Chabot College

Language Center

Program Review
Questions related to Basic Data
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?
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In the overall ESL program, rates of success, non-success and withdrawal fluctuate somewhat but have generally improved over the 3-year period noted (success rising 61%-69%; non-success declining 23%-18%; w/d static 16%).  The rate of success among second-language students taking ESL 128 (Faculty-student tutorial) has been improving also, from a low of 58% in Spring ’04 to 74% in Spring ’06.  Going along with this improvement, the non-success rate has been falling. Although the non-success rate is higher among students taking 128 (than students not taking 128), this can probably be explained by the fact that many of the students who enroll in this course do so because they are at risk in their regular courses and have been referred by their instructors.  Most significantly—and this can be seen in the general ESL Program but especially among 128 students—the withdrawal rate is much lower than the college average and also lower than the general ESL program.  We can deduce that these students feel that they are learning even when they are not passing their courses, so they stay in courses to the end.  We can also deduce that these students will be more likely to persist in following semesters.


• 
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?

  


There are noticeable percentage fluctuations in success/non-success/withdrawal rates among the various levels of ESL (110ABCD) for students both taking and not taking 128.  However, the numbers of students at each level are too small to make these percentages significant.


• 
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?
  


By definition, all of our students belong to “minority” groups.  We have not collected data in this area because the number of students in 128 (currently 2 sections) is not significant enough to draw any real conclusions.  When we do a Program Review of the ESL Program, the numbers of students may be sufficient to draw some conclusions regarding differences in success rates of different ethnicities.

 

Budget Summary (3 years): 

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



[The figures for years 2003-06 are estimates based on tutor hours.]  

2001-2002  PFE grant 
$36,588 for the year to plan, organize, purchase, set up, and pilot the Language Center



    
       2002-2003  FII grant 
$15,000 for the year to run the Language Center

  
   
2003-2004
VTEA/LA Division 
$4320 for tutors; 1CAH coord. time/sem.

 
   
2004-2005
VTEA/LA Division
$4320 for tutors; 1CAH coord. time/sem.


   
2005-2006
VTEA/LA Division
($6480 for tutors; 1CAH coord. time/sem.


   
2006-2007
CALWORKS/VTEA/LA Division:

CALWORKS 
$13,608 for IA position;

 


$6,480 for tutors; 




$7,392 for software.  

College (LA) supplied funding for 1 extra 128 section in Fall, 2 extra sections in Spring + 1 CAH coord. time/sem.


• 
Where is your budget adequate or lacking? What are the consequences on your program, your students, and/or your instruction?

  


Currently our budget is managed in conjunction with the WRAC Center.  Our budget is neither stable nor committed; it is always dependent on an outside source (such as VTEA and CALWORKS) and must be argued for every year.  When we had grant monies—first PFE and then FII—a stated goal was to get the administration to buy into providing for tutorial services since these obviously contribute to student success and retention; the college has not done this to any significant degree except for providing the FTEF to offer 2-3 sections of 128 and a small amount of coordination time, which must be carved out of the ESL coordinator’s 2 CAH/semester.  This release time is, in our opinion, inadequate to maintain a quality tutorial center.


CALWORKS funds have allowed us to double our hours and hire an IA for some of our hours since last Spring (2006).  We have also been able to buy some more software.


Although we have been able to double our open hours from 16 to 32—allowing more access for evening students—we are frequently short-staffed due to lack of funding and absenteeism.  Furthermore, the increase in hours and staffing has been entirely dependent on CALWORKS monies, which are not stable or dependable in the long run.  Such funding is also tied to our serving the voc-tech population on campus, and so far relatively few students have taken advantage of our services, in spite of planning and outreach activities. (Informal records show that 10-15 students/semester in 128 sections have a voc-tech focus currently or in their near future.)

Perceived needs to provide quality service in the Language Center:

· A full-time instructional assistant knowledgeable in the ESL area to manage the Language Center.  Inconsistent front desk coverage leads to students not feeling welcome, not being properly oriented, not getting the help their need, etc.

· Guaranteed tutors at all hours; when a tutor is absent, there is frequently no backup.

· Some paid hours for instructors to work in the LC as well; this provides an incentive for students to frequent the LC, and instructors should be paid for their work in the LC rather than feeling obligated to “donate” an office hour, which is currently the situation and still not adequate.


With the two grants, we had better coverage in all the above areas, even though our open hours were fewer; a noticeable corollary was a higher student use of the LC.  In particular, our drop-in rate has fallen from a high of 164 students in Spring ’04 to around 15 students this semester (Fall ‘06).  Conversely, there has been a small increase in the number of 127 students (Pronunciation Lab), and a larger increase in 128 students (from 22 to 45, since we are now offering 2 sections).  However, there has still been a drop-off in overall use of the Language Center.  According to student use data,  many fewer students are using the Center, but the few students who are using it are spending more hours there.  This needs to be investigated more: why are more students not using the LC on a drop-in basis?  Is the data accurate?  (We always notice a disparity between student folder recorded hours and SARS-TRAK recorded hours.)


We anticipate that some of the problems stated above will be addressed by our moving to room 2351 and sharing resources with college Tutorials.

Enrollments Actuals (2 years):   


Our enrollments are always strong in the mornings—for all course sections—and in the evenings for the core ESL sections.  We standardly have fewer students enrolled in afternoon sections, regardless of the course.  This pattern is reflected in the Language Center as well:  greatest student use occurs between 9-1, with a steep drop-off after that.  Even though this past year we have been able to increase Language Center hours to extend at least two days until 6 p.m., very few evening students have taken advantage of these hours so far.  Again, we are hoping that by sharing resources with Tutorials and having more late afternoon hours, we can attract more evening students to use our services.
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