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A. Program Information 

Program Mission Statement 

How many criteria are 
met for the Program 
Mission statement? 

Addresses all 8 criteria - 
Meets the Standard 

Addresses all 8 criteria - 
Meets the Standard 
 
 

Addresses all 8 criteria - 
Meets the Standard 

Addresses all 8 criteria - 
Meets the Standard 

Reader Feedback 
 

Placement of "through 
lecture, lab, and 
mentoring," reduces clarity 
for me. I think this was the 
only thing keeping me 
from marking this as 
Exceeds expectations. 

The program mission 
statement is clear, concise 
and visionary. Excellent 
work! 

I appreciate the aspect of 
preparing students to be 
"ethical" in whatever role 
they take. I also appreciate 
the phrase "catalyst and 
resource for shaping the 
future" - it's aspirational 
and reflects the values of 
preparing students to be 
leaders for the future. I 
think overall this is an 
effective and clear mission 
statement. 

N/A 
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field --> this gets at the 
aspect of diversity and 
inclusion. I'm not sure if 
this is a desired SLO for 
your classes, and it seems 
it has been a point of 
discussion that I've had 
with some of the 
instructors in the 
department.  
 

B. FTES - Enrollment Trends 

1. What does the FTES 
data trend indicate? 

FTES has not changed or 
has decreased over the 
time span no more than 
1% to 10% - Meets the 
Standard 

 FTES has not changed or  has decreased over the time span no more than  1% to 10%   

   Meets the 

 Standard  

 FTES has not changed or 

 has decreased over the time span no more than  1% to 10%      Meets the  Standard  

 FTES has not changed or 

 has decreased over the time span no more than  1% to 10%      Meets the  Standard  
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Reader Feedback 
 

It seems like in the ERA of 
chasing productivity over 
enrollment, responsibility 
for enrollment declines sits 
with the college, not the 
program...so I see why you 
didn't list factors within 
department control. But I 
did not see, "Explained in 
the context of the size of 
the program (i.e., number 
of students, number of 
sections)" 

The program enrollment 
has not changed over the 
time period. The narrative 
accurately reflects that the 
program has reduced 
sections, while maintaining 
enrollment and thus 
increased productivity. 
This reflects and 
understanding of the 
trend, and by focusing on 
scheduling, the reasons 
are within department 
control. The narrative 
could be improved by 
framing the context and 
size of the program, 
number of sections 
reduced and productivity 
increases.  
The Computer Science 
department has done a 
very good job of outlining 
specific actions that are 
within department control 
with a short term and long 
term timeline. If the 
selected actions are 
informed by data, the 
supporting data is not 
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reduced the number of 
sections." Was it because 
of administrative policy 
that cut sections because 
financially we could "save 
more" by simultaneously 
cutting FTES and collecting 
"Hold Harmless" funding? 
Or did your program 
reduce sections 
strategically for some 
other reason? 
 

offered. The narrative 
states that this was the 
result of college directive. 
The narrative could be 
improved by addressing 
the scheduling and 
modality of the reduced 
sections, and whether the 
reduced sections offered 
are meeting student 
needs. 

requirements from the 
college. Was there reason 
given? It would have been 
helpful to see more of an 
understanding of this item 
from the department's 
viewpoint (or even to say 
that no reason was given 
for this reduction 
mandate). 

D. Productivity - Enrollment Trends 

1. What does the data 
indicate about the 
productivity trend? 

The program productivity 
trend has increased or has 
reached its maximum - 
Excellent 

The program productivity 
is flat - Meets the Standard 

The program productivity 
has not decrease by more 
than 5% - Needs Some 
Improvement to Meet the 
Standard 
 

The program productivity 
trend has increased or has 
reached its maximum - 
Excellent 

Productivity Narrative Explanation (If Applicable) - Explain why the productivity is flat, increased or decreased. 

Overall, in this section: The narrative includes all 3 
of the criteria - Meets the 
Standard 

The narrative includes all 3 
of the criteria - Meets the 
Standard 

The narrative includes 2 of 
the criteria - Needs Some 
Improvement to Meet the 
Standard 
 

The narrative includes all 3 
of the criteria - Meets the 
Standard 

Productivity Action Narrative (If Applicable) - Describe the proposed actions for stabilizing/increasing the productivity number. 

Overall, in this section: The narrative is not 
included 

The narrative includes 
fewer than 4 of the criteria 
- Needs Major 

The narrative includes 
fewer than 4 of the criteria 
- Needs Major 

The narrative includes all 5 
of the criteria - Meets the 
Standard 
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number of sections needs 
to be increased again? I 
was left with questions 
from this section and not a 
lot of answers. 
 

E. Enrollment by Student Demographics 

a. Enrollment by Gender 

Enrollment by Gender Narrative Explanation - Explain why the enrollment rates is flat, increased or decrease for male, female, or non-binary. 

Overall, in this section: The narrative includes 2 of 
the criteria - Needs Some 
Improvement to Meet the 
Standard 

The narrative includes 2 of 
the criteria - Needs Some 
Improvement to Meet the 
Standard 
 

The narrative includes all 3 
of the criteria 
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female CS instructors? I 
don't know if that is 
already an explicit goal but 
this might require more 
intentional outreach in the 
hiring process to bring in 
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Enrollment by Ethnicity Narrative Explanation (If Applicable) - 



Computer Science Program Review 

Rubric Evaluation 
Jennifer Sinclair  

(Same Division Faculty) 
Allison Meezan  

(Faculty At-Large) 
Sophia Kim  

(Staff At-Large) 
Ram Subramaniam 

(Administrator) 

department. The report 
accurately notes that the 
department is significantly 
higher in Asian enrollment 
(52% CS Department 
vs.28% college). The report 
does not provide reasons 
for this trend. The actions 
delineated in the narrative 
are demonstrable and 
measurable. 

the percentage of Latinx 
computer programmers 
out there is much lower 
than the percentage of 
Latinx students enrolled in 
CS classes - can we do 
more with those students 
to help them persist 
beyond the major into the 
workplace?  
I think the action steps 
here are good steps, and I 
wonder what more needs 
to be done. I like the idea 
of tailoring classes for 
Umoja and Puente 
students - perhaps 
including within that 
grouping EOPS students? 
Also, as I mentioned 
above, in addition to 
recruiting more women CS 
instructors, how about 
more Latinx instructors? I 
know we already have at 
least one African American 
instructor with Kofi - is 
there more to be done in 
this arena of instructor 
recruitment?  
What more could we do 
together (CS department 
and SLI) to support 





Computer Science Program Review 

Rubric Evaluation 
Jennifer Sinclair  

(Same Division Faculty) 
Allison Meezan  

(Faculty At-Large) 
Sophia Kim  

(Staff At-Large) 
Ram Subramaniam 

(Administrator) 

F. Student Course Success 

a. Student Course S
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https://www.researchgate.net/profile/Sarah-Rodriguez-23/publication/324256618_Developing_the_next_generation_of_diverse_computer_scientists_the_need_for_enhanced_intersectional_computing_identity_theory/links/5c2ae6b4299bf12be3a52be0/Developing-the-next-generation-of-diverse-computer-scientists-the-need-for-enhanced-intersectional-computing-identity-theory.pdf
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Reader Feedback Course Success Gap is 
defined (oddly) on Page 4 
of the Cheat Sheet. I think 
the writer addressed a 
more meaningful metric 
(current year success gap, 
rather than "course 
success gap" as defined on 
Page 4.) I'm inclined to ask 
for clarification about that 
definition...is that 
definition a mistake? If 
not, who identified it as 
important and why? 
"Make a plan" feels too 
vague for me to evaluate. 

The program accurately 
notes that there is a gap in 
success between the two 
groupings observed in the 
data. The program does 
not provide a reason for 
this gap, or actions within 
department control to 
address the gap. The 
Computer Science 
department is urged to 
consider implementing 
many of the actions 
offered for improving 
overall course success, 
including partnering with 
the Umoja and Puente 
programs and working on 
recruiting 
underrepresented 
individuals to serve as 
embedded tutors (and role 
models) in classes. In 
addition, the department 
could increase its 
collaboration amongst 
faculty to integrate 
culturally relevant 
pedagogy throughout their 
course offerings. 

There is clearly a gap in 
course success - this seems 
to match the gap in 
enrollment data. I would 
assume that the actions to 
address this gap would be 
similar to the actions 
described in previous 
sections. As I mentioned 
above, it would be 
interesting/ important 
(perhaps?) to gather more 
data and feedback from 
students from the 
different race and ethnic 
groups about what enables 
them to succeed – tutoring 
(peer or faculty tutors), 
different types of 
assignments, more real 
world application of skills, 
seeing role models/ people 
like them, etc. There is 
research that proposes 
different strategies that 
work for different groups - 
could we solicit feedback 
from students and focus 
efforts? For example, I'd 
be curious (as mentioned 
above) to see if Latinx CS 
students access the STEM 
center. If not, why not? Is 

N/A 
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there more we can do to 
encourage them to access 
that resource? Do they not 
know about it? Do they 
feel afraid to try? What are 
the accessibility and 
mental blocks? I wonder 
how hard it would be to 
survey students to better 
understand success/ lack 
of success. I'd be curious 
to survey students who 
withdraw - there are large 
percentages of students of 
color that seem to have 
the W - can we better 
understand the factors 
contributing to that and 
try to lower that number? 
I'm wondering what how 
CS's withdrawal 
percentage compares to 
other STEM disciplines - it 
seems high and I'm 
guessing that has just been 
the trend, but should we 
be aiming to close that gap 
as well? At least those 
were students who had 
their foot in the door and 
then left early. What more 
can we do to retain them? 
(i'm sure you've had these 
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Decline to State Course success has 
decreased over the time 
span by no more than 4 
percentage points - Needs 
Some Improvement to 
Meet the Standard 
 

Course success has 
improved over the time 
span - Excellent 

Course success has been 
flat or decreased over the 
time span by no more than 
2 percentage point - Meets 
the Standard 

 

Student Course Success by Ethnicity Narrative Explanation (If Applicable) - If the data trend shows a decrease in any of the student ethnic 
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