010; 10% during 
academic year 2010-2011”. The SSS Program exceeded their expectations by academic year 2008-2009 out 
of the (100) new students accepted in the Program during academic year 2006-2007 thirty-seven or 37% had 
graduated/transferred to a university/college of their choice.    
     
Assessment (Objective 3):  Of the total number of students accepted to participate in the SSS during 
academic years 2006-2007; 2007-2008; and 2008-2009 (75%) were recruited by IVC’s summer outreach 


STUDENT SUPPORT SERVICES PROGAM-COUNSELING DEPARTMENT 







program.  The remaining 25% of program participants were self-referred, classmate referrals, and district 
counselor referrals.   


 
3. Present student learning or service area outcomes data that demonstrate the program’s continuous educational 


and/or service quality improvement.  Include the following standard information and metrics as well as additional 
program specific metrics, if any. 


 
List the program level outcomes, goals or objectives and show how these support the Institutional Student 
Learning Outcomes.  Identify the method(s) of assessment used for each of the program level outcomes.  Provide 
a summary of the outcome data for the program, including course and program level data as appropriate.   
 
Student Learning Outcome:  SSS Program participants will learn to monitor their academic progress by utilizing 
the Student Educational Plan and meeting with their counselor on a regular basis.   


 
 
4. Analyze the data presented visually (graphs, diagrams, etc.) and verbally (text) as appropriate, present any trends, 


anomalies, and conclusions.  Explain the program’s success or failure in meeting the objectives presented above in 
item one.  Explain the ways that the program utilized the student learning or service area outcome data presented in 
item three to improve the program (changes to curriculum, instructional methodology, support services, etc.) 


 
 We feel that the program is successful due to IVC’s institutional commitment.  Under the authority and support of the 


Vice President for Student Services, the SSS Program Director and staff are assured full cooperation and support 
from the various components serving students at IVC.  Furthermore, the SSS program staff utilizes Banner, SARS, 
and Student Access to track, monitor and document student academic progress in order to comply with the goals and 
objectives outlined in the SSS Grant.  The current SSS Grant will end by August 2011. 


 
 The Student Support Services Program staff makes every effort to ensure meeting the objectives outlined in item one.  


The percentages must be met according to the SSS Grant and the outcomes are reported on an annual basis to the 
U.S. Department of Education in Washington, DC.  Noncompliance with agreed objectives and outcome percentages 
will cause the program to lose its funding. 


 
 The Program utilizes the student learning outcome outlined in item three by monitoring students’ academic 


performance on an on-going basis by utilizing the Student Education Plan (SEP) which includes documentation 
regarding: 


 







a) Admission:  Records that indicate the month and year the student began SSS Program participation, and 
any special circumstances identified for that student (i.e., disability, limited English speaker) for 
assignment to appropriate cohort. 


b) Participation:  Statements directly related to the student’s participating, or permanently out of the 
program with appropriate dates and reasons for change. 


c) Courses:  A complete academic history will be recorded, detailing initial enrollment; courses included in 
the monitoring process; and courses successfully completed. 


d) Program Activities:  Student participation in program activities will be monitored on a continuous basis.  
Documentation will include:  number of activities attended; meetings; SSS Club participation; number of 
university visits; counseling contacts; academic skills development workshops; educational and cultural 
activities; college seminar/workshops; tutorial assistance received; outside referrals. 


e) Financial Aid/Workstudy:  All SSS participants will be assisted with financial aid process and their 
awarded status monitored to determine if additional assistance is needed.   


f) Academic Standing:  SSS Participants placed on academic probation (a GPA of less than 2.0) at any 
time will be contacted by their counselor in order to determine the source of the problem, be it academic or 
personal, and to insure appropriate support services are identified.  SSS Counselors will collect, evaluate, 
compare and review all pertinent factors or each participant in order to fully monitor academic progress.   


 
B. PRESENT: Snapshot of the State of the Program in the Current Semester: Fall 2009 


 
1. Give a verbal description of the program as it exists at the present time.  Include information on current staffing levels, 


current student enrollments, student learning or service are outcome implementation, number of majors, and/or other 
data as appropriate. 


 
The purpose of the SSS Program is to increase the number of disadvantages low-income college students, first 
generation college students, and college students with disabilities complete a program of study at postsecondary level.  
The support services provided should increase their retention and graduation rates, facilitate their transfer from a two-
year to a four-year colleges and universities.  Imperial Valley College Student Support Services Program proposed the 
following: 
                         


 Retention:  2006-2007 thru academic year 2009-2010 will be 80% 
 


Graduation/transfer rates:   
 
Objective 2.1: Of the total number of students accepted to participate in the SSS program during the 2006-2007 
program year, the following percentages will graduate/transfer from IVC at the end of each of the specified academic 







years: 0% during academic year 2007-2008; (0%) during academic year 2008-2009; (5%) during academic year 
2009-2010; 10% during academic year 2010-2011.  Activity in progress.  
 
Objective 2.2: Of the total number of students accepted to participate in the SSS program during the 2007-2008 
program year, the following percentages will graduate/transfer from IVC at the end of each of the specified academic 
years:  0% during academic year 2008-2009; 0% during academic year 2009-2010; 5% during academic year 2010-
2011; 10% during academic year 2011-2012.  Activity in progress. 
 
Objective 2.3:  Of the total number of students accepted to participate in the SSS program during the 2008-2009 
program year, the following percentages will graduate/transfer from IVC at the end of the specified academic years: 
0% during academic year 2009-2010; 0% during academic year 2010-2011; 5% during academic year 2011-2012; 
10% during academic year 2012-2013.  Activity in progress. 
 
Objective 2.4:  Of the total number of students accepted to participate in the SSS program during the2009-2010 
program year, the following percentages will graduate/transfer from IVC at the end of each of the specified academic 
years: 0% during academic yea 2010-2011; 0% during academic year 2011-2012; 5% during academic year 2012-
2013; 10% during academic year 2013-2014.  Activity in progress. 
 
Objective 2.5:  Of the total number of students accepted to participate in the SSS program during 2010-2011 
program year, the following percentages will graduate/transfer from IVC at the end of each of the specified academic 
years: 0% during academic year 2011-2012; 0% during academic year 2012-2013; 5% during academic year 2013-
2014; 10% during academic year 2014-2015.  Activity in progress. 
 
Good Academic Standing:  Of the total number of students accepted to participate in the SSS program during the 
2006-2007 program year, the following percentages will remain in “good academic” standing at IVC at the end of 
each of the specified years:  75% during academic year 2007-2008; 75% during academic year 2008-2009; 75% 
during academic year 2009-2010; 75% during academic year 2010-2011.  For every year of the funded proposal the 
same formula will apply until the SSS Grant ends August 2011.  Activity in progress.       


                                              
2. Verbally describe any outside factors that are currently affecting the program. (For example:  changes in job market, 


changing technologies, changes in transfer destinations, etc.) 
 


The U.S. Department of Education plans to maintain the same standardized objectives:  retention, graduation/transfer,  
      and good academic standing. 
 
      Outside factors affecting Student Support Services at Imperial Valley College is that the Grant is a competition.   
 







3. List any significant issues or problems that the program is immediately facing. 
 


a) Program is under staff 
b) Competitive grant 
c) A computer lab for program students 
d) No privacy for student intervention  


 
C. FUTURE: Program Objectives for the Next Three Academic Years: 2009-10, 2010-11, 2011-12 


 
1. Identify the program objectives for the next three academic years, making sure these objectives are consistent with 


the college’s Educational Master Plan goals.  Include how accomplishment is to be identified or measured and identify 
the planned completion dates.  If any objectives are anticipated to extend beyond this three-year period, identify how 
much is to be accomplished by the end of this review period and performance measures. 


 
 The new SSS Grant will include the following standardized objectives: 
 


Objective 1: Retention 
 Objective 2: Good Academic Standing 
 Objective 3: Graduation/Transfer 
 
2. Identify how student learning or service area outcomes will be expanded and fully implemented into the program.  


Include a progress timeline for implementation and program improvement.    
  
 Students will learn to monitor their Student Educational Plan in order to make adequate academic progress and 


graduate/transfer successfully to the institution of their choice; will learn to do on-line the admission application; will 
learn to access Imperial Valley College student services to facilitate their success in different subjects; and students 
will become familiar with financial aid assistance available.  


 
4. Identify any resources needed to accomplish these objectives.  Identify any obstacles toward accomplishment and the 


plan to surmount these obstacles.    
 
 Distance Education Program, Transfer Center, Financial Aid Office, Disabled Student Programs and Services, 


Associated Student Government and Student Affairs, Student Health Services, and Admissions and Registrar Office.  
Student Support Services is not aware of major obstacles that preclude the program from accomplishing their goals 
and objectives. 


 
5. Identify any outside factors that might influence your program during the next three years. 







 
It is a federal program.  Imperial Valley College must compete nationwide for funding.  Currently, we are writing the 
proposal for the next grant cycle. 





