Chabot College

Program Review and Unit Planning – Year 1
Basic Discipline Data Review and
“Rock” Inquiry Project Proposal Form
This form may be used to report on your Basic Discipline Data Review and to propose your “Rock” Inquiry Project. Your responses to each of the questions may be any length, but should reflect the relevance of each question as it relates to your program. You may alternatively use any other suitable format for your response; the goal is to communicate your responses in a form best suited for your program.
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Section A – Basic Discipline Data Review
 I. Basic Success (3 years)

· How do your basic success data compare to the college as a whole? What might explain the differences? Is this an issue or non-issue as you see it?

· What courses in your discipline show the least/greatest amount of success? What accounts for differences between courses? How could you improve success in the less successful areas?

· What do you see in the comparisons between men and women and between different ethnicities? What accounts for differences? What concerns you? How could you strategically address the concerns?
	See Attached for Classes and initial Enrollments:

1. Fall 2006/Spring 2007
2. Fall 2007/Spring 2008

3. Fall 2008/Spring 2009
No Summer Session courses were taught in this discipline during this time period.
During the three year time frame, there were 66 classes taught, 1893 students enrolled out of a possible combined 2310 maximum student slots. The average fill rate over this period is 81.9%. The lowest semester by percentage was Spring 2007 (64.1%) and the highest was Spring 2009 (98.1%). We are seeing a rise in enrollments due to:

1. cuts in the Freshman classes at the UC and CSU levels;
2. possible retraining by laid off employees or those employees seeking computer skills (e.g. CSCI 8);

3. recovery from the dot com slump;
4. a new generation of students enamored with video games, digital animation and other “cool” applications of Computer Science.
The rise in enrollments is fragile due to 
1. an ongoing recession that threatens the job market

2. California budget cuts that threaten educational funding
The introductory courses such as CSCI 7, CSCI 8 and CSCI 14 have fairly healthy enrollments. The advanced classes such as CSCI 15 and 20 average fewer than 50% by percentage. Other “single” classes such as CSCI 10 and 21 also have less robust enrollments and interest. Advanced UNIX based courses such as CSCI 44A and B were last taught in Spring 2007 and have little student interest as shown by the number of students enrolled. 

The mainstay attraction of computer science is the transfer sequence (CSCI 14, 15, and 20) to the four year institution. This is dependent on the number of students who have an objective of becoming computer science, mathematics or engineering majors requiring these courses. If the costs to attend the UC or CSU systems increase dramatically, the future job market is perceived as not lucrative or the economy drops as it is currently projected through mid to late 2010, our enrollments may be impacted. 

See the attached documents from Institutional Research on success and failure rates. 



II. Course Sequence (2 years) 
Note: Answer this question if you have been provided data about course sequences in your discipline.
· Is success in the first course a good indicator of success in the second course? Run with the curricular, pedagogical, and/or methodological implications of what you see. 

· Do your successful students in the first course enroll at a high rate in the second course within two years? Run with the implications of what you see.
	The main sequence of this program is CSCI 14 - CSCI 15 - CSCI 20 – CSCI 21. It is a “top to bottom” sequence in which each course is depends on the one beneath it. Aside from the success rates in all three classes, if not enough students enroll in CSCI 15 then CSCI 20’s enrollments are questionable. 
The quality of our students has declined. With the expected cutbacks in the local feeder high schools (i.e. the Hayward, San Leandro, San Lorenzo, Castro Valley and Fremont Unified School Districts) we can expect an even more “unprepared” average student with less preparation, study skills, discipline and motivation. We may even see a return to poor enrollment numbers if the job market is not perceived to be lucrative.

Any class in the “advanced” UNIX (courses after CSCI 41) does not seem to have any student interest. CSCI 10 barely can sustain one course offering. CSCI 8 does well but most of these students never go on to major in Computer Science. CSCI 7 was created to address the high failure rate in CSCI 14 (thus affecting CSCI 15 and 20) and seems to do reasonably well. CSCI 21 is normally taken only by transfer majors. CSCI 20 is offered only once per year which hampers the transfer student. 
Some of the above may be a result of demographics of this area. Other Community Colleges, De Anza and Ohlone for example, seem to have more offerings with more success. 
A positive development is the recent surge in enrollments for our lower-level classes (CSCI 7 and CSCI 14).  If this trend continues, enrolments in CSCI 15 and CSCI 20 will be positively affected as students filter through the sequence.



III. Course Review (5 years) 

· Ed. Code requires that all courses are updated every five years. Are all of your courses updated? If not, do you want to maintain or continue these courses? Please indicate your plans in terms of curriculum. (Note: if you are planning a major or fundamental change in your curriculum which will become part of your program review project, your rock, you should indicate this and discuss with the committee.)

· Have all of your courses been offered recently? If not, why? Are students counting on courses to complete a program or major when these courses are not being offered?
	Most of our current offerings have been updated. This includes CSCI 7, 14, 19A, 20 and 41. CSCI 8 and CSCI 21 will be updated in the next curriculum cycle. Other courses that are not listed are no longer offered and should be culled. Offering such classes is a “gamble” that risks losing valuable FTEF if the class is canceled. Also it’s a gamble to the instructor because they risk having to make their load elsewhere. Unfortunately this system also makes it a risky to run any new courses (and the only way to determine if a course will “fly” is to offer it).



IV. Budget Summary (3 years) 

· What budget trends do you see in your discipline? What are the implications of these trends? 

· Where is your budget adequate or lacking? What are the consequences on your program, your students, and/or your instruction? 
	With the limit of 3 FTEF divided among 3½ assigned faculty, the implications are obvious. The faculty that can take classes (FSAs) for load or extra hours must “beg”, “borrow” or “steal” such courses from outside this unit. As the budget crunch hits combined with lowered CSCI enrollments, the budgetary considerations might suggest further reductions in course offerings. However, we would argue just the opposite: in order to be a healthy program, CSCI needs enough FTEF to pilot new courses in growth areas like ASP.NET and Game Programming. Starving the program of FTEF is NOT an acceptable policy if the College expects CSCI to grow and flourish.



V. Enrollment Data (2 years)
· Please provide a brief description of: overall enrollment trends; enrollment trends by course; and enrollment trends by time of day and Saturday. 

· Describe what your discipline has done in terms of curriculum or scheduling in the last two years that has effected enrollments. 

· Describe plans or strategies that you have for the near future in terms of curriculum or scheduling that could impact your enrollments. 

· Lastly, look closely at whether the schedule you currently offer provides access to the broader community that your discipline serves at Chabot College—day time, night time, Saturday, distance education, special or targeted communities that would or do enroll your courses. 
	The current Spring 2009 Semester is the highest enrollments in the last six semesters. This is only one semester but is encouraging. Also, enrolments at nearby colleges (e.g. Ohlone, CSUEB) are up as well as nationwide. Factors affecting this include the economy, job outlook, the budgets at the UC and CSU systems, and the California K-12 and Community College budgets. All of these factors are uncontrollable.  Responding to changing student patterns requires experimenting with course scheduling. Unfortunately, we do not any spare FTEF to perform such experiments.
The two full DE class CSCI 8 and CSCI 41 are full to capacity. Hybrid DE is now offered for CSCI 7 and 14. We cannot expand this due to the lack of FTEF allotment.



VI.  SLOs and Assessment 
· Review the SLO Summary Spreadsheet with the courses with written SLOs and the number of SLOs per courses and which SLOs have been assessed. 

· For the courses that don’t yet have SLOs please enter an estimated date for when those will be written. 

· For the SLOs which have not yet been assessed, please provide an estimated date for when that will be done. (The assessment process can be integrated into your program review rock project.)
	We have created SLO and identified SLO rubrics for all our course offerings (CSCI 5, 6, 7, 8 10, 14, 15, 19A, 20, 21, 41).

In Spring 2008 we will be assessing CSCI 7 and CSCI 14 for Student Learning Outcomes. Student Learning Outcomes are “great” on paper but one of the fundamental issues not being addressed is the basic “soft” skills of the student:

1) Their basic study skills and discipline

2) Motivation

Without an attentive student willing and able to learn, all the SLOs in the world will not help. Computer Science is an “art” similar to playing poker, chess or a musical instrument. You can learn the rules and practice but what separates the average student from the true masters or elite?
Nevertheless, SLOs do provide a benefit and we will make ours as useful as possible.



VII.  Basic Discipline Data Summary 
· From the six categories above, what does the information tell you about your program? Please cite relevant data in your discussion.
· Are there any immediate issues that require immediate attention (e.g., outdated course outlines)? 

	CSCI as at a crossroads. Our program suffered a severe decline during the post-dot-com era and our FTEF allotment was slashed accordingly. But now the program appears to be rebounding yet the FTEF allotment has not been restored from those low levels.  This is extremely counter-productive because it prevents us from piloting new courses to re-grow our program. In summary, we have ample vision and commitment but are hampered by lack of resources.


VIII.  Analysis and Planning 
· What do you see as potential issues that will need to be addressed? 
	The lack of FTEFs to offer new courses and to expand the program. 



Section B – “Rock” Inquiry Project Proposal
Computer Science

Program Review

Student Success Rock
Rock Introduction
The Rock

· Currently we offer four sections of CSCI 14 per year which feed into two CSCI 15s and one CSCI 20.  With current enrollments we are unable to fill even that one section of CSCI 20. On the other hand, we need to offer CSCI 20 at least once per year for students to finish the sequence in a timely fashion. Our rock focuses on the most important factor in this equation: CSCI 14. We need to discover why success rates in CSCI 14 are low and why more students aren’t opting to continue the sequence.

· For seven semesters from spring '06 to spring '09, success rates in CSCI 14 were about 50%, with a wide variation between sections.   We need to know why the other 50%  fail or withdraw and what happens after they do so (e.g. what percentage eventually retake the course and what percentage drop out of the program).  

· Do the high withdrawal rates reflect lack of preparation, lack of motivation on the student’s part, or other factors?  How do evening students fare in comparison with daytime students?  Do students who’ve taken CSCI 7 (strongly recommended for CSCI 14) have better success rates than those who haven’t?  What can we do to catch the borderline students before they withdraw or fall hopelessly behind.  We need to answer these and other questions.

· The goal of this rock is not just to understand low success rates but to increase success rates. Actions that may help us do that: improve basic skills preparation; change student perceptions about the job market and possible careers for programmers; create more uniformity in assignments and grading; leverage CSCI 7 to improve success rates in CSCI 14; provide more one-to-one help and tutoring for students. 

The Impetus for wanting to spend time studying the rock
· We desperately need to increase success rates, especially in our transfer program. 

· The viability of CSCI as a program depends on increasing success rates. Low success in CSCI 14 means fewer students enrolling in CSCI 15 and so on down the line. CSCI 15, CSCI 20  and CSCI 21 depend on a large pool of students from previous courses in the sequence. 
· We see a high withdrawal rate that may be related to discouragement rather than inability. Some students have a realistic chance of succeeding in Computer Science, but lack the discipline and commitment to do so. Are there some relatively easy changes we can make to keep these students "on board?" 
How the rock is discussed in hallways or otherwise how it is referred to informally
· Many students start in CSCI but end up switching to other majors like Nursing where they see better career opportunities. Fortunately, this perception has changed somewhat in the last year or so. We see a renewed enthusiasm for the major.
· Student: There are no jobs for programmers. Everything is being outsourced to India. Why should I study Computer Science?  Again, this attitude seems to have subsided a bit.
· Many students have misperceptions about the difficulty of programming. They like technology and computers but don't realize that Computer Programming involves logic, Math and detailed problem solving, not just using cool software that they find on the Internet. This is most evident in introductory classes like CSCI 7 where students find their facility with computers doesn’t translate into facility with computing concepts.
What is difficult, murky, thorny or seemingly intractable about the rock
· There is little coordination between instructors in creating consistent assignments and grading between sections of a given course. We need to get together and really look what our expectations about course outcomes, student learning and especially how we assess student learning.  In CSCI 14 this consistency is crucial to ensure that all students are on the same level for the next course in the sequence. If two instructors emphasize different topics or assess differently in CSCI 14, then the CSCI 15 instructor wastes valuable lecture time reviewing old topics to get everyone on the “same page.”

· It's very hard to "sell" Computer Science to students. It's a challenging major requiring dedication; if students are ambivalent toward Computer Science then they are more likely to get discouraged and drop out.

· Students lack the analysis and problem solving skills that they need to do well in Computer Science. This is partially related to Math and logic, but also to society’s increasing focus on quantity and speed of information rather than quality and depth. 

What we need to learn
· What distinguishes the students who succeed in CSCI 14 from those who don’t?  We need an in depth conversation with our students to answer this question meaningfully.

· What percent of the non-succeeding students eventually retake CSCI 14? Why do the others decide not to retake it?

· How can different sections be aligned better so students are in sync when they take CSCI 15?

· How can individual instructors be made accountable for their success rates? Content covered and degree of difficulty varies dramatically between instructors.  Fairness dictates that the student’s outcome not be overly dependent on which section he or she registers for.

Our project and our activities

· Pilot a rotational system in which one instructor will teach the entire transfer sequence (CSCI 14 CSCI 15 CSCI 20 CSCI 21) over a period of three semesters. This will allow for better collection of data, impose accountability on instructors, and give more continuity to students.
· Collect qualitative and qualitative data on our students via surveys and focus groups.
· Coordinate topics and assessments between different sections of CSCI 14. 
· Leverage the Union City campus for our vocational offerings (CSCI 7, 8, 10) and concentrate efforts in the transfer program at Chabot.
· Divide our FTEF allocation into two categories: transfer and vocational.  Use the vocational FTEF to pilot new courses in growth areas such as ASP.NET or Game Programming.
· Form a Faculty Inquiry Group to study our program with a view toward improving our success and retention rates. Research would include visits to other Bay Area colleges to learn how other Computer Science programs have addressed this issue.  The inquiry would also bring in other disciplines at Chabot to discuss how we can create more synergy between our courses. For example Computer Science might coordinate with Astronomy via a gravity simulator that student would both program and use in experiments.

· Provide a long range schedule of classes so that student can plan their schedule far in advance. This is important because not every CSCI transfer course is offered every semester (e.g. CSCI 20 is currently offered every other semester).
Section B – “Rock” Inquiry Project Proposal
Computer Science

Program Review

Expand and Grow Rock
Computer Game Programming

Rock Introduction
The Rock
Computer Science is changing rapidly and to maintain a vibrant discipline our courses must reflect current technology and support the current job market.  The computer game industry has shown itself to be one area where new jobs and technology are being created at an explosive pace. Many small and medium size companies owe their existence and success to this phenomenon, while established companies like Intel and Microsoft now see the game industry a major component of their revenue stream. 
Of course Chabot students are not immune to this trend and many play computer games as a hobby. Naturally, the technically inclined students wonder how those games are made and contemplate creating their own games.  We see an opportunity here to offer a pathway for these students, leading to careers in the computer game industry. The time is ripe because four year colleges have started to create degrees in this area. Notably, U.C. Santa Cruz has a new Bachelor of Science degree in Computer Game Development.

The Impetus for wanting to spend time studying the rock
The course sequence would give transfer students a foundation in game programming and possibly fulfill requirements for lower division coursework. The certificate would allow vocational students retool their skills to be more marketable to companies hiring in this area (which happens to be one of the few areas they are hiring in these days!)  Also, this initiative will help increase student success and retention by providing a course of study that students are excited about and see good career opportunities.
How the rock is discussed in hallways or otherwise how it is referred to informally

Students wonder why their CSCI 14 programs have no graphics and look like something from the 1970s. Why can’t the programs they write look more like the ones they use? With new graphical languages like Alice and Scratch, they can. By leveraging these tools within a game programming curriculum we can offer students programming projects that excite as well as educate them.
What is difficult, murky, thorny or seemingly intractable about the rock

New programming languages and development tools have emerged to teach programming with a graphics and gaming focus. (Two examples are Carnegie Mellon’s Alice and MIT’s Scratch.)  Because these tools are new, there are relatively few textbook available to teach them with.  Also, as with any new software, bugs and poor documentation may complicate the student’s experience. We are entering uncharted territory and there may be a steep learning curve to get the courses running smoothly. Also, faculty will require training to acquire up-to-date knowledge in this field.
What we need to learn

What are other schools doing in this area? How can we partner with other colleges and industry to make these courses relevant to current technologies and jobs in the field? How can we integrate new programming languages like Alice and Scratch into our curriculum?
Our project and our activities

· Investigate game programming curricula at other colleges and meet with key faculty members, particularly at U.C. Santa Cruz and U.C. Berkeley where there is active interest in this area.

· Meet and collaborate with our industry counterparts to create a program that is relevant to current and future technology needs.

· Develop a two course sequence in game programming to follow our new CSCI 6 (Programming for Visual Thinkers) course. These would initially be offered as experimental courses to gauge student interest and work out the kinks before going live with the sequence and certificate.
· Provide training to faculty who will teach in this area. Game programming is a fast moving discipline and up-to-date training is essential if we hope to make this initiative a success.

· Research, purchase and install software needed to support the game programming curriculum.
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