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SECTION 1 - BRIEF DESCRIPTION AND HISTORY OF THE 
PROGRAM 
 
1.1 Introduce the self-study with a brief department history. Include changes in 

staffing, curriculum, facilities, etc.  
 

In 1964, when Grossmont College opened, we offered courses that covered most 
of the first two years of a science major curriculum in addition to courses to prepare 
allied health and other related programs. The initial course offerings included 
Fundamentals of Chemistry (Chem 115 and 116), General Chemistry (Chem 141 and 
142), Quantitative Analysis and first-semester Organic Chemistry (Chem 231). A few 
years later, Science 110 Introduction to Scientific Thought was added as well as 
Chemistry 110 (a non-majors course without a lab) and Chemistry 120 (Preparation for 
Chem 141). In the early 1990’s we obtained a National Science Foundation (NSF) grant 
to develop the chemistry tutorial classes which were added to the curriculum. Because 
the tutorial courses (T-classes) did not articulate outside our department nor were they 
included in the degree listings, these courses were optional. However, since each 
chemistry courses was now tied to a tutorial course, these T-classes became quite 
popular and provided a robust adjunct to regular lecture and laboratory instruction. The 
T-classes also had a positive effect on our WSCH. 

 
 
 
The above list represents the courses offered at Grossmont until the 

1990’s. In the late 1990’s we developed a new chemistry course called 
Forensic Chemistry (Chemistry 113) and in 2002 we started offering the 
second semester of Organic Chemistry (Chemistry 232, formerly called 
Chem 223). In 2009 we also developed a new chemistry course for allied 
health majors (Chemistry 102) in response to the state-wide 
recommendation that colleges begin offering a one-semester course 
encompassing general, organic and biological chemistry (BOG course). 

In 2007, the first new building on campus since the founding of the 
college was opened. The Science Laboratory building (Bldg. 30) greatly 
expanded our facilities and modernized our laboratories, our stockroom 
capability and tutorial classroom. Our new chemistry laboratories have 
become perhaps our greatest physical asset. Prior to the new building 
opening, our department had use of three chemistry laboratories, each 
lab outfitted with only two fume hoods and outdated facilities. The new 

building provided us with four state-of-the-art chemistry labs and we were fortunate to 
have a major voice in the design and use of these labs. One of our primary goals was to 
install enough fume hoods to provide a safe workspace for every student thereby 
eliminating the previously inefficient practice of standing in line to gain access to a fume 
hood. All of our fume hoods are standardized and equipped with the necessary utilities- 
electrical/data ports, natural gas, compressed air, house vacuum, running water and 
pocket sinks- which provides a self-contained, safe working environment for each 
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student. Thoughtful placement of lab benches and overhead projectors preserves the 
necessary sight-lines between the instructor and students at all times. This design 
aspect was crucial to our needs; besides having the capability to monitor students 
engaged in laboratory work, we created a learning space to be used for both lecture and 
lab sessions. This ability provides a seamless transition between lecture and lab 
activities and reflects the structure of our chemistry program which combines the lecture 
and lab into one course, both components taught by the same instructor. 

With our new science lab building online, we put into practice the recommendation 
of the American Chemical Society regarding chemistry lab education guidelines and 
reduced the enrollment for most of our courses from 32 to 24 students per section. The 
result is that we have three 24-seat labs equipped with 12 double hoods and one 32-
seat lab with only two large fume hoods. The 32-seat lab is dedicated to our introductory 
courses that use far less noxious materials in the lab and require much less dedicated 
fume hood space. The 32-seat lab provides us some flexibility and enables us to 
maintain a significant number of larger sections. 

The new building expanded our stockroom space and streamlined the functioning 
layout of our facilities. Locating the stockroom in the center of the building enables 
access to all chemistry labs which are situated on the periphery of the second floor. 
(There is also a connecting mini prep facility which services the Earth Sciences lab 
adjacent to the chemistry area.) A single fume hood was installed in the stockroom for 
prep work and temporary hazardous materials storage. Generous storage cabinetry and 
work benches were designed to maintain critical sight lines throughout the entire 
stockroom, most of which can be monitored by the centrally located technicians’ office.  
The layout of our chemistry area restricts student access to the stockroom while 
providing an efficient arrangement for servicing the lab classes while in session. 

The other major improvement to our facilities and boon to our program was 
inclusion of our Chemistry Science Learning Center (CSLC), the largest contiguous 
space on the second floor of our building adjacent to our lab areas. The CSLC is a large 
mezzanine that extends the width of the building and opens to the learning center on 
the first floor. This space was designed to expand our chemistry tutorial program and 
the layout resembles a large classroom. The room is outfitted with 40 computer stations, 
an instructor station that controls dual overhead projectors, an oversized map printer 
used by Earth Sciences and a regular pay-printer for students. Three walls are covered 
with whiteboards, and bookshelves and deep map shelves. The computers are cloned 
with our chemistry tutorial software packages, molecular modeling programs, chemistry 
drawing programs, GIS software (for Earth Sciences) and the regular complement of 
Windows software (Word, Excel, PowerPoint, etc.).  The chemistry faculty offices are 
located down the hall from the CSLC so that students have ready access to fulltime 
instructors’ office hours. Faculty devote some of their office hours in the CSLC to 
encourage usage by students. 

Since our last program review, we hired Diana Vance as our newest full-time 
faculty. Our current full-time complement is now 7 tenured faculty members. Currently 
we have 3 adjunct faculty, one who teaches Chemistry 120 and two who teach Science 
110. Our adjunct faculty have been reduced significantly over the last 6 years due to 
recurring budget challenges and section cuts. 
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Program Goals 
 
1.2  Appendix 1 contains the most recent 6-year Unit Plan for the program. From 

the 6-year Unit Plan, select your most successful and least successful goals 
and answer the following questions:  

  
For your most successful goal: 

a) What activities did you undertake to achieve this goal? 

b) Report and explain the data you have to verify progress toward your goal. 

c) How did the achievement of this goal help move the college forward toward 
fulfillment of the planning priority goals in its strategic plan?  

 
For your least successful goal: 

a) What challenges or obstacles have you encountered?   

b) Has this goal changed and why? 

 
Chemistry Department’s Most Successful Goal 
We combine two of our goals as “most successful” since both are inextricably linked: 
Hiring a new faculty member and developing a new chemistry course (Chem 102). 
 

Obviously hiring Diana Vance as a new full time faculty member was a major 
benefit to our program because more full time faculty ensures consistency between 
multiple section courses and provides students with additional contact outside of regular 
class time. The fact that Vance completed her master’s degree at UCSD is also a 
noteworthy advantage since familiarity with their chemistry program helps our decision 
process when we discuss changes to our course outlines and articulation issues. 
Furthermore, adding Vance to our department allowed us to reassign another full time 
faculty to develop a new course, Chemistry 102.  

Chem 102 is the answer to the California Nursing Board recommendation to 
reduce the number of units to complete a nursing degree. At the time, nursing students 
were required to complete two semesters of chemistry- one semester of (prerequisite) 
introductory general chemistry followed by a semester of organic/biochemistry. One 
suggestion by the nursing board was to completely eliminate all chemistry credits from 
their degrees. The compromise solution was to develop a one-semester course 
encompassing general, organic and biochemistry topics. 

The success of this goal speaks for itself- since the very first offering in Fall 2009, 
the demand was greater than we expected for a newly-offered course. Each semester, 
we have offered two sections of Chem 102; both sections fill quickly and the waitlists 
are maxed-out each time. Demand continues to grow and anecdotal comments from 
students support the notion that this course can be offered anytime, day or evening, and 
students will register. Most semesters, SDSU students are part of the roster, a 
testament to the regional popularity of this course. 
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Chemistry Department’s Least Successful Goal 
Procuring budget increases necessary to hire student tutors and for purchasing and 
maintenance of laboratory equipment. 
 

Although our faculty mentor the students as much as possible, we find that 
student tutors can sometimes help the students more than a seasoned instructor. This 
is true for several reasons. First, student tutors can seem less intimidating and the 
struggling students are less reticent to ask them for help and second, the difficulties of 
learning chemistry are still fresh in the minds of our tutors which sometimes gives them 
an insight to the student’s difficulties that the faculty miss, and third, the tutors are much 
younger and share more common experiences with the students which may give them 
an insight to help in ways the more seasoned faculty miss.  A secondary benefit of 
training student tutors is the fact that as a nation we need to educate many more of our 
youth in STEM fields.  Some of these tutors will recognize their talent in teaching and 
may decide to pursue a career in science education.  Discovering these individuals is 
critical to maintaining a technologically savvy workforce. 

Likewise, inclusion of state-of-the-art equipment in our program enables our 
department to remain competitive and up to date on modern chemical education. 
However, the intermittent funding stream for these purchases is far from ideal. 

Having permanent line items in our budget for hiring student tutors and for 
the purchase and maintenance of lab equipment remains one of the biggest 
challenges for our department. We are also very concerned about the cost to replace 
our current instruments when they have reached the end of their usable lifetime. In 
particular, our infrared spectrophotometer is over 6 years old will eventually need to be 
replaced. This IR spectrophotometer is the workhorse instrument in our department; it is 
routinely used in several different chemistry lab courses. It is not a stretch to say that 
the IR instrument is vital to sustaining our organic chemistry program insofar as we 
maintain the articulation agreements with various other schools. 
 
Implementation of Past Program Review Recommendations  
 
1.3 Your program 6-year Unit Plan in Appendix 1 contains the most recent 

Academic Program Review Committee recommendations for the program. 
Describe changes that have been made in the program in response to 
recommendations from the last review.  

 
1. Meet with the coordinator of the Tech Prep Program to strengthen articulation efforts 
with local high schools. 
Recommendation met 

The Tech Prep Program has evolved into a different organization and is no 
longer our focal point for articulation efforts with local high schools. We have taken the 
initiative and hosted several outreach events here at Grossmont which include the 
Science Festival (2009), the Science Decathlon (2007, 2008, 2009, 2010) and the San 
Diego chapter of BeWise (Better Education for Women in Science and Engineering). As 
a result of the relationships formed in these events, we have brought together scientists 
and educators from local agencies with our division Dean, Mike Reese, and continued 
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with a broader-based approach to outreach events. For example, Nancy Taylor (San 
Diego Office of Education) has assisted with our on-going participation in the Science 
Decathlon and Chris Deckard (Grossmont alum and current SPAWAR employee) has 
brought the SeaPerch underwater robotics competition to Grossmont College’s 
swimming pool. One of our faculty volunteered to teach a year of high school chemistry 
at a north county private school (2007). Upon graduation, a student from that class 
enrolled at Grossmont and joined the Griffin women’s volleyball team. 
2. Maximize efficient use of the new science building, especially by offering more 
sections in the summer. 
Recommendation met 
 Inasmuch as the recent budget constraints are the major determining factor regarding 
the number of summer sections that we can offer, we utilize the new building in a 
smartly efficient manner. Since we designed our labs to function as classrooms, the 
majority of our single-section courses are taught in these rooms. This arrangement 
provides a couple of advantages- room scheduling conflicts are alleviated to a degree 
and the back-to-back lecture/lab format affords a seamless transition for the students. 
Also, there can be significant crossover between lecture and prelab discussion topics; 
having students in a lab environment for both sessions enhances the continuity of 
instruction. 
 Now that we have 4 chemistry labs, we can group together courses that use similar 
equipment. For example, since organic, biochemistry and forensic chemistry courses 
tend to employ the same analytical techniques, these courses are assigned to the 
organic lab adjacent to the large instrument room that houses specific analytical 
instruments. Similarly, general and prep chemistry courses are assigned to the two 
identical general chemistry labs that both contain common equipment and a small 
adjacent balance room. Having two identical labs allows us to schedule some of the 
biggest multi-section courses in the same environment. The 4th lab, our biggest lab 
accommodates the larger 32-seat lab sections. 
 
3. Develop a job description for a shared technician with Earth Sciences and pursue 
hiring as programs expand. 
Recommendation not met 

Funding for this position was not forthcoming. More to the point, the Earth 
Sciences department has expanded their lab programs and now requires a full time 
technician rather than a shared technician with our chemistry department. 

 
4. Develop and offer an analytical chemistry course that will articulate with four- year 
institutions and pursue articulation with UCSD's Chem 6 CL laboratory course.  
Recommendation not met 

There is considerably less demand for the traditional analytical chemistry course 
in undergraduate chemistry degrees and consequently, we have decided not to commit 
resources to a course that is predicted to have increasingly lower demand. Also, much 
of the articulation issues regarding the 6 CL lab course can be resolved by alternative 
pedagogy within our existing curricula. 
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5. Collaboratively write student-learning outcomes and collectively agree upon their 
assessment methods to be written in course syllabi of sections of the same course. Use 
student-learning outcome data for continued course and program improvement.  
Recommendation met 
 See Section 3 for adumbration of our SLO efforts. 

 
6. Continue to submit curriculum modification and deletion proposals for courses that 
have not been reviewed by the Curriculum Committee in the last five years.  
Recommendation partially met 

We have completed this task for both Chem 141 and Chem 142, currently the 
only two 1440 degree courses in our department. We anticipate inclusion of at least one 
if not both semesters of organic chemistry (chem 231, Chem 232) to the 1440 degree 
status as well.  All of our course outlines have been submitted to the Curriculum 
Committee although most of them are process pending awaiting the completion of 1440 
degree requirements. See Section 2.1 for details of our progress on course outlines. 
 

SECTION 2 - CURRICULUM DEVELOPMENT AND ACADEMIC 
STANDARDS 
 
In Appendix 2 - Catalog Descriptions, insert copies of your catalog descriptions 
from the most recent college catalog (see “Courses of Instruction” section. This 
is the blue section). If your program has an Associate Degree program, include 
the relevant pages from the catalog (see “Associate Degree” section. This is the 
yellow section). [NOTE: Do not include your actual course outlines]  
 
2.1 Review your courses outlines and explain how these outlines reflect 

currency in the field and relevance to student needs, as well as current 
teaching practices.  

 
 The course outlines for all chemistry courses were recently submitted to the 
Curriculum Committee. We requested that the course outlines for both Chem 141 and 
Chem 142 (the two-semester sequence of General Chemistry) be reviewed and 
approved first, since these two courses will certainly be included in the Transfer Model 
Curriculum (TMC) for chemistry as outlined by The Student Transfer Achievement 
Reform Act (SB 1440). (Additionally, these two courses are required for the Geology 
Associate Degree and we did not want to impede the program review process for the 
Earth Sciences department.)  Currently, the vetting process is complete and the 
chemistry TMC has been submitted for review to the corresponding Faculty Discipline 
Review Group (FDRG). Once that review process is complete, we will better understand 
the obligatory changes and modifications that need to be incorporated into our 
remaining course outlines. In general, our course outlines are copacetic with the goals 
listed in each outline and we include the current choice of textbook for each course. We 
do not include SLOs in the course outlines but have chosen to list the SLOs in each 
syllabus since that is the document that students are most likely to see. 
 The two-semester sequence of organic chemistry (Chem 231/232) is of particular 
interest to us. Our department has always offered the first semester of organic 
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chemistry since all receiving institutions consider first semester ochem to be a lower-
division course and it is a required class for all baccalaureate chemistry majors plus 
several other natural science majors. In academic year 2000-01,  the most recent new 
full time faculty at the time (Olmstead) was hired to expand the departmental offering in 
organic chemistry and 
the second semester of Ochem (Chem 232) was developed and offered for the first time 
at Grossmont. This course has always been an articulation challenge for our 
department due to the capricious manner in which some 4-year institutions view 
community colleges teaching what is considered to be an upper division course. 
Incidentally, this view is not shared by all, since the two semester sequence of organic 
chemistry is historically and traditionally a sophomore-level sequence. Frequently, our 
major receiving school (SDSU) requires additional, albeit, surmountable transfer hurdles 
to our students attempting to matriculate Chem 232, whereas UCSD and most other 
schools accept Chem 232 without question. This is one major reason why we want to 
ensure that our course outlines are updated to reflect the approved content of each 
course that becomes part of the agreed-upon TMC and therefore, we are anxiously 
awaiting word about the status of Chem 232. 

As soon as the California Community Colleges Chancellor’s Office announces 
the 1440 degree requirements for the chemistry discipline, we can quickly assess the 
impact on our remaining course outlines and prioritize the completion of curriculum 
review. 

Current chemistry education practices maintain the notion that chemistry is not 
simply a service discipline that teaches skills sets to be transplanted into other fields but 
is in fact one of the founding bodies of modern scientific thought that has accelerated 
development of our understanding of natural phenomena across the natural sciences. 
Nationally and globally, the number of students choosing chemistry as a college major 
or career path is in decline which fuels our continuous improvement strategy in all 
chemistry courses.  

To establish relevancy between course outlines and student needs, our 
department strives to incorporate personal improvement, societal issues evaluation and 
awareness of career needs into the educational goals across the discipline. There are 
several common threads that tie together our approach to chemical education across 
the department. These goals, adumbrated in our course outlines and corresponding 
syllabi include, teaching the fundamental theories about the nature of matter, 
investigating the scientific method through laboratory experiments, developing 
mathematical literacy and elucidating the interdisciplinary applications of chemistry for a 
host of career paths and academic interests. 

Development of critical thinking skills is our primary strategy for progressing 
student skill sets. The problem-solving approach is a cyclical learning pathway that 
includes the following elements: clear statement or definition of a problem; formulation 
of a hypothesis; planning and performing experiments; data collection and drawing 
pertinent conclusions. Our lecture/lab format provides the setting to carry out all steps in 
this process, often within the confines of a single lab period but also spanning between 
classroom lectures and lab activities. Using current issues for lecture and prelab 
discussions establishes a link between chemistry and our society and provides content 
for in-depth investigation of special topics such as acid rain, nuclear energy, bioactivity 



8 
 

of pharmaceuticals and others.. The specialized skills resulting from this process 
include mathematical literacy, communication skills, quantitative analysis, abstract 
reasoning abilities, understanding of the interrelationship of concepts and collaborative 
learning. These skills are then measured from multiple assessments which include 
formal written lab reports and standardized exams. In the case of general chemistry and 
organic chemistry, the standard exam is a validated test provided by the American 
Chemical Society (ACS) and allows us to compare student performance with national 
results. 

It should be noted that, but for an occasional few exceptions, we are committed 
to having the same instructor teach both the lecture and lab portion of our courses. This 
contributes to the seamless continuity within each course. 

Professional development of our dedicated faculty includes multiple sabbatical 
leave projects, authoring of books and laboratory manuals and research projects with 
local academic and industry concerns. These accomplishments afford a professional 
perspective on the teaching and learning enterprise which students eagerly desire. 

A final note, we are a creative pod that appreciates a good flash bang activity to 
foster intellectual curiosity. There may be marginal academic value in some of the fire 
and noise chemistry demonstrations that we perform in lecture and lab but the resultant 
stimulus is palpable in the classroom. 

 
2.2 What orientation do you give to new faculty (both full- and part-time) 
regarding curricular expectations (i.e. SLOs and teaching to course outlines), 
academic standards, and department practices? How do you maintain an ongoing 
dialogue regarding these areas? You are encouraged to use feedback from your 
Faculty Survey discussion. 

 
When new adjunct faculty meet our department their first encounter is usually 

“the interview”. The interview consists of a practice lecture with chemistry faculty playing 
the role of students. This practice gives us a quick and pertinent evaluation of the 
interviewee and gives the candidate a general sense of the rigor we expect in our 
subject matter. 

As part of our faculty meeting during staff development week, the department 
divides into small groups according to class assignments; each group has a full time 
faculty member who serves as coordinator. New faculty are quickly assimilated into a 
common core and the coordinator serves as mentor for newly hired teachers (as well as  
guide for seasoned adjuncts). Adjuncts are provided with all the resources needed to 
teach their course- textbooks, solutions manual, laboratory manual, and a large body of 
ancillary materials developed by our department. We gently inform new teachers that 
we expect them to ask for assistance rather than go into a classroom less than fully 
prepared; there is no judgment associated with asking for and receiving help from 
another teacher. To that end, we are able to provide lecture notes, PowerPoint 
presentations, problem sets, etc., if needed. We encourage them to use a common 
syllabus for the course but allow them complete freedom to write their own if preferred. 
Frequently, new adjuncts are grateful for abdication of the syllabus prep. The 
coordinator reviews the course content and SLOs for the course and ensures that all 
teachers for multiple section courses are following the same weekly schedule. The 
chemistry stockroom technicians are an integral part of these breakout sessions and are 
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there to answer questions about lab experiments, house-keeping issues, hazardous 
waste treatment procedures, etc. The purpose of these meetings is to demonstrate to 
new faculty that we operate as a team and that all department members are available 
for each other. 

Either the coordinator or other faculty provide help with the practical aspects of 
the job including laboratory tour, stockroom layout and procedures, office assignment, 
restroom/classroom keys and campus facilities. 

All teachers are encouraged to attend faculty meetings to stay abreast of updates 
and changes to schedules or procedures. This is also a time devoted to discussion of 
any issues regarding lecture, lab or student affairs. 

The results of our faculty survey (Appendix 5) indicate that our orientation 
process is quite successful. All but two questions scored 4 or 5 (“agree” / “strongly 
agree”) in the survey. This tells us that we are quite thorough in providing faculty with 
the following: opportunities for staff development; adequately regular department 
meetings; collaboration on SLOs and SLO assessments; input on teaching pedagogy, 
new policies, procedures, protocols and decision-making processes; access to training, 
equipment and technology; and agreeable teaching schedules. Two questions 
regarding our course outlines scored less than 4, most likely due to confidence in our 
time-honored pedagogy which has been validated through numerous metrics over many 
years. However, the survey results compel us to review course outlines at least once 
each semester, during orientation, as a reality check performance. 
 
2.3 Give some examples of how your department members keep their 

instruction (i.e. delivery, content, materials, and syllabus) current and 
relevant to student academic and/or career needs. 

 
 As a rule, chemistry faculty engage in continuous revision of lecture notes, 
changing example problems and adding more examples to clarify those areas where 
students tend to struggle. Updating lab manuals and websites is a nonstop search-and-
find effort to fix errors and update content. For our multiple-sections courses, we revise 
the syllabus each semester prior to, or during staff development week. When a course 
switches to a new textbook, lecture notes and PowerPoint material is modified to reflect 
the order of topics and content of the new text. A few instructors have begun using 
clickers during class for assessment and short quizzes. 
 For our Sci110 course, two new major components have been added, a 
compulsory science project and a capstone oral presentation. The science project 
requires the students to submit a hypothesis and perform experiments on their own to 
test the validity of the hypothesis. Another innovation is to include a group or individual 
oral presentation to the class on an ethical issue raised by scientific research. Because 
there is no single textbook out there which covers all the important topics (scientific 
thinking, history and philosophy of science, ethics and pseudoscience), a textbook was 
written (Oakes) specifically for the course. The text is a mixture of readings from 
important authors in the field as well as sections written by Oakes. The text has been 
picked up by a publisher and has been adopted by most of the instructors for the 
course. 
 Chemistry faculty are strong supporters of sabbatical leave projects and 
encourage each other to consider this option for professional development. Brief 
descriptions of recent sabbaticals are included in Section 8.1. 
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2.4 Analyze the data in Appendix 3 - Grade Distribution Summary. Identify and 
explain any unusual retention patterns or grading variances. (To figure 
retention percentages, subtract the "W's" from the total enrollment and 
divide that result by the total enrollment.) 

 
Retention Rates for Chemistry, Science and Grossmont College 

 Retention rates for the department, both chemistry and science, and Grossmont 
College are compared and shown in Figure 2.4.1 and Table 2.4.1. (Summer terms are 
not included in the discussion here in Section 2.4; to see the complete analysis of 
retention rates, refer to Section 5.4.) For the time period spring 2006 through fall 2012, 
the average retention rate for Chemistry is 72.1%; the average for Science is 75.7% and 
for the college, 80.9%. Worth noting is that the retention rates for chemistry have been 
steadily increasing for the last 3 years (2010-2012). This trend is not surprising given the 
tenacious enrollment behavior exhibited by students during this season of section cuts. 
 

Figure 2.4.1 Comparison of Retention Rates (%) for Chemistry, Science and College 
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It seems plausible that the increase in chemistry retention rates is correlated to 
the decrease in sections throughout the campus starting in 2008.  Over the period from 
2008 to 2011 the availability of classes in chemistry was progressively reduced. This 
reduction corresponds with a significant decrease in the number of withdrawals and a 
slight increase in the number of students receiving a grade of B or higher. This trend 
may be attributed to the fact that with fewer spaces available, those students who were 
more proactive in obtaining a seat in the remaining sections tended to be the more 
prepared and motivated students. It stands to reason that these students had a higher 
probability of success.  Additionally, registration priorities tended to favor those students 
who were closer to graduating as well as new students who had chosen to participate in 
orientation activities in order to receive priority. Clearly these self-selected students are 
more prepared to succeed in all classes including chemistry. 

We can only be anecdotal and speculate, but prior to 2008, students would enroll 
in one or two more classes than they ultimately intended on completing. They would 
play the field a bit and then plan on dropping one or two classes if one appeared too 
hard or if they did not like the instructor or if something came up in their lives. More 
recently, with the difficulty of getting a full schedule, students have been less inclined to 
play this game which may explain the higher retention rates. We also had a temporary 
shift in our student pool as the 4 year institutions closed their doors to many 
students.  This altered pool may have also impacted our retention rates. 
 The cyclical trend for Sci110 retention rates is more difficult to explain but 
perhaps due to fluctuations of the ratio of part time to full time instructors. 
 
Retention Rates for Chemistry by Course 

 Chemistry courses present some consistent trends in that retention rates, as a 
rule, increase for those courses that have prerequisites (Figures 2.4.2a,b,c). For 
example, the average retention rate for Chem116 is 8% greater than the retention rate 
for the prereq Chem115 (Fig. 2.4.2a). Likewise the average retention rate for Chem142 
is 7% greater than the prereq Chem141 (Fig. 2.4.2b) and the average retention rate for 
Chem232 is 4% greater than the prereq Chem231 (Fig. 2.4.2c). 
 

Fig 2.4.2a Retention Rates for Chem 115 and Chem 116 
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Fig 2.4.2b Retention Rates for Chem 141 and Chem 142 

 
 

Fig 2.4.2c Retention Rates for Chem 231 and Chem 232 

 
 
 

The organic chemistry sequence of Chem 231 and Chem 232 has the highest 
retention rate of all courses (Figures 2.4.3a,b). What we cannot track is the individual 
patterns of students who enroll in organic chemistry; however, anecdotally, the vast 
majority of organic students are those who have matriculated through Chem 120 prep 
course and the two-semester sequence of general chemistry in our department at 
Grossmont College. This high retention rate is thus understood to be a reflection of the 
robust preparation that our students obtain over a 2-3 semester interlude prior to 
enrolling in organic chemistry. However, we do recognize that because of the relatively 
small number of students who enroll in the organic sequence (Chem 231/232), small 
changes in in this population will skew the results disproportionately. 

Figure 2.4.3a   Retention Rates for Chem 231 
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Figure 2.4.3b   Retention Rates for Chem 232 

 
  
 

The overall results for chemistry show an increase in retention rates since 2008 
(Figure 2.4.1). The most visible recent development in our department is the opening of 
our new science lab building in 2007. Whether this event is the sole causation for the 
favorable trend in student retention rates is certainly debatable, however, our modern 
facilities and acquisition of state of the art instrumentation in our laboratories has 
generated considerable enthusiasm with students and faculty. Our program integrates 
lectures, labs and tutorial assistance in one location and, a dedicated complement of full 
time faculty have offices just around the corner from the science learning center, our 
tutorial hub. To that point, 2007 was also the year our department reached our present 
sized faculty with the hiring of Diana Vance. An increase in the ratio of full time to part 
time faculty in both introductory and degree courses does contribute to reliable 
uniformity within our program. 

Furthermore, we believe that the inception of our refurbished tutor program in 
spring 2010 has significantly impacted both retention and success rates for our 
students. Our new approach to tutoring relies less on computer aided instruction and 
more on student tutors as guides to solving homework assignments and preparing lab 
reports. In 2010 we hired a seasoned part time instructor to serve up to 25 hours per 
week as a tutor in the CSLC. This program is popular with students and alleviates some 
of the barriers for students to seek academic assistance with their chemistry classes. 
Since then, we have been scrambling to maintain on-going, financial assistance to hire 
and manage student tutors in the CSLC. To that end, one of the primary financial needs 
for our department is to secure a permanent funding stream to hire student tutors each 
semester and to create a paid position for a Director of Chemistry Tutor Services in the 
CSLC. 

 

0

20

40

60

80

100

2007S 2008S 2009F 2010S 2011F

Retention Rates for Chem 232



14 
 

Grading Variances 
 We examined the overall grade distribution for Chemistry shown below in Figures 
2.4.4 and 2.4.5. Appendix 3. contains the full-sized graphs and corresponding data 
tables. (We did not analyze the equivalent grade distribution for Science.)  

Figure 2.4.4  Chemistry Letter Grades as Percent of Enrollment 

 

The graphical format used to illustrate the data in Figure 2.4.4 shows significant 
deviation from an ideal bell-shape curve with respect to grade distribution. In particular, 
if one ignores the percentage of withdrawals (yellow bar), the percentage of A, B and C 
grades is high compared to D, F and NP grades.  

After Fall 2008 in which %W was highest, the most common passing grade is C 
and the lowest is A+. We have always been under the impression that our department 
does not contribute to grade inflation and the data here confirms that as a department 
we practice performance-based grade assignments. Another observation to be made is 
that, with the inception of the new grading system in Fall 2009, instructors generally do 
not assign many +/- grades. However, if the +/- grades are collapsed in to A, B and C 
grades, the grade distribution shows a slight trend upward for B grades (B+, B and B-). 
In fact, the total B grades are equal to or modestly higher than total C grades (see 
Figure 2.4.5). 

Figure 2.4.5  Chemistry Letter Grades Not Including +/- Grades 

 

0.0%

5.0%

10.0%

15.0%

20.0%

25.0%

30.0%

35.0%

FA2008 SP2009 FA2009 SP2010 FA2010 SP2011 FA2011 SP2012 FA2012

A+ A A‐ B+ B B‐ C+ C D F Pass No Pass Inc W

0%

5%

10%

15%

20%

25%

30%

35%

FA2008 SP2009 FA2009 SP2010 FA2010 SP2011 FA2011 SP2012 FA2012

A's B's C's D F P NP Inc W B's W's



15 
 

The inverse correlation between the trend lines for %W and %B (Fig. 2.4.5) 
belies the notion that reluctance to withdraw creates a larger non-successful cohort. In 
other words, if students choose not withdraw because of non-academic motives (fewer 
sections available, a need to maintain financial aid or to satisfy VISA requirements) then 
it is reasonable to presume there will be a larger proportion of students who are 
marginally skilled and/or motivated to be successful. But as withdraw rates decreased 
(%W trend line), overall letter grades increased slightly (%B trend line). Again, our 
revamped tutorial program is considered to be one of the primary reasons for these 
encouraging trends since our program requirements, academic rigor and evaluation 
processes have not changed over the interim. 

Regarding the +/- letter grade system, we are dismayed that we are prevented 
from assigning C- grades. The reason given to the college is that a C- grade violates the 
spirit of Title V although we fail to see how this can be true. We question the process of 
assigning a “passing” grade to any student who earns a C- for the semester. We are 
restricted to two options: give away a higher grade, a C, or take away an earned grade 
and assign a D for the semester. In some cases, a C- grade is the most important 
option for many instructors. We do not wish to contribute to grade inflation yet we 
anguish over the two unfavorable options.  

In summary, grade distribution in our department does not reveal any unusual or 
alarming trends. The percent of passing grades (A, B, C, Pass) falls within a 
consistently narrow range for the time period Fall 2008 through Spring 2012.  Of course 
we relish the notion that we could do better as teachers and raise the level of success 
across the program but this outcome requires assiduous student performance over 
which we have limited control. Finally, we see no patterns of differences in grade 
assignments between different instructors for multiple-section courses.  Again this is not 
surprising given our department-wide efforts to provide consistency across both of our 
disciplines (see comments regarding pedagogical uniformity in Section 2.5). 
 
 
2.5  Describe strategies employed to ensure consistency in grading in multiple 
section courses and across semesters (e.g., mastery level assessment, writing 
rubrics, and departmental determination of core areas which must be taught).  
 
 There is a deep well of collaborative effort within the department to communicate 
among full time and adjunct faculty on matters regarding quality control of the “product” 
we present to our students. The on-going visible evidences are frequent and 
spontaneous “faculty meetings” in the hallway between classes, spirited conversations 
in the chemistry nexus (meeting room 30-236) during meal breaks and, casual, 
spontaneous visits to each other’s lab sessions. The determinate practices in this 
regard include: using rubrics for grading lab reports; using common syllabi and 
administering common final exams for multiple-section courses; consensus decisions 
for adopting common textbooks for all courses; and adherence to our principle that 
course objectives and SLOs are standardized across our curriculum. 
 The defining characteristic of our department is the ability to agree on the larger 
issues that affect our curriculum and impact our students. One example is that we agree 
on using the same grading scale for chemistry classes and, the manner in which we 
weigh the laboratory contribution to the course is a standard percentage (approximately 
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25%) of the overall semester grade. The consistency in grade distribution is a reflection 
of this standardized agreement protocol. The chemistry department gives common 
exams in most of its courses. In addition, faculty regularly share their midterm exams as 
a way of insuring consistency at this level as well.  A welcome advantage to this is that 
we often get to borrow good questions from each other which helps to alleviate 
everyone's work load and allows us to make informal comparisons of student 
performance between multiple sections of a particular course. 
 
 
2.6  Describe and give rationale for any new courses or programs you are 

developing or have developed since the last program review.  
 

We have developed two new courses since our lasts program review, Chem 102 
and PSC 100. 

PSC 100 The old physical science course (GC course PSC 110) was never 
articulated with Cal State because it included too much physics, astronomy and other 
topics and not sufficient chemistry.  Rather than change the old PSC 110 we decided to 
create a whole new course to articulate with NAT SCI 100 at SDSU.  To that end, we 
created a class which is approximately 40% chemistry, 50% physics and 10% "science" 
(scientific thinking and scientific method).  The new class is PSC 100 Physical Science 
for Teachers.  It is designed to be problem-based.  In other words, the curriculum is 
designed to answer questions important to modern society such as the nature of energy 
or environmental concerns.  It was also designed to be avowedly interdisciplinary, so 
that chemistry and physics content are intermixed throughout the course.  The course 
was created, principally by John Oakes as part of a sabbatical leave, but the committee 
responsible was formed equally of chemists and physicists.  The course is designed so 
that either a chemistry or a physics instructor can teach the class, whereas the typical 
physical science is almost always taught by a physics instructor.  To date, Oakes 
(chemistry) has been the only instructor for the class for each of the first five semesters 
it has been offered. 
 
Chem 102 In fall 2009 we offered a new chemistry course, Chem 102, General, 
Organic and biological Chemistry. This course is typically identified as a GOB course, 
(General / Organic / Biochem). Chem 102 is the answer to the California Nursing Board 
recommendation to reduce the number of units to complete a nursing degree.  Although 
the nursing program did desire the one semester of organic/biochemistry (Chem 116) 
as part of their curriculum, they were opposed to the prerequisite course (Chem 115) 
since these additional units exceeded their degree cap. One suggestion by the nursing 
board was to completely eliminate all chemistry units from their degrees! The 
compromise solution was a recommendation to develop a one-semester course 
encompassing general, organic and biochemistry topics, hence, Chem 102 came to 
fruition. The resultant course extends the lecture format to 4 hours per week and 
preserves the 3 hours per week of laboratory to give a 5 unit course. Thus, Chem 102 
provides two options for nursing students- two semesters of chemistry (4 units each), or 
a one-semester equivalent for 5 units. Worth mentioning is the fact that SDSU 
developed their Chem 102 course soon after the recommendation by the nursing board 
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(2007) and shortly afterwards (2008), Cuyumaca College started offering Chem 102 as 
well. We were compelled to follow suit in order to serve our students and preserve 
enrollment in our department. 

 There was, and remains, some disinclination to offering Chem 102 based on the 
content and structure of the course. We essentially combined two semester-length 
courses (Chem 115/116) into one course. The reluctance stems in large measure from 
the compression of multiple, content-rich topics into a one semester time frame. 
Essentially the course is divided into thirds- 5 weeks of general chemistry topics (which 
includes the obligatory review and mastery of dimensional analysis and related math 
skills), 5 weeks of organic chemistry topics (a feat of unrealistic proportions) and a final 
5 weeks of human biochemistry and related pharmacology topics. Obviously, there is a 
cut and paste approach that lends itself to rapid, rigorous scope with limited depth. 

The first three semesters of Chem 102 (F2009, S 10, F 10) is best described as a 
trial by fire experience using an upper-division GOB textbook and a compilation of our 
two lab manuals from Chem 115 and Chem 116. This cobbled approach created a 
formidable challenge in that it required students to cogently sift through multiple in-depth 
resources while maintaining the rapid pace necessary to cover the material according to 
the course outline. Subsequently, two developments were undertaken to alleviate some 
of these concerns: creation of a dedicated website and a new laboratory lab manual.  
Expanding the instructor website provided a concentrated source of study guides, 
worksheets, practice drills and PowerPoint lecture notes for students. A sabbatical leave 
project (Olmstead F 2011) resulted in the publication of a dedicated laboratory manual 
for Chem 102. A parallel objective of this sabbatical project was to incorporate a POGIL-
based approach to learning. POGIL is an acronym for Process Orientated Guided 
Inquiry Learning. POGIL instruction is a research-based approach in which collaborative 
teams develop critical thinking skills, cognitive learning strategies and process skills. We 
also switched to an integrated textbook written primarily for this type of course; the 
authors (Frost, Deal and Timberlake) are pioneers in GOB instruction and POGIL 
advocates. 

The lab manual includes new lab experiments and expands on other lab activities 
that were not part of the previously complied version. For example, “Eggsperience with 
Laboratory Measurements” teaches methods of mass and volume measurements using 
chicken eggs, and separation of the components (shell, yolk, albumin and membrane) 
affords a scheme to determine mass percent. The Osmosis experiment involves 
removal of the shell from a raw chicken egg. Dissolution of the shell in hydrochloric acid 
gives a translucent raw egg delicately held together by the semi-permeable membrane 
which is the source of study for osmosis. By graphing experimental data, students are 
able to determine the isotonic concentration of a raw egg. Another experiment uses raw 
potatoes as a source of enzyme extract used to determine the optimum pH and 
temperature of enzymatic activity, and to complete the food pyramid, we use 
strawberries as a source of DNA which is isolated and its behavior characterized. 
Employing household substances like sucrose, starch, bleach and beeswax in other lab 
activities assuages some of the mystery of science and generates productive 
enthusiasm in the laboratory setting.  
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2.7  How are current issues (i.e. environmental, societal, ethical, political, and 
technological) reflected in your curriculum?   

 
 For the most part, the chemistry discipline addresses environmental, societal, 
ethical, political, and technological issues in the context of problem-solving challenges 
similar to the manner in which all chemical education is advanced. Not much effort is 
made to create curriculum modules entirely devoted to any particular environmental or 
societal theme. As instructors, we do try to point out where chemistry is applicable 
outside of the classroom with examples. Laboratory experiments usually provide the 
best setting to investigate applications such as separation science (think environmental 
waste stream cleanup), or energy consumption (nuclear reactors, daily caloric intake) or 
synthetic chemistry (pharmaceutical development, food and cosmetic science). We 
typically talk a little about the history of chemistry, who discovered what, when, etc. 
Obviously, all of these topics lend themselves to robust discussions incorporating 
historical, environmental and ethical viewpoints. Realistically speaking, the amount of 
material in our curricula leaves little wiggle room to add or replace traditional material. 
 The biggest exception to this constraint occurs in Chem100, also known as 
environmental chemistry. This course is very topical and the material is selected by the 
individual instructor each semester. One of the textbooks used for this course is a 
publication by the American Chemical Society (ACS) which is a steadfast treatise on the 
connections between environmental issues related to chemistry and society’s obligation 
to address these concerns. 
 Chem116 has a poster project component in which students select a molecule, 
assemble a poster and present their findings to the class. Students have considerable 
leeway to develop the information they glean from several reference sources and 
illustrate the relevancy and impact of a specific chemical substance. It is not unusual for 
students to include in their posters current issues as they pertain to chemistry. Each 
semester, the best posters are selected for display in our hallway, once again pointing 
out the need for display cases to enhance the recognition that our students deserve 
(refer to Section 6.8). 
 The other major venue for these scientifically peripheral topics is Science110 
where the curriculum undergoes constant changes and updates in order to foster 
discussion on emerging ethical issues dealing with cloning, stem cell research, 
nanotechnology and so on. There is also an environmental component in the physical 
science class (PSC 100), team-taught by Oakes, although this is not a chemistry 
department course. 
 

 
 
2.8  If applicable, provide a comparison of the retention and success rates of 

distance learning sections (including hybrid) and face-to-face sections. Is 
there anything in the data that would prompt your department to make 
changes? (Please see instructions for help on finding the applicable data.) 

  
 Our department does not offer much in the way of distance learning courses. The 
only example in this regard is Science110 which was offered as an online course for 
four semesters (2008FA – 2010SP).  Given the notion that new courses and new 
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course formats usually require a variable time period (“breaking in period”) to become 
established, there is a dearth of concluding data in terms of retention rates or grade 
distributions. For what it is worth, the average retention and success rates over the four 
semester timeframe are shown in Figure 2.8.1; these data represent a total of 5 
sections. The graphs in Figure 2.8.1 were constructed using data from the Grade 
Distribution Summary and match with the corresponding data from the District PR 
Warehouse. The online course was taught by both full and part time faculty. Obviously, 
such a small data set is not statistically significant, thus any conclusions are probably 
suspect even though there is a significant difference in both retention and success rates 
for the two formats. The only other pertinent observation is that the number of 
withdrawals is significantly higher for the online Sci110 course when compared to the 
traditional lecture format of Sci110. However, this is not particularly alarming since most 
online courses have higher dropout rates than traditional courses. Given these 
unremarkable results, our department is not eager to resume this online course nor are 
we planning to develop any other chemistry online choices. 
 
 

Figure 2.8.1 Retention and Success rates for Sci110 Fall 2008 – Spring 2010 

 

 
 
2.9 If applicable, include the list of courses that have been formally articulated 
with the high schools. Describe any articulation and/or collaboration efforts with 
K-12 schools. (Contact the Career and Technical Education Partnership and Tech 
Prep office for help.) 
 
 Our department does not have any chemistry or science courses that articulate 
with high schools. Two instructors (Willard and Larter) attended a 2YC3 workshop on 
dual enrollment (high school/college) and identified several challenges to instituting this 
type of program. Currently, there are no plans to pursue this avenue of collaboration 
although we do recognize the value of such arrangements and are not opposed to such 
engagements in the future should a mutually beneficial method come to light. 
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2.10  Consult with the articulation officer and review both ASSIST.org and the 
Grossmont College articulation website. Please identify if there are any 
areas of concern or additional needs your department has about 
articulation with four-year institutions. Please describe how the program 
ensures that articulations with key four-year universities are current.  

 
 Our department does not have any articulation issues with four year institutions 
nor our sister college. Our full complement of chemistry courses is intended for students 
seeking the AS degree from Grossmont College as well as to prepare them for transfer 
into 4-year institutions to complete Baccalaureate degree programs. All of our chemistry 
courses can be used to satisfy the following: 

 Completion of the Grossmont Associate of Science degree in Chemistry 
 IGETC requirements for University of California schools (Area 5A) 
 General Ed Breadth Requirements for the CSU schools (Area B1) 
 University Studies degree (Area B1) 
 General Studies degree (AS degree in Science and Quantitative Reasoning) 

 
SECTION 3 - OUTCOME ASSESSMENT 
 
Using the course Student Learning Outcome (SLO) assessment data that you've 
compiled in Appendix 1- Annual Progress Reports, as well as Appendix 4– 
Course-to-Program SLO Mapping document, answer the following questions: 
 
3.1 What is working well in your current SLO assessment process, and how do 

you know? What needs improvement and why? 
  
 At the beginning of the SLO process, we devoted several department meetings 
to identify the specific academic goals that we felt could be analyzed by appropriate 
metrics. The initial round-robin discussions ultimately led to our SLO course-to-program 
mapping document (See Appendix 6). The process we used to complete the mapping 
document included assigning each instructor the task of writing SLOs for a particular 
course. Some tasks were based on assigning course SLOs to the instructor with the 
most experience teaching that particular course but since most courses are taught by 
several instructors, the bulk of SLOs were written by faculty subgroups. After the initial 
SLOs were completed, subsequent department meetings were held to “compare notes”. 
Not surprisingly, the vast majority of SLO options presented to the group were 
consistent in content, a reflection of the homogeneity of our department mindset. After 
departmental massage and with slight variations for specific courses such as organic 
and biochemistry, the following SLOs were constructed for each course: 

 Demonstrate a working knowledge of the language of chemistry. 

 Apply quantitative reasoning to chemical problems 

 Apply a laws and theories to explain and predict the properties of atoms and molecules. 

 Employ laboratory equipment and techniques to collect, organize and evaluate 
experimental data. 
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 Having a fairly standard set of SLOs for all our courses certainly helps to codify 
academic goals throughout our program and ties together our sequential courses such 
as general chemistry (Chem 141/142) organic chemistry (231/232) and 
introductory/allied health courses (Chem 115/116/102). 
 One possible area of improvement would be incorporation of additional 
assessment tools on which all faculty agree to implement. Currently, we rely primarily 
on standardized final exams as our major source of assessment data. However, 
analysis of written exam responses is not the optimum measurement of laboratory skills. 
In response, our department has engaged in discussions involving some type of lab skill 
assessment such a lab practical in conjunction with the final exam or more to the point, 
a lab activity capstone experience, at least for the second semester of the two-semester 
sequence courses. We have already adopted these types of activities in some of our 
courses: Sci110 requires a independent research project; Chem 116 requires students 
to complete a poster session; Chem 232 includes an organic synthesis project (a paper 
synthesis culminating in a classroom presentation). 
 

 
 
 

3.2 Using your course-level SLO Assessment Analyses (Appendix 5) and your 
Course-to-Program SLO Mapping Document (Appendix 6) discuss your 
students' success at meeting your Program SLOs. 

 
Refer to Appendix 5 to view raw data on SLO assessments. 
 
1. SLO assessment of Chem 141/142 

According to our data, students met the goals for SLOs 1-3. Based on our 
criteria, SLO #4 was not met. Part of the issue with SLO #4 is that it was covered by 
only 4 questions on the final exam. This would mean that students would need to 
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correctly answer 3 out of 4 questions in order to meet the goal. If the criteria were to be 
changed to correctly answer 2 out of 4 questions, then 84% of students would have met 
the goal. 
 
2. SLO assessment of Chem 120 

SLO 1: The target was that 65% of the students should score 75% or better. 
This goal was not met; only 56% of students (target goal was 65%) were able to meet 
the goal. One possible reason for the lower than expected score could be the question 
sample size of eight.  Also, the benchmarks were arbitrarily assigned for this first cycle, 
therefore changing the expectation better represents how our students actually perform. 
The remaining SLO goals were met. 
 
3. SLO assessment of Chem 116 

All of the SLO goals were met in the assessment for this course. No changes are 
recommended at this time. 
 

3.3 Based on your discussion in Section 3.2, are there any program SLOs that 
are not adequately being assessed by your course-level SLOs?   Please 
discuss any planned modifications (i.e. curricular or other) to the program 
itself as a result of these various assessment analyses. 

 Apart from the specific conclusions in Section 3.2, a laboratory skills assessment 
may be the next level of implementation in our department for improving/changing the 
manner in which SLOs are measured. 
 

SECTION 4 - STUDENT ACCESS 
4.1 How does facility availability affect access to your program?   

The chemistry program requires student access to three types of facilities, lecture 
classrooms, chemistry laboratories and the Chemistry Science Learning Center (CSLC). 
Since the opening of the Science Lab building (Bldg 30) a few years ago, our laboratory 
facilities are adequate for our program as is also the CSCL which serves as a student 
hub for several types of student activities including computer access, and most 
importantly, the chemistry tutoring program. However, classroom availability remains a 
challenge for our department. This issue is specifically addressed in Section 6.8 but a 
discussion of additional concerns is included here. 

Perhaps part of this important issue is manifest in the fact that, with the exception 
of one course, all of our chemistry courses include a laboratory class. From the outside, 
it may appear that chemistry courses simply require two different environments which 
can be scheduled independently according to room availability. However, the reality is 
that for each course, the lecture and lab portions must be scheduled together. As 
mentioned above, access to Building 30 allows us to schedule our lab sections with little 
problem but the biggest challenge is synchronizing a lecture room in the appropriate 
timeslot so that the combined lecture/lab portions of the course fall within a reasonable 
time period that is manageable for students. For example, an early morning lab class 
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requires a morning timeslot for lecture; thus most course require a minimum of 4 
contiguous hours (one hour lecture and 3 hours lab). Many of our chemistry classes 
have 6 hours of lab so this requirement infiltrates two days per week. 

Ideally, we strive to schedule our multiple section courses throughout the day 
and evenings so that students have several choices to add a chemistry class that fits 
their timetable (mornings, afternoons and evenings). When the lecture room availability 
decreases, one of the wacky resolutions forced upon us is a morning lecture coupled 
with an afternoon lab; generally, courses scheduled as such have low enrollments for 
obvious reasons. A seamless transition between lecture and lab is vital in that the same 
instructor teaches both portions of the course and thus it is easier to carve out blocks of 
time for our teachers; and also, students remain engaged in the material since lecture 
concepts flow into subsequent laboratory activities. 

The other problem we encounter is our preference to offer lectures three days 
per week in opposition to the campus tradition of two days per week; the former uses a 
50-minute timeslot versus the latter 75-minute timeslot. So not only are we competing 
for days of the week and times of day but we have the added complication of requesting 
only 50 minutes of a 75 minute schedule which cultivates occasional concern from 
Operational Instructions, although we certainly do not fault all those wonderfully helpful 
folks in that department! 
 
4.2 Discuss what your program has done to address any availability concerns 

(i.e. alternative scheduling sessions or off-site offerings).  

The chemistry department has always had a night program which in itself utilizes 
classrooms at non-peak times. We offer flexibility by scheduling multiple section 
courses throughout the day and evenings and view the night sections in the same 
manner as any other course- with a commitment to provide consistency in instruction 
(including training and mentoring adjunct faculty who are frequently teaching night 
sections) and obligatory stockroom support for night classes. 

For several years our department has been utilizing a MWF lecture format. This 
allows us to schedule the lab portion of the course on T and/or Th depending upon 
whether the course has a 3- or 6-hour lab. This is an attractive alternative for many 
students based on the popularity of these offerings but more importantly, we subscribe 
to the philosophy that increased frequency of face-to-face meetings with students is 
pedagogically sound. 

Another alternative that is popular with students includes a 6-hour lab on Fridays 
which eliminates the traditional 4-hour blocks of time during the peak days (M-Th). We 
also offer on occasion a second 8-week course which is really a boon to students who 
discover their need to matriculate back into a lower level course or who simply decide to 
change their course selection without losing a semester of their academic career. 
 
4.3 Based on your analysis of the Student Survey results in Appendix 7, what 

trends did you observe that might affect student access (i.e., course 
offerings, communication, department and course resources)? 

We administered the student survey from the district department of Research, 
Planning and Effectiveness and since our department is relatively small, we requested 
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that the survey results be organized for each course as well as the overall department 
results. Although this was a small task to collate results by course, there were no 
significant deviations in results from individual courses compared to the overall 
department results. Notable outcomes from the survey include the following:  

 The response rate for the department was 72% 

 86% responded that lecture was the number one resource for student learning 

 84% of students reported that the material learned in the course would be useful outside of the 
classroom for purposes other than academic goals 

 59% of students use the Chemistry Science Learning Center  (CSLC) 

 90% of students who use the CSLC also use the chemistry tutors resident in the CSLC 

 58% of students claim that they spend a minimum of 3 hours per week studying outside of classes 

 69% of students use face‐to‐face meetings as their primary method of communication with instructors 

4.4 What implications do these findings from 4.3 have for your program? 

Clearly, the CSLC is a much sought after asset for our department and our 
student tutors are an integral aspect of that facility. Access to the CSLC is encouraged 
and facilitated by using the learning center computers as a repository for software 
packages geared towards chemistry lab reports, programs for molecular modeling and 
molecular calculations, instructor websites and the usual suite of Microsoft Office 
programs. The availability of student tutors throughout each day has become an 
expected aide-de-camp for our students. Although a minority of students claim they 
never utilize student tutors in the CSLC, passive learning among non-participants is 
expected due to the spontaneous teaching interactions that take place between tutors 
and students in a very public and open classroom environment. Indeed, chemistry 
instructors routinely recommend that students form study groups and use the CSLC as 
a meeting place that contains unique resources. As mentioned previously, the creation 
of a Director of Chemistry Tutor Services from departmental ranks would go far to 
endorse our efforts in the CSLC. 

 
4.5 Based on your analysis of questions 3 through 16 in the Appendix 7 - 

Student Survey, identify any changes or improvements you are planning to 
make in curriculum or instruction. 

Since the vast majority of our students claim that classroom lectures are vital to 
learning the material, we will continue to employ problem-solving approaches as a 
central learning pathway in both the classic lecture format and lab activities. 
Incorporating current issues for lecture topics and prelab discussions does establish a 
link between chemistry and our society as evidenced by the survey result stating that 
there exist a high level of relevancy between our program and the desire to walk away 
from the classroom with useful skills and understanding. If we exclude the survey 
results from the introductory and prerequisite courses, over 80% of respondents state 
that they have taken at least two courses in our department which suggests that 
students are satisfied with the results of our program in terms of relevancy and useful 
skillsets that have value beyond short-term academic goals. 

The primary means of communication between students and instructors is face-
to-face meetings which includes office hours (27%) and get-togethers before or after 
class (51%). The fact that most of these meetings are brief interludes before or after 
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class suggests that students in our department find the instructors to be approachable 
and helpful on a personal basis, not to mention the efficiency of these meetings.  We 
will continue to not only fulfill the contractual obligation regarding office hours but 
encourage instructors to thoughtfully schedule office hours to avail themselves as much 
as possible on multiple days and timeslots convenient for students. 
 
4.6 Discuss program strategies and/or activities that have been, or will be used 

to promote/publicize the courses/program. Comment on the effectiveness 
of these strategies in light of the results of the Student Survey (Appendix 7)  

Because chemistry is a central discipline for nearly every science degree, 
students come to us which obviates the need to promote our program, at least within 
the Grossmont student population. However, would like to see more transfer students 
from regional schools (both community colleges and 4-year schools), especially for our 
higher level courses which periodically suffer from under-enrollment. The main reason 
for low enrollments in general and organic chemistry is the self-pruning that results from 
the rigorous prerequisite pathway into these courses. In the past we have tried to 
contact area schools to advertise the open seats available but this usually occurs the 
week prior to or during the first week of the semester when most students have already 
made their choices. Short of covert operations outside our bailiwick, we would like to 
see more cooperation between regional chemistry departments, especially those 
schools that have large impaction issues in undergraduate chemistry programs. 

At present, electronic communication platforms such as Blackboard, Twitter, 
Facebook, etc. are not the primary preference for most students but we will continue to 
monitor this behavior and adjust as the situation evolves. However, instructor websites 
have been and continue to be desired by students as all full time instructors use these 
platforms for routine drills, practice problems, syllabi and hyperlinks to internet sites. 

We have very few students who actually complete the certificate or associate 
degree. Promoting a terminal result such as a certificate or degree is a worthwhile goal 
and since the number of degrees and certificates in Chemistry is historically low, our 
department is creating a new competition-based certificate to supplement the traditional 
achievement degrees and honors program. Starting next year, we will award our first 
ever Rock-Paper-Scissors medal to the winner of the national championship round to be 
held at Grossmont College this coming spring semester.  All odds favor our very own 
Chemistry department student, Shawn “Shawshank” Peterson. Peterson, a newcomer 
to the sport, is rapidly becoming a major player in the RPS realm after having won both 
local and regional titles last semester. The memorable moment came in the final plays 
of the last round when Peterson unveiled “the shank” maneuver to overcome a 
disastrous rout of successfully repeated paper moves from worthy opponent Kyle “the 
Slip” Wilson. RPS aficionados recall with glee the comeuppance of the Shank. Before 
his RPS debut, Peterson attained national fame by winning the international Eenie-
Meenie-Miny-Moe titles in both singles and doubles competition. The Shank, the king of 
Roshambo techniques and rapid-fire ick-ack-ock style is a natural by all standards. His 
extensive accomplishments include trophies in several cross-training events including 
the Drawing-Straws tournament at the Turner County Fair in Parker, South Dakota; the 
International Monty Python Hide-and-Seek contest; and his all-time favorite, Red-Rover-
Red-Rover-Sending-Fun-Over competitions. Peterson credits his success to his 
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grandmother who encouraged him at a young age to become top dog at Glenda’s 
Daycare and Bait Shop in Flint Michigan in the Pattie-Cake-Pattie-Cake and Peek-A-
Boo contests held each afternoon before nap time. Peterson’s agent and trainer, 
Rodney Arbuckle, is already planning the next career phase for the Shank: Finding 
Waldo in the Australian outback. The elusive Waldo was reportedly last seen lurking 
somewhere in the bowels of Scandinavia (Fig 4.6). 

 
 

Figure 4.6  Waldo Spotted at the 
Municipal Library Copenhagen, Denmark 

 
 

4.7 Explain the rationale for offering course sections that are historically 
under-enrolled. Discuss any strategies that were used to increase 
enrollment.  

 
Chem232 is the most challenging course for our department in terms of 

enrollment. Refer to Section 2.1 for additional commentary regarding the organic 
program. Historically, Chem 232, the second semester of organic chemistry, is the 
lowest enrollment course in our department. However, we must maintain this course 
offering since it is part of the chemistry certificate and degree. The challenge has been 
exacerbated for the last several years due to section cuts and surgically precise 
mandatory caps on allocations of LED for all departments. Until several factors come 
into play to allow us to expand the number of sections in our department, we will be 
faced with the challenge of trying to maintain the prerequisite pipeline that pours into 
organic chemistry. 

We are forced to offer the second semester of organic chemistry (Chem 232) 
only once in every two or three semesters instead of more frequently as in the past. 
Our current strategy is a somewhat cannibalistic approach- in order to offer chem 232 
at least once per year, we have to cancel one or two sections of lower level courses; 
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this of course upsets the delicate balance of having adequate numbers to populate the 
higher level courses. The result is that we often lose the second semester cohort of 
organic students to 4-year schools. It is difficult to formulate a strategy to ameliorate 
this situation in light of the current budget constraints. 
 

4.8 Based on an analysis and a review of your 6-year Unit Plan (Appendix 1), 
what specific strategies were utilized to address access issues of special 
populations (e.g. ethnicity, age, and gender).  

 
 We have not identified any access hurdles for any particular population of 
students. What we do know is that students need adequate preparation in order to be 
successful in any of our chemistry courses. This preparation includes strong math and 
reading skills at the onset, in addition to a host of other skills and behavior-based 
abilities. Even our so called “introductory courses” are often mistakenly assumed to be 
less rigorous than is actually the case. Academic preparedness is the primary 
determinate whereas, ethnicity, age, gender, etc. are much less indicators of access 
issues.  
 As mentioned in Section 2.1, the number of students choosing chemistry as a 
field of study is in decline, both on a national level as well as globally. To that end, we 
have extended much effort towards recruiting interest in the discipline through our 
multiple outreach activities (see Section 1.3, recommendation #1). 
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SECTION 5 - STUDENT SUCCESS 
 

5.1 Building on your answer to question 4.8, what specific strategies were 
utilized to maximize success issues of special populations? 

Since the department agrees that academic preparedness is the single most 
important factor that leads to success in our program, we generally make no distinction 
among special student populations since academic aptitude cuts across all groups. We 
appreciate the support from the District regarding enforcement of prerequisites. The two 
semester sequence of general chemistry is our flagship offering and the majority of 
chemistry students choose Chem 141/142 as their primary academic goal since nearly 
every science major requires general chemistry as part of a baccalaureate degree. 
Chem 120 is the prereq for general chemistry and this course is one of our most popular 
because it serves as the indicator of student preparedness for higher level courses. We 
do offer a validated test for those students who feel they can test out of the prereq 
Chem 120, but nearly all of our chemistry students must prove their mettle before 
enrolling in general chemistry. Although imposition of a prerequisite is not popular with 
many students, we feel this is an important strategy that does lead to success. 

Another major strategy for success was a complete overhaul of our approach to 
tutoring chemistry students. We have essentially replaced tutorial software with live 
bodies. As much as we are able, we employ student tutors in the Chemistry Science 
Learning Center (CSLC). As the student survey shows, 90% of our students in the 
CSLC utilize our tutors minimally on a weekly basis. We still make available our tutorial 
software on department computers in the CSLC for those who prefer computer aided 
instruction and even the students who frequently use tutors supplement their study time 
using the various software packages. Self-instruction coupled with interaction with 
human expertise creates an environment conducive to efficient and pertinent skill 
building.  
 

5.2 Describe specific examples of departmental or individual efforts, including 
instructional innovations and/or special projects aimed at encouraging 
students to become actively engaged in the learning process inside and 
outside of the formal classroom.  

 

We engage our chemistry students in several ways. We use student graders for 
lab reports and occasionally for quizzes although all exams are graded by the instructor 
on record. Many of our chemistry students choose to work in the chemistry stockroom to 
fulfill work study assignments. Some of our classes require participation in poster 
sessions and oral presentations which gives students an opportunity to investigate 
science issues that are relevant to themselves. A multistep synthesis project (paper 
project) in organic chemistry is a capstone experience which demonstrates the breadth 
of their knowledge of organic chemistry and two of the lab experiments in second 
semester are multistep syntheses that require an actual laboratory synthesis of a 
multifunctional organic product. 

As mentioned in other sections of this document, the most active participatory 
engagement for our students is to encourage, screen and employ them as student 
tutors in the CSLC. 
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5.3 Explain how the program collaborates with other campus programs (e.g. 
interdisciplinary course offerings, learning communities, community 
events, tournaments, competitions, and fairs) to enhance student learning 
inside and outside of the formal classroom.   

  

We have a few examples of cross-disciplinary courses. 
 The honors course version of Sci110 is a joint effort between the Chemistry 

and Humanities departments. 
 Chem113 was created in cooperation with the Administration of Justice (AOJ) 

department to incorporate experiments investigating forensic science. 
 Chem102 was created with consultation from the Nursing department to 

satisfy mutual interests in chemical and biological education. 
 We will begin offering a linked course with the English department starting in 

spring 2014. Judy Dirbas and Lisa Ledri-Aguilar will team-teach one section 
of a linked course of Chem120 and Eng120. 

 

Our department is a big supporter and organizer for several community events such as: 
 Science Olympiad 
 Be Wise competitions 
 Science Fair 
 Science Decathlon 

 
5.4  Based on an analysis of “Reports” data (This is found on the intranet under 

“Reports”), discuss trends in success rates, enrollments and retention, and 
explain these trends (e.g. campus conditions, department practices). 
Provide examples of any changes you made to address these trends. 

 
 
General Comments About Enrollments (Headcounts) 

 Appendix 13A contains extensive data and graphs for enrollments; this 
information was obtained from the District website. Enrollments are presented for 
Chemistry, Science and the College. Both duplicated and unduplicated student counts 
are included in the data tables for each term- spring, summer and fall, whereas; the 
graphs at the front of Appendix 13A (13A.1 – 13A.12) show only fall enrollments. The 
unduplicated student counts are also referred to as headcounts in this document 
because in the chemistry department, there is only minor difference between duplicated 
and unduplicated student counts. For this reason, the following conclusions are based 
almost entirely on headcount data, a perhaps less complicated method of analysis. 
 Parenthetically, the differences between duplicated and unduplicated counts are 
almost exclusively due to students’ concomitant enrollment in a chemistry course and a 
chemistry tutorial course (T-course); most chemistry courses have an associated T-
course which is optional. We have not investigated the reasons why students often 
withdraw from T-courses so the assumption is that some students discover they can 
master their chemistry course content and no longer have a need for the tutorial class or 
they fail to keep up with the lessons and prefer a W versus an F grade. Others may 
simply decide to decrease their workload. In any event, withdrawal from a T-course has 
no effect on their grade in the associated chemistry course. Thus, because we do not 
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actually keep track of this behavior regarding the T-courses, we use headcount data 
primarily to compare Chemistry, Science and the College. Incidentally, the headcount 
and duplicated student counts for Science are almost identical since there are no T-
courses for Science. 
 Composite graphs combining spring, summer and fall terms were generated 
using total enrollments from data tables in Appendix 13A and are shown in Figure 5.4.1. 
 

Figure 5.4.1 Headcounts Comparison for Chemistry, Science and College FA 2006–SP 2012 
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Not unexpectedly, the spike in enrollments for Chemistry and Science correlate 
to a college-wide enrollment increase in 2009-2010. Obvious in each of the three bar 
graphs (Figure 5.4.1) is a dearth of sections for summer terms after 2009. In fact there 
were no Chemistry sections offered in 2012 and no Science sections offered from 2010 
to 2012.  
 Figure 5.4.2 amplifies the enrollment trends in Chemistry. Starting in 2009, 
enrollments started to increase significantly during spring and fall terms until this trend 
tapered off in 2012. This short-term increase is certainly due to cutbacks in the summer 
program- the trend for summer terms began to decrease about the same time that spring 
and fall enrollments were up. (Note the different scales for the y-axis in each graph.) 

Figure 5.4.2 Headcounts for Chemistry FA 2006 – SP 2012 

 

 
 

While it may be beyond the scope of this document to rely on data outside the 
department or college, the Public Policy Institute of California provides somewhat of a 
standard against which we can compare ourselves. According to this study by the PPIC, 
summer term offerings decreased approximately 60 percent between 2008 and 2012 
and section size increased (Impact on budgets Cuts on California’s Community Colleges, PPIC; 
2013). Figures 5.4.3a and 5.4.3b illustrate the state-wide trends and our department 
mirrors the enrollment data and conclusions from the PPIC study.  
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Figure 5.4.3a Course Offerings in Summer Term for California Community Colleges 

 
SOURCE: CCCCO Data Mart, 2013 

 
 

Figure 5.4.3b Average Section Enrollment for California Community Colleges 
 

 
SOURCE: (PERRY) March 2013 

 
According to this study, reduction in summer course offerings suggests that 

community colleges are tackling budget cuts by prioritizing offerings in the fall and 
spring academic terms. This is certainly the case with our department (Fig. 5.4.2). 
However, reductions in summer offerings may slow the completion rates for some 
students. One strategy to alleviate the negative effects of course reductions is to allow 
increasing enrollment in the sections that are offered. In fact, average class size has 
increased in recent years as the number of sections has declined (See Figure 5.4.3b). 
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Gender Enrollments 

Overall gender-based enrollment trends are listed below.  These trends (Appendix 
13A) are averaged over the seven-year period (refer to 13A.13 for Chemistry, 13A.17 
for Science and 13A.21 for College). The College trends are fairly constant over this 
timeframe; however for Chemistry, the male/female ratio varies significantly from one 
semester to the next although a preference for fe males is observed for each term. For 
Science, there is also considerable variation in the male/female ratio but no gender 
preference for a given semester. This is statistically expected since the gender gap is 
relatively small for Science compared to Chemistry or the College. 

 Chemistry: 38.9% male  60.2% female 21.3% difference 
 Science: 50.8% male  48.6% female 2.2% difference 
 College: 42.5% male  56.7% female 14.2% difference 

Based on the data, it would seem that we should motivate as a department to 
encourage more males into our chemistry program. However, the preponderance of 
females in Chemistry clearly represents a large number of students in the allied health 
and, especially nursing programs, which are traditionally populated by females. More to 
the point, nationwide, the male/female ratio has been steadily increasing in favor of 
women since the 1970s (Figure 5.4.4). These numbers represent consolidation of fall 
enrollments across the U.S. Variations by term or state-to-state comparisons cannot be 
gleaned from this summary plot. 

 

Figure 5.4.4 Enrollment by Gender for California Colleges 

 
SOURCE: FORBES MAGAZINE; FEB 2012 
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Enrollments by Ethnic Group 

 There are not many recognizable patterns with respect to ethnic enrollment data 
for Chemistry, Science or the College. However, examination of the data tables in 
Appendix 13A does reveal a few significant trends. In particular the Hispanic enrollment 
has increased in all three categories; the White population has decreased in both 
Chemistry and the College and, the Asian enrollments appear to be on the decline in 
Science. These trends are illustrated in Figure 5.4.5 below. 
   

Figure 5.4.5 Ethnic Enrollment Trends for Chemistry, Science and College 
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The changes in Hispanic and White enrollments are consistent with demographic 
drifts in the U.S. and California is certainly no exception. Across the state and other 
regions, percent increases in Hispanic populations are primarily due to growing 
Hispanic populations and come at the expense of a corresponding percent decrease in 
the White population (PPIC study). The apparent decrease of Asian enrollments in 
Science is perplexing especially in light of the broad academic success rates within this 
ethnic group. 

Another view of ethnic enrollment trends for Chemistry, Science and the College 
is illustrated in Figure 5.4.6. Two notable observations can be made: the relative 
headcount (% unduplicated headcount) of Asian and Filipino enrollment in Chemistry 
exceeds the % headcount in College enrollment for both of these two groups and; the 
relative headcount of Black enrollment in Science exceeds the College enrollment for 
this group. The three numerical data labels in the graph below correspond to these 
occurrences. 

 

Figure 5.4.6 Ethnic Enrollment Trends for Chemistry, Science and College 

 

 

 
 
 
Enrollments by Age Group 

 According to the data from Appendix 13A, the 20-24 year old cohorts represent 
the largest block of enrollments. For both Chemistry and Science, this group comprises 
45.0% of enrollments (average value with little variation over the time period). For the 
College, this group represents 36.9% of enrollments (average value, little variation over 
the same period). The second highest enrollments for Chemistry, Science and the 
College are represented by the 18-19 year olds category. An abbreviated illustration is 
shown in Figure 5.4.7; the complete data for each term are available in Appendix 13A 
for the reader’s perusal. 
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Figure 5.4.7 Chem Science College Headcounts Fall 2007 - Fall 2011 
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It seems counterintuitive that the youngest cohorts are not the biggest group, 
especially since Grossmont is a community college open to all high school graduates. 
Since enrollment eligibility requires only a high school diploma, community colleges 
cannot restrict enrollment by denying admission. Since most adult learners are eligible 
to register at Grossmont, the only process to restrict enrollment is to enlist a priority 
system for registration. In California, 94% of community colleges commonly give highest 
priority to continuing students (PPIC study). This explains why high school graduates 
are more likely to be somewhat disenfranchised at registration and is probably the main 
cause for lower enrollments at Grossmont within this age group. Figure 5.4.8 illustrates 
this trend for California Community Colleges: the gap between the number of high 
school graduates (top curve) and the number of those individuals who are able to enroll 
is widening. 

 

Figure 5.4.8 Enrollment of 19 and Younger Cohort Compared to Number of High School Graduates

 

SOURCE: CCCCO Data Mart, 2013 
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Success Rates for Chemistry, Science and Grossmont College 

 Success rates for the department, both chemistry and science, and Grossmont 
College are compared and shown in Figure 5.4.9 and Table 5.4.1. This information on 
success rates is contained in Appendix 13B. For the time period spring 2006 through fall 
2012, the average success rate for Chemistry is 57.6%; the average for Science is 
62.3% and for the college, 70.8%. As noted with retention rates, the success rates for 
chemistry are steadily increasing and, for the last two years, success rates in Chemistry 
are increasing at a faster rate than success rates for the college. 
 

Figure 5.4.9 Comparison of Success Rates (%) for Chemistry, Science and College 

 
 

Table 5.4.1 Comparison of Success Rates (%) for Chemistry, Science and College 
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The success rates for Sci110 exhibit a periodic trend similar to the trend 

mentioned for retention rates in Section 2.4. Approximately 50% of the semesters (2006-
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noted that the vertical axis scales are different in the two graphs (Fig. 2.4.1 and 5.4.9). 
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Success and Retention Rates for Chemistry Department by Course 

Graphs for success and retention rates for two representative courses are shown 
below, Sci 110 and Chem 102. Refer to Appendix 13B to examine the data tables for 
Science 110 and all Chemistry courses (see 13B.13 – 13B.16). 

 

Sci110 
Despite the cyclical behavior, retention rates for Sci100 show a slight trend 

upward as shown in Figure 5.4.10 (data from 13B.16). The average rate for the last 6 ½ 
years is 76% compared to 69% in spring 2006. Even though Science110 is a multiple-
section course heavily populated by adjunct faculty, the increase in retention rates may 
be attributed to the consistent tutelage of a full time tenured faculty coordinator (Oakes) 
who has been overseeing this course during the time frame represented in the graph. 
However, the average success rate of 62% is only incrementally higher than the 60% 
success rate in spring 2006. 

 

Figure 5.4.10  Success and Retention Rates for Science 110 (2006 - 2012) 

 
Figure 5.4.11  Success and Retention Rates for Chem 102 (2009 - 2012) 
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Chem 102 

 The graph for Chem102 is shown in Figure 5.4.11 (data from 13B.13) provides 
one of the better examples of our general observation regarding the correlation between 
high retention rates and high success rates. The interpretation is that students who drop 
are most likely those who are failing; most of the “no success” percentage is comprised 
of withdrawals, not failing grades. To say it the other way, students who remain enrolled 
are more likely to receive a passing grade. In general, this correlation is observed for all 
chemistry and science courses in our department 

As with enrollments, the impact on success and retention rates by summer 
course options is significant: 

 For Chemistry, success rates are approximately 15% higher and retention rates 
are approximately 9% higher for summer term compared to spring and fall terms 
(Figure 5.4.12a; data from 13B.2 and 13B.3). 

 For Science, success rates are roughly 19% higher and retention rates are 
approximately 16% higher for summer term compared to spring and fall terms 
(Figure 5.4.12b; data from 13B.18 and 13B.19). 

 For Grossmont, success rates are approximately 12% higher and retention rates 
are approximately 6% higher for summer term compared to spring and fall terms 
(Figure 5.4.12c; data from 13B.30 and 13B.31). 

Figure 5.4.12a Success and Retention Rates for Summer Term for Chemistry 
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Figure 5.4.12b Success and Retention Rates for Summer Term for Science 

 
Figure 5.4.12c Success and Retention Rates for Summer Term for College 
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According to the PPIC study, course retention rates have improved over the past 
twenty years, with the sharpest increases occurring during the budget crises of the past 
few years (Figure 5.4.13). Retention rates have increased for all types of courses, with 
students in basic skills courses posting the most impressive long-term gains. 

 
Figure 5.4.13 Retention Rates by Course Type for California Community Colleges 

 
SOURCE: CCCCO Data Mart, 2013 

Success rates are also on the rise for all types of courses, with the largest gains 
occurring in basic skills and credit courses (Figure 5.4.14). Success rates have improved 
for most age groups, especially for 18 and 19 years old. This is not surprising when 
potential UC and CSU students are now flocking to community colleges rather than four-
year schools. Finally, success rates have been increasing for every ethnic group. Declines 
in enrollment indicate that students who remain in the system are more motivated and 
prepared for college, which leads to higher success rates. Our trends are similar. 

Figure 5.4.14 Success Rates by Course Type 

 
SOURCE: CCCCO Data Mart, 2013 
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Success Rates by Age 
 Fall semester success rates by age for are shown in Figures 5.4.15a,b,c below. 
The 50+ cohort is comprised of the smallest number of students, less than 1% for 
Chemistry and Science and approximately 5% for the College. Therefore it is suspect to 
draw any significant conclusions from the plots below regarding this age group. 

For Chemistry, all age groups have increasing success rates from 2006, 
(ignoring the 50+ group) and the youngest cohorts show the most positive change. This 
is reflective of the state-wide trend alluded to in the PPIC study. Success rates for 
Science are not consistent trends and for the College, success rates have generally 
increased across all age groups.  

Figure 5.4.15a Chemistry Success Rates by Age (see 13B.7) 

 
 

Figure 5.4.15b Science Success Rates by Age (see 13B.23) 

 
 

Figure 5.4.15c College Success Rates by Age (see 13B.35) 
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Success and Retention Rates by Gender 

 Overall gender-bases success and retention rates are listed below. These trends 
are average values over the seven-year period adumbrated in Appendix 13B. Chemistry 
is historically one of the more challenging disciplines so it is not surprising that the 
success and retention rates are lower when compared to the College. The rates for 
Science are also lower compared to the College and we reason that although Sci 110 is 
listed as an introductory course (Introduction to Scientific Reasoning), this is a critical 
thinking course which contains a fair degree of cross-discipline skill sets including some 
rudimentary math and fairly polished communication abilities such as writing proficiency 
and oral presentations.  

    Success  Retention 

 Chemistry (male/female) 62.2% / 62.5% 75.1% / 74.7%  (see 13B.2 and 13B.3) 

 Science (male/female) 66.2% / 66.7%  80.3%/ 78.7%   (see 13B.18 and 13B.19) 

 College (male/female) 69.7% / 71.9% 83.3% / 83.4%  (see 13B.30 and 13B.31) 

In summary, there is very little gender difference in success rates or retention rates for 
the department or for the college. 

 

Success Rates by Ethnicity 

 Success rates by ethnicity from Appendix 13B show a few trends. Figure 5.4.16 
shows the 3 ethnic groups with the highest success rates for Chemistry (see 13B.9), 
Science (see 13B.25) and the College (see 13B.37), respectively. The results are 
stereotypically unsurprising with Asian and Filipino students among the most successful 
groups along with Whites, the most populous group in this ranking. One category in 
Chemistry is actually the second largest group but cannot be identified with a particular 
ethnicity (no report). For Science one category cannot be identified with a single ethnic 
group (2 or more). The high success rates for the American native/Alaskan native group 
data is perhaps deceptive since the number of students in this category is the smallest 
(less than 1% of enrollments). 
 

Figure 5.4.16 Success Rates by Ethnicity 
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Analysis of success rates between full time and part time instructors was 
restricted to three chemistry courses and the one science course in which adjunct 
teachers are commonly used; Chem 115, Chem 116, Chem 120 and Sci 110. Since 
Chem 110 almost always uses adjunct instructors, we did not include Chem 110 in this 
breakdown. These results are shown below; each figure includes corresponding table 
and graphical results (Figures 5.4.17 – 5.4.20).  
 

Figure 5.4.17   Chem 115 Success Rates for FT and PT Instructors  
CHEM 

115 
Fall 

2008 
Spring 
2009 

Fall 
2009 

Spring 
2010 

Fall 
2010 

Spring 
2011 

Fall 
2011 

Spring 
2012 

Fall 
2012 

Average 

% 
Success 
FT 37.4  44.4  48.7 47.1  53.7 60.3  52.5 68.8  65.0  53.1 
% 
Success 
PT 66.5  61.4  61.6 55.2  52.0 54.4  78.5 52.6  0.0  60.3 

 
 
  
 

Figure 5.4.18   Chem 116 Success Rates for FT and PT Instructors  
CHEM 

116 
Fall 

2008 
Spring 
2009 

Fall 
2009 

Spring 
2010 

Fall 
2010 

Spring 
2011 

Fall 
2011 

Spring 
2012 

Fall 
2012 

Average 

% 
Success 
FT 80.0  62.5  65.0 0.0  0.0  0.0  0.0  77.4  76.8  72.3 
% 
Success 
PT 63.3  73.2  60.3 64.7  77.8 73.2  84.2 0.0  0.0  71.0 
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Figure 5.4.19   Chem 120 Success Rates for FT and PT Instructors  

CHEM 
120 Fall 

2008 
Spring 
2009 

Fall 
2009 

Spring 
2010 

Fall 
2010 

Spring 
2011 

Fall 
2011 

Spring 
2012 

Fall 
2012 

Average 

% 
Success 
FT 38.1  52.9  48.2 47.6  52.5 61.6  36.0 50.1  62.3  49.9 
% 
Success 
PT 58.8  42.0  50.9 51.2  55.9 57.4  59.3 73.1  70.7  57.7 

 
 
 

 
Figure 5.4.20   Sci 110 Success Rates for FT and PT Instructors  

SCI 110 Fall 
2008 

Spring 
2009 

Fall 
2009 

Spring 
2010 

Fall 
2010 

Spring 
2011 

Fall 
2011 

Spring 
2012 

Fall 
2012 

Average 

% 
Success 
FT 0.0  59.8  43.0 35.5  49.4 38.0  55.8 43.0  61.5  42.9 
% 
Success 
PT 62.8  49.4  82.1 56.4  69.0 57.9  75.7 85.0  73.4  68.0 

 
 
 With the possible exception of Chem 116 due to the limited data between full and 
part time instructors, the trend shows that part time instructors have 7- 8% higher 
success rates compared to full time teachers in the same chemistry course. Sci110 
shows a larger gap between the success rates for part time and full time instructors. 
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Success Rates for Day versus Night Courses 

We noticed a general increase in success rates for night courses compared to 
day courses (Figure 5.4.21). In some cases, the difference appears to be significant (5-
7% increase for Chem 113, 116 and 120), in other cases the increase is smaller (2-3% 
for Sci 110 and Chem 115). The seemingly large increases for organic chemistry are 
based on a single night section each so we cannot put much emphasis on the 
difference for Chem 231 and Chem 232; the same is true for Chem 110 which is rarely 
offered as a night course. Chem 142 is the exception to the general trend: the day 
course almost always has higher success rates. 

We attribute the higher success rates for night course to the fact that these 
courses are characteristically populated by older, mature students and those who 
typically have day jobs and are adept at time management. These results reaffirm our 
commitment to provide a curriculum that spans several time periods throughout the day 
and evening. 

 
Figure  5.4.21   Success Rates: Day versus Night Courses 

 
 
  

2005-2006 2006-2007 2007-2008 2008-2009 2009-2010 2010-2011 Average 

Day 66.7% 41.4% 52.0% 75.0% 58.9% 81.1% 62.5%

Night not offered not offered 60.0% 83.3% not offered not offered 71.7%

Day 55.4% 44.7% 54.8% 58.3% 63.2% 65.9% 57.0%

Night not offered 65.3% not offered not offered not offered 60.0% 62.7%
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Night 69.6% 47.6% 55.0% 70.2% 52.1% 64.8% 59.9%

Day 51.8% 52.0% 56.9% 51.0% 54.6% 61.1% 54.6%

Night 49.2% 53.7% 61.7% 64.6% 48.2% 46.2% 53.9%

Day 80.4% 73.7% 64.4% 73.1% 72.7% 75.0% 73.2%

Night 58.3% 68.4% 68.4% 43.5% 64.9% 61.9% 60.9%

Day 73.0% 59.5% 82.1% 79.5% 53.7% 61.2% 68.2%
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Success and Retention Rates for Late-Add Students 

We examined success and retention rates for students enrolled from waitlists. A 
partial graphic is shown in Figure 5.4.22. The complete table is included in Appendix 
13B (see 13B.43). The last entry in the table below is for Chemistry and it is quite 
revealing in that students who are not enrolled prior to the first day of class have 
approximately 6% lower retention rates and approximately 14% lower success rates. 
The data only allows us to speculate about why this seems to hold true for the general 
population since this trend is not peculiar to our department, especially with regards to 
success rates which are impacted more so than retention rates. In any event, these 
results confirm our anecdotal conclusions over the last several years: students who add 
late into a course are often disorganized, less motivated, typically less prepared and 
less apt to discover the keys to success. We conclude that adding students above the 
class max with an eye towards having a sufficient number of withdrawals before census 
is a generous overture but, this strategy does not necessarily guarantee an increase in 
the probability of success. 
 
 
 

Figure 5.4.22   Success and Retention Rates for Late-Add Students 

 
 
 
Success Rates for “Not Reported” Category 

The “not reported” category is one of the biggest cohorts in our department and 
most likely this category is large across all departments in the college. The reason being 
is that Earth is a very attractive place in our solar system for carbon-based life forms 
and we suspect that most of the students in this category are in fact extraterrestrials and 
are therefore at a lost to categorize themselves using Earth-based classifications such 
as white, black and various shades in between. 
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Our evidence is anecdotal at best; however, there are numerous and recurring 
reports of “not reported” students claiming as their home places such as Europa, Io, 
Ganymede, Titan, Phoebe and Calypso. Clearly these are neighborhoods associated 
with Jupiter and Saturn and perhaps expats from Uranus and Neptune as well. 
Interestingly, none of these folks appear to be from the remaining outer planet of Pluto. 
Asked to clarify this anomaly, renowned resident astronomy expert, Dr. Ross Cohen 
explained that creatures from the gas giants behave differently than species from Pluto 
because Pluto does not resemble the other outer planets – no rocky core, no 
atmosphere and no moons. In fact, Pluto is no longer officially classified as a planet.  

Although we are not entirely comfortable relying on dangerous and inappropriate 
stereotyping,  other evidence for extraterrestrials stems from the behavior and 
appearance of some individuals within this broad, “not reported” category.  For example, 

the inability to withstand certain wavelengths of light in the lab (i.e., 
the 590 nm wavelength of yellow light from the sodium vapor lamp 
used in spectroscopy experiments) often elicits periodic twitchy 
spasms and copious drool from various ports of their bodies. Also, the 
normal fluorescent lights in both classrooms and labs seem to 
overwhelm many of these beings which no doubt is a reaction to the 
increase in ambient light relative to their homes where the brightest 
light is albedo in origin, not the faint light from the distant sun. 

As far as physical appearance is concerned, there is little 
agreement as to a particular body type or physical feature that would 
identify these students as extraterrestrial. However, the one-eyed, the 
tailed and the reptilian epidermis specimens are likely candidates for 
this broad group. 

Regardless of appearance or behavior (which is innocuous for 
the most part), the high success rates for these creatures speaks 

volumes about the innate capabilities of our nearest galactic neighbors and we continue 
to welcome and mentor all creatures great and small. 
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5.5 If state or federal licensing/registration examinations govern the program, 
please comment on student success. 

 
We have no programs in our department that require licensing or certification 

from any agency or oversight body. 
 
5.6  Referring to Appendix 8- Degrees and Certificates if the program offers a 

degree or certificate in the college catalog, explain the trends regarding 
number of students who earn these degrees and/or certificates. 

 
 With tongue in cheek, we can boast that both the number of chemistry associate 
degrees and chemistry certificates has increased a whopping 50% since 2011! See 
Table 5.6.1 below.  In all seriousness, the number of degrees and certificates is quite 
small compared to the number of students who matriculate through our program. We 
can only make assumptions based on anecdotal information from our students to 
account for these small numbers. Since all of the chemistry courses listed for our 
degree and certificate are required for most undergraduate science baccalaureate 
degrees, obviously, our students are more interested in completing transferable 
coursework rather than all of the requirements for a degree or certificate. 

As mentioned in Section 2.1, we await announcement from the California 
Community Colleges Chancellor’s Office regarding the 1440 degree requirements for 
the chemistry discipline. Once students (and faculty) become educated on the details of 
the transfer model curriculum for chemistry, we anticipate a surge of interest in our 
chemistry degree and certificate. 
 

TABLE 5.6.1 
Headcount by 

Chemistry Degree 
 Headcount by 

Chemistry Certificate 
year count  year count 

     

2007SP 1    

2011SP 1  2011SP 1 

2012SP 2  2012SP 2 

 
 
5.7 Describe activities your faculty has implemented to provide and maintain 
connections to primary, secondary and post-secondary schools. 
 

As described in Sections 1.3 and 2.9, we have been involved with several 
outreach activities geared towards high school populations. However, we have no 
formal connections to any primary or secondary schools at the present time. 

Our relationships with post-secondary schools is limited to the usual array of 
articulation issues and some volunteer work on committees that are designed to 
streamline the articulation processes between community colleges and 4 year schools.   
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SECTION 6 - STUDENT SUPPORT AND CAMPUS 
RESOURCES 
 
6.1  Indicate how the program utilizes college support services (i.e. Learning 

and Technology Resources Center; learning assistance centers for English 
reading and writing, math, technology mall, and tutoring center; 
Instructional Media Services, CATL). 

 
 One of our faculty (Lehman) served as director of CATL for a two-year period. 
Since then, this learning center has been disbanded. 

We work closely with DSPS each semester to accommodate students that 
require this type of assistance. We have a great working relationship with this office and 
frequently do business over the phone and often enjoy expedited service because of 
our personal connections. 

Since we maintain our own departmental tutor center (CSLC), we do not utilize 
the campus tutor center to any large degree although some of our students do utilize 
the tutor center on their own. And of course the technology mall is a popular place for 
many students and although we do not keep track of the usage, it is not uncommon to 
hear our students planning a small study group meeting in the tech mall. 

The math center is a common recommendation by chemistry faculty to our 
students that need assistance with math review and electronic calculator usage. 

Instructional Media Services is a great asset for our department and we are 
continually grateful for their rapid response to department needs; they keep our 
classroom projectors operational are always available to meet instructors in the 
classroom within minutes of a phone call. James Cho with instructional computing is 
considered to be an honorary member of our department in a sense. Each semester, he 
is here during staff development week to update the clones on our department 
computers in the CSLC. His expertise at trouble-shooting conflicts with multiple 
platforms and software clashes is invaluable. 

The English reading and writing center is also recommended to students 
whenever an instructor feels that they can benefit from “refresher” instructions for writing 
assignments. In particular, the honors Sci110 course makes a point to recommend the 
English center to students given the large volume of writing assignments that are part of 
that course. 
 
 
 
6.2  Analyze the results of the Student Survey - Appendix 7 and describe 

student utilization and satisfaction with campus resources as it relates to 
your program (i.e. availability, usage, relevance).  

 
The percentages for each student response regarding campus resources are 

shown below in Table 6.2.1. 
Except for DSPS and EOPS, students generally indicate that campus resources are 

helpful regardless of whether or not it is a required component of their coursework. This 
observation supports the notion that we can better serve our students simply by 
reminding them throughout the semester about the available helpful resources. 
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Table 6.2.1 Student Survey Results for Campus Resources 

Resource Use 
Required 

Voluntary 
Use Helpful Not 

Helpful 

Assessment and Testing Center 22 78 49 51 

English Writing Lab 14 86 45 55 

Tech Mall 6 94 82 18 

Library (online resources) 8 92 75 25 

On-Campus Library 8 92 79 21 

Math Study Center 9 91 60 40 

Tutoring Center 6 94 83 17 

DSPS 6 94 41 59 

EOPS 5 95 43 57 

Chemistry Computer Labs 15 85 86 14 

Blackboard Help Line 19 81 49 51 

Other 32 68 51 49 

 

As far as the Assessment Center is concerned, our guess is that 22% of students 
are required to use the testing center (time and half for exams, etc.) and the remaining 
78% are voluntarily seeking academic advice which is smart behavior. However, 
approximately 50% of students claim that the Assessment Center is not helpful. This 
begs the question, are students upset about the advice they receive or are they just 
irritated by the extra work involved with scheduling exams outside of class. 

We are especially encouraged to see that students find the chemistry department 
computer labs to be very helpful (86%). This speaks to the relevancy of our program in 
that computer-based instruction is an attractive avenue for modern learning habits. We 
also like to see that students think highly of the Math Study center (60%) since, as 
mentioned previously, math skills development is a primary indicator of success in our 
program and we regularly encourage them to seek help from that resource. We would 
like to see more positive responses to the English Writing Center since that too is 
necessary for success. Hopefully our new linked course, Chem 120/ Eng 120 (Section 
5.3), will induce more students to consider the value of the writing center as have the 
previous linked courses in Sci 110. 

Students that indicated “other” in the survey are mostly referring to the ancillary 
materials from our textbook publishers. OWL, Wiley Plus, Mastering Chemistry, etc. are 
computer-based homework modules that are required for some, but not all, of our 
chemistry courses. Again we speculate that students are not well satisfied (51%) with 
this mode of learning which is most likely related to the anecdotal comments we hear 
from students about ease of use, relevancy and level of difficulty compared to the hours 
spent on these exercises. 
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6.3 Describe some of the activities for which your department has used the 
Institutional Research Office or other data sources.  

 
One instructor (Lehman) has worked with this office on a regular basis. At least 4 

elections have been run through their office. Studies dealing with our chemistry transfer 
students were completed within the last few years. One study involved investigation of 
the success rates of students that move from Cuyumaca to Grossmont, and the more 
recent study correlated success rates for waitlisted students and crashers who add a 
class and the likelihood of completing that class. 
 
 
6.4  Working with your library liaison evaluate and provide a summary of the 

current status of library resources (i.e. books, periodicals, video, and 
databases) related to the program.  

 
We have an assortment of somewhat outdated but still pertinent chemistry videos 

and newer DVD selections that instructors use in lecture and lab sessions to reinforce 
chemical concepts and application examples (chemical industry videos). 

For the most part, we do not have our textbooks on reserve since we were not 
diligent about updating the selection as our textbooks changed from one semester to 
the next. Instead, we make available to our students publisher desk copies previous 
editions of textbooks. This assortment is kept on the shelves in the CSLC, handy for 
both students and our tutors on an as-needed basis. 
 
6.5  How does the program work with the various student support services (i.e. 

Counseling, EOPS, DSPS) to help students gain access to courses, 
develop student education plans, make career decisions and improve 
academic success? How does your program communicate specific and 
current information that can be used by those student service groups? 

 
 We maintain a good working relationship with the Counseling office and talk 
frequently with counselors to be sure they have correct information about our chemistry 
program, specific course requirements and expectations. For example, we have 
discussed our need for certain prerequisites in the chemistry department and clarified 
the effects of our prerequisites on other disciplines, primarily math, physics and biology. 

We work closely with Instructional Operations for scheduling of classes each 
semester and to provide course outline changes and resolution of articulation issues 
with Cuyumaca College and other institutions. Instructional Operations provides 
valuable assistance to us so that we can avoid scheduling classes that conflict with 
classes in other disciplines that students need to complete their major course work. 

We communicate frequently throughout the semester with personnel in DSPS to 
facilitate accommodations and testing procedures for DSPS students. 
 We are on a first name basis with several individuals in the above-mentioned 
offices and typically resort to a phone call or a personal visit to conduct business and 
resolve any difficulties with individual students. 
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6.6 Describe how the department uses available technology to enhance 
teaching and learning and to communicate with students?  According to 
the Student Survey in Appendix 7, how do students respond to the use of 
technology? 

 
 Our department utilizes many of the technological accoutrements available to 
instructors. We rely on the audio/visual capabilities provided by classrooms outfitted 
with “smart carts”.  Our chemistry labs are equipped with overhead projectors and data 
acquisition capabilities to capture data during experiments. Each instructor has a 
webpage containing various study aides such as lecture notes, practice problems and 
links to avail students to publisher’s websites for additional content. Blackboard is a 
common platform of communication between students and instructors and Web Advisor 
provides easy access to class-wide communication via email. 
 Our biggest use of technology occurs in our chemistry lab sessions. Each 
chemistry lab has a small anteroom for electronic balances and some specialized lab 
equipment such as melting point devices and rotoevaporators. Students are taught 
proper procedures for access to these items and are encouraged to use the equipment 
as dictated by the needs of their lab experiments. The organic lab has an adjoining 
instrument room that houses our state-of-the-art analytical equipment: IR 
spectrophotometer, gas chromatographs, HPLC chromatograph, atomic absorption 
spectrometer and specialized devices for chemical sample storage. 
 The CSLC has 40 computer stations that contain the usual collection of Microsoft 
Office programs that students may use to write lab reports and project presentations. 
We also have software packages specific to chemistry education on these computers 
such as ChemDraw and Odyssey by WaveFunction, a molecular modeling program that 
is used in conjunction with IR spectroscopy lab experiments. 
 The scientific equipment used in our program represents one of the major assets 
in our complement of educational methods designed to foster scientific literacy in 
qualitative and quantitative reasoning. The technological link between concept and 
reality becomes evident to students through the use of our valuable instrumentation 
suite. 
 
 
6.7 Identify and explain additional technological resources that could further 

enhance student learning.  
 

We are in the process of prioritizing our technological needs from a list that 
includes adding to the number of micro GC and Vernier systems. Currently we have 
only two micro GC devices which create a bottleneck for students in the organic and 
forensic lab experiments. A similar problem exists with experiments in general chemistry 
that require data acquisition over extended time periods using the Vernier boxes. 

We also need to identify permanent funding for software packages used by 
several chemistry courses. These are ChemDraw, a molecular drawing program and 
Odyssey, a molecular modeling program. 

Eventually we will need to replace our infrared spectrometer. This is an 
expensive instrument (approximately $24K to purchase new) we procured several years 
ago with money from our division’s share of a state block grant. This instrument is the 
workhorse in our instrument room and serves organic, biochemical and forensic 
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courses. These courses have constructed tried-and-true experiments based on IR 
spectroscopy analyses and without this instrument, our curriculum will suffer greatly.  
6.8  Comment on the adequacy of facilities that your department uses. (e.g., 

does the room size and configuration suit the teaching strategies?) 
 
 The chief disappointment for us in term of facilities is the broken promise that our 
department would eventually have one large lecture room dedicated to chemistry 
classes and that this area would also contain a small satellite prep facility for classroom 
chemistry demonstrations. The purpose of the satellite prep facility was to eliminate the 
current process of carting chemicals and equipment across the campus and then 
returning to the stockroom after lecture. This process is especially unattractive when the 
instructor is scheduled to teach back-to-back lectures since the pass time between 
classes does not lend itself to this particular housekeeping chore. The above-mentioned 
promise was made years before when we were still in the planning stages for building 
30 (the new science lab bldg.) and the agreement was to carve out a dedicated room 
from the remodeled building 31 (formerly the 300 north bldg.). By the time remodel 
construction was completed on building 31, the original agreement had been forgotten, 
due in part to the changes in personnel who were party to the original agreement 
(former Dean Bill Bradley was our biggest advocate for this arrangement) and also due 
to pressure from instructional operations to accommodate other departments looking to 
capitalize on the newly refurbished facilities. It must be noted that Instructional 
Operations is in no way responsible for the current situation. As it stands, we are in line 
with the rest of campus to find classrooms each semester and the only two large lecture 
rooms in building 31 which can accommodate our double and triple sections (64-96 
students) are also popular for many other departments. Furthermore, neither of these 
two large lecture halls was plumbed for large wash sinks which was part of the 
agreement to facilitate our chemistry demonstrations.  

One last point to be made regarding these new lecture halls is the choice of 
furniture. The student desks are made from corrugated plastic which makes it nearly 
impossible to write on the uneven surface. The Earth Science department refers to 
these desks as “covered in bumps”. Students must use their notebooks to cover this 
nonfunctional surface which increase the probability that they will peek into their notes 
during a quiz or exam. 

With the new science lab building (Bldg 30), we have adequate space to 
accommodate all of our lab sections however; we do have a few issues to be resolved- 
we need display cases in the chemistry hallway on the second floor and we need 
replacement chairs for the chemistry labs. 

Funding was depleted before we could purchase display cases for the hallway 
outside the faculty offices; these were also part of our original submission plans. The 
reason for display cases was to exhibit equipment set-ups for the laboratory 
experiments each week. The idea was to show the student set-up, as part of a prelab 
activity, in order to reduce the time students spent preparing for experiments once they 
are actually in the lab. The other purpose for display cases is to showcase our student’s 
poster project after we select the best examples for recognition. 

The stools provided for the students to sit in lab are not ergodynamically suitable, 
especially for extended periods of time and all our labs are at least 3 hours long, some 
longer. We have replaced about half of the stools with swivel chairs on wheels but 
funding was exhausted before we could replace the remaining 50 or so stools. 
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Unfortunately, we cannot afford to divert money from our chemical supplies budget to 
purchase the remaining chairs. 

 

SECTION 7 - COMMUNITY OUTREACH AND RESPONSE 
 
7.1 How does your program interact with the community (locally, statewide 

and/or nationally)?  Describe activities.  
  

Activities involving the local and statewide community are described in detail in 
Section 1.3 of this document in response to recommendations from the previous 
Program Review Committee (recommendation #1). 
 
 
Advisory Committee Recommendation 
 
Some disciplines are required to have advisory committees. Answer this question if this 
is applicable to your program.  
 
 
 Our department is not required to have advisory committees. 
 
 
7.2 If appropriate, summarize the principal recommendations of the program 

advisory committee since the last program review. Describe how the 
program has responded to these recommendations. Include the date of last 
meeting and frequency of meetings. List organizations represented. 

 
 Not relevant. 
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SECTION 8 - FACULTY/STAFF PROFESSIONAL 
DEVELOPMENT 
 
8.1 Highlight how your program’s participation in professional development 

activities including sabbaticals (listed in Appendix10) has resulted in 
improvement in curriculum, instruction, and currency in the field. 

 
 Appendix 10 contains a table of professional development activities for the 
department faculty. Below are some highlights. 
 

 Sabbatical leaves (Lehman) to develop expertise in analytical instrumentation: 
 The first sabbatical (F 2002) involved working with the crime lab of San Diego 
County Sherriff’s department and concurrent research with undergraduate education 
at Point Loma University and the second sabbatical (F 2009) was used to develop 
instrumentation methods and experiments to incorporate into our chemistry 
laboratory curriculum at Grossmont College. 
 
A semester sabbatical (Willard F 2006) working with the Science Olympiad: 
 This project was undertaken to develop new materials for chemistry 
coursework and to encourage east county schools to participate in local science 
competitions. Results include organizing the inaugural Science Decathlon in 
California; hosting a Be Wise (Better Education for Women in Science and 
Engineering) workshop at Grossmont College; participating in numerous preparatory 
workshops at Grossmont and Cuyumaca for competition events; and assembling a 
team of science educators from the GC District and SDSU to help present 
workshops, facilitate competition events and act as judges for the events. 
 

 A sabbatical leave (Oakes F 2008) to develop new courses, PSC100 and 
SCI120: 

 PSC 100, Physical Science for Teachers, is an interdisciplinary 
physics/chemistry class which now articulates with SDSU NAT SCI 100.  It is rather 
innovative in that the curriculum is problem-based rather than discipline-based and is 
therefore truly interdisciplinary and is useful in particular to pre-service teachers. As a 
result of this sabbatical, a new textbook was written specifically for the course (see 
section 2.6 for details about PSC100). 
 SCI 120 (which has not yet been offered), is a 4-unit interdisciplinary 
bio/chem/physics class which utilizes a problem-based approach.  We hope to offer this 
class when pressure about adding back class sections eases. 
 

 A sabbatical leave (Olmstead F 2011) to improve Chem102 curriculum: 
 This project resulted in the publication of a dedicated laboratory manual for 
Chem102. A parallel objective of this sabbatical project was to incorporate a POGIL-
based approach to learning. POGIL is an acronym for Process Orientated Guided 
Inquiry Learning. 
 

 John Oakes serves as an editor for the undergraduate journal, American Journal 
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of Undergraduate Research and has reviewed a number of articles for the 
journal. In 2010 John wrote and published a textbook, ”Intro to Scientific 
Thought", with Cognella which is now used as the text for our SCI 110 class. He 
has also published four new books since the last program review and has taught 
at dozens of universities and in over 50 countries on topics related to science 
and Christianity. He plays an active role in Project Kaleidoscope, a national 
curriculum reform effort, and has presented at two national conferences on 
interdisciplinary science (January, 2011 and February 2013) with PKAL.  He also 
ran a workshop program for PKAL in 2008 on interdisciplinary science at the 
University of San Diego. He is a local sponsor for the PKAL national conference 
in San Diego in October 2013. 

 
8.2 Describe any innovative professional development activities your program 

has created. 
 

The department has developed a chemistry laboratory experience which 
demonstrates the importance of an understanding of the types of interactions that occur 
between particles by making a tube of lip balm or lipstick.  This presentation has been 
made to various groups, but we could also provide it for the campus community as a fun 
introduction to the kinds of things students will learn in our classes.  This will help other 
faculty to be able to share with students how chemistry is relevant to their lives, 
something that we always seem to need to justify to our students as they sometimes 
see the discipline as nothing more than an impediment to their success. 

Jeff Lehman was the major organizer for a recent field trip during staff 
development week in which the faculty toured several power facilities in southern 
California. He has helped coordinate 3 Earth Science flex trips. He also offered flex 
week workshops on student-faculty communication methods (Twitter  and Clickers). 
 
8.3 Describe how your faculty shapes the direction of the college and/or the 

discipline (e.g., writing grants, serving on college/district committees and 
task forces, Academic Senate representation, presenting at conferences, 
etc.).  

 
Jeff Lehman has served as a senate officer for 4 years, and the senate VP for 2 

years. He co-wrote two (unsuccessful) education grants with UCSD. He is currently 
serving on the Budget Allocation Task Force, which has been assigned the job of 
constructing a new budget allocation method for the district. He served as the 
Accreditation Standard IIID co-chair; chaired the GE Task Force; served on the tutor 
task force, and the College Recognition Committee. He is also a member of the 
Grossmont College EOC and serves on the EOC working group. 

Diana Vance has served on the Institutional Review Committee since 2010. This 
committee is responsible for prioritizing annually submitted activity proposals that 
support department, division or college wide strategic plans and initiatives. It will also 
explore and refine cost estimates and options for requests that include short-term 
staffing, facilities, and technology. The recommended priorities are then forwarded to 
the Planning and Resources Council. 
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Cary Willard worked with Susan Arena and Morris Hein as a contributing author 
on the 14th edition of the Wiley text Chemistry.  She was involved in bringing more 

current topics into the text and updating many of the end-of-
chapter questions and generated a set of computer 
enhanced examples which dovetail with the book.  These 
allow students to not simply read through a solution in an 
example, but to be guided to the answer through a tutorial 
process.  She also coauthored the solutions manual for the 
textbook.  This was a great opportunity to work directly with 
two giants in the field of chemical education and learn more 

about how different strategies in a book help students to excel.  An added benefit from 
this project was the ability to more effectively utilize some of the study guides 
incorporated into the text. 

John Oakes is the Honors Program coordinator and in that connection has 
developed curricula and served as scholarship chair.  He also served on the Grievance 
Committee and the Curriculum Committee since the last program review. He completed 
three classes to increase his discipline knowledge in biology so that a single instructor 
can teach a class with physics, chemistry and biology content.  The classes completed 
included evolution, physiology and ecology. 
 Tom Olmstead has served on the sabbatical review Committee for the past two 
years and is now termed out. He also participated in the WOW program at Grossmont 
College and is the current editor for the Chemistry Program Review document. 

Judy George and Cary Willard attended the 2YC3 (2 year college chemistry 
consortium) meeting in spring of 2012.  At this meeting Judy was successful in adding 
Grossmont College to the study group which comprised the ACS self-study pilot project. 
Martin Larter and Cary Willard attended the 2YC3 meeting in the fall of 2012.  
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SECTION 9 - STAFFING TRENDS AND DECISION-MAKING 
 
9.1 Explain any observed trends in terms of faculty staffing and describe 

changes that have occurred (i.e. reassigned time, accreditation issues, 
expertise in the discipline, enrollment trends). 

 
 

Tables 9.1 and 9.2 are shown below; the full-sized tables can also be found in 
Appendix 9. The number of full time chemistry faculty has 
been constant since fall 2007. We added our 7th full time 
faculty (Vance) in 2007. Prior to 2007, we had 6 full time 
faculty. There was a slight increase in the number of part 
time faculty from 2006 to 2007 when we reached our 
maximum number of adjuncts in spring 2007. Since that 
time, the number of adjuncts has remained fairly steady 
until the dramatic decrease in 2012 where we lost nearly 
two thirds of our part time instructors. The obvious 
explanation for this decrease is the severe section cuts 
over the last few semesters. 

Reassigned time has also remained steady; the bulk of reassigned time 
(approximately 0.38 LD) is release time for department Chair (or co-Chairs) and a small 
portion for Sci 110 honors coordinator (approximately 0.1 LED). The release time for 
honors coordinator has been split 50/50 with the Humanities department (Gwenyth 
Mapes) for the last three years. 
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9.2 Discuss part-time vs. full-time ratios and issues surrounding the 
availability of part-time instructors. 

 
 
 Table 9.2 shows the ratio of full time versus part time instructors as a percentage 
of FTEF. As mentioned above, section cuts directly affect the number of adjunct faculty 
that we can employ. Using either Total FTEF or Earned WSCH (from Table 9.1) as an 
indirect measure of the number of chemistry and science sections, it is clear that part 
time faculty experience a cycle of feast or famine resulting from the capricious nature of 
budget solution edicts. 
   

 
 

Although the number of adjunct faculty, up until 2012, was equal to or greater 
than the number of full time faculty (Table 9.1), the percent of FTEF for adjuncts 
historically ranges from about 28% to 34% of the total FTEF. We think this is a good 
ratio since we are able to staff every course with at least one full time faculty who 
serves as coordinator for advising and mentoring when appropriate for each of our 
classes. The exception is Chem 110, Environmental Chemistry, which is the only 
chemistry course without a lab. This is not a concern since we only offer one section of 
Chem 110 during any semester and we give relatively free rein to the instructor to teach 
the course in concert with our expected rigor and the areas of expertise of the teacher. 

As budget woes decrease and we eventually add back sections in our 
department, we will most certainly hire more adjuncts but it is doubtful that the part time 
percent of FTEF will increase above and beyond the historical high during our salad 
days (2009-2010).  

The most pressing concern is that once we are in a position to hire more 
teachers, we will most likely have lost for good some of our valuable veteran adjuncts. 
We invest a lot of effort in training our adjuncts to adhere to our program standards and 
practices; we also help them to develop good teacher-stockroom relationships vital to 
smooth operations in the laboratory.  
 
 
9.3  List and describe the duties of classified staff, work study and student 

workers who are directly responsible to the program. Include a discussion 
of any trends in terms of classified staffing and describe changes that have 
occurred (i.e. duties, adequate coverage, funding issues). 

 
The chemistry classified staff is represented by a Senior Chemistry Technician 

(Oertling) and a Chemistry Technician (Crume); both are full time positions. The 
summary job description for a chemistry technician is given here: 
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Perform a variety of technical and specialized duties related to the 
preparation, operation and maintenance of a chemistry laboratory and related 
areas; operate and demonstrate the use of specialized equipment and 
instructional materials; provide information and technical assistance to faculty 
and students. 

 
 The essential functions of our classified staff include a myriad of duties that 
include the obvious chores of running a chemistry stockroom such as ordering and 
inventory of supplies, preparation of reagents, solutions and laboratory demonstrations, 
and meticulous record keeping. Assignment of student lockers and equipment to 
students; routine maintenance of equipment; compliance with state and federal laws 
regarding hazardous, toxic and radioactive waste; is all handled by our technicians. 
They are also responsible for training student workers and for responding to student 
requests for lab checkout and computer/printer needs in the CSCL. In all of this, they 
provide a clean, safe environment for our staff and students and do it all with a 
cooperative spirit. The complete job description for a chemistry technician is included in 
its entirety in Appendix 9. 

The duties of our work study students vary with their level of training in a 
chemistry laboratory environment. For work study students with limited or no 
experience, their duties are restricted to cleaning glassware, organizing equipment, 
inventory of chemicals and other tasks as assigned by the stockroom technicians. Over 
time, some of these student workers amass sufficient knowledge to perform other duties 
as listed below for the more experienced workers; these are generally those students 
who have taken one or more chemistry courses or have actual work experience in a 
laboratory setting. 
 

Duties of Work Study Students 

 Assist lab technician in daily tasks 
 Be a service to students by handing out and receiving back equipment for 

experiments 
 Clean laboratory glassware and other lab materials 
 Clean and restock lab rooms, instructor and student equipment lockers, 

and clean lab balances 
 Store equipment and other lab materials 
 Assist students in the Science Learning Center by providing printer needs  
 Communicate to the lab technicians any ongoing student needs 

 
 
The duties for our chemistry tutors are much less delineated at this time. Since 

we are evolving into a new era of tutorial assistance in our department, we are working 
with the District to codify the actual job description for our student tutors. Jeff Lehman 
has an active role in this process and has draft copies of these job descriptions although 
we do not include them here since they are in the process of refining and revision. 

With that said, our student tutors are selected based on their top-notch 
performance in chemistry classes. Each one has matriculated through our department 
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and we are well acquainted with their skills and personalities. Student tutors are 
assigned various time slots in the CSLC and avail themselves to all chemistry students 
regardless of which course the advisee needs help with (a thousand pardons for the 
dangling preposition). We instruct our tutors to be a helper and not to complete 
homework problems for the students they are assisting. Our tutors understand that 
there is no penalty or judgment if they seek aid from an instructor if they cannot provide 
adequate aid to students’ requests. 
 
9.4 How are decisions made within your program?  What role do part-time 
faculty and/or classified staff play in the department decision-making process? 
 
 

The Chemistry Department at Grossmont College makes decision in a collegial 
way.  We hold regular department meetings and almost all decisions are made by 
arriving at a consensus at these meetings. We rarely take votes because they simply 
are not needed. We are blessed to have a department in which all the faculty members 
get along with each other very well, so that decision-making has never been a cause for 
contention for at least the past ten years.  As for adjuncts, they generally come to the 
first department meeting each semester.  They are invited to all department meetings, 
but it is fairly unusual for them to come as their schedule rarely fits mid-semester 
meetings. Normally, department chairs or co-chairs ask for their input into decisions on 
an informal basis before meetings, especially when the decisions to be made have 
particular impact on them or if their input is particularly relevant. 

As mentioned in Section 2.3, our department engages in continuous revision of 
program teaching materials and this on-going process is both effective and efficient due 
in large measure to the cooperative nature of our faculty. Our common mindset 
produces a standardized curriculum to which all faculty implement with very little 
dissent. The result is consistency in grading for multiple-section courses across 
semesters (re: Section 2.5) and our willingness to step up and participate in college-
wide activities (re: Section 8.3) reflects the support we have for each other and the 
common goals that have impact beyond our small department. 
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SECTION 10 - FISCAL PROFILE AND EFFICIENCY 
 
Refer to Appendix 11 –WSCH Analysis Report for efficiency. Appendix 3 has the 
sections and enrollment. Appendix 15 – Fiscal Data: Outcomes Profile also has 
enrollment information. 
 
10.1  Analyze and explain any trends in enrollment, numbers of sections offered, 

average class size and efficiency. 
 
 Enrollments in Chemistry started to increase significantly in 2009 but by 2012 this 
trend had begun to decrease. In Science, there was a dramatic spike in enrollments in 
2009 but again this was only a temporary increase since the numbers have dropped 
considerably since then. The section cut backs are of course the primary reason for the 
decrease in enrollments since 2009. Concurrent with the downward trend in enrollments 
is a nearly complete decimation of our adjunct faculty corps. The number of sections 
has decreased and those that remain are bursting at the seams. Perhaps this is a level 
of efficiency desired by the institution but we are concerned that when the financial 
climate changes for the better, we will be hard pressed to replace our adjuncts. Many 
have moved on to other schools or relocated outside the region in search of career 
advancement.   

In 2009 we had our highest FTEF (9.7) compared to a FTEF of 8.7 in 2006. 
Although this 1.0 FTEF difference may seem small, for a department our size with only 
7 full time faculty, this represents major hit. 
 
10.2 Analyze the Earned WSCH/FTEF data in Appendix 11- Grossmont WSCH 

Analysis. Explain trends for your overall program and for specific courses 
over a five-year period.  

 
 The composite results of earned WSCH/FTEF are shown in Figure 10.2.1 below.  

Figure 10.2.1 
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Our average efficiency, which fluctuates between 500 and 580 (graph), is 
restricted by the fact that nearly all of our courses combine lecture and lab into a single 
course. Since each section can only hold a maximum of 24 students we limited as to 
how big our sections can grow. (There are exceptions- two courses do not have a lab, 
Sci 110 and Chem 110, and one of four labs seats 32 students). One of our planning 
strategies for many years has been to offer double and triple sections to maximize our 
efficiency. However even that tactic is limited in effectiveness due to the limited seating 
capacity of our labs. It is no surprise that our sections fill to capacity and waitlists are 
filled to maximum each term. 

Some of our higher level courses generally have lower efficiency than the 
introductory courses which is to be expected. This is especially true for second 
semester general chemistry (Chem 142) and second semester organic chemistry 
(Chem 232). However, since both course are required for the chemistry degree, we 
must continue to offer them a frequently as our budget allows. 
 
 
10.3  Using Appendix 14 - Fiscal Year FTES Analysis by Program Report and 

Appendix 15 - Fiscal Data: Outcomes Profile, analyze and explain the cost 
per FTES of the program in relation to the earned WSCH per FTEF. 

 
As shown in Appendix 15, both the total FTES and earned WSCH/FTEF have 

remained fairly constant since 2006.   However, the cost/FTES continues to increase on 
an annual basis. The bulk of this increase is our supply budget and outlays for computer 
software for the CSLC. Chemistry is an expensive discipline to operate and we have no 
control over inflation of chemical commodities but we are strongly petitioning the college 
to increase our department budget so that we may fund recurring expenses that are 
currently outside our budget allotment. 

Overall, our department operates in the black. Revenue far exceeds the total 
annual cost for our programs. 
 
 
10.4  If your program has received any financial support or subsidy outside of 

the college budget process, list the amount of any outside resources and 
how they are being used. 

 We have not received any financial assistance from outside the college budget 
process. However, last year one of our faculty (Larter) was awarded a door prize at the 
2YC3 conference. The prize was a one-year free subscription to Odyssey software, a 
newly developed molecular modeling program. This was installed on our department 
computers in the CSLC for students and faculty to use. We are currently evaluating the 
software to determine if we want to make this a permanent addition to our computer 
resources although the annual subscription costs may deter us from adopting this 
platform. 
 Occasionally, we receive donations in the form of used equipment and bulk 
organic solvents from a contact in the local pharmaceutical industry. These gifts are the 
result of a relationship established several years ago when one of our faculty 
(Olmstead) spent a summer working at La Jolla Pharmaceutical Company in San Diego. 
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SECTION 11 – SUMMARY AND RECOMMENDATIONS 
 
11.1 Summarize program strengths and weaknesses in terms of: 
 
 teaching and learning 
 student access and success 
 implementing and executing the department’s vision and mission statement  
 fiscal stability 

 
 The strengths of the chemistry department in terms of teaching and learning are as 

follows: 

1. We have developed a robust curriculum in the chemistry department. Our full 
complement of chemistry courses is intended for students seeking the AS degree from 
Grossmont College as well as to prepare them for transfer into 4-year institutions to 
complete Baccalaureate degree programs. All of our chemistry courses can be used to 
satisfy the following: 
 

 Completion of the Grossmont Associate of Science degree in Chemistry 
 IGETC requirements for University of California schools (Area 5A) 
 General Ed Breadth Requirements for the CSU schools (Area B1) 
 University Studies degree (Area B1) 
 General Studies degree (AS degree in Science and Quantitative Reasoning) 

 
Additionally, our department teaches Science 110, Introduction to Scientific Thought, 

and the corresponding honors course, Science 110H, both of which can be used to 
satisfy GE requirements for UC, CSU, the University Studies degree and the general 
Studies degree. 
 
 2. Our department consists of cohesive, highly-qualified, experienced, and 
innovative full-time faculty and staff. Each semester we schedule at least one full-time 
faculty to teach during the night shift to ensure that our night program offers that same 
level of rigor and to provide our part-time faculty (many of whom teach only at night) an 
experienced colleague available for consultation and timely assistance if needed. We 
have two full-time chemistry stockroom technicians, one for the day shift and one for the 
night program.  The stockroom work schedules include a 3 hour overlap so that both 
technicians are present each workday. In addition to providing a seamless transition 
between work shifts, this schedule facilitates communication of stockroom issues and 
provides adequate coverage for lab sections during the busiest time of the day. 
 
 3. Department faculty is committed to standardization of curricula, especially 
across multi-sectional courses. Each course has a full time faculty coordinator to assist 
adjuncts assigned to that course. We offer common final exams in many courses and 
extend the option for individual teachers to supplement these exams with additional 
material tailored to their class. We also encourage newly-hired instructors to use the 
same midterm exams written by the course coordinator throughout the semester if they 
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choose. Adjunct faculty generally accept this practice as a welcomed service which 
alleviates some of their workload.  
 We always use the same teaching materials for courses that have different 
instructors for individual sections. Changes in textbooks across the curriculum are 
infrequent and always a unanimous departmental choice. We believe this is a 
tremendous economic benefit for students and delivers an uninterrupted pedagogy 
between the two semester sequences in general and organic chemistry. 
 Furthermore, each lab course uses the same laboratory manual for all sections. 
Occasionally we supplement lab experiments with publisher ancillaries but for the most 
part, all of our lab manuals were written by department faculty. This practice serves a 
number of purposes, especially for courses with multiple lab sections: 

 Efficiency in stockroom preparations- all sections are on the same schedule 

 Common laboratory experiences for all students 

 Ability for students to make up missed labs in another section since each section 
does the same experiment during the same week 

 Ability to change experiments and rapidly update lab manuals each semester 

 Ability for faculty to develop and test innovative lab activities 
 
 Our department participated in a self-study with the American Chemical Society 
(ACS) last year. The findings and conclusions from that study were provided to us and 
are listed below below: 
 

Department Strengths 

1. Adequate staffing/budget and excellent support for the chemistry stockroom 

2. State‐of‐the‐art laboratory facilities and science learning center equipped with 
computer‐aided software 

3. Shared governance and agreement throughout the department regarding curricula, 
ancillary materials (textbooks, lab manuals, etc.) and a willingness to provide equal 
access to full time faculty in support of the evening program 

 
Department Weaknesses 

1. Inadequate resources dedicated towards laboratory instrumentation upkeep and 
method developments. 

2. Difficulty with scheduling regular faculty meetings due to full teaching schedules. 

3. Chronic challenge to maintain minimum enrollments in both semesters of organic 
chemistry. 

These summary comments from the ACS mirror many of our concerns addressed in this 
document.  
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 Student access and success 
 
 Student access is facilitated by our 3-pronged approach to our students- lectures, 
lab sessions and interaction in our CSLC. All of the chemistry faculty have offices 
adjacent to each other and clustered near the CSLC which creates an open and inviting 
atmosphere for our students.  As they must all go through the second floor of the 
Science Lab building in order to access their labs, there is easy access to faculty and 
stockroom assistance when needed. It is rare that a student will wander around our 
halls without being noticed and without an offer of help. We can foresee our department 
COLLEGE HOUR being used as an opportunity to meet with students for clubs and 
other activities. 
 The weaknesses of student access are well discussed in Sections 4.1 and 6.8 of 
this document. 
 Discussions about the strengths and weaknesses regarding student success can 
also be found in this document; refer to Sections 5.1 – 5.3. 
 
 Implementing and executing the department’s vision: 

 
 Beginning fall semester 2013, the chemistry Department will resurrect the old 
tradition of COLLEGE HOUR! We have carved out a one hour time block every 
Wednesday from 11 am to noon for this purpose. Our objective is to encourage other 
departments and divisions to notice this practice and follow suit much like we led other 
departments to re-establish offering Friday classes a few years ago when we tossed 
aside anecdotal attitudes regarding what students would accept in terms of scheduling 
classes. To that point, our Friday schedule has become and remains a popular choice 
for many students. Typically, we offer MWF lectures in several courses and schedule 3 
hour labs on Friday which fill both morning (9 to noon) and afternoon (noon to 3 pm) 
timeslots. For courses that have 6 hours of lab, traditionally offered as two 3-hour 
sessions, we even managed  to fill a 6-hour Friday lab (9 am to 3 pm). Adopting the 
philosophy of James Earl Jones in Field of Dreams, we know that if we build it, they will 
come. We are confident that this same philosophy will lead others departments to 
seriously consider the value of College Hour. We are willing to consider other time 
and/or day periods in the future if that emboldens other departments to adopt College 
Hour concurrent with ours. We understand the sacrifice required to block out College 
Hour in the midst of “primetime” but anticipate that the benefits will outweigh any 
inconvenience. 
 The purpose of College Hour will allow us to schedule regular faculty meetings 
which have always been a problem due to the conflicting teaching schedules of 
instructors. We agree that most of the time, one robust meeting per month will be 
sufficient to handle the bulk of department issues; thus, we envision using College Hour 
for a host of activities: 

 team-building opportunities for department staff such as monthly luncheons or 
short hikes 

 a midday break to view college activities in the quad or the goings-on in other 
departments 

 informal mentoring sessions with our student tutors 
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 participation in campus clubs- we have discussed forming a new Chemistry Club 
 going for drives around campus with the maintenance crews in the golf carts 
 sitting in on lectures with our colleagues until they agree to initiate College Hour 

in their own departments to get rid of us 
 
We believe that College Hour will alleviate much of the consternation mentioned 

in point #2 under ACS Department Weaknesses. 
 
 
 Fiscal stability 

 
Chemistry is an expensive discipline to operate and maintain. It is vital that we 

continue to include modern instrumentation in the laboratory component of our courses. 
This means that we need to identify permanent funding streams for operational costs 
and for procurement of new and replacement instrumentation. Some of our needs 
include software packages that serve laboratory activities and there is always the 
problem of having to separate software requests from equipment/instrumentation 
requests since the latter almost always requires purchase of supporting computer-
based ancillaries. Also we need to include manufacturer service agreements with many 
purchases which are not always recognized by the administration as justifiable costs. 
(See point #1 under ACS Department Weaknesses). 

 
 
 
 
11.2  Describe any concerns that have affected or that you anticipate affecting 

the program before the next review cycle. These may include items such as 
increases or decreases in number of full-time and adjunct faculty, sections 
offered, and growth or decline of the program.  
 

(See point #3 under ACS Department Weaknesses). 

The growth of second semester organic chemistry (Chem232) remains a 
formidable challenge and the past period of section cuts has had a negative impact on 
our ability to sustain adequate numbers of students who have completed the full year of 
general chemistry prerequisites. One of our former part time instructors has joined the 
full time faculty at Cuyumaca and we are in communication on this and other issues. We 
are working towards an agreement that facilitates Cuyumaca students to enroll at 
Grossmont for Chem232 after they have completed the first semester of organic (Chem 
231). This should be a workable situation since Cuyumaca does not offer Chem232. In 
the meantime, we need to ramp up the pipeline in our department so that we can 
continue to offer Chem 232 every semester. For example, this spring semester 2013, 
we have a full section of Chem 231 students who desire to take Chem232. 
Unfortunately, Chem 232 will not be offered in the fall which means we will most likely 
lose these Grossmont students to other institutions. 

In addition to the concerns regarding organic chemistry above, overall, we still 
have significant issues in other areas of our program. Until we have full restoration of 
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the sections we have lost over the last few years, we must continue to cannibalize one 
area in order for remaining courses to flourish. Specifically, the Chem 115/116 
sequence and Chem 102 course, which are vital to nursing, allied health and forensic 
programs, have been reduced so that we can maintain an adequate number of Chem 
120 sections to prepare students for the Chem 141/142 sequence. All of these 
introductory courses are in high demand and the juggling act we have been performing 
since budget woes began forces us to choose one over the other. It is almost as if we 
are trying to answer the question, “who do we disenfranchise, the nursing and allied 
health majors or the chemistry majors?” Below is an email communication illustrating 
the need for us to maintain adequate numbers of students for the nursing program: 

 
 
From:	Christine	Girsch		
To:	 Tom	Olmstead		
RE:	 stats	for	RN	students	and	Chemistry	
Sent:	 Tue	04/30/2013	09:57	AM	
	
	
Okay.		We	did	try	to	gather	this	info	too	however,	we	didn't	get	it	all	so.......	
	
What	I	mean	about	3	of	the	4	semester,	I	mean,	we	have	students	that	joining	the	
program	every	fall	and	spring	so	right	now	we	have	a	class	in	their	1st	semester,	
class	in	their	2nd	semester,	class	in	their	3rd	semester	and	1	class	to	graduate	this	
semester.	
	
1st	semester	students‐	11	students	reported	taking	Chemistry	(8@GC,	3@CC)	but	
the	course	was	not	recorded	=	11	total	Chem	takers	2nd	semester	students‐	6	
students	reported	taking	Chem	102	(5	@GC,	1	@CC),	3	took	Chem	115	(3	@	GC),	3	
took	Chem	116	(2@GC,	1@CC)	=	12	total	Chem	takers	3rd	semester	students‐	12	
students	reported	taking	Chemistry	(6@GC,	6@CC)	‐which	Chemistry	course	that	
was	taken	was	not	recorded	=	12	total	Chem	takers	4th	semester	was	not	polled	
(class	does	not	meet	until	Wednesday)	
	
I	hope	it	helps	a	little	more.	
	
Thank	you,	
Christine	Girsch	
Grossmont	College	
Administrative	Assistant	
Division	of	Allied	Health	and	Nursing	
619‐644‐7149	
 
This email was part of a larger conversation between Chemistry and Nursing 

departments regarding the importance of chemistry in the nursing curriculum and the 
need to offer appropriate courses and an adequate number of sections each semester.  
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Another concern is about our Chemistry Science Learning Center. The CSLC 
has blossomed into an effective part of our program. We now have student tutors 
staffing this facility M-F. We need to ensure that this room continues to be an open-
access facility dedicated to chemistry department needs. We therefore oppose any 
future efforts to regularly schedule classes in the CSLC. 

Our tutoring operation is another major issue in our department. Currently we are 
having problems finding an adequate number of student tutors and the need for tutors is 
critical as illustrated in the following email from the Grossmont Tutoring Center: 
 

 From:   John Oakes  Sent:  Mon 8/26/2013 3:43 PM

 To:   Judy George; Jeff Lehman; Tom Olmstead; Diana Vance; Martin 
Larter; Cary Willard   

 Cc:   Lisa Oertling 
 

 Subject:  FW: Math & Sciences Tutors 
 

Good Afternoon, 

I want to let you know that we are really in need of tutors.  We are sending students away with no hope of 
appointments for the rest of this week.  Monday, September 9th (next week is holiday) got filled up in the first hour 
of the day as we have one Math and one Math& Chem tutor.  There are only 4 tutors who have been approved so far 
and I have at least 5 pending.  However, with the limitation of 19 hours per week and even less when the student is 
also working as a TA…we are facing a shortfall in available appts for the semester. Students are complaining and I 
really can only send them back to their instructor or the department chair.   

The process has taken two weeks to get continuing office helpers approved…just so you know. 

I could use 2 Chemistry; 2 Physics; 2 Math; 2 Biology esp 240 & Physiology; and 1-2 Earth Sciences Tutors beyond 
the ones we have now.  There are huge gaps in hours of availability.  Please let me know if you have qualified tutors 
to send our way. 
Thank you for your help. 

Lucy Price 
Tutoring Center Coordinator 
Grossmont College 
 
 
 We are aware of campus discussions evaluating the tutoring options- a 
centralized location such as the tutoring center in the Tech Mall versus localized, 
departmental endeavors such as our own CSLC operation or the Math tutoring center. 
We prefer the latter option. This semester (Fall 2013) Martin Larter is serving as the 
tutoring coordinator and plans to complete a data analysis of tutoring efficacy at the 
close of the semester. We want to quantify the correlation between students who 
received tutoring and the grade they received in their chemistry course. These students 
will be compared to their cohort in the same section who did not receive tutoring. This is 
no small undertaking and all of it is being done without any compensation since we 
gave back the LED which was always used to compensate the instructor of record for 
our T-courses. Additionally, Mr. Larter has been mentoring the tutors and overseeing 
the operation in the CSLC. We should add that the new hiring process for student 
workers, which includes student tutors, is a cumbersome, time-consuming process 
which hampered our ability to get tutors in place at the beginning of the semester. 
However we are confident that this paperwork process will eventually become easier to 
implement. 
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11.3  Make a rank-ordered list of program recommendations. These 
recommendations should be clearly based on the information included in 
Sections 1 through 11 of this document. You may include 
recommendations that do not require additional fiscal resources.  

 
1. Assignment of 0.3 LED to fund a Director of Chemistry Tutoring Services (DCTS) and 
a permanent funding stream to hire student tutors. 

As mentioned throughout this document, our on-going efforts to improve the 
tutorial courses in our department has led to a different approach involving student 
tutors coupled with traditional computer-aided instruction. The DCTS would oversee 
hiring and training of student tutors and provide on-going mentoring and assistance. 
The DCTS would also collect data on the efficacy of our tutor program, making 
adjustments as needed. 
 
2. Increases in Chemistry Department budget: 

2A. Increase the Chemistry Department supply budget by 25%. 

 Using budget data from fiscal year 2011/2012, the department spent our entire 
supply budget of $23,028, plus an additional $6,059 from our abatement fund for a total 
of $29,087. 

25% increase = 1.25 ($23,028) = $28,785 

 

The abatement money is targeted for replacement of broken glassware and equipment. 
However, we have been spending the abatement funds to augment our general supply 
budget in lieu of replacing breakage. This has led to a shortage of certain glassware for 
student laboratories. Eventually, depletion of glassware and student equipment will 
impact our program in that students will no longer have a complete personal lab kit and 
will be forced to share equipment. We need to preserve the individual lab experience 
that is a hallmark in our program and can only do so if we stop spending abatement 
monies for general supplies and use these funds for the intended purpose of 
replacement. Otherwise, students will be forced to partner up for all lab experiments. 

 

2B. We need to identify additional funding of approximately $20,000 for replacement of 
key laboratory instruments.  

 The work-horse instrument is our Nicolet 380 FTIR spectrometer which is 
approaching 10 years lifetime. We also have a need to add two more Venier Gas 
chromatographs, bench-top instruments that have a slow throughput with large classes. 

 
Nicolet IF-5 spectrometer with ATR sample compartment $18,500 
Two Vernier gas chromatographs @ $1700 each     $3598 
Total         $22,098 
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2C. Increase in software licenses line item by $4500 
 

According to last year’s budget, we had $930 to pay for all of our instructional 
and laboratory software packages. This barely covers the annual cost of ChemDraw 
and we will need to renew our license agreement with Spartan after next year. 
 
ChemDraw annual license      $855  
Spartan 3-year site license   $4,500 
Total      $5,355 
 
 
 
3. Increase the allotment of LED for our department. 

Over the period of this past program review cycle, our program has been dealt 
repeated harsh blows from budget constraints and the number of sections has dropped 
dramatically. The other major consequence is that we have decreased the number of 
adjuncts from 11 to 4 currently. As mentioned previously, our degree courses, Chem 
141/142 and Chem 231/232 are increasingly difficult to populate when the pipeline is 
constricted with fewer section of lower-level courses. The organic program in particular 
has suffered from low enrollment for this reason. 
 
4. Dedicated classrooms for chemistry lectures 

As mentioned in Sections 4.1 and 6.8, we are still waiting for the chemistry 
lecture rooms promised to our department years ago. Also, we need to fulfill that 
agreement in its entirety and have the chemistry lecture rooms plumbed with natural 
gas and water so that we can resume classroom chemistry demonstrations that were 
routine adjuncts to many of our classes. 

 
5. Display cases for the second floor of building 30 
 

We have always envisioned a series of display cases outside the halls of our 
chemistry labs. These display cases would serve many purposes: 

 Presentation of poster projects from our capstone activities 
 Laboratory glassware setup for weekly experiments 
 Portraits of the chemistry faculty 
 Announcement center for departmental activities 

We are certainly thinking about Proposition R and V funds as a source of financial 
assistance for this request. 
 
6.  Hire a part-time chemistry technician  

We have a real need to hire another technician dedicated to maintaining our fleet 
of laboratory instruments. The amount of time instructors need to develop 
instrumentation labs and prepping the instruments for weekly experiments is enormous. 
Thankfully, our two current stockroom technicians are fairly well trained to handle some 
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of these duties but this situation cannot continue. The time spent by our technicians on 
lab instruments detracts from their regular duties.  
 
7. Hire another full time chemistry instructor 

 Eventually we will need another full time instructor so that we can assign all of 
the Chem 141/142 courses to full time teachers. This course sequence is our flagship 
offering and we do not use adjuncts for these courses. Once the section cuts have been 
restored, in order to assign full timers to the Chem 141/142 and Chem 231/232 
sequences, we will not have enough full timers to teach the introductory courses. As 
mentioned previously, each introductory course has at least one full time instructor to 
mentor and oversee part time teachers.  
 
8. Increase the number of chemistry degrees 

 We believe that “if you build it, they will come”. All of our requests listed above 
have a singular purpose and that is to continue to serve our students and increase the 
attractiveness of our program.  
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Recidivists 
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Department/Unit Name Chemistry Month/Year November 2009 

Instructions: 
This Six-Year Unit Plan details the goals that you have for your department/unit 

in a number of areas, as well as the strategies that you plan to implement to achieve 
those goals. Each year, this plan will inform and be implemented through the activities 
in your various annual action plans. In addition, this plan is organized so that the work 
eventually accomplished in the areas listed can be used to complete key sections of 
your next program review document. 

THE DEADLINE FOR SUBMITTING THIS COMPLETED SIX-YEAR 
DEPARTMENT/UNIT 
PLAN TO YOUR DEAN IS FRIDAY, NOVEMBER 6th, 2009. 
 
Remember, for your Six-Year Plan, you are developing your department/unit goals and 
strategies (activities) for each of the areas listed as plan sections on the following pages. 
Your goals and activities may support one or more of the following College Strategic 
Planning Priority 
Goals are provided here for your reference: 
 

Student Access 
Goal 1: Better serve students in historically under-served populations 
Goal 2: Respond to changing community needs 

Learning and Student Success 
Goal 3: Provide an Exceptional Learning Environment to Promote Student Success 
Goal 4: Promote Student Success for Historically Under-served Populations 
Goal 5: Promote Student Success for Historically Under-prepared Populations 

Robust Fiscal and Physical Resources 
Goal 6: Promote Institutional Effectiveness 
Goal 7: Develop and maintain an exceptional learning environment 
Goal 8: Maximize Revenue from Traditional and Non-Traditional Sources 

Economic and Community Development 
Goal 9: Enhance Workforce Preparedness 
Goal 10: Develop Innovative Partnerships That Meet Long-term Community Needs 

Value and Support of Employees 
Goal 11: Promote Employee Success 
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BACKGROUND 
A. Please provide a list of your most recent program review recommendations. 

1. Hire new faculty member. 
2. Develop Chemistry 102 - combining chem 115 and 116. 
3. Purchase more lab equipment 

Appendix 1.1 Six-Year Department/Unit Plan 
 
B. If applicable, please provide a list of any advisory committee 
recommendations. 

N/A 
 
C. Provide a list of any certification/accreditation recommendations. 

N/A 
 

PLAN SECTIONS 
 
In each section, answer the questions as completely as possible. Remember that you 
are discussing long-term plans for the next six years. 
 
D. Community Outreach/Response 
 
1. What is/are your six-year goal(s) in this area? 
To continue to provide outreach to the local community using a variety of modalities: 

 We intend to continue hosting the regional Science Decathlon in coordination 
with our sister campus, Cuyamaca. 

 We intend to continue to host Science Festival activities on an occasional basis. 
 We would like to introduce some chemistry specific competitions to our local 

students. 

Briefly explain: 
a. why each goal was chosen (include any supporting data) 

Science Decathlon, science festivals, and other competitions provide an 
opportunity to work with students from our feeder middle and high schools. This 
develops relationships, introduces students to the science expertise in the district 
and invigorates science inquiry within our district. This fosters a more science 
literate community and will encourage technological industry to settle in our 
region. 

b. how each goal supports the college strategic planning priority goals 
These goals enhance workforce preparedness and develop innovative 
partnerships that meet long-term community needs. 
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2. What strategies/activities would you undertake to accomplish each goal? 
We intend to continue hosting science competitions and other learning opportunities 
both here and in conjunction with Cuyamaca. 
 
3. How will you demonstrate that you have accomplished the goal (be sure to include 
how data will be collected/assessed)? 
We will monitor the number of participants in each of the events we host and will survey 
them for input to improve as appropriate. 
 
E. Student Success and Support 
 
1. What is/are your six-year goal(s) in this area? 
We wish to staff the Science Learning Center with student tutorial support. 
 
Briefly explain: 

a. why each goal was chosen (include any supporting data) 
The SLC is open approximately 63 hours per week with only 6-12 hours covered 
by faculty tutors. This leaves the center unstaffed for more than 80% of the hours 
it is open. Students helping students master chemistry is an excellent way to both 
enhance the tutors knowledge and the tutee’s comprehension of the subject 
matter. 

b. how each goal supports the college strategic planning priority goals 
This provides an exceptional learning environment to enhance student success. 
We also wish to employ students from a diverse background to promote success 
in historically under-served populations. 
 

2. What strategies/activities would you undertake to accomplish this goal? 
Faculty will identify excellent students in their classes to employ in the SLC. They will 
actively search for poly-lingual students to aid non-traditional students. 
 
3. How will you demonstrate that you have accomplished the goal (be sure to include 
how data will be collected/assessed)? 
We will record the use of the SLC to determine if there is better use of the facility when 
there are tutors present. We will assess the progress of students using the SLC, both in 
terms of competence and confidence. 
 
 
  



Appendix 1 
Page 79 

 

F. Department/Unit Resources and Development 
 
1. What is/are your six-year goal(s) in this area (include pursuit of any outside 
resources)? 

We want to continue to purchase laboratory equipment to enhance the learning 
experience in the laboratory. We wish to continue to acquire equipment that will 
allow us to utilize guided inquiry in our classrooms and labs. 

 
Briefly explain: 

a. why each goal was chosen (include any supporting data) 
We wish to ensure that students have the opportunity to work with the state of 
the art equipment they may encounter in upper division coursework and in their 
careers. 

b. how each goal supports the college strategic planning priority goals 
provide an exceptional learning environment to promote student success. 

 
2. What strategies/activities would you undertake to accomplish this goal? 

Work with the dean to find financial resources both through the institution, grants, and 
community partnerships to purchase needed equipment. 

3. How will you demonstrate that you have accomplished the goal (be sure to include 
how data will be collected/assessed)? 

We will purchase new equipment and develop new labs using this equipment. 
 
 
G. Faculty/Staff Professional Development 
 
1. What is/are your six-year goal(s) in this area? 

1. Encourage all faculty to attend at least one conference semi-annually. 
2. Provide adjunct mentoring opportunities. 
3. Continue encouraging faculty to participate in outreach activities 

 
Briefly explain: 

a. why each goal was chosen (include any supporting data) 
1. To keep all faculty abreast of current technology and pedagogy. 
2. To support our adjunct faculty and encourage them to continually improve their 
teaching style. 
3. To maintain our excellent outreach program and maintain community 
relationships. 

b. how each goal supports the college strategic planning priority goals 
All promote employee success. 
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2. What strategies/activities would you undertake to accomplish this goal? 

Find financial resources to compensate faculty for both updating their skills and 
reaching out to the community. 

 
3. How will you demonstrate that you have accomplished the goal (be sure to include 
how data will be collected/assessed)? 

Faculty will bring back useful information from conferences to share with the 
department. 
Outreach activities will continue to flourish within the department and division. 

 
H. Curriculum Development 
 
1. What is/are your six-year goal(s) in this area? 

1. Develop a science 120 course (integrated science for educators) to support future 
science teachers. 
2. Develop and offer an instrumental chemistry course to articulate with 4-year 
institutions 

 
Briefly explain: 

a. why each goal was chosen (include any supporting data) 
1. To support the multi-disciplinary environmental awareness programs being 
promoted by the district. It also supports our local community of K-12 educators 
in their quest to remain current in scientific methodologies. 
2. To provide a seamless transfer between Grossmont College and UCSD for our 
transfer students. 
 

b. how each goal supports the college strategic planning priority goals 
1.It enhances workforce preparedness 
2. It promotes institutional effectiveness 
 

2. What strategies/activities would you undertake to accomplish this goal? 
We will develop and offer these courses. 

 
3. How will you demonstrate that you have accomplished the goal (be sure to include 
how data will be collected/assessed)? 

1. We will enroll K-12 educators desiring a more complete view of experimental 
science and they will bring this knowledge to the classroom. 
2. The instrumental chemistry course will articulate with UCSD's 6CL laboratory 
course 
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I. Staffing Needs 
 
1. Please explain your projected needs for staffing (include data to support your 
needs)? 

1. We need tutors for the student learning center. 
2. We need full-time faculty to teach the new coursework we wish to develop. 

 
J. Student Outcomes 
 
If you have not done so already, complete your six-year student outcome assessment 
plan by 
going to 
http://www.grossmont.edu/student_learning_outcomes/SLO%20Spreadsheet%20home.
htm, 
clicking on your department link, and completing the spreadsheet. 
 
NOTE: the student outcome plan spreadsheet was due online by October 2nd. 
 
THE DEADLINE FOR SUBMITTING THIS COMPLETED SIX-YEAR 
DEPARTMENT/UNIT 
PLAN TO YOUR DEAN IS FRIDAY, NOVEMBER 6th, 2009. 
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Chemistry 
PROGRAM REVIEW COMMITTEE 

SUMMARY EVALUATION 
Fall 2006 

SCHOOL 
YEAR 

FALL SEMESTER  SPRING SEMESTER 
 
COST/FTES 

COMMITTEE 
RECOMMENDS WSCH/FTEF 

% of MAX 
WSCH 

WSCH/FTEF 
% of MAX 
WSCH 

00/01 2971 76% 3179 78% $2,355 
 
 
MAINTAIN 

01/02 3349 74% 3487 83% $2,257 
02/03 4015 88% 3364 87% $2,228 
03/04 4192 91% 4235 93% $1,852 
04/05  5179 86% 5306 85% $2,019 
 
The Program Review Committee commends the department for:  

1. Continued excellence in coordination of multi-section courses and coordination of 
lab and lecture coursework. 

2. Consistently high scores by students on the National American Chemical Society 
Exam.  

3. Outreach to local schools, including work with the Science Olympiad, Science in 
Action Program, Kids and Seniors Together.  

4. Use of data provided by the Office of Institutional Research and Planning to track 
Grossmont College student success rates, grade point average, and degrees 
obtained at San Diego State University, which shows the high level of rigor 
established by Grossmont Chemistry faculty. 

5. Innovative and effective use of Web CT to support student learning and direct 
communication with students as well as the generous mentoring of faculty on 
how to use Web CT. 

 
The Program Review Committee offers the following recommendations:  
 

1. Meet with the coordinator of the Tech Prep Program to strengthen articulation 
efforts with local high schools. 

2. Maximize efficient use of the new science building, especially by offering more 
sections in the summer. 

3. Develop a job description for a shared technician with Earth Sciences and pursue 
hiring as programs expand.  

4. Develop and offer an analytical chemistry course that will articulate with four- 
year institutions and pursue articulation with UCSD's Chem 6 CL laboratory 
course.  

5. Collaboratively write student-learning outcomes and collectively agree upon their 
assessment methods to be written in course syllabi of sections of the same 
course. Use student-learning outcome data for continued course and program 
improvement.  

6. Continue to submit curriculum modification and deletion proposals for courses 
that have not been reviewed by the Curriculum Committee in the last five years.  
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APPENDIX 3 Grade Distribution Summaries by Section for Each Term 2006-2012 
 
 

 

 Chemistry Letter Grades as a Percent of Enrollment 
 

 Summaries are arrange from most recent (Spring 2012) to oldest (Spring 2006) 
 

 Summaries for Chemistry are listed first followed by summaries for Science 
 

 Summaries prior to Fall 2008 use the previous format (before adoption of the Colleague data system) 
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(See graph next page) 
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  Grade Distribution by Division 

School: Grossmont College -- Term: 2012FA -- Division: G06 -- Subject: CHEM -- Course: All Courses 

Section 
N = Night 

** = Not Valid for 
ADA 

 
S.T. 
Wks 

 
 

Hrs 

 
 

Enrollment 

 
 

A+ 

 
 

A 

 
 

A- 

 
 

B+ 

 
 

B 

 
 

B- 

 
 

C+ 

 
 

C 

 
 

D 

 
 

F 

 
 

Pass 

 
 

NoPass

 
 

Inc

 
 

W 

 
 
Instructor 

    

G06 -- Mathematics Natural Sciences Ex Sci                       

                      

CHEM-102  General, Organic & Biological    

6164   5.0 22 0 5 0 1 3 2 3 6 1 1 0 0 0 4 Olmstead, Thomas    

Course Total   22 0 5 0 1 3 2 3 6 1 1 0 0 0 4     

CHEM-110  Environmental Chemistry    

8681   3.0 49 6 6 14 13 6 2 1 1 0 0 0 0 0 4 Zajac, Ewa PT   

Course Total   49 6 6 14 13 6 2 1 1 0 0 0 0 0 4     

CHEM-113  Forensic Chemistry    

2502   4.0 22 0 2 2 2 4 1 4 4 0 3 0 0 0 2 Lehman, Jeffrey XP   

2503   4.0 21 0 2 0 1 1 1 6 4 0 6 0 0 0 5 Lehman, Jeffrey    

Course Total   43 0 4 2 3 5 2 10 8 0 9 0 0 0 7     

CHEM-115  Fundamentals of Chemistry    

2508   4.0 27 0 1 2 1 3 0 1 7 5 7 0 0 0 5 Willard, Cary    

2509   4.0 25 1 4 2 2 3 0 3 5 1 4 0 0 0 7 Willard, Cary    

8547   4.0 25 0 3 3 1 5 0 0 7 3 1 2 0 0 4 Vance, Diana    

8548   4.0 28 0 4 0 0 11 1 0 9 2 1 0 0 0 4 Vance, Diana    

Course Total   105 1 12 7 4 22 1 4 28 11 13 2 0 0 20     

CHEM-115T  Tutorial Lab for Chem 115    

2512   1.0 6 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 2 4 0 4 Larter, Martin    

Course Total   6 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 2 4 0 4     

CHEM-116  Intro Organic & Biochemistry    

2515   4.0 23 0 6 1 0 6 2 3 4 1 0 0 0 0 5 Oakes, John    

2516   4.0 17 1 2 3 2 3 3 0 1 2 0 0 0 0 3 Oakes, John    

Course Total   40 1 8 4 2 9 5 3 5 3 0 0 0 0 8     
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  Grade Distribution by Division 
School: Grossmont College -- Term: 2012FA -- Division: G06 -- Subject: CHEM -- Course: All Courses 

Section 
N = Night 

** = Not Valid for 
ADA 

 
S.T. 
Wks 

 
 

Hrs 

 
 

Enrollment 

 
 

A+ 

 
 

A 

 
 

A- 

 
 

B+ 

 
 

B 

 
 

B- 

 
 

C+ 

 
 

C 

 
 

D 

 
 

F 

 
 

Pass 

 
 

NoPass

 
 

Inc

 
 

W 

 
 
Instructor 

    

CHEM-120  Prep for General Chemistry  

0412   4.0 21 0 2 0 0 6 0 0 7 2 4 0 0 0 7 George, Judy  

0457   4.0 23 0 4 1 0 7 0 0 5 1 4 1 0 0 4 George, Judy  

2518N   4.0 20 1 2 1 1 4 2 2 4 1 2 0 0 0 6 Hernandez, Amanda PT 

2521N   4.0 21 0 3 3 3 3 2 2 2 1 1 1 0 0 4 Hernandez, Amanda PT 

5393   4.0 24 0 5 0 0 6 0 0 8 3 1 1 0 0 1 Larter, Martin  

5970   4.0 20 0 2 0 0 5 0 0 7 2 4 0 0 0 5 Larter, Martin  

8545   4.0 23 0 4 1 0 2 0 0 7 2 5 2 0 0 6 George, Judy  

Course Total   152 1 22 6 4 33 4 4 40 12 21 5 0 0 33   

CHEM-120T  Tutorial Lab for Chem 120  

2525   1.0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 1 Larter, Martin XP 

Course Total   1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 1   

CHEM-141  General Chemistry I  

2526N   5.0 17 0 3 0 4 1 1 1 6 0 1 0 0 0 8 Vance, Diana  

2527   5.0 17 0 1 2 0 5 0 0 2 4 1 0 0 2 7 George, Judy XP 

5382   5.0 24 0 2 1 3 5 0 6 5 2 0 0 0 0 0 Lehman, Jeffrey  

8803   5.0 19 1 3 0 0 8 0 1 4 0 1 0 0 1 5 Willard, Cary  

Course Total   77 1 9 3 7 19 1 8 17 6 3 0 0 3 20   
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  Grade Distribution by Division 
School: Grossmont College -- Term: 2012FA -- Division: G06 -- Subject: CHEM -- Course: All Courses 

Section 
N = Night 

** = Not Valid for 
ADA 

 
S.T. 
Wks 

 
 

Hrs 

 
 

Enrollment

 
 

A+ 

 
 

A 

 
 

A- 

 
 

B+ 

 
 

B 

 
 

B- 

 
 

C+ 

 
 

C 

 
 

D 

 
 

F 

 
 

Pass 

 
 

NoPass

 
 

Inc

 
 

W 

 
 
Instructor 

    

CHEM-141T  Tutorial Lab for Chem 141  

2531   1.0 5 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 4 1 0 5 Larter, Martin XP 

Course Total   5 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 4 1 0 5   

CHEM-142  General Chemistry II  

2532   5.0 21 0 2 1 3 3 0 2 9 0 1 0 0 0 9 Oakes, John  

Course Total   21 0 2 1 3 3 0 2 9 0 1 0 0 0 9   

CHEM-231  Organic Chemistry I  

2536   5.0 18 0 0 2 1 6 2 2 3 2 0 0 0 0 3 Larter, Martin  

Course Total   18 0 0 2 1 6 2 2 3 2 0 0 0 0 3   

CHEM-232  Organic Chemistry II  

8549   5.0 7 1 2 0 0 3 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 3 Olmstead, Thomas  

Course Total   7 1 2 0 0 3 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 3   

Subject Total   546 11 70 39 38 109 19 37 118 35 48 14 5 3 121   

Division Total   546 11 70 39 38 109 19 37 118 35 48 14 5 3 121   
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  Grade Distribution by Division 
School: Grossmont College -- Term: 2012SP -- Division: G06 -- Subject: CHEM -- Course: All Courses 

Section 
N = Night 

** = Not Valid 
for ADA 

 
S.T. 
Wks 

 
 

Hrs 

 
 

Enrollment

 
 

A+ 

 
 

A 

 
 

A-

 
 

B+

 
 

B 

 
 

B-

 
 

C+ 

 
 

C 

 
 

D F 

 
 

Pass 

 
 

NoPass

 
 

Inc 

 
 

W 

 
 
Instructor 

    

G06 -- Mathematics Natural Sciences Ex Sci                       

                      

CHEM-102  General, Organic & Biological    

8896   5.0 20 0 11 0 0 4 0 1 1 0 2 0 1 0 4 Olmstead, Thomas    

9115   5.0 13 0 2 0 0 5 0 0 5 1 0 0 0 0 9 Olmstead, Thomas    

Course Total   33 0 13 0 0 9 0 1 6 1 2 0 1 0 13     

CHEM-110  Environmental Chemistry    

6630   3.0 45 4 4 4 11 12 5 0 2 1 2 0 0 0 1 Zajac, Ewa PT   

Course Total   45 4 4 4 11 12 5 0 2 1 2 0 0 0 1     

CHEM-113  Forensic Chemistry    

6632   4.0 13 0 0 0 1 1 3 1 5 1 1 0 0 0 8 Lehman, Jeffrey XP   

6633   4.0 24 0 2 2 2 6 1 0 7 3 1 0 0 0 4 Lehman, Jeffrey    

Course Total   37 0 2 2 3 7 4 1 12 4 2 0 0 0 12     

CHEM-115  Fundamentals of Chemistry    

6637   4.0 11 0 2 0 0 3 0 0 4 1 0 1 0 0 18 Harbach, Rebecca PT   

6639   4.0 20 0 5 0 0 6 0 0 6 0 3 0 0 0 4 Vance, Diana    

6640   4.0 20 0 4 0 0 3 0 0 9 3 1 0 0 0 4 Vance, Diana    

8892   4.0 20 0 3 1 0 7 1 0 2 4 2 0 0 0 9 Harbach, Rebecca PT   

9332N   4.0 26 1 1 3 3 6 3 1 2 2 0 4 0 0 6 Parker, Kathryn PT   

Course Total   97 1 15 4 3 25 4 1 23 10 6 5 0 0 41     

CHEM-115T  Tutorial Lab for Chem 115    

6641   1.0 11 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 8 3 0 6 Oakes, John    

Course Total   11 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 8 3 0 6     

 

 

 



Appendix 3 
Page 96 

  Grade Distribution by Division 
School: Grossmont College -- Term: 2012SP -- Division: G06 -- Subject: CHEM -- Course: All Courses 

Section 
N = Night 

** = Not Valid 
for ADA 

 
S.T. 
Wks 

 
 

Hrs 

 
 

Enrollment

 
 

A+

 
 

A 

 
 

A- 

 
 

B+ 

 
 

B 

 
 

B-

 
 

C+

 
 

C D 

 
 

F 

 
 

Pass 

 
 

NoPass 

 
 

Inc

 
 

W 

 
 
Instructor 

    

CHEM-116  Intro Organic & Biochemistry  

6644N   4.0 21 0 5 1 1 2 6 1 5 0 0 0 0 0 4 Larter, Martin  

6645N   4.0 18 0 1 3 0 3 2 1 7 0 1 0 0 0 6 Larter, Martin  

Course Total   39 0 6 4 1 5 8 2 12 0 1 0 0 0 10   

CHEM-116T  Tutorial Lab for Chem 116  

6646   1.0 3 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 3 0 0 0 Oakes, John  

Course Total   3 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 3 0 0 0   

CHEM-120  Prep for General Chemistry  

6649   4.0 16 0 2 0 0 3 0 0 7 2 2 0 0 0 12 George, Judy  

6650   4.0 20 0 0 0 0 5 0 0 10 2 3 0 0 0 7 George, Judy  

6652   4.0 20 0 1 0 0 2 0 0 10 2 5 0 0 0 6 Larter, Martin  

6653   4.0 17 0 2 0 0 2 0 0 8 1 4 0 0 0 6 Larter, Martin  

6908   4.0 21 0 6 0 0 2 0 0 9 1 1 2 0 0 5 Larter, Martin  

8898N   4.0 23 1 2 3 3 5 1 4 4 0 0 0 0 0 3 Hernandez, Amanda PT 

Course Total   117 1 13 3 3 19 1 4 48 8 15 2 0 0 39   

CHEM-120T  Tutorial Lab for Chem 120  

6654   1.0 7 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 5 2 0 2 Oakes, John  

Course Total   7 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 5 2 0 2   

CHEM-141  General Chemistry I  

6655   5.0 22 0 1 1 3 6 0 3 6 1 1 0 0 0 6 Lehman, Jeffrey  

6657   5.0 21 1 5 2 2 4 2 1 3 1 0 0 0 0 6 Oakes, John XP 

6658N   5.0 19 3 3 0 1 7 1 0 3 1 0 0 0 0 5 Willard, Cary  

Course Total   62 4 9 3 6 17 3 4 12 3 1 0 0 0 17   

CHEM-141T  Tutorial Lab for Chem 141  

6659   1.0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 Oakes, John  

Course Total   1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0   
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  Grade Distribution by Division 
School: Grossmont College -- Term: 2012SP -- Division: G06 -- Subject: CHEM -- Course: All Courses 

Section 
N = Night 

** = Not 
Valid for 

ADA 

 
S.T. 
Wks 

 
 

Hrs 

 
 

Enrollment 

 
 

A+ 

 
 

A 

 
 

A- 

 
 

B+ 

 
 

B 

 
 

B- 

 
 

C+ 

 
 

C 

 
 

D 

 
 

F 

 
 

Pass 

 
 

NoPass

 
 

Inc 

 
 

W 

 
 
Instructor 

    

CHEM-142  General Chemistry II  

6660   5.0 19 0 1 1 0 4 1 1 6 2 3 0 0 0 9 George, Judy  

6662N   5.0 17 0 5 1 1 7 0 0 2 1 0 0 0 0 7 Vance, Diana  

Course Total   36 0 6 2 1 11 1 1 8 3 3 0 0 0 16   

CHEM-142T  Tutorial Lab for Chem 142  

6663   1.0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 4 Oakes, John  

Course Total   1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 4   

CHEM-231  Organic Chemistry I  

6664   5.0 22 1 7 0 0 6 0 1 4 2 1 0 0 0 0 Olmstead, Thomas  

Course Total   22 1 7 0 0 6 0 1 4 2 1 0 0 0 0   

Subject Total   511 11 75 22 28 111 26 15 127 32 33 25 6 0 161   

Division Total   511 11 75 22 28 111 26 15 127 32 33 25 6 0 161   
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  Grade Distribution by Division 
School: Grossmont College -- Term: 2011FA -- Division: G06 -- Subject: CHEM -- Course: All Courses 

Section 
N = Night 

** = Not Valid 
for ADA 

 
S.T. 
Wks 

 
 

Hrs 

 
 

Enrollment 

 
 

A+

 
 

A 

 
 

A-

 
 

B+

 
 

B 

 
 

B-

 
 

C+ 

 
 

C D 

 
 

F 

 
 

Pass 

 
 

NoPass

 
 

Inc 

 
 

W 

 
 
Instructor 

    

G06 -- Mathematics Natural Sciences Ex Sci                       

                      

CHEM-102  General, Organic & Biological    

6164   5.0 17 0 5 1 0 7 1 0 2 1 0 0 0 0 8 Olmstead, Thomas    

9557   5.0 21 0 6 0 1 6 3 1 1 2 1 0 0 0 3 Olmstead, Thomas    

Course Total   38 0 11 1 1 13 4 1 3 3 1 0 0 0 11     

CHEM-110  Environmental Chemistry    

8681   3.0 40 7 8 6 9 4 2 0 0 2 1 1 0 0 6 Zajac, Ewa PT   

Course Total   40 7 8 6 9 4 2 0 0 2 1 1 0 0 6     

CHEM-113  Forensic Chemistry    

2502   4.0 17 0 0 1 4 1 1 2 4 0 4 0 0 0 6 Lehman, Jeffrey XP   

2503   4.0 22 0 2 1 2 1 2 4 7 1 2 0 0 0 5 Lehman, Jeffrey    

Course Total   39 0 2 2 6 2 3 6 11 1 6 0 0 0 11     

CHEM-115  Fundamentals of Chemistry    

2508   4.0 24 0 7 0 0 3 0 0 10 1 3 0 0 0 8 Larter, Martin    

2509   4.0 24 0 3 0 0 5 0 0 9 1 5 0 1 0 8 Larter, Martin    

8547   4.0 17 0 2 0 0 3 0 1 6 0 3 2 0 0 15 Vance, Diana    

8548   4.0 23 0 6 0 0 8 0 0 4 2 2 0 1 0 6 Vance, Diana    

8663   4.0 20 0 4 0 0 4 0 0 6 2 3 0 0 0 14 Larter, Martin    

8925N   4.0 19 0 3 2 2 3 4 3 2 0 0 0 0 0 7 Parker, Kathryn PT   

8926N   4.0 23 0 3 6 1 2 5 1 2 1 1 1 0 0 2 Parker, Kathryn PT   

Course Total   150 0 28 8 3 28 9 5 39 7 17 3 2 0 60     

CHEM-115T  Tutorial Lab for Chem 115    

2512   1.0 18 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 10 8 0 4 Oakes, John    

Course Total   18 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 10 8 0 4     
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  Grade Distribution by Division 
School: Grossmont College -- Term: 2011FA -- Division: G06 -- Subject: CHEM -- Course: All Courses 

Section 
N = Night 

** = Not Valid 
for ADA 

 
S.T. 
Wks 

 
 

Hrs 

 
 

Enrollment

 
 

A+

 
 

A 

 
 

A- 

 
 

B+

 
 

B 

 
 

B- 

 
 

C+

 
 

C 

 
 

D 

 
 

F 

 
 

Pass 

 
 

NoPass

 
 

Inc 

 
 

W 

 
 
Instructor 

    

CHEM-116  Intro Organic & Biochemistry  

2515N   4.0 27 0 4 4 1 8 2 1 4 1 2 0 0 0 4 Anness, Robert PT 

2516N   4.0 32 0 11 2 1 11 2 1 2 1 1 0 0 0 1 Anness, Robert PT 

Course Total   59 0 15 6 2 19 4 2 6 2 3 0 0 0 5   

CHEM-120  Prep for General Chemistry  

2518N   4.0 17 0 3 1 1 2 2 0 2 5 1 0 0 0 14 George, Judy  

2519N   4.0 22 0 1 0 0 1 0 0 9 4 6 0 0 0 8 George, Judy  

2521N   4.0 16 0 0 0 0 3 0 0 6 5 1 1 0 0 12 George, Judy  

5393   4.0 18 0 7 0 0 4 0 0 4 1 1 1 0 0 7 Du Vigneaud, Jacqueline PT 

5970   4.0 21 0 0 0 0 12 0 0 1 1 2 3 0 0 4 Du Vigneaud, Jacqueline PT 

8545   4.0 17 0 6 0 0 3 0 0 3 2 3 0 0 0 7 Du Vigneaud, Jacqueline PT 

Course Total   111 0 17 1 1 25 2 0 25 18 14 5 0 0 52   

CHEM-120T  Tutorial Lab for Chem 120  

2525   1.0 10 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 7 3 0 1 Oakes, John  

Course Total   10 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 7 3 0 1   

CHEM-141  General Chemistry I  

2526N   5.0 24 0 8 1 1 8 1 0 3 0 1 0 0 0 2 Hernandez, Amanda PT 

2527   5.0 19 0 3 3 2 3 1 2 2 1 2 0 0 0 6 Oakes, John XP 

5382   5.0 20 0 1 3 3 1 2 4 5 0 0 0 0 0 6 Lehman, Jeffrey  

8803   5.0 16 0 1 1 0 0 0 0 4 1 8 0 1 0 10 George, Judy  

Course Total   79 0 13 8 6 12 4 6 14 2 11 0 1 0 24   
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  Grade Distribution by Division 
School: Grossmont College -- Term: 2011FA -- Division: G06 -- Subject: CHEM -- Course: All Courses 

Section 
N = Night 

** = Not 
Valid for 

ADA 

 
S.T. 
Wks 

 
 

Hrs 

 
 

Enrollment 

 
 

A+

 
 

A 

 
 

A- 

 
 

B+ 

 
 

B 

 
 

B- 

 
 

C+ 

 
 

C 

 
 

D 

 
 

F 

 
 

Pass 

 
 

NoPass

 
 

Inc 

 
 

W 

 
 
Instructor 

    

CHEM-141T  Tutorial Lab for Chem 141  

2531   1.0 3 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 3 0 0 1 Oakes, John  

Course Total   3 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 3 0 0 1   

CHEM-142  General Chemistry II  

2532   5.0 16 0 3 1 1 3 1 0 4 2 1 0 0 0 6 George, Judy XP 

8578N   5.0 12 0 0 0 1 3 0 0 4 0 3 0 0 0 6 Vance, Diana  

Course Total   28 0 3 1 2 6 1 0 8 2 4 0 0 0 12   

CHEM-231  Organic Chemistry I  

2536N   5.0 15 0 3 2 0 2 0 1 3 3 1 0 0 0 8 Larter, Martin  

Course Total   15 0 3 2 0 2 0 1 3 3 1 0 0 0 8   

CHEM-232  Organic Chemistry II  

8549   5.0 9 0 3 0 3 2 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 3 Olmstead, Thomas  

Course Total   9 0 3 0 3 2 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 3   

Subject Total   599 7 ## 35 33 ## 29 21 ## 40 58 29 14 0 198   

Division Total   599 7 ## 35 33 ## 29 21 ## 40 58 29 14 0 198   
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  Grade Distribution by Division 
School: Grossmont College -- Term: 2011SP -- Division: G06 -- Subject: CHEM -- Course: All Courses 

Section 
N = Night 

** = Not Valid 
for ADA 

 
S.T. 
Wks 

 
 

Hrs 

 
 

Enrollment 

 
 

A+ A 

 
 

A-

 
 

B+

 
 

B 

 
 

B-

 
 

C+ 

 
 

C 

 
 

D 

 
 

F 

 
 

Pass 

 
 

NoPass

 
 

Inc

 
 

W 

 
 
Instructor 

    

G06 -- Mathematics Natural Sciences Ex Sci                       

                      

CHEM-110  Environmental Chemistry    

6630   3.0 34 6 4 2 5 9 7 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 11 Zajac, Ewa PT   

Course Total   34 6 4 2 5 9 7 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 11     

CHEM-113  Forensic Chemistry    

6632   4.0 19 0 1 1 2 3 2 2 5 2 1 0 0 0 4 Lehman, Jeffrey    

6633   4.0 15 0 2 0 2 1 5 1 2 0 2 0 0 0 6 Lehman, Jeffrey    

Course Total   34 0 3 1 4 4 7 3 7 2 3 0 0 0 10     

CHEM-115  Fundamentals of Chemistry    

6634   4.0 25 0 3 0 0 7 0 0 14 0 1 0 0 0 9 Kolonko, Kenneth PT   

6636   4.0 29 1 2 6 1 3 0 2 11 0 2 1 0 0 5 Willard, Cary    

6637   4.0 19 1 1 1 0 4 0 3 4 2 3 0 0 0 15 Willard, Cary    

6639N   4.0 25 0 0 1 2 4 1 1 5 7 4 0 0 0 5 Bowie, Bryan PT   

6640N   4.0 24 0 1 0 1 3 5 2 5 4 2 0 1 0 13 Bowie, Bryan PT   

Course Total   122 2 7 8 4 21 6 8 39 13 12 1 1 0 47     

CHEM-115T  Tutorial Lab for Chem 115    

6641   1.0 3 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 2 0 5 Oakes, John    

Course Total   3 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 2 0 5     

CHEM-116  Intro Organic & Biochemistry    

6644N   4.0 19 0 1 3 2 4 2 1 4 0 1 1 0 0 4 Anness, Robert PT   

6645N   4.0 17 0 7 1 0 4 0 1 2 1 1 0 0 0 5 Anness, Robert PT   

Course Total   36 0 8 4 2 8 2 2 6 1 2 1 0 0 9     

CHEM-116T  Tutorial Lab for Chem 116    

6646   1.0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 1 Oakes, John    

Course Total   1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 1     
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  Grade Distribution by Division 
School: Grossmont College -- Term: 2011SP -- Division: G06 -- Subject: CHEM -- Course: All Courses 

Section 
N = Night 

** = Not Valid 
for ADA 

 
S.T. 
Wks 

 
 

Hrs 

 
 

Enrollment 

 
 

A+

 
 

A 

 
 

A- 

 
 

B+ 

 
 

B 

 
 

B- 

 
 

C+

 
 

C 

 
 

D 

 
 

F 

 
 

Pass 

 
 

NoPass 

 
 

Inc 

 
 

W 

 
 
Instructor 

    

CHEM-120  Prep for General Chemistry  

6647   4.0 22 2 2 1 2 2 1 0 3 2 3 3 1 0 6 Hernandez, Amanda PT 

6648   4.0 24 0 2 0 4 3 2 2 7 3 0 1 0 0 3 Hernandez, Amanda PT 

6649   4.0 29 0 2 0 1 4 2 0 8 3 5 2 2 0 3 George, Judy  

6650   4.0 20 0 3 0 1 0 1 0 5 1 6 2 0 0 10 George, Judy  

6652N   4.0 20 0 3 0 1 7 0 0 3 0 2 3 1 0 5 Vance, Diana  

6653N   4.0 24 0 3 0 2 2 1 0 11 4 1 0 0 0 0 Vance, Diana  

6908   4.0 29 1 6 0 3 1 1 2 5 4 6 0 0 0 1 Hernandez, Amanda PT 

9116   4.0 23 0 10 0 0 5 0 0 3 2 3 0 0 0 7 Du Vigneaud, Jacqueline PT 

9117   4.0 14 0 3 0 0 3 0 0 2 3 3 0 0 0 14 Du Vigneaud, Jacqueline PT 

Course Total   205 3 34 1 14 27 8 4 47 22 29 11 4 0 49   

CHEM-120T  Tutorial Lab for Chem 120  

6654   1.0 5 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 4 0 5 Oakes, John  

Course Total   5 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 4 0 5   

CHEM-141  General Chemistry I  

6655   5.0 20 2 4 0 1 5 0 0 5 3 0 0 0 0 5 Willard, Cary  

6656   5.0 18 0 4 0 0 1 2 0 5 1 5 0 0 0 8 George, Judy  

6657   5.0 21 1 2 3 0 4 3 4 3 1 0 0 0 0 3 Oakes, John XP 

6658N   5.0 11 0 1 0 0 4 0 1 3 2 0 0 0 0 15 Larter, Martin  

Course Total   70 3 11 3 1 14 5 5 16 7 5 0 0 0 31   

CHEM-141T  Tutorial Lab for Chem 141  

6659   1.0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 2 Oakes, John  

Course Total   1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 2   
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  Grade Distribution by Division 
School: Grossmont College -- Term: 2011SP -- Division: G06 -- Subject: CHEM -- Course: All Courses 

Section 
N = Night 

** = Not Valid 
for ADA 

 
S.T. 
Wks 

 
 

Hrs 

 
 

Enrollment 

 
 

A+ 

 
 

A 

 
 

A- 

 
 

B+ 

 
 

B 

 
 

B- 

 
 

C+ 

 
 

C 

 
 

D 

 
 

F 

 
 

Pass 

 
 

NoPass

 
 

Inc

 
 

W 

 
 
Instructor 

    

CHEM-142  General Chemistry II  

6660   5.0 25 0 5 4 5 3 1 1 3 2 1 0 0 0 3 Lehman, Jeffrey  

6662N   5.0 16 0 2 0 3 5 0 1 3 0 2 0 0 0 5 Vance, Diana  

Course Total   41 0 7 4 8 8 1 2 6 2 3 0 0 0 8   

CHEM-142T  Tutorial Lab for Chem 142  

6663   1.0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 1 Oakes, John  

Course Total   1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 1   

CHEM-231  Organic Chemistry I  

6664   5.0 17 0 1 3 0 2 2 1 4 3 1 0 0 0 2 Larter, Martin  

Course Total   17 0 1 3 0 2 2 1 4 3 1 0 0 0 2   

Subject Total   570 14 75 26 38 93 38 26 ## 50 55 15 14 0 181   

Division Total   570 14 75 26 38 93 38 26 ## 50 55 15 14 0 181   
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  Grade Distribution by Division 
School: Grossmont College -- Term: 2010FA -- Division: G06 -- Subject: CHEM -- Course: All Courses 

Section 
N = Night 

** = Not 
Valid for 

ADA 

 
S.T. 
Wks 

 
 

Hrs 

 
 

Enrollment 

 
 
A+

 
 
A 

 
 
A-

 
 
B+

 
 
B 

 
 
B-

 
 
C+ 

 
 
C 

 
 
D 

 
 
F 

 
 

Pass 

 
 

NoPass

 
 

Inc 

 
 

W 

 
 
Instructor 

    

G06 -- Mathematics Natural Sciences Ex Sci                       

                      

CHEM-102  General, Organic & Biological    

6164   5.0 14 0 4 0 1 3 1 1 2 1 1 0 0 0 5 Olmstead, Thomas    

9557   5.0 16 0 4 0 1 5 1 1 3 1 0 0 0 0 9 Olmstead, Thomas    

Course 
Total 

  30 0 8 0 2 8 2 2 5 2 1 0 0 0 14     

CHEM-110  Environmental Chemistry    

2500   3.0 48 7 8 0 8 12 0 2 2 4 1 4 0 0 3 Zajac, Ewa PT   

Course 
Total 

  48 7 8 0 8 12 0 2 2 4 1 4 0 0 3     

CHEM-113  Forensic Chemistry    

2502N   4.0 16 0 4 1 1 2 1 2 3 0 2 0 0 0 8 Lehman, Jeffrey    

2503N   4.0 19 1 2 6 1 0 1 1 4 2 1 0 0 0 7 Lehman, Jeffrey    

Course 
Total 

  35 1 6 7 2 2 2 3 7 2 3 0 0 0 15     

CHEM-115  Fundamentals of Chemistry    

2505   4.0 26 0 1 0 0 8 0 0 10 2 5 0 0 0 7 Kolonko, Kenneth PT   

2508   4.0 25 0 3 0 1 5 0 1 9 3 2 1 0 0 9 Willard, Cary    

2509   4.0 24 0 3 0 1 6 0 1 5 5 3 0 0 0 9 Willard, Cary    

2510N   4.0 17 1 4 0 0 3 0 0 6 1 1 1 0 0 10 Bowie, Bryan PT   

2511N   4.0 19 2 2 0 0 1 0 0 6 3 4 1 0 0 9 Bowie, Bryan PT   

Course 
Total 

  111 3 13 0 2 23 0 2 36 14 15 3 0 0 44     
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  Grade Distribution by Division 
School: Grossmont College -- Term: 2010FA -- Division: G06 -- Subject: CHEM -- Course: All Courses 

Section 
N = Night 

** = Not 
Valid for 

ADA 

 
S.T. 
Wks 

 
 

Hrs 

 
 

Enrollment 

 
 
A+

 
 
A 

 
 
A- 

 
 
B+

 
 
B 

 
 
B- 

 
 
C+ 

 
 
C 

 
 
D 

 
 
F 

 
 

Pass 

 
 

NoPass 

 
 

Inc 

 
 

W 

 
 
Instructor 

    

CHEM-115T  Tutorial Lab for Chem 115  

2512   1.0 4 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 3 1 0 4 Olmstead, Thomas  

Course Total   4 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 3 1 0 4   

CHEM-116  Intro Organic & Biochemistry  

2515N   4.0 25 0 9 0 0 10 0 0 5 0 1 0 0 0 1 Anness, Robert PT 

2516N   4.0 22 0 9 0 0 6 0 0 4 0 3 0 0 0 8 Anness, Robert PT 

Course Total   47 0 18 0 0 16 0 0 9 0 4 0 0 0 9   

CHEM-116T  Tutorial Lab for Chem 116  

2517   1.0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 2 Olmstead, Thomas  

Course Total   1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 2   

CHEM-120  Prep for General Chemistry  

2518   4.0 14 0 4 0 0 3 0 0 1 0 5 1 0 0 13 Du Vigneaud, Jacqueline PT 

2519   4.0 27 0 0 1 0 2 3 1 10 5 2 2 1 0 14 George, Judy  

2521   4.0 16 0 4 0 0 3 0 0 7 0 1 0 1 0 9 Du Vigneaud, Jacqueline PT 

2522   4.0 20 0 1 1 0 6 2 2 3 0 3 2 0 0 7 Hernandez, Amanda PT 

2523   4.0 23 2 6 0 0 5 1 1 3 1 2 2 0 0 5 Hernandez, Amanda PT 

2524N   4.0 25 0 0 0 0 4 0 0 7 6 3 5 0 0 4 Vance, Diana  

5393   4.0 27 0 2 0 1 1 3 0 10 2 7 0 1 0 8 George, Judy  

5970N   4.0 23 0 3 0 0 7 0 0 4 2 3 2 2 0 4 Vance, Diana  

6163   4.0 16 0 1 1 0 3 0 1 4 0 6 0 0 0 5 Olmstead, Thomas  

Course Total   191 2 21 3 1 34 9 5 49 16 32 14 5 0 69   

CHEM-120T  Tutorial Lab for Chem 120  

2525   1.0 7 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 5 2 0 2 Olmstead, Thomas  

Course Total   7 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 5 2 0 2   
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  Grade Distribution by Division 
School: Grossmont College -- Term: 2010FA -- Division: G06 -- Subject: CHEM -- Course: All Courses 

Section 
N = 

Night 
** = Not 

Valid 
for ADA 

 
S.T. 
Wks 

 
 

Hrs 

 
 

Enrollment 

 
 
A+ 

 
 
A 

 
 
A- 

 
 
B+ 

 
 
B 

 
 
B- 

 
 
C+ 

 
 
C 

 
 
D 

 
 
F 

 
 

Pass 

 
 

NoPass

 
 

Inc 

 
 

W 

 
 
Instructor 

    

CHEM-141  General Chemistry I  

2526   5.0 16 0 3 2 1 2 1 1 3 1 2 0 0 0 9 Willard, Cary  

2527   5.0 18 0 3 0 1 4 0 0 7 1 2 0 0 0 13 George, Judy  

2529N   5.0 18 0 2 1 0 4 4 1 4 0 2 0 0 0 8 Larter, Martin  

5382   5.0 25 0 2 5 3 0 2 4 7 2 0 0 0 0 6 Lehman, Jeffrey  

Course 
Total 

  77 0 10 8 5 10 7 6 21 4 6 0 0 0 36   

CHEM-141T  Tutorial Lab for Chem 141  

2531   1.0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 2 Olmstead, Thomas  

Course 
Total 

  0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 2   

CHEM-142  General Chemistry II  

2532   5.0 22 0 3 4 2 4 3 2 2 2 0 0 0 0 6 Oakes, John  

2533N   5.0 16 0 4 0 0 4 0 0 4 1 2 0 1 0 7 Vance, Diana  

Course 
Total 

  38 0 7 4 2 8 3 2 6 3 2 0 1 0 13   

CHEM-142T  Tutorial Lab for Chem 142  

2534   1.0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 Olmstead, Thomas  

Course 
Total 

  0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0   

CHEM-231  Organic Chemistry I  

2536   5.0 19 0 4 1 0 4 2 2 4 1 1 0 0 0 11 Larter, Martin XP 

Course 
Total 

  19 0 4 1 0 4 2 2 4 1 1 0 0 0 11   

Subject 
Total 

  608 13 95 23 22 ## 25 24 ## 46 65 30 9 0 224   

Division 
Total 

  608 13 95 23 22 ## 25 24 ## 46 65 30 9 0 224   
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  Grade Distribution by Division 
School: Grossmont College -- Term: 2010SP -- Division: G06 -- Subject: CHEM -- Course: All Courses 

Section 
N = Night 

** = Not Valid 
for ADA 

 
S.T. 
Wks 

 
 

Hrs 

 
 

Enrollment 

 
 

A+

 
 

A 

 
 

A-

 
 

B+

 
 

B 

 
 

B-

 
 

C+ 

 
 

C 

 
 

D 

 
 

F 

 
 

Pass 

 
 

NoPass 

 
 

Inc 

 
 

W 

 
 
Instructor 

    

G06 -- Mathematics Natural Sciences Ex Sci                       

                      

CHEM-102  General, Organic & Biological    

9819   5.0 21 2 4 1 4 1 2 0 6 0 1 0 0 0 6 Olmstead, Thomas    

Course Total   21 2 4 1 4 1 2 0 6 0 1 0 0 0 6     

CHEM-110  Environmental Chemistry    

6630   3.0 17 0 2 0 0 2 2 1 1 1 7 1 0 0 9 George, Judy    

Course Total   17 0 2 0 0 2 2 1 1 1 7 1 0 0 9     

CHEM-113  Forensic Chemistry    

6632   4.0 19 0 0 0 3 2 2 2 5 0 5 0 0 0 4 Lehman, Jeffrey XP   

6633   4.0 15 0 2 3 1 3 3 0 1 1 1 0 0 0 3 Lehman, Jeffrey    

Course Total   34 0 2 3 4 5 5 2 6 1 6 0 0 0 7     

CHEM-115  Fundamentals of Chemistry    

6634   4.0 28 0 5 0 0 6 0 2 9 1 3 1 1 0 8 Kolonko, Kenneth PT   

6635   4.0 24 0 2 0 2 5 0 2 5 2 6 0 0 0 8 Kolonko, Kenneth PT   

6636   4.0 20 0 2 2 0 6 0 0 8 2 0 0 0 0 17 Willard, Cary    

6637   4.0 16 0 0 1 1 3 0 0 9 0 1 1 0 0 17 Willard, Cary    

6638   4.0 21 2 5 0 0 4 0 0 4 2 4 0 0 0 13 Bowie, Bryan PT   

6639N   4.0 22 3 5 0 0 2 2 0 3 3 3 1 0 0 6 Evans, Theodore PT   

6640N   4.0 21 1 2 1 1 2 1 2 4 3 3 0 0 0 2 Evans, Theodore PT   

Course Total   152 6 21 4 4 28 3 6 42 13 20 3 1 0 71     

CHEM-115T  Tutorial Lab for Chem 115    

6641   1.0 4 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 4 0 0 7 Olmstead, Thomas    

Course Total   4 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 4 0 0 7     
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  Grade Distribution by Division 
School: Grossmont College -- Term: 2010SP -- Division: G06 -- Subject: CHEM -- Course: All Courses 

Section 
N = Night 

** = Not Valid 
for ADA 

 
S.T. 
Wks 

 
 

Hrs 

 
 

Enrollment

 
 

A+

 
 

A 

 
 

A- 

 
 

B+ 

 
 

B 

 
 

B-

 
 

C+ 

 
 

C 

 
 

D 

 
 

F 

 
 

Pass 

 
 

NoPass 

 
 

Inc 

 
 

W 

 
 
Instructor 

    

CHEM-116  Intro Organic & Biochemistry  

6642   4.0 11 0 6 0 0 4 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 7 Ternansky, Robert PT 

6644N   4.0 13 0 5 0 0 6 0 0 2 0 0 0 0 0 9 Anness, Robert PT 

6645N   4.0 20 0 4 0 0 8 0 0 5 1 2 0 0 0 3 Anness, Robert PT 

Course Total   44 0 15 0 0 18 1 0 7 1 2 0 0 0 19   

CHEM-116T  Tutorial Lab for Chem 116  

6646   1.0 3 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 2 1 0 2 Olmstead, Thomas  

Course Total   3 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 2 1 0 2   

CHEM-120  Prep for General Chemistry  

6647   4.0 29 2 5 0 1 1 2 4 7 2 5 0 0 0 8 Hernandez, Amanda PT 

6648   4.0 29 0 2 2 2 3 0 2 9 3 6 0 0 0 8 Hernandez, Amanda PT 

6649   4.0 19 0 1 2 0 8 1 0 3 1 2 0 1 0 8 George, Judy XP 

6650   4.0 17 0 5 0 1 5 0 0 1 2 3 0 0 0 12 George, Judy  

6652N   4.0 15 0 2 0 0 3 0 0 8 2 0 0 0 0 15 Vance, Diana  

6653N   4.0 22 0 4 0 0 5 0 0 5 5 2 1 0 0 8 Vance, Diana  

9116   4.0 12 0 1 0 0 4 0 0 2 0 0 2 3 0 11 Du Vigneaud, Jacqueline PT 

9117   4.0 16 0 4 0 0 4 0 0 3 1 2 1 1 0 7 Du Vigneaud, Jacqueline PT 

Course Total   159 2 24 4 4 33 3 6 38 16 20 4 5 0 77   

CHEM-120T  Tutorial Lab for Chem 120  

6654   1.0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 2 Olmstead, Thomas  

Course Total   1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 2   
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  Grade Distribution by Division 
School: Grossmont College -- Term: 2010SP -- Division: G06 -- Subject: CHEM -- Course: All Courses 

Section 
N = Night 

** = Not 
Valid for 

ADA 

 
S.T. 
Wks 

 
 

Hrs 

 
 

Enrollment 

 
 

A+ 

 
 

A 

 
 

A- 

 
 

B+ 

 
 

B 

 
 

B- 

 
 

C+ 

 
 

C 

 
 

D 

 
 

F 

 
 

Pass 

 
 

NoPass 

 
 

Inc 

 
 

W 

 
 
Instructor 

    

CHEM-141  General Chemistry I  

6655   5.0 19 0 3 0 0 8 0 0 5 0 3 0 0 0 10 Willard, Cary  

6656   5.0 21 0 1 1 1 6 0 0 7 1 4 0 0 0 9 George, Judy  

6657   5.0 19 0 4 2 0 2 0 0 7 2 2 0 0 0 5 Oakes, John  

6658N   5.0 18 0 1 0 0 6 0 0 6 1 4 0 0 0 9 Larter, Martin  

Course Total   77 0 9 3 1 22 0 0 25 4 13 0 0 0 33   

CHEM-141T  Tutorial Lab for Chem 141  

6659   1.0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 Olmstead, Thomas  

Course Total   0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1   

CHEM-142  General Chemistry II  

6660   5.0 24 0 2 2 2 5 3 4 4 0 2 0 0 0 3 Lehman, Jeffrey  

6662N   5.0 26 0 6 1 0 9 1 0 6 1 2 0 0 0 4 Vance, Diana  

Course Total   50 0 8 3 2 14 4 4 10 1 4 0 0 0 7   

CHEM-142T  Tutorial Lab for Chem 142  

6663   1.0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 Olmstead, Thomas  

Course Total   1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0   

CHEM-231  Organic Chemistry I  

6664   5.0 17 0 3 0 0 2 0 0 7 2 3 0 0 0 6 Larter, Martin  

Course Total   17 0 3 0 0 2 0 0 7 2 3 0 0 0 6   

CHEM-232  Organic Chemistry II  

6665   5.0 16 0 4 0 1 4 0 4 3 0 0 0 0 0 3 Olmstead, Thomas  

Course Total   16 0 4 0 1 4 0 4 3 0 0 0 0 0 3   

Subject Total   596 10 92 18 20 ## 20 23 ## 39 76 15 8 0 250   

Division Total   596 10 92 18 20 ## 20 23 ## 39 76 15 8 0 250   
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  Grade Distribution by Division 
School: Grossmont College -- Term: 2009FA -- Division: G06 -- Subject: CHEM -- Course: All Courses 

Section 
N = Night 

** = Not 
Valid for 

ADA 

 
S.T. 
Wks 

 
 

Hrs 

 
 

Enrollment 

 
 

A+

 
 

A 

 
 

A-

 
 

B+

 
 

B 

 
 

B-

 
 

C+ 

 
 

C D 

 
 

F 

 
 

Pass 

 
 

NoPass 

 
 

Inc 

 
 

W 

 
 
Instructor 

    

G06 -- Mathematics Natural Sciences Ex Sci                       

                      

CHEM-102  General, Organic & Biological    

9557   5.0 18 1 3 2 0 3 2 0 6 0 1 0 0 0 9 Olmstead, Thomas    

Course 
Total 

  18 1 3 2 0 3 2 0 6 0 1 0 0 0 9     

CHEM-110  Environmental Chemistry    

2500   3.0 30 0 6 0 0 13 0 0 4 1 5 1 0 0 0 Zajac, Ewa PT   

Course 
Total 

  30 0 6 0 0 13 0 0 4 1 5 1 0 0 0     

CHEM-113  Forensic Chemistry    

2502   4.0 13 1 1 2 0 3 0 0 3 2 1 0 0 0 4 George, Judy    

2503   4.0 15 1 0 0 2 0 0 3 5 3 1 0 0 0 3 George, Judy    

Course 
Total 

  28 2 1 2 2 3 0 3 8 5 2 0 0 0 7     

CHEM-115  Fundamentals of Chemistry    

2504   4.0 27 0 6 0 0 7 0 2 10 2 0 0 0 0 7 Kolonko, Kenneth PT   

2505   4.0 19 0 1 0 1 5 0 0 10 0 2 0 0 0 9 Kolonko, Kenneth PT   

2508   4.0 15 0 2 1 0 2 0 0 6 2 2 0 0 0 14 Willard, Cary    

2509   4.0 25 1 4 0 2 5 0 2 8 0 3 0 0 0 9 Willard, Cary    

2510N   4.0 21 1 0 3 0 4 4 1 3 0 2 3 0 0 6 Evans, Theodore PT   

2511N   4.0 15 0 1 1 1 1 1 1 4 0 4 0 0 0 9 Evans, Theodore PT   

5971   4.0 20 0 1 0 1 2 0 2 7 4 3 0 0 0 10 Willard, Cary    

Course 
Total 

  142 2 15 5 5 26 5 8 48 8 16 3 0 0 64     
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  Grade Distribution by Division 
School: Grossmont College -- Term: 2009FA -- Division: G06 -- Subject: CHEM -- Course: All Courses 

Section 
N = Night 

** = Not Valid 
for ADA 

 
S.T. 
Wks 

 
 

Hrs 

 
 

Enrollment 

 
 

A+

 
 

A 

 
 

A- 

 
 

B+ 

 
 

B 

 
 

B- 

 
 

C+ 

 
 

C 

 
 

D 

 
 

F 

 
 

Pass 

 
 

NoPass 

 
 

Inc 

 
 

W 

 
 
Instructor 

    

CHEM-115T  Tutorial Lab for Chem 115  

2512   1.0 4 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 4 0 0 1 Olmstead, Thomas  

Course Total   4 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 4 0 0 1   

CHEM-116  Intro Organic & Biochemistry  

2513   4.0 15 0 2 4 1 2 2 1 1 1 1 0 0 0 5 Oakes, John  

2515N   4.0 18 0 5 0 0 11 0 0 1 1 0 0 0 0 7 Anness, Robert PT 

2516N   4.0 12 0 5 0 0 2 0 0 3 1 1 0 0 0 7 Anness, Robert PT 

Course Total   45 0 12 4 1 15 2 1 5 3 2 0 0 0 19   

CHEM-116T  Tutorial Lab for Chem 116  

2517   1.0 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 2 0 0 3 Olmstead, Thomas  

Course Total   2 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 2 0 0 3   

CHEM-120  Prep for General Chemistry  

2518   4.0 18 1 0 3 3 2 4 0 2 0 3 0 0 0 10 Bowie, Bryan PT 

2519   4.0 17 0 3 2 4 2 2 0 2 0 0 2 0 0 13 Ternansky, Robert PT 

2521   4.0 17 1 0 0 2 0 1 4 1 3 4 0 1 0 8 Bowie, Bryan PT 

2522   4.0 18 2 0 0 1 1 1 0 5 4 4 0 0 0 6 Hernandez, Amanda PT 

2523   4.0 20 0 0 4 1 2 0 1 8 3 1 0 0 0 4 Hernandez, Amanda PT 

2524N   4.0 16 0 2 0 0 6 0 0 5 1 2 0 0 0 13 Vance, Diana  

5970N   4.0 24 0 3 0 0 7 0 0 7 3 4 0 0 0 9 Vance, Diana  

Course Total   130 4 8 9 11 20 8 5 30 14 18 2 1 0 63   

CHEM-120T  Tutorial Lab for Chem 120  

2525   1.0 4 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 4 0 0 3 Olmstead, Thomas  

Course Total   4 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 4 0 0 3   
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  Grade Distribution by Division 
School: Grossmont College -- Term: 2009FA -- Division: G06 -- Subject: CHEM -- Course: All Courses 

Section 
N = Night 

** = Not 
Valid for 

ADA 

 
S.T. 
Wks 

 
 

Hrs 

 
 

Enrollment 

 
 

A+ 

 
 

A 

 
 

A- 

 
 

B+ 

 
 

B 

 
 

B- 

 
 

C+ 

 
 

C 

 
 

D 

 
 

F 

 
 

Pass 

 
 

NoPass

 
 

Inc 

 
 

W 

 
 
Instructor 

    

CHEM-141  General Chemistry I  

2526   5.0 23 1 2 1 3 5 0 2 5 2 2 0 0 0 11 Willard, Cary  

2527   5.0 22 0 2 2 2 4 1 2 4 1 3 1 0 0 13 Larter, Martin XP 

2529N   5.0 20 0 6 0 0 5 0 0 3 0 6 0 0 0 9 Vance, Diana  

Course Total   65 1 10 3 5 14 1 4 12 3 11 1 0 0 33   

CHEM-141T  Tutorial Lab for Chem 141  

2531   1.0 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 2 0 0 2 Olmstead, 
Thomas 

 

Course Total   2 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 2 0 0 2   

CHEM-142  General Chemistry II  

2532   5.0 21 0 2 3 5 1 1 2 4 0 3 0 0 0 6 Oakes, John  

2533N   5.0 22 0 2 1 1 2 1 1 6 4 4 0 0 0 5 George, Judy  

Course Total   43 0 4 4 6 3 2 3 10 4 7 0 0 0 11   

CHEM-142T  Tutorial Lab for Chem 142  

2534   1.0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 2 Olmstead, 
Thomas 

 

Course Total   0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 2   

CHEM-231  Organic Chemistry I  

2536   5.0 13 0 2 0 2 3 0 1 2 1 2 0 0 0 5 Larter, Martin  

Course Total   13 0 2 0 2 3 0 1 2 1 2 0 0 0 5   

CHEM-232  Organic Chemistry II  

9542   5.0 12 0 2 0 4 4 0 0 1 0 1 0 0 0 1 Olmstead, 
Thomas 

 

Course Total   12 0 2 0 4 4 0 0 1 0 1 0 0 0 1   

Subject Total   538 10 63 29 36 ## 20 25 ## 39 65 19 1 0 223   

Division Total   538 10 63 29 36 ## 20 25 ## 39 65 19 1 0 223   
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  Grade Distribution by Division 
School: Grossmont College -- Term: 2009SP -- Division: G06 -- Subject: CHEM -- Course: All Courses 

Section 
N = Night 

** = Not Valid 
for ADA 

 
S.T. 
Wks 

 
 

Hrs Enrollment

 
 

A+

 
 

A 

 
 

A- 

 
 

B+

 
 

B 

 
 

B- 

 
 

C+ 

 
 

C 

 
 

D 

 
 

F Pass NoPass Inc W

 
 
Instructor 

    

G06 -- Mathematics Natural Sciences Ex Sci                       

                      

CHEM-110  Environmental Chemistry    

6630   3.0 21 0 9 0 0 4 0 0 4 0 0 3 0 0 4 Zajac, Ewa PT   

Course Total   21 0 9 0 0 4 0 0 4 0 0 3 0 0 4     

CHEM-113  Forensic Chemistry    

6632   4.0 12 0 1 0 0 5 0 0 3 2 0 1 0 0 7 Lehman, Jeffrey XP   

6633   4.0 17 0 3 0 0 3 0 0 10 1 0 0 0 0 8 Lehman, Jeffrey    

Course Total   29 0 4 0 0 8 0 0 13 3 0 1 0 0 15     

CHEM-115  Fundamentals of Chemistry    

6634   4.0 25 0 4 0 0 7 0 0 10 1 3 0 0 0 8 Kolonko, Kenneth PT   

6635   4.0 27 0 5 0 0 5 0 0 10 1 3 1 2 0 7 Kolonko, Kenneth PT   

6636   4.0 21 0 2 0 0 5 0 0 7 3 3 1 0 0 6 Willard, Cary    

6637   4.0 11 0 1 0 0 5 0 0 4 1 0 0 0 0 15 Willard, Cary    

6638   4.0 18 0 3 0 0 2 0 0 5 3 4 1 0 0 10 Willard, Cary    

6639N   4.0 20 0 2 0 0 7 0 0 5 3 3 0 0 0 5 Evans, Theodore PT   

6640N   4.0 20 0 4 0 0 8 0 0 4 1 3 0 0 0 5 Evans, Theodore PT   

Course Total   142 0 21 0 0 39 0 0 45 13 19 3 2 0 56     

CHEM-115T  Tutorial Lab for Chem 115    

6641   1.0 9 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 6 3 0 4 Larter, Martin    

Course Total   9 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 6 3 0 4     
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  Grade Distribution by Division 
School: Grossmont College -- Term: 2009SP -- Division: G06 -- Subject: CHEM -- Course: All Courses 

Section 
N = Night 

** = Not Valid for 
ADA 

 
S.T. 
Wks 

 
 

Hrs Enrollment

 
 

A+

 
 

A 

 
 

A- 

 
 

B+

 
 

B 

 
 

B- 

 
 

C+ 

 
 

C 

 
 

D 

 
 

F Pass NoPass Inc W

 
 
Instructor 

    

CHEM-116  Intro Organic & Biochemistry  

6642   4.0 14 0 3 0 0 1 0 0 7 2 1 0 0 0 6 Larter, Martin XP 

6643   4.0 8 0 2 0 0 3 0 0 2 1 0 0 0 0 2 Larter, Martin  

6644N   4.0 11 0 6 0 0 4 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 3 Azer, Joseph PT 

6645N   4.0 15 0 8 0 0 6 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 5 Azer, Joseph PT 

Course Total   48 0 19 0 0 14 0 0 10 4 1 0 0 0 16   

CHEM-116T  Tutorial Lab for Chem 116  

6646   1.0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 Larter, Martin  

Course Total   0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0   

CHEM-120  Prep for General Chemistry  

6647   4.0 22 0 5 0 0 0 0 0 6 7 2 0 1 0 9 Hernandez, Amanda PT 

6648   4.0 17 0 4 0 0 3 0 0 5 2 3 0 0 0 9 Hernandez, Amanda PT 

6649   4.0 22 0 3 0 0 6 0 0 7 4 2 0 0 0 5 George, Judy  

6650   4.0 21 0 4 0 0 3 0 0 5 3 4 2 0 0 6 George, Judy  

6652N   4.0 15 0 4 0 0 3 0 0 5 2 0 1 0 0 12 Vance, Diana  

6653N   4.0 15 0 2 0 0 5 0 0 5 1 2 0 0 0 8 Vance, Diana  

9116   4.0 15 0 3 0 0 2 0 0 7 1 1 0 1 0 7 Du Vigneaud, Jacqueline PT 

9117   4.0 12 0 1 0 0 3 0 0 3 0 5 0 0 0 10 Du Vigneaud, Jacqueline PT 

Course Total   139 0 26 0 0 25 0 0 43 20 19 3 2 0 66   

CHEM-120T  Tutorial Lab for Chem 120  

6654   1.0 6 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 6 0 1 Larter, Martin  

Course Total   6 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 6 0 1   
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  Grade Distribution by Division 
School: Grossmont College -- Term: 2009SP -- Division: G06 -- Subject: CHEM -- Course: All Courses 

Section 
N = Night 

** = Not Valid 
for ADA 

 
S.T. 
Wks 

 
 

Hrs 

 
 

Enrollment 

 
 

A+

 
 

A 

 
 

A- 

 
 

B+

 
 

B 

 
 

B- 

 
 

C+ 

 
 

C 

 
 

D 

 
 

F Pass NoPass Inc W

 
 
Instructor 

    

CHEM-141  General Chemistry I  

6655   5.0 20 0 4 0 0 9 0 0 5 1 1 0 0 0 13 Willard, Cary  

6656   5.0 15 0 4 0 0 3 0 0 5 3 0 0 0 0 10 George, Judy  

6657   5.0 15 0 3 0 0 6 0 0 3 1 1 0 1 0 4 Oakes, John XP 

6658N   5.0 12 0 2 0 0 4 0 0 5 1 0 0 0 0 7 Vance, Diana  

Course Total   62 0 13 0 0 22 0 0 18 6 2 0 1 0 34   

CHEM-141T  Tutorial Lab for Chem 141  

6659   1.0 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 1 0 0 Larter, Martin  

Course Total   2 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 1 0 0   

CHEM-142  General Chemistry II  

6660   5.0 24 0 7 0 0 12 0 0 4 0 1 0 0 0 4 Lehman, Jeffrey  

6662N   5.0 14 0 2 0 0 4 0 0 4 0 4 0 0 0 8 Larter, Martin  

Course Total   38 0 9 0 0 16 0 0 8 0 5 0 0 0 12   

CHEM-199  Special Studies/Projects-Chem  

9320 **  1.0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 George, Judy  

Course Total   0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0   

CHEM-231  Organic Chemistry I  

6664   5.0 25 0 6 0 0 13 0 0 4 2 0 0 0 0 2 Olmstead, Thomas  

Course Total   25 0 6 0 0 13 0 0 4 2 0 0 0 0 2   

CHEM-232  Organic Chemistry II  

6665   5.0 6 0 2 0 0 1 0 0 2 0 1 0 0 0 1 Olmstead, Thomas  

Course Total   6 0 2 0 0 1 0 0 2 0 1 0 0 0 1   

Subject Total   527 0 109 0 0 142 0 0 147 48 47 17 15 0 211   

Division Total   527 0 109 0 0 142 0 0 147 48 47 17 15 0 211   
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  Grade Distribution by Division 
School: Grossmont College -- Term: 2008FA -- Division: G06 -- Subject: CHEM -- Course: All Courses 

Section 
N = Night 
** = Not Valid 
for ADA 

 
S.T. 
Wks 

 
 

Hrs 

 
 

Enrollment 

 
 

A+ 

 
 

A 

 
 

A- 

 
 

B+

 
 

B 

 
 

B- 

 
 

C+ 

 
 

C D 

 
 

F 

  
P

as
s 

  
N

oP
as

s  
 

Inc 

 
 

W 

 
 

Instructor 

    

G06 -- Mathematics Natural Sciences Ex Sci                       

                      

CHEM-110  Environmental Chemistry    

2500     3.0 10 0 7 0 0 2 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 5 Zajac, Ewa PT   

2501     3.0 10 0 8 0 0 1 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 2 Zajac, Ewa PT   

Course 
Total 

  20 0 15 0 0 3 0 0 1 1 0 0 0 0 7     

CHEM-113  Forensic Chemistry    

2502     4.0 8 0 1 0 0 2 0 0 4 1 0 0 0 0 6 Lehman, Jeffrey    

2503     4.0 18 0 5 0 0 6 0 0 5 2 0 0 0 0 8 Lehman, Jeffrey    

Course 
Total 

  26 0 6 0 0 8 0 0 9 3 0 0 0 0 14     

CHEM-115  Fundamentals of Chemistry    

2504     4.0 20 0 5 0 0 7 0 0 5 1 2 0 0 0 7 Kolonko, Kenneth PT   

2505     4.0 21 0 4 0 0 7 0 0 6 1 3 0 0 0 6 Kolonko, Kenneth PT   

2508     4.0 17 0 1 0 0 7 0 0 4 2 2 0 0 0 8 Willard, Cary    

2509     4.0 9 0 1 0 0 3 0 0 2 0 2 0 1 0 13 Willard, Cary    

2510N    4.0 19 0 5 0 0 6 0 0 6 1 1 0 0 0 6 Velazquez-Dones, Adolfo PT   

2511N    4.0 18 0 8 0 0 5 0 0 5 0 0 0 0 0 7 Velazquez-Dones, Adolfo PT   

5971     4.0 10 0 3 0 0 2 0 0 2 3 0 0 0 0 9 Willard, Cary    

Course 
Total 

  114 0 27 0 0 37 0 0 30 8 10 0 1 0 56     

CHEM-115T  Tutorial Lab for Chem 115    

2512     1.0 7 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 4 3 0 7 Larter, Martin    

Course 
Total 

  7 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 4 3 0 7     
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  Grade Distribution by Division 
School: Grossmont College -- Term: 2008FA -- Division: G06 -- Subject: CHEM -- Course: All Courses 

Section 
N = Night 
** = Not Valid 
for ADA 

 
S.T. 
Wks 

 
 

Hrs 

 
 

Enrollment 

 
 

A+ A 

 
 

A- 

 
 

B+ B 

 
 

B- 

 
 

C+

 
 

C 

 
 

D F 

  
P

as
s 

  
N

oP
as

s  
 

Inc 

 
 

W 

 
 

Instructor 

    

CHEM-116  Intro Organic & Biochemistry  

2513     4.0 11 0 3 0 0 1 0 0 5 2 0 0 0 0 4 Hernandez, Amanda PT 

2514     4.0 7 0 2 0 0 4 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 2 Hernandez, Amanda PT 

2515N    4.0 16 0 3 0 0 5 0 0 6 2 0 0 0 0 4 Larter, Martin  

2516N    4.0 9 0 2 0 0 2 0 0 5 0 0 0 0 0 1 Larter, Martin  

Course Total   43 0 10 0 0 12 0 0 16 4 1 0 0 0 11   

CHEM-116T  Tutorial Lab for Chem 116  

2517     1.0 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 1 0 0 Larter, Martin  

Course Total   2 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 1 0 0   

CHEM-120  Prep for General Chemistry  

2518     4.0 9 0 0 0 0 6 0 0 2 0 0 0 0 0 23 Du Vigneaud, Jacqueline PT 

2519     4.0 16 0 3 0 0 5 0 0 4 3 1 0 0 0 7 Vance, Diana  

2520     4.0 10 0 3 0 0 1 0 0 3 0 3 0 0 0 10 Vance, Diana  

2521     4.0 12 0 1 0 0 7 0 0 2 0 1 0 1 0 12 Du Vigneaud, Jacqueline PT 

2522     4.0 20 0 0 0 0 3 0 0 7 1 6 1 2 0 10 George, Judy XP 

2523     4.0 16 0 0 0 0 3 0 0 5 1 6 0 1 0 12 George, Judy  

2524N    4.0 30 0 16 0 0 8 0 0 3 0 0 1 2 0 4 Azer, Joseph PT 

5970N    4.0 27 0 12 0 0 11 0 0 2 0 1 0 1 0 2 Azer, Joseph PT 

Course Total   140 0 35 0 0 44 0 0 28 5 18 2 7 0 80   

CHEM-120T  Tutorial Lab for Chem 120  

2525     1.0 6 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 3 2 0 5 Larter, Martin  

Course Total   6 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 3 2 0 5   
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  Grade Distribution by Division 
School: Grossmont College -- Term: 2008FA -- Division: G06 -- Subject: CHEM -- Course: All Courses 

Section 
N = Night 
** = Not Valid 
for ADA 

 
S.T. 
Wks 

 
 

Hrs 

 
 

Enrollment 

 
 

A+ A 

 
 

A- 

 
 

B+ B 

 
 

B- 

 
 

C+ C 

 
 

D 

 
 

F 

  
P

as
s 

  
N

oP
as

s  
 

Inc 

 
 

W 

 
 

Instructor 

    

CHEM-141  General Chemistry I  

2526     5.0 19 0 2 0 0 7 0 0 7 3 0 0 0 0 12 Willard, Cary  

2527     5.0 28 0 4 0 0 7 0 0 7 6 4 0 0 0 13 George, Judy  

2529N    5.0 24 0 2 0 0 7 0 0 11 3 1 0 0 0 5 Vance, Diana  

Course Total   71 0 8 0 0 21 0 0 25 12 5 0 0 0 30   

CHEM-141T  Tutorial Lab for Chem 141  

2531     1.0 3 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 2 0 3 Larter, Martin  

Course Total   3 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 2 0 3   

CHEM-142  General Chemistry II  

2532     5.0 17 0 2 0 0 9 0 0 6 0 0 0 0 0 4 Lehman, Jeffrey  

2533     5.0 11 0 4 0 0 3 0 0 2 0 2 0 0 0 7 George, Judy  

Course Total   28 0 6 0 0 12 0 0 8 0 2 0 0 0 11   

CHEM-142T  Tutorial Lab for Chem 142  

2534     1.0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 2 Larter, Martin  

Course Total   1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 2   

CHEM-231  Organic Chemistry I  

2536     5.0 10 0 2 0 0 3 0 0 3 0 2 0 0 0 2 Larter, Martin  

Course Total   10 0 2 0 0 3 0 0 3 0 2 0 0 0 2   

Subject Total   471 0 109 0 0 140 0 0 120 33 38 12 16 0 228   

Division Total   471 0 109 0 0 140 0 0 120 33 38 12 16 0 228   
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Science Grade Distribution Summaries 

  Grade Distribution by Division 
School: Grossmont College -- Term: 2012FA -- Division: G06 -- Subject: SCI -- Course: All Courses 

Section 
N = Night 

** = Not Valid for 
ADA 

 
S.T. 
Wks 

 
 

Hrs Enrollment 

 
 

A+ 

 
 

A 

 
 

A- 

 
 

B+ 

 
 

B 

 
 

B- 

 
 

C+ 

 
 

C 

 
 

D 

 
 

F 

 
 

Pass 

 
 

NoPass 

 
 

Inc 

 
 

W 

 
 
Instructor 

    

G06 -- Mathematics Natural Sciences Ex Sci                       

                      

SCI-110  Intro to Scientific Thought    

4255   3.0 43 0 7 7 3 8 5 2 8 1 2 0 0 0 6 Parker, Kathryn PT   

4257   3.0 45 0 5 7 6 8 8 2 1 2 4 2 0 0 8 Parker, Kathryn PT   

4258   3.0 10 0 1 0 0 2 0 0 4 0 3 0 0 0 1 Oakes, John XP   

4259N   3.0 30 0 4 0 0 13 0 0 9 2 2 0 0 0 10 Koningsor, Robert PT   

8532   3.0 26 0 4 6 1 2 2 1 3 2 5 0 0 0 6 Oakes, John    

Course Total   154 0 21 20 10 33 15 5 25 7 16 2 0 0 31     

Subject Total   154 0 21 20 10 33 15 5 25 7 16 2 0 0 31     

Division Total   154 0 21 20 10 33 15 5 25 7 16 2 0 0 31     
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  Grade Distribution by Division 
School: Grossmont College -- Term: 2012SP -- Division: G06 -- Subject: SCI -- Course: All Courses 

Section 
N = 

Night 
** = Not 
Valid for 

ADA 

 
S.T. 
Wks 

 
 

Hrs 

 
 

Enrollment 

 
 

A+ 

 
 

A 

 
 

A-

 
 

B+

 
 

B 

 
 

B-

 
 

C+ 

 
 

C 

 
 

D 

 
 

F 

 
 

Pass 

 
 

NoPass

 
 

Inc

 
 

W 

 
 
Instructor 

    

G06 -- Mathematics Natural Sciences Ex Sci                       

                      

SCI-110  Intro to Scientific Thought    

7825   3.0 19 1 2 2 1 3 0 0 2 2 4 2 0 0 8 Oakes, John    

8477   3.0 37 0 11 0 0 7 0 0 15 0 0 4 0 0 1 Albert, Richard PT   

8480   3.0 7 0 1 0 1 1 1 1 0 1 1 0 0 0 5 Oakes, John    

8481   3.0 34 0 2 2 0 3 2 4 5 3 13 0 0 0 12 Oakes, John    

8482   3.0 45 0 17 0 0 11 0 0 14 1 0 2 0 0 2 Albert, Richard PT   

8483N   3.0 31 0 2 0 0 13 0 0 10 4 2 0 0 0 8 Koningsor, Robert PT   

Course 
Total 

  173 1 35 4 2 38 3 5 46 11 20 8 0 0 36     

Subject 
Total 

  173 1 35 4 2 38 3 5 46 11 20 8 0 0 36     

Division 
Total 

  173 1 35 4 2 38 3 5 46 11 20 8 0 0 36     
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  Grade Distribution by Division 
School: Grossmont College -- Term: 2011FA -- Division: %G06 -- Subject: SCI -- Course: All Courses 

Section 
N = Night 

** = Not Valid 
for ADA 

 
S.T. 
Wks 

 
 

Hrs 

 
 

Enrollment 

 
 
A+

 
 
A 

 
 
A-

 
 
B+

 
 
B 

 
 
B-

 
 
C+

 
 
C 

 
 
D 

 
 
F 

 
 

Pass 

 
 

NoPass 

 
 

Inc 

 
 

W 

 
 
Instructor 

    

G06 -- Mathematics Natural Sciences Ex Sci                       

                      

SCI-110  Intro to Scientific Thought    

4253   3.0 38 0 12 0 0 16 0 0 8 2 0 0 0 0 5 Albert, Richard PT   

4255   3.0 51 0 8 0 0 39 0 0 4 0 0 0 0 0 9 Albert, Richard PT   

4257   3.0 29 1 1 5 0 6 3 2 6 2 2 0 0 0 18 Oakes, John    

4258   3.0 8 0 2 1 0 1 2 0 1 0 1 0 0 0 3 Oakes, John    

4259N   3.0 24 0 4 0 0 11 0 0 6 1 1 0 1 0 12 Koningsor, Robert PT   

8532   3.0 15 0 0 3 0 3 0 2 2 1 2 0 2 0 4 Oakes, John    

Course Total   165 1 27 9 0 76 5 4 27 6 6 0 3 0 51     

Subject Total   165 1 27 9 0 76 5 4 27 6 6 0 3 0 51     

Division 
Total 

  165 1 27 9 0 76 5 4 27 6 6 0 3 0 51     
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  Grade Distribution by Division 
School: Grossmont College -- Term: 2011SP -- Division: G06 -- Subject: SCI -- Course: All Courses 

Section 
N = Night 

** = Not 
Valid for 

ADA 

 
S.T. 
Wks 

 
 

Hrs 

 
 

Enrollment 

 
 

A+

 
 

A 

 
 

A-

 
 

B+

 
 

B 

 
 

B-

 
 

C+

 
 

C 

 
 

D 

 
 

F 

 
 

Pass 

 
 

NoPass

 
 

Inc

 
 

W 

 
 
Instructor 

    

G06 -- Mathematics Natural Sciences Ex Sci                       

                      

SCI-110  Intro to Scientific Thought    

7825   3.0 10 0 0 1 1 0 0 0 4 0 4 0 0 0 8 Oakes, John    

8477   3.0 19 0 2 2 1 0 1 1 6 3 3 0 0 0 11 Oakes, John    

8478   3.0 25 0 5 0 0 11 0 0 6 1 2 0 0 0 10 Albert, Richard PT   

8480   3.0 31 1 3 2 3 6 2 1 3 2 7 0 1 0 7 Oakes, John    

8481   3.0 47 0 17 0 0 5 0 0 18 5 0 1 0 0 10 Albert, Richard PT   

8482   3.0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 4 Oakes, John    

8483N   3.0 23 0 3 0 0 6 0 0 9 1 4 0 0 0 11 Koningsor, Robert PT   

8485   3.0 22 0 1 1 3 2 6 2 2 0 4 1 0 0 19 Ternansky, Robert PT   

Course 
Total 

  178 1 31 6 8 30 9 5 48 12 24 2 1 0 80     

Subject 
Total 

  178 1 31 6 8 30 9 5 48 12 24 2 1 0 80     

Division 
Total 

  178 1 31 6 8 30 9 5 48 12 24 2 1 0 80     
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  Grade Distribution by Division 
School: Grossmont College -- Term: 2010FA -- Division: %G06 -- Subject: SCI -- Course: All Courses 

Section 
N = Night 

** = Not Valid for 
ADA 

 
S.T. 
Wks 

 
 

Hrs 

 
 

Enrollment 

 
 

A+ 

 
 

A 

 
 

A- 

 
 

B+ 

 
 

B 

 
 

B- 

 
 

C+ 

 
 

C 

 
 

D 

 
 

F 

 
 

Pass 

 
 

NoPass

 
 

Inc 

 
 

W 

 
 
Instructor 

    

G06 -- Mathematics Natural Sciences Ex Sci                       

                      

SCI-110  Intro to Scientific Thought    

4253   3.0 34 0 11 0 0 3 0 0 9 10 0 1 0 0 2 Albert, Richard PT   

4255   3.0 38 0 10 0 0 15 0 0 7 3 2 1 0 0 2 Albert, Richard PT   

4257   3.0 24 0 2 2 2 2 3 1 6 2 3 0 1 0 15 Oakes, John    

4258   3.0 12 0 1 2 0 4 3 0 0 0 2 0 0 0 7 Oakes, John    

4259N   3.0 31 0 4 0 0 6 0 0 12 3 6 0 0 0 7 Koningsor, 
Robert 

PT   

Course Total   139 0 28 4 2 30 6 1 34 18 13 2 1 0 33     

Subject Total   139 0 28 4 2 30 6 1 34 18 13 2 1 0 33     

Division Total   139 0 28 4 2 30 6 1 34 18 13 2 1 0 33     
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  Grade Distribution by Division 
School: Grossmont College -- Term: 2010SP -- Division: G06 -- Subject: SCI -- Course: All Courses 

Section 
N = Night 

** = Not Valid for 
ADA 

 
S.T. 
Wks 

 
 

Hrs 

 
 

Enrollment 

 
 

A+ 

 
 

A 

 
 

A- 

 
 

B+ 

 
 

B 

 
 

B- 

 
 

C+ 

 
 

C 

 
 

D 

 
 

F 

 
 

Pass 

 
 

NoPass

 
 

Inc

 
 

W 

 
 
Instructor 

    

G06 -- Mathematics Natural Sciences Ex Sci                       

                      

SCI-110  Intro to Scientific Thought    

0236   3.0 23 0 1 3 2 0 1 1 3 0 12 0 0 0 6 Oakes, John    

8477   3.0 25 0 3 1 3 1 1 0 5 0 8 2 0 0 8 Oakes, John    

8478   3.0 37 0 12 0 0 7 0 0 6 2 5 4 0 0 5 Albert, Richard PT   

8480   3.0 23 1 3 3 1 2 3 0 1 2 7 0 0 0 13 Oakes, John    

8481   3.0 48 0 21 0 0 13 0 0 4 3 7 0 0 0 4 Albert, Richard PT   

8482   3.0 2 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 4 Oakes, John    

8483N   3.0 24 0 2 0 0 12 0 0 5 2 3 0 0 0 7 Koningsor, Robert PT   

8485   3.0 15 1 2 1 1 1 1 0 0 3 3 1 1 0 21 Ternansky, Robert PT   

Course Total   197 2 44 8 7 37 6 1 24 12 46 7 1 0 68     

Subject Total   197 2 44 8 7 37 6 1 24 12 46 7 1 0 68     

Division Total   197 2 44 8 7 37 6 1 24 12 46 7 1 0 68     
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  Grade Distribution by Division 
School: Grossmont College -- Term: 2009FA -- Division: G06 -- Subject: SCI -- Course: All Courses 

Section 
N = Night 

** = Not 
Valid for 

ADA 

 
S.T. 
Wks 

 
 

Hrs 

 
 

Enrollment 

 
 

A+ 

 
 

A 

 
 

A-

 
 

B+

 
 

B 

 
 

B- 

 
 

C+

 
 

C D 

 
 

F 

 
 

Pass 

 
 

NoPass 

 
 

Inc 

 
 

W 

 
 
Instructor 

    

G06 -- Mathematics Natural Sciences Ex Sci                       

                      

SCI-110  Intro to Scientific Thought    

4253   3.0 23 0 4 0 0 9 0 0 8 2 0 0 0 0 6 Albert, Richard PT   

4255   3.0 46 0 6 0 0 18 0 0 21 1 0 0 0 0 1 Albert, Richard PT   

4257   3.0 50 0 15 0 0 23 0 0 9 1 0 2 0 0 3 Albert, Richard PT   

4258   3.0 27 0 6 2 3 3 6 2 4 1 0 0 0 0 9 Ternansky, Robert PT   

4259N   3.0 24 0 4 0 0 6 0 0 11 2 1 0 0 0 3 Koningsor, Robert PT   

4260   3.0 35 0 3 3 2 5 5 2 7 1 5 1 0 0 18 Oakes, John    

9812   3.0 13 0 0 1 0 0 1 2 1 0 8 0 0 0 19 Oakes, John    

Course 
Total 

  218 0 38 6 5 64 12 6 61 8 14 3 0 0 59     

Subject 
Total 

  218 0 38 6 5 64 12 6 61 8 14 3 0 0 59     

Division 
Total 

  218 0 38 6 5 64 12 6 61 8 14 3 0 0 59     
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  Grade Distribution by Division 
School: Grossmont College -- Term: 2009SP -- Division: G06 -- Subject: SCI -- Course: All Courses 

Section 
N = Night 

** = Not 
Valid for 

ADA 

 
S.T. 
Wks 

 
 

Hrs 

 
 

Enrollment 

 
 

A+

 
 

A 

 
 

A-

 
 

B+

 
 

B 

 
 

B-

 
 

C+ 

 
 

C D 

 
 

F 

 
 

Pass 

 
 

NoPass 

 
 

Inc 

 
 

W 

 
 
Instructor 

    

G06 -- Mathematics Natural Sciences Ex Sci                       

                      

SCI-110  Intro to Scientific Thought    

8477   3.0 14 0 6 0 0 0 0 0 3 1 3 1 0 0 9 Oakes, John    

8478   3.0 31 0 6 0 0 8 0 0 12 2 3 0 0 0 7 Albert, Richard PT   

8480   3.0 28 0 5 0 0 3 0 0 8 1 10 1 0 0 6 Oakes, John    

8481   3.0 37 0 4 0 0 16 0 0 11 4 1 0 1 0 6 Albert, Richard PT   

8482   3.0 7 0 2 0 0 2 0 0 0 0 3 0 0 0 2 Oakes, John    

8483N   3.0 12 0 2 0 0 6 0 0 3 0 1 0 0 0 8 Koningsor, Robert PT   

8485   3.0 29 0 2 0 0 9 0 0 8 0 8 2 0 0 10 Oakes, John    

9120   3.0 19 0 4 0 0 5 0 0 6 1 3 0 0 0 13 Oakes, John    

Course 
Total 

  177 0 31 0 0 49 0 0 51 9 32 4 1 0 61     

Subject 
Total 

  177 0 31 0 0 49 0 0 51 9 32 4 1 0 61     

Division 
Total 

  177 0 31 0 0 49 0 0 51 9 32 4 1 0 61     
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  Grade Distribution by Division 
School: Grossmont College -- Term: 2008FA -- Division: G06 -- Subject: SCI -- Course: All Courses 

Section 
N = Night 

** = Not 
Valid for 

ADA 

 
S.T. 
Wks 

 
 

Hrs 

 
 

Enrollment 

 
 

A+

 
 

A 

 
 

A-

 
 

B+

 
 

B 

 
 

B-

 
 

C+

 
 

C 

 
 

D 

 
 

F 

 
 

Pass 

 
 

NoPass 

 
 

Inc 

 
 

W 

 
 
Instructor 

    

G06 -- Mathematics Natural Sciences Ex Sci                       

                      

SCI-110  Intro to Scientific Thought    

4253   3.0 24 0 9 0 0 9 0 0 4 0 1 1 0 0 5 Albert, Richard PT   

4254   3.0 18 0 7 0 0 6 0 0 2 2 1 0 0 0 5 Nebel, Grant PT   

4255   3.0 31 0 12 0 0 9 0 0 4 3 1 2 0 0 10 Albert, Richard PT   

4257   3.0 24 0 6 0 0 8 0 0 4 2 4 0 0 0 10 Nebel, Grant PT   

4258   3.0 27 0 13 0 0 4 0 0 5 2 3 0 0 0 3 Albert, Richard PT   

4259N   3.0 19 0 3 0 0 10 0 0 2 1 1 0 2 0 4 Koningsor, Robert PT   

4260   3.0 40 0 4 0 0 8 0 0 18 8 2 0 0 0 19 Holleran, John PT   

Course 
Total 

  183 0 54 0 0 54 0 0 39 18 13 3 2 0 56     

Subject 
Total 

  183 0 54 0 0 54 0 0 39 18 13 3 2 0 56     

Division 
Total 

  183 0 54 0 0 54 0 0 39 18 13 3 2 0 56     
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APPENDIX 4   Annual Progress Report

 

SECTION 2 – UNIT/PROGRAM UPDATE

Please provide brief answers to the all the questions below the table to update your program review information:

Student Success and Program Efficiency

1. Please fill in the table below with data from the following sources:  

Program Review Data Warehouse, and 

Reports (can be accessed by opening a web browser on campus and typing in "reports")

Fall 2009 Fall 2010 Fall 2011

Enrollment at Census 762 827 795

WSCH 4986 5282 5101

FTES 163.63 176.07 170.03

TOTAL FTEF 9.117 9.117 8.867

WSCH/FTEF 546.89 579.36 575.28

Overall Retention Rate 70.7 73.1 75.2

Overall Success Rate 56.8 58.7 60.7

Curriculum Development and Academic Standards

b. Have recent activities in other units/programs impacted your unit/program? If so, please describe.

2. Reflect upon the above 3-year trend data.  Briefly discuss overall observations and any areas of concern or noteworthy trends.

Notice the modification of student behavior as course reductions occur. Fewer drop, and more succeed. I think that this is true 

3. Has there been any change in the status of your unit/program, specifically:

a. have new curriculum, programs, partnerships, or initiatives been created by your unit/program? If so, please describe.

Chem 102 has been running for 2 years. This is a new course for nursing students.

No.
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Outcome Assessment

Student Support and Campus Resources

6. Have any recent changes in facilities impacted your unit/program or the services you provide? If so, please describe.

Faculty/Staff Professional Development

Staffing Trends

No significant changes 

8. Describe how, over the past year, your faculty and staff have helped shaped the direction of the college 
and/or the discipline (e.g., writing grants, serving on college/district committees and task forces, Academic 
Senate representation, presenting at conferences, etc.).

Cary Willard is working closely with the author of a major preperatory chemistry textbook; the department was selected, and has 

9.  Have you had, or do you anticipate over the next couple of years, any staffing changes?  If so, please provide a brief summary of the 
changes.

We do not foresee any stafffing requirements.

7. Highlight how this past year's professional development activities (including sabbaticals) has resulted in 
improvement in curriculum, instruction, and currency in the field.

4. Give an example of how your assessment of student learning outcomes led to improvement of your course or program (through the 

development of a planning activity, etc.).

None so far. If those who complete the assessment are also able to change the criteria when the assessment doesn't go as 

5. Do any recent changes in your discipline/program necessitate new or updated computer technology, software, or equipment?  If so, 
please describe.

Many of our instruments: AA, GC, IR, and HPLC are connected via computers. It is important that those are updated.

No.
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Section 3A - PROGRAM REVIEW RECOMMENDATIONS- check to see if this is in appendix 2 
 

Program Review Area 

Recommendation	
Cu
rr
ic
ul
um

	
D
ev
el
op
m
en
t	

St
ud
en
t	A
cc
es
s	
an
d	

Su
cc
es
s	

St
ud
en
t	S
up
po
rt
	a
nd
	

Ca
m
pu
s	
Re
so
ur
ce
s	
/	

St
af
fin
g	

Co
m
m
un
it
y	

O
ut
re
ac
h/
Re
sp
on
se
	

Fa
cu
lt
y/
St
af
f	

Pr
of
es
si
on
al
	

D
ev
el
op
m
en
t	 Strategy/Activity	

(list	the	activities	
that	you	plan	to	
undertake	to	help	

achieve	the	
recommendation)	

W
he
n	
w
as
	

st
ra
te
gy
/a
ct
iv
it
y	

st
ar
te
d?
	[s
em

,	y
ea
r]
	

W
he
n	
w
as
	

st
ra
te
gy
/a
ct
iv
it
y	

co
m
pl
et
ed
?	[
se
m
,	

ye
ar
]	

Achievement	of	your	
recommendation	‐	

progress	and	outcome(s)	
(in	this	space,	document	
your	progress	as	you	work	
on	your	activities	and	when	
your	activites	are	complete,	

briefly	describe	the	
outcome)	

1.	Meet	with	the	
coordinator	of	the	
Tech	Prep	Program	to	
strengthen	
articulation	efforts	
with	local	high	
schools.	

x	 		 		 		 		

We	don't	have	any	
classes	to	articulate	
with	the	high	schools.	

	
	
	
	

		
		
		
		
		
		

		
		
		
		
		
		

We	don't	plan	on	doing	this.	

2.	Maximize	efficient	
use	of	the	new	science	
building,	especially	by	
offering	more	sections	
in	the	summer.	

		 		 x	 		 		

	
Add	more	classes	

	
	
	
	

		
		
		
		

		
		
		
		
		
		

Haven't	been	able	to	do	so	
for	many	semesters.	

		

3.	Develop	a	job	
description	for	a	
shared	technician	with	
Earth	Sciences	and	
pursue	hiring	as	
programs	expand.	

	 	 	 	 	

This	proposal	was	
made	prior	to	the	
current	staffing	
procedures.	

	 	 It	was	not	approved	
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Section 3A - PROGRAM REVIEW RECOMMENDATIONS 
 

4.	Develop	and	offer	
an	analytical	
chemistry	course	that	
will	articulate	with	
four‐	year	institutions	
and	pursue	
articulation	with	
UCSD's	Chem	6	CL	
laboratory	course.		

		 		 		 		 		

	
Judy	George	will	take	

a	sabbatical	to	
facilitate	this.	

	
	
	
	

		
		
		
		
		
		

		
		
		
		
		
		

Part	of	the	current	issue	with	
this	course	is	that	it	is	
changing	at	the	4‐year	

schools.	Hopefully	a	TMC	will	
standardize	such	offerings,	

making	it	easier	to	
accomplish	the	articulation.	

This	would	be	a	low‐
enrollment	class,	so	it	is	
important	to	work	out	the	
articulation	issues	first.	

5.	Collaboratively	
write	student‐learning	
outcomes	and	
collectively	agree	
upon	their	assessment	
methods	to	be	written	
in	course	syllabi	of	
sections	of	the	same	
course.	Use	student‐
learning	outcome	data	
for	continued	course	
and	program	
improvement.		

x	 		 		 		 		

	
These	have	been	

written	
	
	
	
	

		
		
		
		
		
		

		
		
		
		
		
		

We	have	SLOs	and	have	
completed	assessments	for	
all	classes	except	Chem	113,	

115,	231,	232	

6.	Continue	to	submit	
curriculum	
modification	and	
deletion	proposals	for	
courses	that	have	not	
been	reviewed	by	the	
Curriculum	Committee	
in	the	last	five	years.		

		 		 		 		 		

	
Reviewing	courses	

now	
	
	
	
	

		
		
		
		
		
		

		
		
		
		
		

This	is	currently	under	
review	
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Section 3B - OTHER LONG-TERM PLANNING GOALS 
 

Program Review Area 

Planning	Goal/	
Department	

Recommendation	
St
ra
te
gi
c	
Pl
an
	G
oa
l	#
	

Cu
rr
ic
ul
um

	
D
ev
el
op
m
en
t	

St
ud
en
t	A
cc
es
s	
an
d	

Su
cc
es
s	

St
ud
en
t	S
up
po
rt
	a
nd
	

Ca
m
pu
s	
Re
so
ur
ce
s	
/	

St
af
fin
g	

Co
m
m
un
it
y	

O
ut
re
ac
h/
Re
sp
on
se
	

Fa
cu
lt
y/
St
af
f	

Pr
of
es
si
on
al
	

D
ev
el
op
m
en
t	

Strategy/Activity	
(list	the	activities	that	
you	plan	to	undertake	
to	help	achieve	the	

goal)	 W
he
n	
w
as
	

st
ra
te
gy
/a
ct
iv
it
y	

st
ar
te
d?
	[s
em

,	y
ea
r]
	

W
he
n	
w
as
	

st
ra
te
gy
/a
ct
iv
it
y	

co
m
pl
et
ed
?	[
se
m
,	y
ea
r]
	

Achievement	of	your	
planning	goal	‐	progress	

and	outcome(s)	
(in	this	space,	document	
your	progress	as	you	work	
on	your	activities	and	when	

your	activities	are	
complete,	briefly	describe	

the	outcome)	

provide	outreach	to	
the	local	community	
using	a	variety	of	
modalities	

1	
	
0	

		 		 		 X	 		

We	intend	to	continue	
hosting	the	regional	
Science	Decathlon	in	
coordination	with	our	
sister	campus,	
Cuyamaca.	

		 		
This	has	been	completed	
twice,	but	there	are	no	
further	plans	for	an	

immediate	resumption	of	
these	activities.	Mostly	

because	Science	Decathlon	
participation	in	the	area	

has	decreased.	

We	intend	to	continue	
to	host	Science	Festival	
activities	on	an	
occasional	basis.	

		 2010

We	would	like	to	
introduce	some	
chemistry	specific	
competitions	to	our	
local	students.	

		
		
		
		

		
		
		
		

We	wish	to	staff	the	
Science	Learning	
Center	with	student	
tutorial	support.	

1	
	
3	
	
4	
	
5	
	
6	

X	 		 X	 		 		

Faculty	will	identify	
excellent	students	in	
their	classes	to	employ	
in	the	SLC.	They	will	
actively	search	for	
poly‐lingual	students	
to	aid	non‐traditional	
students.	
		
		

2010	
		
		

2012	
		

We	have	staffed	the	SLC	
with	student	and	other	
tutors	for	the	last	4	

semesters.	

		



Appendix 4 
Page 140 

 

 

Section 3B - OTHER LONG-TERM PLANNING GOALS 
 
We	want	to	continue	
to	purchase	laboratory	
equipment	to	enhance	
the	learning	
experience	in	the	
laboratory.	We	wish	to	
continue	to	acquire	
equipment	that	will	
allow	us	to	utilize	
guided	inquiry	in	our	
classrooms	and	labs.	

3	
	
7	

		 		 X	 		 		

Work	with	the	dean	to	
find	financial	resources	
both	through	the	
institution,	grants,	and	
community	
partnerships	to	
purchase	needed	
equipment.	

		
		
		
		
		
		

		
		
		
		
		
		

Enhance	professional	
development	
opportunities	

11	 		 		 		 		 X	

Encourage	all	faculty	to	
attend	at	least	one	
conference	semi‐
annually.	

		 		 With	the	recent	allocation	of	
$25k	for	discipline‐specific	
professional	development,	
this	will	make	this	easier.	
Still,	faculty	attend	the	two‐
year	college	chemistry	
consortium	meetings,	

honors'	program	meetings,	
and	other	state‐level	
curriculum	meetings.	

Provide	adjunct	
mentoring	
opportunities.	

		
		

		

		

Continue	encouraging	
faculty	to	participate	in	
outreach	activities	
		

		
		
		

		
		
		

Update	and	develop	
curriculum	

3	 X	 		 		 		 		

Develop	a	science	120	
course	(integrated	
science	for	educators)	
to	support	future	
science	teachers.	

		 2010	

The	Science	class	has	been	
completed.	Develop	and	offer	an	

instrumental	chemistry	
course	to	articulate	
with	4‐year	institutions	
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SECTION 2 – UNIT/PROGRAM UPDATE 
 
Student Success and Program Efficiency 

1. Please fill in the table:   

    Fall 2009 Fall 2010 Fall 2011 
Enrollment at Census 762 827 795
WSCH 4986 5282 5101
FTES 163.63 176.07 170.03
TOTAL FTEF 9.117 9.117 8.867
WSCH/FTEF 546.89 579.36 575.28
Overall Retention Rate 70.7 73.1 75.2
Overall Success Rate 56.8 58.7 60.7

2. Reflect upon the above 3-year trend data.  Briefly discuss overall observations and any areas of concern or noteworthy trends. 

Notice the modification of student behavior as course reductions occur. Fewer drop, and more succeed. I think that 
this is true for any resource that is considered valuable. Students will value the resource, and devote the time 
required to use it wisely. In looking through different disciplines, I see a similar trend (ESL is an exception). I don't 
think that instruction has changed this broadly across campus to account for any magic. Are we truly serving the 
citizens of CA by offering so many sections filled with student who do not succeed? 

Curriculum Development and Academic Standards 
3. Has there been any change in the status of your unit/program, specifically: 

a. have new curriculum, programs, partnerships, or initiatives been created by your unit/program? If so, please describe. 

Chem 102 has been running for 2 years. This is a new course for nursing students. 

b. Have recent activities in other units/programs impacted your unit/program?  

No. 
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4. Give an example of how your assessment of student learning outcomes led to improvement of your course or program 
(through the development of a planning activity, etc.). 
 

None so far. If those who complete the assessment are also able to change the criteria when the assessment doesn't go 
as planned, then what is the value of the assessment? This is why, in the Chemistry Department, we use nationally 
created and normed final exams. In this manner a 3rd party creates the assessment, and success criteria.  

Student Support and Campus Resources 
5. Do any recent changes in your discipline/program necessitate new or updated computer technology, software, or 
equipment?  If so, please describe. 
 

Many of our instruments: AA, GC, IR, and HPLC are connected via computers. It is important that those are updated. 

6. Have any recent changes in facilities impacted your unit/program or the services you provide?  

No. 
 

Faculty/Staff Professional Development 
7. Highlight how this past year's professional development activities 
(including sabbaticals) has resulted in improvement in curriculum, 
instruction, and currency in the field. 
 
No significant changes 
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8. Describe how, over the past year, your faculty and staff have helped shaped the direction of 
the college and/or the discipline (e.g., writing grants, serving on college/district committees and 
task forces, Academic Senate representation, presenting at conferences, etc.). 

Cary Willard is working closely with the author of a major preparatory chemistry textbook; the department was selected, 
and has completed, an American Chemical Society Program Evaluation as part of a pilot program for 2 year colleges; 
John Oakes has published a book used in Science 110, and is the leader of the Honors Program at Grossmont College; 
Jeff Lehman is the Vice President of the Academic Senate, serving on Accreditation Standard IIID, the District Budget 
Allocation Task Force, EOC Working Group, and currently writing this most annoying document. Lehman is also looking to 
get out of the chair position so that he doesn't have to do such things in the future. He much prefers life in the classroom. 
Judy George spearheaded the ACS effort with the assistance of Diana Vance. Martin Larter has been highly involved (as 
a co-chair) of the Faculty Professional Development Committee. 
 

Staffing Trends 
9.  Have you had, or do you anticipate over the next couple of years, any staffing changes?  If so, please provide a brief 
summary of the changes. 
 
We do not foresee any staffing requirements. 
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APPENDIX 5 SLO ASSESSMENT ANALYLSIS and COURSE SLO UPDATES 

 

 

 

 

  

SECTION 1 - ANNUAL SLO UPDATE
Please fill out the form below on ALL Course-level SLOs you've assessed over the last 2 semesters.  Please add additional sections if needed.

Course # and SLO 
wording 

(ex. Hist 108(SLO 1) – 
Students will be able to 

…)

c
h

e
c

k
 in

s
tr

u
m

e
n

t 
u

s
e

d
Assessment 

Assignments and/or 
Instruments: Which were 
used to assess the SLO? 
(Department Chair should 

save any instruments 
used for assessment 
(rubrics, surveys, etc.) 

onto shared department 
drive or Blackboard site

Assessment Analysis (Please write a 
narrative on the following: What did you 

learn from the assessment of the 
outcomes? (i.e. In which areas did 
students excel? What issues and 

needs were revealed?)  Did the 
assessment work, and if not, what 

needs to be revised? c
h

e
c

k
 a

c
ti

o
n

 p
la

n
n

e
d

Course SLO Action 
Plan (please indicate 

how you will use 
these course 

assessment results 
and analysis for 

course improvement)

Semester 
when Next 

Assessment 
of this SLO 

will take 
place

(ex. Fall 2012) 
(see 6-year 
SLO plan)

c
h

e
c

k
 a

c
ti

o
n

 p
la

n
n

e
d

Program Action Plan 
(please indicate how 

you will use your 
Course-level SLO data 

in making Program-
level 

decisions/changes)

x

Item analysis of exams, 
quizzes, problem sets, etc. 
(items linked to specific 
outcomes)

Conduct further 
assessment related 
to the issue and 
outcome

Plan purchase of new 
equipment or supplies 
needed for modified 
student activities, such 
as: 
__________________

x

Assignments based on 
rubrics (essays/reports, 
projects, performance 
analysis)

Conduct according to 
the schedule with no 
changes made to the 
assessment or SLO

Make changes in 
staffing plans (i.e. 
modified job 
descriptions, requests 
for new positions, etc.)

Assignments based on 
checklists

Use new or revised 
teaching methods 
(i.e. more use of 
group work, new 
lecture, etc.), such 
as: 
__________________

Revise the curriculum, 
course sequence or 
prerequisites

Direct Observation of 
performances, structured 
practices or drills, practical 
exams, small group work, 
etc.

Develop new methods 
of evaluating student 
work, such as: 
__________________

x

No program action will 
be taken

Student Self-Assessments 
(reflective journals, 
surveys)

Engage in 
professional 
development about 
best practices for this 
type of class/activity

Other (please 
describe): 

Classroom Assessment 
Techniques (CATS, 
"clicker" mediated 
responses, etc.)

Revise the course 
syllabus or outline 
(i.e. change in course 
topics)

Capstone projects of final 
summative assessment 
(final exams, capstone 
projects, portfolios, etc.)

Revise the SLO

Student Satisfaction Survey x

Other (please 
describe): If it ain't 
broke, don't fix it.

Other (please describe): 

Chem 116(SLO 1) - 
SLO 1: Demonstrate a 
working knowledge of 
the language of organic 
and biochemistry. 
Chem1= 116(SLO 2) - 
Employ the concept of 
organic functional 
groups to predict both 
chemical and physical
properties of an organic 
molecule. Chem 116 
(SLO 3) - Apply the 
concept of structure 
and function to predict 
properties of 
biomolecules.

Everybody successfully met the SLO 
criteria
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SECTION 1 - ANNUAL 
SLO UPDATE

c
h

e
c

k
 in

s
tr

u
m

e
n

t 
u

s
e

d

Assessment 
Assignments and/or 

Instruments: Which were 
used to assess the SLO?

Assessment Analysis (Please write a 
narrative on the following: What did you 

learn from the assessment of the 
outcomes?

c
h

e
c

k
 a

c
ti

o
n

 p
la

n
n

e
d

Course SLO Action 
Plan (for course 
improvement)

Semester for 
next SLO 

assessment
(ex. Fall 2012)

c
h

e
c

k
 a

c
ti

o
n

 p
la

n
n

e
d

Program Action Plan 
(please indicate how 

you will use your 
Course-level SLO data 

in making Program-
level 

decisions/changes)

x

Item analysis of exams, 
quizzes, problem sets, etc. 
(items linked to specific 
outcomes)

Conduct further 
assessment related 
to the issue and 
outcome

Plan purchase of new 
equipment or supplies 
needed for modified 
student activities, such 
as: 
__________________

x

Assignments based on 
rubrics (essays/reports, 
projects, performance 
analysis)

Conduct according to 
the schedule with no 
changes made to the 
assessment or SLO

Make changes in 
staffing plans (i.e. 
modified job 
descriptions, requests 
for new positions, etc.)

Assignments based on 
checklists

Use new or revised 
teaching methods 
(i.e. more use of 
group work, new 
lecture, etc.), such 
as: 
__________________

Revise the curriculum, 
course sequence or 
prerequisites

Direct Observation of 
performances, structured 
practices or drills, practical 
exams, small group work, 
etc.

Develop new methods 
of evaluating student 
work, such as: 
__________________

x

No program action will 
be taken

Student Self-Assessments 
(reflective journals, 
surveys)

Engage in 
professional 
development about 
best practices for this 
type of class/activity

x

Other (please 
describe): Discuss with 
faculty

Classroom Assessment 
Techniques (CATS, 
"clicker" mediated 
responses, etc.)

Revise the course 
syllabus or outline 
(i.e. change in course 
topics)

Capstone projects of final 
summative assessment 
(final exams, capstone 
projects, portfolios, etc.)

Revise the SLO

Student Satisfaction Survey x
Other (please 
describe): None

Other (please describe): 

Science 110(SLOs 1-
4)1. Demonstrate an 
understanding of how 
scientists discover the 
laws of nature.
2. Describe the 
development of both 
the history and 
philosophy of science 
in multiple
cultures.
3. Evaluate whether a 
claim is scientific or 
pseudoscientific using 
logic, demonstration
and skepticism.
4. Distinguish between 
ethical and non-ethical 
behavior in science.

Everybody successfully met the SLO 
criteria
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Course # and SLO 
wording

c
h

e
c

k
 in

s
tr

u
m

e
n

t 
u

s
e

d
Assessment 

Assignments and/or 
Instruments: Which were 
used to assess the SLO?

Assessment Analysis (Please write a 
narrative on the following: What did you 

learn from the assessment of the 
outcomes?

c
h

e
c

k
 a

c
ti

o
n

 p
la

n
n

e
d

Course SLO Action 
Plan (for course 
improvement)

Semester for 
next SLO 

assessment
(ex. Fall 2012)

c
h

e
c

k
 a

c
ti

o
n

 p
la

n
n

e
d

Program Action Plan 
(please indicate how 

you will use your 
Course-level SLO data 

in making Program-
level 

decisions/changes)

Item analysis of exams, 
quizzes, problem sets, etc. 
(items linked to specific 
outcomes)

Conduct further 
assessment related 
to the issue and 
outcome

Plan purchase of new 
equipment or supplies 
needed for modified 
student activities, such 
as: 
__________________

Assignments based on 
rubrics (essays/reports, 
projects, performance 
analysis)

Conduct according to 
the schedule with no 
changes made to the 
assessment or SLO

Make changes in 
staffing plans (i.e. 
modified job 
descriptions, requests 
for new positions, etc.)

Assignments based on 
checklists

Use new or revised 
teaching methods 
(i.e. more use of 
group work, new 
lecture, etc.), such 
as: 
__________________

Revise the curriculum, 
course sequence or 
prerequisites

Direct Observation of 
performances, structured 
practices or drills, practical 
exams, small group work, 
etc.

Develop new methods 
of evaluating student 
work, such as: 
__________________

No program action will 
be taken

Student Self-Assessments 
(reflective journals, 
surveys)

Engage in 
professional 
development about 
best practices for this 
type of class/activity

Other (please 
describe): 

Classroom Assessment 
Techniques (CATS, 
"clicker" mediated 
responses, etc.)

Revise the course 
syllabus or outline 
(i.e. change in course 
topics)

Capstone projects of final 
summative assessment 
(final exams, capstone 
projects, portfolios, etc.)

Revise the SLO

Student Satisfaction Survey
Other (please 
describe): 

Other (please describe): 
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SLO Update Report for Chem 141/142 

Submitted Fall 2010 

Chemistry 141‐142 SLO Analysis 

The following data represent a sample of Chemistry 142 students over three semesters. The 

curriculum has not changed during this time, nor has the final exam. The final exam, from which 

these data are taken, is a standardized, nationally normed exam written by the American 

Chemical Association that covers material from both Chemistry 141 and 142. Typically, our 

department‐wide average on this exam falls in the 85‐90th percentile when compared to the 

national sample. Our students do very well. For this analysis, however, sections of the exam 

were mapped to each of chemistry’s 4 student learning outcomes for this course: 

1. Demonstrate a working knowledge of the language of chemistry. 

2. Apply quantitative reasoning to chemical problems 

3. Apply laws and theories to explain and predict the properties of atoms and molecules 

4. Employ laboratory equipment and techniques to collect, organize, and evaluate 

experimental data. 

 

According to our data, the details of which are attached, our students, over this period, have 

achieved SLOs 1‐3. According to our criteria, SLO #4 was not met. I suspect that part of the issue 

with SLO #4 is that it was covered by only 4 questions on the final exam. This would mean that 

students would need to get a 3 out of 4 on this portion. If the criteria where changed to 2 out of 

4 then 84% of students would have achieved it. 
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 SLO Update Report for Chem 120 
Date:  January 2010 

Department: Chemistry 
Name of Reporter: Diana Vance 

 
Assessment Write‐Up for:  Chemistry 120 
          (ex: HIST 108)  
 
Semester Assessment was conducted: Fall 2009 
          (ex: Fall 2009) 

What SLO(s) did you Assess (include the Course SLO that you assessed and also the Benchmark you set 

for the expected % of Student Success) :  

SLO 1: demonstrate a working knowledge of the language of chemistry 

The target was that 65% of the students should score 75% or better. 

SLO 2: apply quantitative reasoning to chemical problems 

The target was that 50% of students should get 60% or better. 

SLO 3: apply laws and theories to explain and predict the properties of atoms and molecules 

The target was that 50% of students should get 60% or better 

List of Instructors Involved:  

Diana Vance  Brian Bowie  Amanda Fusco  Robert Ternansky 

Description of the Assessment Method (include the assessment you used, any additional information 

regarding the assessment you think is important, and any calibration set‐up or session information.  

ATTACH ANY ASSESSMENT TOOLS LIKE FINAL EXAM QUESTIONS, ETC., TO THIS DOCUMENT): 

Chemistry  120  employs  a  common  multiple  choice  final  for  all  sections  to  evaluate  the  students 

consisting of 100 questions.   There are  two versions of  the exam: ED‐2000A and ED‐2000B.   The  final 

exams of  four  instructors, Brian Bowie, Amanda  Fusco, Robert  Ternansky,  and Diana Vance  teaching 

Chemistry 120 during  the  fall 2009 semester were analyzed  totaling 117 students  in  the sample pool.  

Three student learning outcomes (SLO) were analyzed.  The specific questions from each final are listed 

below:   

SLO 1:  ED2000A questions 93, 25, 45, 54, 55, 56, 84, and 19   

    ED2000B questions 13, 24 44, 55, 56, 57, 85, and 100 

SLO 2:  ED2000A questions 92, 98, 20, 23, 30, 63, 62, 65, 73, 75, 77, 86, and 91 

    ED2000B questions 12, 18, 19, 22, 29, 61, 64, 65, 74, 76, 78, 90, and 95 

SLO 3:  ED2000A questions 94, 29, 33, 37, 39, 44, 47, 49, 53, 66, 67, 85, and 91 

    ED2000B question 14, 28, 32, 36, 38, 43, 46, 48, 54, 68, 69, 89, and 95 
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SLO Update Report for Chem 120 

Date of Department meeting on Analysis/Recommendations:  March 5, 2010 

Analysis of the Results (for first‐semester results, include any analytical data and discuss how the results 

compare to the benchmark set by your department; for second‐semester and beyond results, include all 

analytical data and discuss how the results compare to previous results):  

La
n
gu
ag
e
 o
f 
C
h
em

is
tr
y 

A
p
p
ly
 Q
u
an
ti
ta
ti
ve
 R
ea
so
n
in
g 

A
p
p
ly
 L
aw

s 
an
d
 T
h
eo

ri
es
 

SLO 1 (8 Q)  SLO 2 (11 Q) 
SLO 3 (13 
Q) 

100 100 92.3

100 100 92.3

100 100 92.3

100 92.3 92.3

100 92.3 92.3

100 92.3 92.3

100 92.3 92.3

100 84.6 92.3

87.5 84.6 84.6

87.5 84.6 84.6

87.5 84.6 84.6

87.5 84.6 84.6

87.5 84.6 84.6

87.5 84.6 84.6

87.5 84.6 84.6

87.5 84.6 84.6

87.5 76.9 84.6

87.5 76.9 84.6

87.5 76.9 84.6
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87.5 76.9 84.6

87.5 76.9 84.6

87.5 76.9 84.6

87.5 76.9 84.6

87.5 76.9 84.6

87.5 76.9 84.6

87.5 76.9 76.9

87.5 76.9 76.9

87.5 76.9 76.9

87.5 76.9 76.9

87.5 76.9 76.9

87.5 76.9 76.9

87.5 76.9 76.9

87.5 76.9 76.9

87.5 76.9 76.9

87.5 76.9 76.9

87.5 76.9 76.9

87.5 76.9 76.9

87.5 76.9 76.9

87.5 69.2 76.9

87.5 69.2 76.9

87.5 69.2 76.9

87.5 69.2 76.9

75 69.2 76.9

75 69.2 76.9

75 69.2 69.2

75 69.2 69.2

75 69.2 69.2

75 61.5 69.2

75 61.5 69.2

75 61.5 69.2

75 61.5 69.2

75 61.5 69.2

75 61.5 69.2

75 61.5 69.2

75 61.5 69.2

75 61.5 69.2

75 61.5 69.2

75 61.5 69.2

75 61.5 69.2
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75 61.5 69.2

75 53.8 69.2

75 53.8 69.2

75 53.8 69.2

75 53.8 69.2

75 53.8 69.2

75 53.8 69.2

75 53.8 69.2

62.5 53.8 69.2

62.5 53.8 69.2

62.5 53.8 69.2

62.5 53.8 69.2

62.5 53.8 69.2

62.5 53.8 69.2

62.5 53.8 69.2

62.5 53.8 69.2

62.5 53.8 61.5

62.5 53.8 61.5

62.5 46.2 61.5

62.5 46.2 61.5

62.5 46.2 61.5

62.5 46.2 61.5

62.5 46.2 61.5

62.5 46.2 61.5

62.5 46.2 61.5

62.5 46.2 61.5

62.5 46.2 61.5

62.5 38.5 61.5

50 38.5 61.5

50 38.5 61.5

50 38.5 53.8

50 38.5 53.8

50 38.5 53.8

50 38.5 53.8

50 38.5 53.8

50 38.5 46.2

50 38.5 46.2

50 38.5 46.2

50 38.5 46.2

50 38.5 46.2
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37.5 38.5 46.2

37.5 30.8 46.2

37.5 30.8 38.5

37.5 30.8 38.5

37.5 30.8 38.5

37.5 30.8 38.5

37.5 30.8 30.8

25 30.8 30.8

25 30.8 30.8

25 30.8 30.8

25 23.1 30.8

25 23.1 23.1

25 23.1 23.1

25 23.1 23.1

12.5 23.1 23.1

12.5 15.4 23.1

12.5 15.4 23.1

12.5 15.4 23.1

0 7.7 15.4

Average  67.690678 58.1415254 65.43559322

St Dev  23.246534 21.3056685 19.03381842

 

SLO 1: demonstrate a working knowledge of the language of chemistry, with eight questions.  The target 

was that 65% of the students should score 75% or better, however only 56.4% obtained a score of 75% 

or better.   The students did not perform as well as expected.   One possible reason for the  lower than 

expected score could be the question sample size of eight.  The benchmarks were arbitrarily assigned for 

this first cycle, therefore changing the expectation better represents how our students actually perform.       

 

SLO 2: apply quantitative reasoning to chemical problems, with thirteen questions.  The target was that 

50% of students should get 60% or better and 50.4 % of students were able to do so.  Therefore our goal 

for student understanding was met.   

 

Finally SLO 3: apply laws and theories to explain and predict the properties of atoms and molecules.  The 

target was  that  50%  of  students  should  get  50%  or  better  and  79.5%  students were  able  to  do  so.  

Therefore our goal for student understanding was achieved.   
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Recommendations for the next cycle of this assessment (if you recommended no changes, please state 

why; if you recommended changes to the assessment tool, please explain why):  

 

SLO 1: demonstrate a working knowledge of the language of chemistry, with eight questions.  The target 

that 65% of the students should score 75% or better should be  lowered to 65% of students should get 

60% or better then 73.5% of the students will met the target value.  This is more in line with the other 

benchmarks for SLO 2 and 3.   

Since students met the benchmarks for SLO 2 and 3 no changes are recommended at this time.   

 

What is the date that this assessment will be conducted next?:   Spring 2012 
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Date:  December 2011 
Department: Chemistry 

Name of Reporter: Martin Larter 
 
Assessment Write-Up for:  Chemistry 116 
       
Semesters Assessment was conducted: Spring 2009- Spring 2011 
 
What SLO(s) did you Assess (include the Course SLO that you assessed and also the Benchmark you set 
for the expected % of Student Success) :  

SLO 1:  Demonstrate a working knowledge of the language of organic and biochemistry. 
 

 The target was that 75% of the students should score 75% or better on the poster Project 

SLO 2: Employ the concept of organic functional groups to predict both chemical and physical 
properties of an organic molecule. 
 

 The target was that 80% of students should get 75% or better on the organic qualitative analysis 
lab 

SLO 3: Apply the concept of structure and function to predict properties of biomolecules. 
 

 The target was that 75% of the students should score 75% or better on the poster Project 

List of Instructors Involved:  
Robert Anness Martin Larter 

Description of the Assessment Method (include the assessment you used, any additional information 
regarding the assessment you think is important, and any calibration set-up or session information.  
ATTACH ANY ASSESSMENT TOOLS LIKE FINAL EXAM QUESTIONS, ETC., TO THIS DOCUMENT): 

Poster grading scheme: Information presented should include the following (if possible): 
 

 IUPAC and common name for molecule 

 Molecular structure and chemical formula 

 Physical properties (color, physical state at STP, molar mass, density, melting and boiling points, 
solubility) 

 Where molecule is found in nature and toxicity (structural  biochemical point of view) 
information 

 History (who discovered it and when, who determined structure, who first synthesized it, etc.) 

 Synthesis (if applicable, how is your molecule synthesized?); show the synthetic scheme (reaction 
or reactions) 

Chemical reactivity (what reactions of interest does your molecule undergo, either in living systems, in 
the environment or in the laboratory?); write out the reactions. 
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 Information of interest (what is most interesting about your molecule, why did you select it?); this 
section should be the main section of the poster, and can be about anything you choose; the 
chemical reactivity and synthesis may be included in this section 

 Include a list of references (at least 3 sources other than your textbook) 
 

Organic Qualitative Analysis grading scheme: 

 Development of a flowchart (based off of previous experiments) that uses both physical and 
chemical tests to separate the unknown compound into its appropriate functional group. 

 Clear and concise documentation of chemical tests performed and possible conclusions from 
these tests 

 Correct identification of the functional group of the unknown 

 Correct identification of unknown compound based on additional information of melting or 
boiling point of the unknown compound. 

 

Analysis of the Results (for first‐semester results, include any analytical data and discuss how the results 

compare to the benchmark set by your department; for second‐semester and beyond results, include all 

analytical data and discuss how the results compare to previous results):  
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Number 
of 

students 

Poster  
Spring 
2009 

Poster  
Summer 

2009 

Posters 
Fall 

2009 

Poster 
Spring 
2010 

Poster Fall 
2010 

Poster 
Spring 
2011 

1.  86.10 89.50 
80% 83.30% 93.33% 93.33% 

2.  84.80 75.60 
80% 86.70% 96.67% 86.67% 

3.  76.10 89.40 
80.00% 76.70% 93.33% 0.00% 

4.  90.80 76.00 
80.00% 90.00% 96.67% 73.33% 

5.  92.40 88.70 
96.70% 76.70% 90.00% 83.33% 

6.  78.60 80.10 
83.30% 76.70% 96.67% 83.33% 

7.  91.00 93.70 
80.00% 80.00% 83.33% 86.67% 

8.  88.40 77.80 
93.30% 76.70% 100.00% 83.33% 

9.  82.00 85.30 
90.00% 76.70% 83.33% 96.67% 

10.  82.60 85.40 
90.00% 96.70% 80.00% 86.67% 

11.  94.10 90.40 
93.30% 80.00% 83.33% 0.00% 

12.  90.70 88.70 
93.30% 96.70% 80.00% 83.33% 

13.  79.00 84.60 
83.30% 70.00% 86.67% 73.33% 

14.  94.10 90.50 
80.00% 80.00% 83.33% 83.33% 

15.  86.90 92.00 
83.30% 76.70% 83.33% 80.00% 

16.  90.10 89.20 
83.30% 90.00% 0.00% 90.00% 

17.  89.90 96.50 
86.70% 80.00% 80.00% 83.33% 

18.  78.60  
86.70% 80.00% 76.67% 83.33% 

19.  69.30  
93.30% 96.70% 80.00% 80.00% 

20.  79.00  
83.30% 86.70% 76.67% 83.33% 

21.    
93.30% 86.70% 80.00% 90.00% 

22.    
86.70% 83.30% 76.67% 83.33% 

23.    
80.00% 90.00% 86.67% 80.00% 

24.    
83.30% 80.00% 80.00% 76.67% 



Appendix 5 
Page 161 

 

SLO Update Report for Chem 116

25.    
86.70% 83.30% 80.00% 90.00% 

26.    
90.00% 76.70% 86.67% 86.67% 

27.    83.30% 90.00% 86.67% 83.33% 

28.  
 

 93.30% 76.70% 76.67% 83.33% 

29.  
 

 80.00% 90.00% 76.67% 86.67% 

30.  
 

  80.00% 83.33% 83.33% 

31.  
 

  73.30% 80.00% 83.33% 

32.  
 

   86.67% 83.33% 

33.  
 

   80.00% 90.00% 

34.  
 

   80.00% 76.67% 

35.  
 

   76.67% 73.33% 

36.  
 

   80.00%  

37.  
 

   76.67%  

 
 

     

Average 85.23 86.67 86% 82.81% 81.53% 78.95% 

Standard 
Deviation 

6.814526 6.119412 0.054216 0.070519 0.152468 0.204007 
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Number 

of 
students 

Qual Lab  
Spring 
2009 

Qual Lab  
Summer 

2009 
Qual Lab  
Fall 2009 

Qual Lab  
Spring 2010 

Qual Lab  
Fall 2010 

Qual Lab  
Spring 2011 

1.  100 85 92.00% 100.00% 100.00% 100.00%

2.  100 75 100.00% 88.00% 100.00% 84.00%

3.  80 100 100.00% 100.00% 100.00% 80.00%

4.  100 80 100.00% 100.00% 88.00% 100.00%

5.  85 100 84.00% 100.00% 100.00% 100.00%

6.  85 85 100.00% 80.00% 100.00% 100.00%

7.  85 80 100.00% 88.00% 88.00% 100.00%

8.  100 100 80.00% 100.00% 100.00% 100.00%

9.  90 100 84.00% 100.00% 100.00% 88.00%

10.  85 70 100.00% 88.00% 88.00% 100.00%

11.  90 100 100.00% 88.00% 92.00% 100.00%

12.  90 100 100.00% 100.00% 100.00% 84.00%

13.  100 85 92.00% 100.00% 100.00% 100.00%

14.  85 100 100.00% 88.00% 88.00% 100.00%

15.  100 95 100.00% 100.00% 80.00% 100.00%

16.  80 80 100.00% 100.00% 100.00% 80.00%

17.  100 100 88.00% 84.00% 84.00% 100.00%

18.  100  100.00% 88.00% 84.00% 88.00%

19.  80  92.00% 100.00% 88.00% 88.00%

20.  85  100.00% 100.00% 80.00% 80.00%

21.  
 

 100.00% 100.00% 100.00% 88.00%
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22.  

 
 100.00% 100.00% 76.00% 88.00% 

23.  
 

 100.00% 100.00% 92.00% 100.00% 

24.  
 

 100.00% 88.00% 76.00% 100.00% 

25.  
 

 100.00% 84.00% 100.00% 100.00% 

26.  
 

  88.00% 80.00% 100.00% 

27.  
 

  100.00% 100.00% 88.00% 

28.  
 

  100.00% 84.00% 100.00% 

29.  
 

  100.00% 80.00% 100.00% 

30.  
 

  100.00% 88.00% 88.00% 

31.  
 

  88.00% 80.00% 80.00% 

32.  
 

   84.00% 100.00% 

33.  
 

   100.00% 84.00% 

34.  
 

   100.00% 100.00% 

35.  
 

   100.00% 100.00% 

36.  
 

   100.00%  

37.  
 

   88.00%  

38.  
 

   76.00%  

39.  
 

   100.00%  

40.  
 

   100.00%  

41.  
 

   88.00%  

42.  
 

   80.00%  

43.  
 

   88.00%  

44.  
 

   100.00%  

45.  
 

   100.00%  

Average 
 

90.71429 90.29412 96.48% 94.84% 91.56% 93.94% 

Standard 
Deviation 

7.950741 10.6757 0.062525 0.067877 0.087479 0.078439 
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SLO  1: Demonstrate a working knowledge of the language of organic and biochemistry.  The  target was 

that 75% of students should get 75% or better on the poster project and looking at: 

Spring  2009:  82.81%  of  students  were  able  to  do  so.    Therefore  our  goal  for  student 

understanding was met.   

Summer  2009:  84.19%  of  students  were  able  to  do  so.    Therefore  our  goal  for  student 

understanding was met.   

  Fall 2009: 83.33 % of students were able to do so.  Therefore our goal for student understanding 

was met.   

  Spring  2010:  79.43%  of  students  were  able  to  do  so.    Therefore  our  goal  for  student 

understanding was met.   

  Fall 2010: 77.74% of students were able to do so.  Therefore our goal for student understanding 

was met.   

  Spring  2011:    75.13%  of  students  were  able  to  do  so.    Therefore  our  goal  for  student 

understanding was met.   

SLO 2: Employ the concept of organic functional groups to predict both chemical and physical properties 

of an organic molecule. The target was that 80% of students should get 75% or better on the organic 

qualitative analysis lab and looking at: 

Spring  2009:  88.53%  of  students  were  able  to  do  so.    Therefore  our  goal  for  student 

understanding was met.   

Summer  2009:  87.31%  of  students  were  able  to  do  so.    Therefore  our  goal  for  student 

understanding was met.   

  Fall 2009: 95.60 % of students were able to do so.  Therefore our goal for student understanding 

was met.   

  Spring  2010:  93.33%  of  students  were  able  to  do  so.    Therefore  our  goal  for  student 

understanding was met.   

  Fall 2010: 89.44% of students were able to do so.  Therefore our goal for student understanding 

was met.   
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Spring  2011:    92.43%  of  students  were  able  to  do  so.    Therefore  our  goal  for  student 

understanding was met.   

SLO 3: Apply the concept of structure and function to predict properties of biomolecules. The  target was 

that 75% of students should get 75% or better on the poster project and looking at: 

Spring  2009:  82.81%  of  students  were  able  to  do  so.    Therefore  our  goal  for  student 

understanding was met.   

Summer  2009:  84.19%  of  students  were  able  to  do  so.    Therefore  our  goal  for  student 

understanding was met.   

  Fall 2009: 83.33 % of students were able to do so.  Therefore our goal for student understanding 

was met.   

  Spring  2010:  79.43%  of  students  were  able  to  do  so.    Therefore  our  goal  for  student 

understanding was met.   

  Fall 2010: 77.74% of students were able to do so.  Therefore our goal for student understanding 

was met.   

  Spring  2011:    75.13%  of  students  were  able  to  do  so.    Therefore  our  goal  for  student 

understanding was met 

Recommendations for the next cycle of this assessment (if you recommended no changes, please state 

why; if you recommended changes to the assessment tool, please explain why):  

Since students met the benchmarks for SLO 1,2 and 3 no changes are recommended at this time.   

What is the date that this assessment will be conducted next?:   Fall 2014 
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   SLO    
Spring 
2009 

Fall 
2009 

Spring 
2010 

Fall 
2010 

Spring 
2011 

Fall 
2011 

Spring 
2012 

Fall 
2012 

Spring 
2013 

Fall 
2013 

Spring 
2014 

Fall 
2014 

Spring 
2015 

CHEM 
102  1 

Demonstrate a working knowledge of the language of 
organic chemistry and biological chemistry                                      X 

   2 

Employ concepts of organic functional groups to 
predict both chemical and physical properties of 
organic molecules                                      X 

   3 
Apply the concept of structure and function to predict 
the properties and behavior of biomolecules                                      X 

   4 
Employ laboratory techniques to  collect, analyze and 
evaluate experimental data                                      X 

                                               

CHEM 
110  1 

Demonstrate a working knowledge of the language of 
chemistry.                                        

   2 
Read and evaluate chemistry in scientific journals 
designed for the general population.                                        

   3 
Analyze periodic trends to predict physical and 
chemical properties of compounds and elements.                                        

                                               

CHEM 
113  1 

Demonstrate a working knowledge of the language of 
chemistry.  ASP        X                            

   2  Apply quantitative reasoning to chemical problems  ASP        X                            

   3 
Apply a laws and theories to explain and predict the 
properties of atoms and molecules.   ASP        X                            

   4 
Employ laboratory equipment and techniques to 
collect, organize and evaluate experimental data.  ASP        X                            

                                               

CHEM 
115  1 

Demonstrate a working knowledge of the language of 
chemistry.  ASP           X                         

   2  Apply quantitative reasoning to chemical problems  ASP           X                         

   3 
Apply a laws and theories to explain and predict the 
properties of atoms and molecules  ASP           X                         

   4 
Employ laboratory equipment and techniques to 
collect, organize and evaluate experimental data.  ASP           X                         
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CHEM 
115T  1 

Demonstrate a working knowledge of the 
language of chemistry.                 X                      

   2 
Apply quantitative reasoning to chemical 
problems                 X                      

   3 

Apply a laws and theories to explain and 
predict the properties of atoms and 
molecules                 X                      

   4 

Employ laboratory equipment and 
techniques to collect, organize and 
evaluate experimental data.                 X                      

                                               

CHEM 
116  1 

Demonstrate a working knowledge of the 
language of organic and biochemistry.  ASP           X                         

   2 

Employ the concept of organic functional 
groups to predict both chemical and 
physical properties of an organic molecule.  ASP           X                         

   3 
Apply the concept of structure and function 
to predict properties of biomolecules.  ASP           X                         

                                               

CHEM 
116T  1 

Demonstrate a working knowledge of the 
language of organic and biochemistry.                                      X 

   2 

Employ the concept of organic functional 
groups to predict both chemical and 
physical properties of an organic molecule.                                      X 

   3 
Apply the concept of structure and function 
to predict properties of biomolecules.                                      X 

                                               

CHEM 
120  1 

Demonstrate a working knowledge of 
the language of chemistry.     AAR             X                   

   2 

Apply quantitative reasoning to 
chemical problems.     AAR             X                   
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   3 

Apply laws and theories to explain and 
predict the properties of atoms and 
molecules.     AAR             X                   

   4 

Employ laboratory equipment and 
techniques to collect, organize, and 
evaluate experimental data.     AAR             X                   

                                               

CHEM 
120T  1 

Demonstrate a working knowledge of 
the language of chemistry.                    X                   

   2 

Apply quantitative reasoning to 
chemical problems.                    X                   

   3 

Apply laws and theories to explain and 
predict the properties of atoms and 
molecules.                    X                   

   4 

Employ laboratory equipment and 
techniques to collect, organize, and 
evaluate experimental data.                    X                   

                                               

CHEM 
141  1 

Demonstrate a working knowledge of the 
language of chemistry.  ASP                    X                

   2 
Apply quantitative reasoning to chemical 
problems  ASP                    X                

   3 

Apply a laws and theories to explain and 
predict the properties of atoms and 
molecules.  ASP                    X                

   4 

Employ laboratory equipment and 
techniques to collect, organize and 
evaluate experimental data.  ASP                    X                

                                               

CHEM 
141T  1 

Demonstrate a working knowledge of the 
language of chemistry.                       X                
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   2 
Apply quantitative reasoning to chemical 
problems                       X                

   3 

Apply a laws and theories to explain and 
predict the properties of atoms and 
molecules.                       X                

   4 

Employ laboratory equipment and 
techniques to collect, organize and 
evaluate experimental data.                       X                

                                               

CHEM 
142  1 

Demonstrate a working knowledge of the 
language of chemistry.  ASP  X  X                               

   2 
Apply quantitative reasoning to chemical 
problems  ASP  X  X                               

   3 

Apply a laws and theories to explain and 
predict the properties of atoms and 
molecules.  ASP  X  X                               

   4 

Employ laboratory equipment and 
techniques to collect, organize and 
evaluate experimental data.  ASP  X  X                               

                                               

CHEM 
142T  1 

Demonstrate a working knowledge of the 
language of chemistry.           X                            

   2 
Apply quantitative reasoning to chemical 
problems           X                            

   3 

Apply a laws and theories to explain and 
predict the properties of atoms and 
molecules.           X                            

   4 

Employ laboratory equipment and 
techniques to collect, organize and 
evaluate experimental data.           X                            
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CHEM 
231  1 

Demonstrate a working knowledge of the language of 
organic chemistry.  ASP                       X             

   2 
Recognize the major functional groups of organic 
compounds.  ASP                       X             

   3 
Predict the major products of chemical reactions of 
representative organic functional groups.  ASP                       X             

   4 
Apply a theoretical approach to explain the chemical 
and physical behavior of organic compounds.  ASP                       X             

   5 
Employ laboratory equipment and techniques to 
collect, analyze and evaluate experimental data.  ASP                       X             

                                               

CHEM 
231T  1 

Demonstrate a working knowledge of the language of 
organic chemistry.                             X          

   2 
Recognize the major functional groups of organic 
compounds.                             X          

   3 
Predict the major products of chemical reactions of 
representative organic functional groups.                             X          

   4 
Apply a theoretical approach to explain the chemical 
and physical behavior of organic compounds.                             X          

   5 
Employ laboratory equipment and techniques to 
collect, analyze and evaluate experimental data.                             X          

                                               

CHEM 
232  1 

Demonstrate a working knowledge of the language of 
organic chemistry.  ASP                             X       

   2 
Recognize the major functional groups of organic 
compounds.  ASP                             X       

   3 
Predict the major products of chemical reactions of 
representative organic functional groups.  ASP                             X       

   4 
Apply a theoretical approach to explain the chemical 
and physical behavior of organic compounds.  ASP                             X       

   5 
Employ laboratory equipment and techniques to 
collect, analyze and evaluate experimental data.  ASP                             X       
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CHEM 
232T  1 

Demonstrate a working knowledge of the language of 
organic chemistry.                                   X    

   2 
Recognize the major functional groups of organic 
compounds.                                   X    

   3 
Predict the major products of chemical reactions of 
representative organic functional groups.                                   X    

   4 
Apply a theoretical approach to explain the chemical 
and physical behavior of organic compounds.                                   X    

   5 
Employ laboratory equipment and techniques to 
collect, analyze and evaluate experimental data.                                   X    

                                               

CHEM 
199  1 

Students will be able to identify, examine, and assess a 
component of the discipline in a study of 
individualized content                                        
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APPENDIX 7 Survey Results 

2013 Program Review Faculty Survey Results 
Chemistry 
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2013 Program Review Faculty Survey Results 
Chemistry 
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2013 Program Review Student Survey Form 
Chemistry 
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2013 Program Review Student Survey Form 
Chemistry 
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2013 Program Review Student Survey Results 
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2013 Program Review Student Survey Results 
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2013 Program Review Student Survey Results 
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2013 Program Review Student Survey Results 
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2013 Program Review Student Survey Results 
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2013 Program Review Student Survey Results 
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2013 Program Review Student Survey Results 
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2013 Program Review Student Survey Results 
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2013 Program Review Student Survey Results 
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2013 Program Review Student Survey Results 
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2013 Program Review Student Survey Results 

 

   



Appendix 7 
Page 187 

 

2013 Program Review Student Survey Results 
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Appendix 8 Headcounts for Degrees and Certificates Awarded 

 

DATA from District Website 

Headcount by Chemistry 
Degree 

 Headcount by Chemistry 
Certificate 

year  count  percent    year count percent 
             

2007SP 1 0.16%     

2011SP 1 0.15%  2011SP 1 0.31% 

2012SP 2 0.28%  2012SP 2 0.41% 
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APPENDIX 9 STAFFING TRENDS AND JOB DESCRIPTIONS 
FOR CLASSIFIED STAFF 
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GROSSMONT-CUYAMACA COMMUNITY COLLEGE DISTRICT 

 
CLASS TITLE:  CHEMISTRY TECHNICIAN 
 
SUMMARY: 

Under the direction of an assigned supervisor and the coordination of the Department Chair person, 
perform a variety of technical and specialized duties related to the preparation, operation and 
maintenance of a chemistry laboratory and related areas; operate and demonstrate the use of specialized 
equipment and instructional materials; provide information and technical assistance to faculty and 
students. 
 
ESSENTIAL FUNCTIONS: 

Assist in the operation and maintenance of an instructional chemistry laboratory and related areas; 
perform specialized and technical duties to assure efficient lab operations. 
 
Assist teachers and students in the use of a variety of equipment, materials and supplies in the 
instructional setting; provide assistance to students according to instructions by teachers. 
 
Prepare solutions, chemicals, reagents, unknowns and other instructional materials and equipment for 
teachers' demonstrations, laboratory exercises and student use as requested, according to approved 
procedures. 
 
Operate and maintain equipment, supplies and instructional materials in a chemistry laboratory 
environment. 
 
Prepare and issue materials, lockers and equipment for student use; maintain records of materials and 
equipment used by students. 
 
Operate a wide variety of specialized equipment commonly found in chemistry laboratories including 
glassware, balances, computer and other technical apparatus, instrumentation and measuring devices. 
 
Maintain laboratory environment in a safe, clean and orderly condition; assure proper storage and use of 
equipment and supplies.  Assure security of equipment, materials and supplies in laboratory facilities and 
storage areas. 
 
Prepare and maintain various records, log and reports related to laboratory operations, inventory, 
personnel, lab fees and breakage and chemical solutions and unknowns. 
Assure compliance with state and federal laws and regulations governing the storage, use and handling 
of syringes, alcohol, radioactive and toxic materials; coordinate the safe disposal of chemicals and 
wastes. 
 
Train and provide work direction to student workers and other personnel as assigned; assign and review 
work. 
 
Maintain departmental area(s) in a safe, clean and orderly condition; assure compliance with established 
safety procedures and regulations 
 
Assist in coordinating the use of lab facilities, assuring the availability and preparation of appropriate 
supplies and equipment. 
 
Maintain currency of qualifications for area of assignment. 
 
SECONDARY FUNCTIONS: 
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Order, receive and store supplies, materials and equipment; maintain inventories and price lists; confer 
with vendors regarding new equipment and instrumentation. 
 
Calibrate, adjust, maintain and make minor repairs to equipment; report major repair needs according to 
established procedures. 
 
Perform related duties as assigned. 
 
KNOWLEDGE AND ABILITIES: 

KNOWLEDGE OF: 

Preparation of chemicals, solutions, reagents and unknowns for laboratory exercises and demonstrations. 

Equipment and apparatus used in chemistry instruction. 

Principles, practices and procedures typically used in chemistry laboratories. 

Safety regulations involving the storage, use, handling and disposal of toxic materials and chemicals. 

Correct English usage, grammar, spelling, punctuation and vocabulary. 

  
ABILITY TO: 

Perform specialized and technical duties to assure efficient lab operations. 

Provide information and assistance to students and staff. 

Assure the proper care, storage and security of assigned equipment, materials and supplies. 

Maintain learning equipment in proper working order. 

Issue and receive equipment and supplies. 

Perform a variety of laboratory tests and demonstrations. 

Prepare chemical solutions, unknowns and reagents for instructional use. 

Work independently with little direction; plan and organize work to meet schedules and timelines. 

Operate personal computers and other office and lab equipment used in assigned area. 

Communicate effectively both orally and in writing. 

Analyze situations accurately and adopt an effective course of action. 

Establish and maintain cooperative and effective working relationships with others. 

Maintain records and prepare reports. 

Train and provide work direction to others; assign and review the work of others. 

 
 
EDUCATION:  

Completion of college-level chemistry coursework or equivalent. 
 
EXPERIENCE: 

Responsible chemistry laboratory experience including lab experience in college-level chemistry courses. 
 
 
WORKING CONDTIONS: 

Chemistry laboratory environment; subject to fumes, lifting and climbing and exposure to hazardous or 
toxic substances 
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Sabbaticals, Publications, Conferences, Workshops and other 
Professional Development Activities 
 
Faculty Date Activity 

   

Lehman F 2002 
Sabbatical: Working with the crime lab of San Diego County 
Sherriff’s department to develop activities for forensic 
chemistry course Chem 113 

Willard F 2006 
Sabbatical: Working with the Science Olympiad to develop 
new materials for chemistry coursework and to encourage 
east county schools to participate in science competitions

   

Lehman F 2009 
Sabbatical:  Point Loma University research to develop 
instrumentation methods and experiments to incorporate into 
chemistry laboratory curriculum 

Lehman F 2006 

Publication : Dale F. Shellhamer,* David C. Gleason, Sean J. 
Rodriguez, Victor L. Heasley,a Jerry A. Boatz and Jeffrey J. 
Lehman, "Correlation of calculated halonium ion structures 
with product distributions from fluorine substituted terminal 
alkenes", Tetrahedron, October 2006 

Oakes F 2008 
Sabbatical:  Developed material for  two new courses, 
PSC 100 and SCI 120 
 

Olmstead F 2011 
Sabbatical:  Developed curriculum for new chemistry course, 
Chem 102 

Oakes 2011 
Publication :  Textbook for SCI 100 Introduction to Scientific 
Thought 

Oakes 2008-2012 

Publications: Books published by IPI Books- 
That You May Believe 
Field Manual for Apologetics 
The Christian Story 
Mormonism: Belief and Testimony 

Willard 2013 

Publication: Contributing author Foundations of College 
Chemistry 14th ed. by Morris Hein and Susan Arena 
Co-author solutions manual for Foundations of College 
Chemistry 14th edition. 

Olmstead 2011 Authored Laboratory Manual for Chem 102 
Oakes S 2013 Project Kaleidoscope conference speaker 
Oakes Sp 2011 Project Kaleidoscope conference organizer 

George 2012 
American Chemical Society panelist for developing self-study 
tools for CC chemistry programs 

George 2007-
present 

BeWise advisor for high school females 
Performed chemical experiments with students to foster 
interest in sciences 

  



Appendix 10 
Page 193 

 

Sabbaticals, Publications, Conferences, Workshops and other 
Professional Development Activities 
 
 
Olmstead 2010 Attended 1 day POGIL workshop, Mira Costa College 

George 2013 
Linking Chem 120 with Eng 120 working with Lisa Aguilar of 
the English Dept 

Oakes 2010 
Developed new course, PSC 100 Physical Science for 
Teachers. Coure has been approved by Curriculum 
Committee and taught by Oakes 

Olmstead 2011 POGIL workshop facilitator and participant, Salt Lake City UT 
Oakes 2007-2013 Scholarship Director for statewide Honors Programs HTCC. 

Oakes 2005-2013 
Gave invited lectures in 50+ countries and 30+ universities, 
including UCLA, MIT, Harvard, Rutgers, UC Boulder, UT 
Austin, SDSU 

Willard 2007-
present BeWise advisory board member 

   
Willard 2011 served college as interim dean 

Lehman 2011- 
Present 

Club Advisor : Near-space balloon launch and recovery, and 
rocket launches. Cuyamaca College Engineering Club 

Lehman 2009-
Present 

Flex Week Presenter : Numerous talks on educational 
technology and the chief organizer of discipline-specific 
professional development activities. 

Vance 2010 

Piloted an updated Chemistry 120 Limiting Reagent Lab with 
“green” reagents Spring 2010. Revised Fall 2010 with different 
reagents. Presented lab at Green Chemistry event at Miramar 
College December 4, 2010. Revised again Spring 2012 with 
different reagents.  

Vance Su 2010 - 
present 

Updated Chemistry 141 Laboratory Manual with input from 
Judy George, Dr. Cary Willard, Dr. John Oakes, Jeff Lehman, 
and Martin Larter 

Vance F 2010 – 
present  

Updated Chemistry 120 Laboratory Manual with input from 
Judy George, Martin Larter, and Dr. Amanda Hernandez  

Vance F 2010 - 
present 

Updated Chemistry 142 Laboratory Manual with input from 
Judy George, Jeff Lehman, Dr. John Oakes, and Martin Larter 

Vance Sp 2011 -  
present  

Updated Chemistry 116 Lab Manual with input from Martin 
Larter, Dr. John Oakes, and Dr. Robert Anness 

Vance F 2011 - 
present 

Updated Chemistry 115 Laboratory Manual with input from Dr. 
Cary Willard and Martin Larter 

Larter F 2006   Conferences: Science Olympaid,  
Larter F 2012 Conferences: 2YC3 
Larter S 2007 Conference : science Decathlon  
Larter S 2007 ACS dinner talk 
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APPENDIX 11   WSCH ANALYSIS REPORT 
 Composite Data Table for Chemistry 
 Fall WSCH Report for Chemistry 
 Spring WSCH Report for Chemistry 
 Fall WSCH Report for Science 
 Spring WSCH Report for Chemistry 
 WSCH Data Prior to Fall 2008 

 

   
The three highest values are highlighted in each category: Total FTEF, Max WSCH,  %Max 

Total 
FTEF

Max 
WSCH

Max 
WSCH/F

TEF

Earned 
WSCH

Earned 
WSCH/F

TEF

% of   
Max

Fall 2012 7.92 4578.00 578.25 4262.00 538.34 93.10

Spring 2012 7.77 4302.00 553.88 4273.00 550.15 99.33

Fall 2011 8.87 5346.00 602.91 5101.00 575.28 95.42

Spring 2011 8.35 4590.00 549.70 4794.00 574.13 104.44

Fall 2010 9.12 5064.00 555.45 5282.00 579.36 104.30

Spring 2010 9.97 5232.00 524.93 5559.00 557.74 106.25

Fall 2009 9.12 4986.00 546.89 4909.00 538.44 98.46

Spring 2009 9.70 5232.00 539.38 4824.00 497.32 92.20

Fall 2008 8.90 4926.00 553.47 4380.00 492.12 88.92

Spring 2008 9.85 5408.00 549.03 4674.80 474.59 86.44

Fall 2007 9.50 5568.00 586.10 4836.00 509.05 86.85

Spring 2007 9.00 4919.00 546.55 4578.80 508.75 93.08

Composite Data Table Total 
FTEF

Max 
WSCH

Max 
WSCH/F

TEF

Earned 
WSCH

Earned 
WSCH/F

TEF

% of   
Max

Fall 2006 8.50 5337.00 627.88 4932.00 580.23 92.41

Spring 2006 8.70 5471.00 628.85 4580.40 526.48 83.72

Fall 2005 8.20 5142.00 627.07 4557.00 555.73 88.62

Spring 2005 9.09 5687.00 625.83 4821.20 530.56 84.77

Fall 2004 8.62 5175.00 600.55 4463.00 517.92 86.24

Spring 2004 8.45 5079.00 601.06 4776.00 565.20 94.03

Fall 2003 8.82 5439.00 616.87 4927.00 558.80 90.58

Spring 2003 7.65 4671.00 610.58 4065.00 531.37 87.02

Fall 2002 8.52 5103.00 599.15 4513.00 529.88 88.43

Spring 2002 8.95 5295.00 591.62 4398.00 491.39 83.05

Fall 2001 8.60 5391.00 626.86 3969.00 461.51 73.62

Spring 2001 8.45 50.31 595.38 3915.00 463.31 77.81

Fall 2000 7.95 4746.00 596.98 3585.00 450.94 75.53
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Fall WSCH Report for Chemistry

Total FTEF
Max WSCH

Max WSCH/FTEF
Max Enrollment

Earned WSCH
Earned WSCH/FTEF

% of Max
Approximate FTES

600.00

Earned WSCH 240. 210. 300. 300. 300.

Approximate FTES 8.00 7.00 10.00 10.00 10.00

% of Max 83.33 72.92 104.17 104.17 104.17

576.00

Max Enrollment 48. 48. 48. 48. 48.

0.50

Max WSCH 288. 288. 288. 288. 288.

Total FTEF 0.70 0.50 0.50 0.50

Max WSCH/FTEF 411.43 576.00 576.00 576.00

Earned WSCH/FTEF 342.86 420.00 600.00 600.00

CHEM 
113

Fall 2008 Fall 2009 Fall 2010 Fall 2011 Fall 2012

Approximate FTES 2.70 3.00 5.10 4.70 5.30

% of Max 42.19 93.75 102.00 94.00 106.00

150.

Max WSCH/FTEF 480.00 480.00 750.00 750.00 750.00

Earned WSCH/FTEF 202.50 450.00 765.00 705.00 795.00

Earned WSCH 81. 90. 153. 141. 159.

Fall 2008 Fall 2009 Fall 2010 Fall 2011 Fall 2012

CHEM 
110

Total FTEF 0.40 0.20 0.20 0.20 0.20

Max WSCH 192.

Max Enrollment 64. 32. 50. 50. 50.

96. 150. 150.

146.00 163.63 176.07 170.03 142.07

492.12 538.44 579.36 575.28 538.34
88.92 98.46 104.30 95.42 93.10

821. 839. 862. 750.
4,380. 4,909. 5,282. 5,101. 4,262.

9.12 8.87 7.92
4,926. 4,986. 5,064. 5,346. 4,578.

Fall 2008 Fall 2009 Fall 2010 Fall 2011 Fall 2012

Dept 
Totals

8.90 9.12

553.47 546.89 555.45 602.91 578.25
843.
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CHEM 
116T

Approximate FTES 0.20 0.50 0.30 0 0

% of Max 0 0 0 0 0

.

0.00

Max WSCH . . . .

Earned WSCH/FTEF 0 0 0 0 0

Earned WSCH 6. 15. 9. .

Fall 2012
Total FTEF 0.00 0.00 0.00

Max WSCH/FTEF 0 0 0 0 0

Max Enrollment . . .

200.00

Earned WSCH 42. 15. 24. 63. 30.

Approximate FTES 1.40 0.50 0.80 2.10 1.00

% of Max 14.00 5.00 8.00 21.00 10.00

2,000.00

Max Enrollment 100. 100. 100. 100. 100.

0.15

Max WSCH 300. 300. 300. 300. 300.

Total FTEF 0.15 0.15 0.15 0.15

Max WSCH/FTEF 2,000.00 2,000.00 2,000.00 2,000.00

Earned WSCH/FTEF 280.00 100.00 160.00 420.00

Fall 2008 Fall 2009 Fall 2010 Fall 2011

CHEM 
115T

Fall 2008 Fall 2009 Fall 2010 Fall 2011 Fall 2012

Approximate FTES 34.00 41.00 30.80 42.00 25.00

% of Max 80.95 97.62 104.05 95.45 97.66

128.

1.00

Max WSCH 1,260. 1,260. 888. 1,320. 768.

Earned WSCH/FTEF 618.18 745.45 684.44 763.64 750.00

Earned WSCH 1,020. 1,230. 924. 1,260. 750.CHEM 
115

Total FTEF 1.65 1.65 1.35 1.65

Max WSCH/FTEF 763.64 763.64 657.78 800.00 768.00

Max Enrollment 210. 210. 148. 220.
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CHEM 
142T

0

Earned WSCH 9. 6. . .

Approximate FTES 0.30 0.20 0 0 0

% of Max 0 0 0 0 0

0

Max Enrollment . . . .

0.00

Max WSCH . . . .

Total FTEF 0.00 0.00 0.00

Max WSCH/FTEF 0 0 0 0

Earned WSCH/FTEF 0 0 0 0

Fall 2008 Fall 2009 Fall 2010 Fall 2011 Fall 2012

Approximate FTES 0.60 0.30 0.20 0.40 0.90

% of Max 0 0 0 0 0

.

0.00

Max WSCH . . . . .

Earned WSCH/FTEF 0 0 0 0 0

Earned WSCH 18. 9. 6. 12. 27.

Fall 2012

CHEM 
141T

Total FTEF 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Max WSCH/FTEF 0 0 0 0 0

Max Enrollment . . . .

0

Earned WSCH 33. 21. 27. 33. 6.

Approximate FTES 1.10 0.70 0.90 1.10 0.20

% of Max 0 0 0 0 0

0

Max Enrollment . . . . .

0.00

Max WSCH . . . . .

CHEM 
120T

Total FTEF 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Max WSCH/FTEF 0 0 0 0

Earned WSCH/FTEF 0 0 0 0

Fall 2008 Fall 2009 Fall 2010 Fall 2011

Fall 2008 Fall 2009 Fall 2010 Fall 2012
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CHEM 
141

Approximate FTES 27.40 26.50 31.30 31.20 29.10
% of Max 142.71 138.02 118.56 108.33 101.04

96.

2.00

Max WSCH 576. 576. 792. 864. 864.

Earned WSCH/FTEF 548.00 530.00 469.50 468.00 436.50
Earned WSCH 822. 795. 939. 936. 873.

Fall 2012
Total FTEF 1.50 1.50 2.00 2.00

Max WSCH/FTEF 384.00 384.00 396.00 432.00 432.00

Max Enrollment 72. 72. 96. 96.

669.09
Earned WSCH 1,326. 1,164. 1,560. 972. 1,104.

Approximate FTES 44.20 38.80 52.00 32.40 36.80
% of Max 113.92 116.17 122.07 115.71 109.52

610.91

Max Enrollment 194. 167. 213. 140. 168.

1.65

Max WSCH 1,164. 1,002. 1,278. 840. 1,008.

CHEM 
120

Total FTEF 2.00 1.85 2.35 1.30

Max WSCH/FTEF 581.94 541.62 543.83 646.15

Earned WSCH/FTEF 662.93 629.19 663.83 747.69

Fall 2008 Fall 2009 Fall 2010 Fall 2011

Fall 2008 Fall 2009 Fall 2010 Fall 2011 Fall 2012

Approximate FTES 10.80 12.80 11.00 12.80 9.40
% of Max 65.06 88.89 85.94 100.00 73.44

64.

0.50

Max WSCH 498. 432. 384. 384. 384.

Earned WSCH/FTEF 324.00 451.76 660.00 768.00 564.00
Earned WSCH 324. 384. 330. 384. 282.

Fall 2012

CHEM 
116

Total FTEF 1.00 0.85 0.50 0.50

Max WSCH/FTEF 498.00 508.24 768.00 768.00 768.00

Max Enrollment 83. 72. 64. 64.

Fall 2008 Fall 2009 Fall 2010
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CHEM 
102

436.45
Earned WSCH 196. 308. 343. 182.

Approximate FTES 0 6.53 10.27 11.43 6.07
% of Max 0 116.67 91.67 102.08 108.33

402.88

Max Enrollment 24. 48. 48. 24.

0.42

Max WSCH 168. 336. 336. 168.
Total FTEF 0.42 0.57 0.57

Max WSCH/FTEF 0 402.88 592.59 592.59

Earned WSCH/FTEF 0 470.02 543.21 604.94

Fall 2008 Fall 2009 Fall 2010 Fall 2011 Fall 2012

Approximate FTES 3.60 5.40 9.00 6.60 6.30
% of Max 50.00 75.00 125.00 91.67 87.50

24.

0.50

Max WSCH 216. 216. 216. 216. 216.

Earned WSCH/FTEF 216.00 324.00 540.00 396.00 378.00
Earned WSCH 108. 162. 270. 198. 189.

Fall 2012

CHEM 
231

Total FTEF 0.50 0.50 0.50 0.50

Max WSCH/FTEF 432.00 432.00 432.00 432.00 432.00

Max Enrollment 24. 24. 24. 24.

540.00
Earned WSCH 351. 495. 432. 351. 270.

Approximate FTES 11.70 16.50 14.40 11.70 9.00
% of Max 81.25 114.58 100.00 81.25 125.00

432.00

Max Enrollment 48. 48. 48. 48. 24.

0.50

Max WSCH 432. 432. 432. 432. 216.

CHEM 
142

Total FTEF 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00

Max WSCH/FTEF 432.00 432.00 432.00 432.00

Earned WSCH/FTEF 351.00 495.00 432.00 351.00

Fall 2008 Fall 2009 Fall 2010 Fall 2011

Fall 2008 Fall 2009 Fall 2010 Fall 2011 Fall 2012



Appendix 11 
Page 200 

 

 Fall 2009 Fall 2011 Fall 2012

Approximate FTES 0 3.90 0 3.60 3.00
% of Max 0 54.17 0 50.00 41.67

24.

0.50

Max WSCH 216. 216. 216.

Earned WSCH/FTEF 0 234.00 0 216.00 180.00
Earned WSCH 117. 108. 90.

Fall 2012

CHEM 
232

Total FTEF 0.50 0.50

Max WSCH/FTEF 0 432.00 0 432.00 432.00

Max Enrollment 24. 24.

Fall 2009 Fall 2010 Fall 2011
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Spring WSCH Report for Chemistry 

 

Total FTEF
Max WSCH

Max WSCH/FTEF
Max Enrollment

Earned WSCH
Earned WSCH/FTEF

% of Max
Approximate FTES

CHEM 
113

Approximate FTES 8.80 8.20 8.80

264. 294.

9.80

Earned WSCH/FTEF 377.14 492.00 528.00 588.00

% of Max 91.67 85.42 91.67 102.08

288.

Max WSCH/FTEF 411.43 576.00 576.00 576.00

Total FTEF 0.70 0.50 0.50 0.50

Max WSCH 288. 288. 288.

Max Enrollment 48. 48. 48. 48.

Earned WSCH 264. 246.

Spring 2009 Spring 2010 Spring 2011 Spring 2012

% of Max 78.13 81.25 88.00 92.00

Approximate FTES 2.50 2.60 4.40 4.60

50. 50.

Earned WSCH 75. 78. 132. 138.

Earned WSCH/FTEF 375.00 390.00 660.00 690.00

0.20

Max WSCH 96. 96. 150. 150.

Spring 2009 Spring 2010 Spring 2011 Spring 2012

CHEM 
110

Total FTEF 0.20 0.20 0.20

Max WSCH/FTEF 480.00 480.00 750.00 750.00

Max Enrollment 32. 32.

524.93 549.70 553.88

160.80 185.30 159.80 142.43

497.32 557.74 574.13 550.15
92.20 106.25 104.44 99.33

Spring 2009 Spring 2010 Spring 2011 Spring 2012

Dept 
Totals

9.70 9.97 8.35

812. 808. 726. 682.
4,824. 5,559. 4,794. 4,273.

7.77
5,232. 5,232. 4,590. 4,302.
539.38
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CHEM 
116T

0

% of Max 0 0 0 0

Approximate FTES 0 0.50 0.20 0.30

0

Max Enrollment . . . .

Earned WSCH . 15. 6. 9.

0.00

Max WSCH . . . .

Spring 2009 Spring 2010 Spring 2011 Spring 2012
Total FTEF 0.00 0.00 0.00

Approximate FTES 1.30 0.90 0.80

Max WSCH/FTEF 0 0 0

Earned WSCH/FTEF 0 0 0

Earned WSCH/FTEF 260.00 180.00 160.00 320.00

% of Max 32.50 22.50 20.00 40.00

CHEM 
115T

Total FTEF 0.15 0.15 0.15 0.15

Max WSCH 120. 120. 120.

Max Enrollment 40. 40. 40. 40.

Earned WSCH 39. 27. 24. 48.

1.60

Spring 2009 Spring 2010 Spring 2011 Spring 2012

120.

Max WSCH/FTEF 800.00 800.00 800.00 800.00

613.33

% of Max 93.40 104.72 108.33 86.25

Approximate FTES 39.60 44.40 33.80 27.60

711.11

Max Enrollment 212. 212. 156. 160.

Earned WSCH 1,188. 1,332. 1,014. 828.

1.35

Max WSCH 1,272. 1,272. 936. 960.

Spring 2009 Spring 2010 Spring 2011 Spring 2012

CHEM 
115

Total FTEF 1.65 1.85 1.35

Max WSCH/FTEF 770.91 687.57 693.33

Earned WSCH/FTEF 720.00 720.00 751.11
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CHEM 
142T

Approximate FTES 0 0.10 0.20

Earned WSCH/FTEF 0 0 0 0

% of Max 0 0 0 0

Total FTEF 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Max WSCH . . .

Max Enrollment . . . .

Earned WSCH . 3. 6. 12.

0.40

Spring 2009 Spring 2010 Spring 2011 Spring 2012

.

Max WSCH/FTEF 0 0 0 0

0

% of Max 0 0 0 0

Approximate FTES 0.20 0.10 0.30 0.10

0

Max Enrollment . . . .

Earned WSCH 6. 3. 9. 3.

0.00

Max WSCH . . . .

Spring 2009 Spring 2010 Spring 2011 Spring 2012

CHEM 
141T

Total FTEF 0.00 0.00 0.00

Approximate FTES 0.70 0.30 1.00

Max WSCH/FTEF 0 0 0

Earned WSCH/FTEF 0 0 0

Earned WSCH/FTEF 0 0 0 0

% of Max 0 0 0 0

CHEM 
120T

Total FTEF 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Max WSCH . . .

Max Enrollment . . . .

Earned WSCH 21. 9. 30. 27.

0.90

Spring 2009 Spring 2010 Spring 2011 Spring 2012

.

Max WSCH/FTEF 0 0 0 0
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CHEM 
141

474.00

% of Max 100.00 114.58 105.21 109.72

Approximate FTES 28.80 33.00 30.30 23.70

432.00

Max Enrollment 96. 96. 96. 72.

Earned WSCH 864. 990. 909. 711.

1.50

Max WSCH 864. 864. 864. 648.

Spring 2009 Spring 2010 Spring 2011 Spring 2012
Total FTEF 2.00 2.00 2.00

Approximate FTES 40.80 46.60 50.60

Max WSCH/FTEF 432.00 432.00 432.00

Earned WSCH/FTEF 432.00 495.00 454.50

Earned WSCH/FTEF 612.00 699.00 706.05 620.00

% of Max 106.25 121.35 117.13 107.64

CHEM 
120

Total FTEF 2.00 2.00 2.15 1.50

Max WSCH 1,152. 1,152. 1,296.

Max Enrollment 192. 192. 216. 144.

Earned WSCH 1,224. 1,398. 1,518. 930.

31.00

Spring 2009 Spring 2010 Spring 2011 Spring 2012

864.

Max WSCH/FTEF 576.00 576.00 602.79 576.00

588.00

% of Max 65.63 92.65 93.75 102.08

Approximate FTES 12.60 12.60 9.00 9.80

576.00

Max Enrollment 96. 68. 48. 48.

Earned WSCH 378. 378. 270. 294.

0.50

Max WSCH 576. 408. 288. 288.

Spring 2009 Spring 2010 Spring 2011 Spring 2012

CHEM 
116

Total FTEF 1.00 0.85 0.50

Max WSCH/FTEF 576.00 480.00 576.00

Earned WSCH/FTEF 378.00 444.71 540.00
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CHEM 
232

Approximate FTES 2.10 5.70 0

Earned WSCH/FTEF 126.00 342.00 0 0

% of Max 29.17 79.17 0 0

Total FTEF 0.50 0.50

Max WSCH 216. 216.

Max Enrollment 24. 24.

Earned WSCH 63. 171.

0

Spring 2009 Spring 2010 Spring 2011 Spring 2012

Max WSCH/FTEF 432.00 432.00 0 0

396.00

% of Max 112.50 95.83 79.17 91.67

Approximate FTES 8.10 6.90 5.70 6.60

432.00

Max Enrollment 24. 24. 24. 24.

Earned WSCH 243. 207. 171. 198.

0.50

Max WSCH 216. 216. 216. 216.

Spring 2009 Spring 2010 Spring 2011 Spring 2012

CHEM 
231

Total FTEF 0.50 0.50 0.50

Approximate FTES 15.30 17.10 14.70

Max WSCH/FTEF 432.00 432.00 432.00

Earned WSCH/FTEF 486.00 414.00 342.00

Earned WSCH/FTEF 459.00 513.00 441.00 459.00

% of Max 106.25 118.75 102.08 106.25

CHEM 
142

Total FTEF 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00

Max WSCH 432. 432. 432.

Max Enrollment 48. 48. 48. 48.

Earned WSCH 459. 513. 441. 459.

15.30

Spring 2009 Spring 2010 Spring 2011 Spring 2012

432.

Max WSCH/FTEF 432.00 432.00 432.00 432.00
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Fall WSCH Report for Science 

 

567.90

% of Max 0 112.50 0 95.83

Approximate FTES 0 6.30 0 10.73

592.59

Max Enrollment 24. 48.

Earned WSCH 189. 322.

0.57

Max WSCH 168. 336.

Spring 2009 Spring 2010 Spring 2011 Spring 2012

CHEM 
102

Total FTEF 0.42

Max WSCH/FTEF 0 402.88 0

Earned WSCH/FTEF 0 453.24 0

Total FTEF
Max WSCH

Max WSCH/FTEF
Max Enrollment

Earned WSCH
Earned WSCH/FTEF

% of Max
Approximate FTES

Fall 2008 Fall 2009 Fall 2010 Fall 2011 Fall 2012

Approximate FTES 23.80 27.00 17.00 21.50 18.50

% of Max 82.93 112.50 87.63 102.87 115.63

480.

Max WSCH/FTEF 615.00 514.29 582.00 627.00 600.00

Earned WSCH/FTEF 510.00 578.57 510.00 645.00 693.75

Earned WSCH 714. 810. 510. 645. 555.

Fall 2008 Fall 2009 Fall 2010 Fall 2011 Fall 2012

SCI 110 Total FTEF 1.40 1.40 1.00 1.00 0.80

Max WSCH 861.

Max Enrollment 287. 240. 194. 209. 160.

720. 582. 627.

23.80 27.00 17.00 21.50 18.50

510.00 578.57 510.00 645.00 693.75
82.93 112.50 87.63 102.87 115.63

240. 194. 209. 160.
714. 810. 510. 645. 555.

1.00 1.00 0.80
861. 720. 582. 627. 480.

Fall 2008 Fall 2009 Fall 2010 Fall 2011 Fall 2012

Department 
Totals

1.40 1.40

615.00 514.29 582.00 627.00 600.00
287.
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Spring WSCH Report for Science 
 

 

  

Total FTEF
Max WSCH

Max WSCH/FTEF
Max Enrollment

Earned WSCH
Earned WSCH/FTEF

% of Max
Approximate FTES

Spring 2009 Spring 2010 Spring 2011 Spring 2012

% of Max 66.85 84.52 88.57 110.00

Approximate FTES 23.80 26.20 24.80 20.90

Earned WSCH 714. 786. 744. 627.

Earned WSCH/FTEF 446.25 561.43 531.43 627.00

1,068. 930. 840. 570.

Max Enrollment 356. 310. 280. 190.

Max WSCH/FTEF 667.50 664.29 600.00 570.00

SCI 110 Total FTEF 1.60 1.40 1.40

Spring 2009 Spring 2010 Spring 2011 Spring 2012

1.00

Max WSCH

66.85 84.52 88.57 110.00
23.80 26.20 24.80 20.90

714. 786. 744. 627.
446.25 561.43 531.43 627.00

930. 840. 570.

356. 310. 280. 190.
667.50 664.29 600.00 570.00

Spring 2009 Spring 2010 Spring 2011 Spring 2012

Department 
Totals

1.60 1.40 1.40 1.00
1,068.
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WSCH Data Prior to Fall 2008 

http://www.gcccd.edu/research‐planning/hp‐srs‐wsch‐reports.html 

SPRING 2008 

 

 

FALL 2007 
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SPRING 2007 

 
 

FALL 2006 
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SPRING 2006 

 
 

 

FALL 2005 
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SPRING 2005 

 
 

 

FALL 2004 
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SPRING 2004 

 
 

FALL 2003 
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SPRING 2003 

 
 

FALL 2002 
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SPRING 2002 

 
 

FALL 2001 
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SPRING 2001 

 
 

FALL 2000 
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APPENDIX 13A  Statistical Data Outcomes Profile (Enrollments) 

 

 Enrollment Graphs for Chemistry, Science and The College 
 
 Chemistry Enrollment by Gender Data Tables 

 
 Chemistry Enrollment by Ethnicity Data Tables 

 

 Chemistry Enrollment by Age Data Tables 
 

 Science Enrollment by Gender Data Tables 
 

 Science Enrollment by Ethnicity Data Tables 
 

 Science Enrollment by Age Data Tables 
 

 College Enrollment by Gender Data Tables 
 

 College Enrollment by Ethnicity Data Tables 
 

 College Enrollment by Age Data Tables 
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13A.1 Chemistry Total Enrollment 
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13A.2 Chemistry Enrollment by Gender (Unduplicated) 
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13A.3 Chemistry Enrollment by Age (Unduplicated) 
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13A.4 Chemistry Enrollment by Ethnicity (Unduplicated) 
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13A.5 Science Total Enrollment  
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13A.6 Science Enrollment by Gender (Unduplicated) 

 

 



APPENDIX 13A 
Page 224 

13A.7 Science Enrollment by Age (Unduplicated) 
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13A.8 Science Enrollment Ethnicity (Unduplicated) 
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13A.9 College Total Enrollment 
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13A.10 College Enrollment by Gender (Unduplicated) 
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13A.11 College Enrollment by Age (Unduplicated) 
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13A.12 College Enrollment by Ethnicity (Unduplicated) 
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13A.13 

 

 

   

Gender 2006SP 2006SU 2006FA 2007SP 2007SU 2007FA 2008SP 2008SU 2008FA 2009SP

403 123 430 418 104 415 382 94 361 432
61.1% 75.0% 60.0% 62.6% 66.7% 57.7% 57.5% 65.7% 54.5% 60.2%

254 37 285 246 51 299 278 47 292 280
38.5% 22.6% 39.7% 36.8% 32.7% 41.6% 41.9% 32.9% 44.1% 39.0%

3 4 2 4 1 5 4 2 9 6
0.5% 2.4% 0.3% 0.6% 0.6% 0.7% 0.6% 1.4% 1.4% 0.8%

Total 660 164 717 668 156 719 664 143 662 718

2009SU 2009FA 2010SP 2010SU 2010FA 2011SP 2011SU 2011FA 2012SP 2012FA Average

100 433 475 57 431 392 30 434 353 385
67.1% 58.4% 57.4% 68.7% 53.1% 53.9% 53.6% 56.5% 54.5% 59.0% 60.2%

47 305 343 25 368 322 26 326 288 266
31.5% 41.1% 41.5% 30.1% 45.4% 44.3% 46.4% 42.4% 44.4% 40.7% 38.9%

2 4 9 1 12 13 8 7 2
1.3% 0.5% 1.1% 1.2% 1.5% 1.8% 0.0% 1.0% 1.1% 0.3%
149 742 827 83 811 727 56 768 648 653

Female

Male

No 
Report

Chemistry Enrollment by Gender (Unduplicated) aka HEADCOUNT

Gender 2006SP 2006SU 2006FA 2007SP 2007SU 2007FA 2008SP 2008SU 2008FA 2009SP

435 124 471 454 104 441 420 94 379 448
62.1% 75.2% 60.7% 63.5% 66.7% 58.0% 58.8% 65.7% 54.2% 60.6%

262 37 303 257 51 315 290 47 311 285
37.4% 22.4% 39.0% 35.9% 32.7% 41.4% 40.6% 32.9% 44.5% 38.6%

3 4 2 4 1 5 4 2 9 6
0.4% 2.4% 0.3% 0.6% 0.6% 0.7% 0.6% 1.4% 1.3% 0.8%

Total 700 165 776 715 156 761 714 143 699 739

2009SU 2009FA 2010SP 2010SU 2010FA 2011SP 2011SU 2011FA 2012SP 2012FA Average

100 444 492 57 447 407 30 459 367 393
67.1% 58.3% 58.2% 68.7% 53.7% 54.2% 53.6% 57.6% 54.6% 58.9% 60.5%

47 313 344 25 373 330 26 330 297 272
31.5% 41.1% 40.7% 30.1% 44.8% 43.9% 46.4% 41.4% 44.2% 40.8% 38.5%

2 4 10 1 12 14 8 8 2
1.3% 0.5% 1.2% 1.2% 1.4% 1.9% 0.0% 1.0% 1.2% 0.3%
149 761 846 83 832 751 56 797 672 667

Chemistry Enrollment by Gender (Duplicated Student Counts)

Female

Male

No 
Report
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13A.14 

 

  

Ethnicity
2006SP 2006SU 2006FA 2007SP 2007SU 2007FA 2008SP 2008SU 2008FA 2009SP

American 
Indian/Alaskan 

Native
8 4 8 4 5 5 1 6 6

1.2% 2.4% 1.1% 0.6% 0.0% 0.7% 0.8% 0.7% 0.9% 0.8%
Asian 64 14 67 75 12 83 78 12 67 79

9.7% 8.5% 9.3% 11.2% 7.7% 11.5% 11.7% 8.4% 10.1% 11.0%
Black non-
Hispanic 34 13 37 45 13 39 27 7 33 31

5.2% 7.9% 5.2% 6.7% 8.3% 5.4% 4.1% 4.9% 5.0% 4.3%
Filipino 37 12 42 39 7 47 38 13 54 56

5.6% 7.3% 5.9% 5.8% 4.5% 6.5% 5.7% 9.1% 8.2% 7.8%
Hispanic 101 27 115 109 28 116 113 32 115 142

15.3% 16.5% 16.0% 16.3% 17.9% 16.1% 17.0% 22.4% 17.4% 19.8%
Not Reported 53 18 55 51 15 54 59 11 56 60

8.0% 11.0% 7.7% 7.6% 9.6% 7.5% 8.9% 7.7% 8.5% 8.4%

Pacific Islander 7 2 7 4 1 6 6 1 6 8

1.1% 1.2% 1.0% 0.6% 0.6% 0.8% 0.9% 0.7% 0.9% 1.1%
Two or More 25 7 37 22 6 29 27 7 27 23

3.8% 4.3% 5.2% 3.3% 3.8% 4.0% 4.1% 4.9% 4.1% 3.2%
White non-
Hispanic 331 67 349 319 74 340 311 59 298 313

50.2% 40.9% 48.7% 47.8% 47.4% 47.3% 46.8% 41.3% 45.0% 43.6%
Total 660 164 717 668 156 719 664 143 662 718

2009SU 2009FA 2010SP 2010SU 2010FA 2011SP 2011SU 2011FA 2012SP 2012FA Average

3 4 1 6 4 2 1 2 Amer.
0.0% 0.4% 0.5% 1.2% 0.7% 0.6% 0.0% 0.3% 0.2% 0.3% 0.7%

12 94 90 5 100 74 4 64 50 79 Asian
8.1% 12.7% 10.9% 6.0% 12.3% 10.2% 7.1% 8.3% 7.7% 12.1% 9.7%

8 27 49 5 41 30 10 43 37 24 Black
5.4% 3.6% 5.9% 6.0% 5.1% 4.1% 17.9% 5.6% 5.7% 3.7% 6.0%

19 61 57 8 49 48 2 61 38 40 Filipino
12.8% 8.2% 6.9% 9.6% 6.0% 6.6% 3.6% 7.9% 5.9% 6.1% 7.0%

30 142 167 16 159 166 12 185 177 160 Hispanic

20.1% 19.1% 20.2% 19.3% 19.6% 22.8% 21.4% 24.1% 27.3% 24.5% 19.7%
19 56 61 3 55 36 1 33 30 24 None

12.8% 7.5% 7.4% 3.6% 6.8% 5.0% 1.8% 4.3% 4.6% 3.7% 7.1%
1 6 8 3 11 10 10 7 10 Pacific

0.7% 0.8% 1.0% 3.6% 1.4% 1.4% 0.0% 1.3% 1.1% 1.5% 1.1%
6 30 26 5 41 31 5 53 44 42 Two

4.0% 4.0% 3.1% 6.0% 5.1% 4.3% 8.9% 6.9% 6.8% 6.4% 4.8%
54 323 365 37 349 328 22 317 264 272 White

36.2% 43.5% 44.1% 44.6% 43.0% 45.1% 39.3% 41.3% 40.7% 41.7% 43.9%
149 742 827 83 811 727 56 768 648 653

Chemistry Enrollment by Ethnicity (Unduplicated) aka HEADCOUNT
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13A.15 

 

Ethnicity 
2006SP 2006SU 2006FA 2007SP 2007SU 2007FA 2008SP 2008SU 2008FA 2009SP

9 4 9 4 5 6 1 6 6

1.3% 2.4% 1.2% 0.6% 0.0% 0.7% 0.8% 0.7% 0.9% 0.8%
67 14 73 77 12 85 84 12 68 79

9.6% 8.5% 9.4% 10.8% 7.7% 11.2% 11.8% 8.4% 9.7% 10.7%

38 13 43 47 13 41 29 7 38 31

5.4% 7.9% 5.5% 6.6% 8.3% 5.4% 4.1% 4.9% 5.4% 4.2%
38 12 47 44 7 48 39 13 56 59

5.4% 7.3% 6.1% 6.2% 4.5% 6.3% 5.5% 9.1% 8.0% 8.0%
106 27 128 122 28 124 119 32 125 150

15.1% 16.4% 16.5% 17.1% 17.9% 16.3% 16.7% 22.4% 17.9% 20.3%
58 19 62 57 15 59 64 11 57 63

8.3% 11.5% 8.0% 8.0% 9.6% 7.8% 9.0% 7.7% 8.2% 8.5%

7 2 7 4 1 6 7 1 7 8

1.0% 1.2% 0.9% 0.6% 0.6% 0.8% 1.0% 0.7% 1.0% 1.1%
25 7 38 24 6 31 29 7 28 23

3.6% 4.2% 4.9% 3.4% 3.8% 4.1% 4.1% 4.9% 4.0% 3.1%

352 67 369 336 74 362 337 59 314 320

50.3% 40.6% 47.6% 47.0% 47.4% 47.6% 47.2% 41.3% 44.9% 43.3%
Total 700 165 776 715 156 761 714 143 699 739

2009SU 2009FA 2010SP 2010SU 2010FA 2011SP 2011SU 2011FA 2012SP 2012FA Average

0 3 4 1 6 4 0 3 1 2 Amer.
0.0% 0.4% 0.5% 1.2% 0.7% 0.5% 0.0% 0.4% 0.1% 0.3% 0.7%

12 96 91 5 102 74 4 65 51 79 Asian
8.1% 12.6% 10.8% 6.0% 12.3% 9.9% 7.1% 8.2% 7.6% 11.8% 9.6%

8 30 50 5 43 33 10 44 40 25 Black
5.4% 3.9% 5.9% 6.0% 5.2% 4.4% 17.9% 5.5% 6.0% 3.7% 6.1%

19 62 58 8 50 50 2 63 39 40 Filipino
12.8% 8.1% 6.9% 9.6% 6.0% 6.7% 3.6% 7.9% 5.8% 6.0% 7.0%

30 145 171 16 162 173 12 194 181 166 Hispanic

20.1% 19.1% 20.2% 19.3% 19.5% 23.0% 21.4% 24.3% 26.9% 24.9% 19.8%
19 57 63 3 57 37 1 33 33 24 None

12.8% 7.5% 7.4% 3.6% 6.9% 4.9% 1.8% 4.1% 4.9% 3.6% 7.2%
1 6 8 3 12 10 11 7 10 Pacific

0.7% 0.8% 0.9% 3.6% 1.4% 1.3% 0.0% 1.4% 1.0% 1.5% 1.1%
6 31 28 5 41 32 5 56 44 43 Two

4.0% 4.1% 3.3% 6.0% 4.9% 4.3% 8.9% 7.0% 6.5% 6.4% 4.8%
54 331 373 37 359 338 22 328 276 278 White

36.2% 43.5% 44.1% 44.6% 43.1% 45.0% 39.3% 41.2% 41.1% 41.7% 43.8%
149 761 846 83 832 751 56 797 672 667

Chemistry Enrollment by Ethnicity (Duplicated Student Counts)

American 
Indian/Alaskan 

Native

Asian

Black non-
Hispanic

White non-
Hispanic

Filipino

Hispanic

Not Reported

Pacific Islander

Two or More
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Age Count 2006SP 2006SU 2006FA 2007SP 2007SU 2007FA 2008SP 2008SU 2008FA 2009SP

19 or less 170 38 201 162 53 205 187 46 215 190
25.8% 23.2% 28.0% 24.3% 34.0% 28.5% 28.2% 32.2% 32.5% 26.5%

20-24 296 70 315 327 67 329 303 49 291 346
44.8% 42.7% 43.9% 49.0% 42.9% 45.8% 45.6% 34.3% 44.0% 48.2%

25-29 116 28 108 82 25 92 109 27 84 96
17.6% 17.1% 15.1% 12.3% 16.0% 12.8% 16.4% 18.9% 12.7% 13.4%

30-49 75 27 85 92 10 85 61 18 68 75
11.4% 16.5% 11.9% 13.8% 6.4% 11.8% 9.2% 12.6% 10.3% 10.4%

50+ 3 1 8 5 1 8 4 3 4 11
0.5% 0.6% 1.1% 0.7% 0.6% 1.1% 0.6% 2.1% 0.6% 1.5%

Total 660 164 717 668 156 719 664 143 662 718

2009SU 2009FA 2010SP 2010SU 2010FA 2011SP 2011SU 2011FA 2012SP 2012FA Average

40 185 212 11 199 201 9 181 132 152 > 19
26.8% 24.9% 25.6% 13.3% 24.5% 27.6% 16.1% 23.6% 20.4% 23.3% 25.5%

71 335 391 32 381 351 19 367 327 346 20-24
47.7% 45.1% 47.3% 38.6% 47.0% 48.3% 33.9% 47.8% 50.5% 53.0% 45.0%

17 139 120 20 135 100 15 121 98 85 25-29
11.4% 18.7% 14.5% 24.1% 16.6% 13.8% 26.8% 15.8% 15.1% 13.0% 16.1%

18 78 95 17 89 68 11 89 80 63 30-49
12.1% 10.5% 11.5% 20.5% 11.0% 9.4% 19.6% 11.6% 12.3% 9.6% 12.1%

3 5 9 3 7 7 2 10 11 7 50+
2.0% 0.7% 1.1% 3.6% 0.9% 1.0% 3.6% 1.3% 1.7% 1.1% 1.3%
149 742 827 83 811 727 56 768 648 653

Chemistry Enrollment by Age (Unduplicated) aka HEADCOUNT

Age 2006SP 2006SU 2006FA 2007SP 2007SU 2007FA 2008SP 2008SU 2008FA 2009SP

19 or less 175 38 206 168 53 216 196 46 221 194
25.0% 23.0% 26.5% 23.5% 34.0% 28.4% 27.5% 32.2% 31.6% 26.3%

20-24 310 70 338 353 67 343 323 49 306 349
44.3% 42.4% 43.6% 49.4% 42.9% 45.1% 45.2% 34.3% 43.8% 47.2%

25-29 128 28 118 87 25 102 118 27 91 104
18.3% 17.0% 15.2% 12.2% 16.0% 13.4% 16.5% 18.9% 13.0% 14.1%

30-49 83 28 102 102 10 90 71 18 77 78
11.9% 17.0% 13.1% 14.3% 6.4% 11.8% 9.9% 12.6% 11.0% 10.6%

50+ 4 1 12 5 1 10 6 3 4 14
0.6% 0.6% 1.5% 0.7% 0.6% 1.3% 0.8% 2.1% 0.6% 1.9%

Total 700 165 776 715 156 761 714 143 699 739

2009SU 2009FA 2010SP 2010SU 2010FA 2011SP 2011SU 2011FA 2012SP 2012FA Average

40 187 213 11 200 204 9 189 135 154 > 19
26.8% 24.6% 25.2% 13.3% 24.0% 27.2% 16.1% 23.7% 20.1% 23.1% 25.1%

71 339 396 32 388 358 19 376 335 353 20-24
47.7% 44.5% 46.8% 38.6% 46.6% 47.7% 33.9% 47.2% 49.9% 52.9% 44.7%

17 146 122 20 141 107 15 129 101 87 25-29
11.4% 19.2% 14.4% 24.1% 16.9% 14.2% 26.8% 16.2% 15.0% 13.0% 16.3%

18 84 106 17 96 73 11 92 89 66 30-49
12.1% 11.0% 12.5% 20.5% 11.5% 9.7% 19.6% 11.5% 13.2% 9.9% 12.5%

3 5 9 3 7 9 2 11 12 7 50+
2.0% 0.7% 1.1% 3.6% 0.8% 1.2% 3.6% 1.4% 1.8% 1.0% 1.4%
149 761 846 83 832 751 56 797 672 667

Chemistry Enrollment by Age (Duplicated Student Counts)
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Gender 2006SP 2006SU 2006FA 2007SP 2007SU 2007FA 2008SP 2008SU 2008FA
86 16 112 118 13 115 134 10 141

47.5% 38.1% 49.6% 55.1% 40.6% 52.5% 51.3% 52.6% 59.0%
94 25 112 96 19 100 126 9 96

51.9% 59.5% 49.6% 44.9% 59.4% 45.7% 48.3% 47.4% 40.2%
1 1 2 0 0 4 1 0 2

0.6% 2.4% 0.9% 0.0% 0.0% 1.8% 0.4% 0.0% 0.8%
Total 181 42 226 214 32 219 261 19 239

2009SP 2009SU 2009FA 2010SP 2010FA 2011SP 2011FA 2012SP 2012FA Average

117 7 137 121 86 140 90 102 93
49.2% 38.9% 49.5% 45.7% 50.0% 54.3% 41.7% 48.8% 50.3%

120 11 139 143 86 117 125 104 90
50.4% 61.1% 50.2% 54.0% 50.0% 45.3% 57.9% 49.8% 48.6%

1 0 1 1 0 1 1 3 2
0.4% 0.0% 0.4% 0.4% 0.0% 0.4% 0.5% 1.4% 1.1%
238 18 277 265 172 258 216 209 185

Science Enrollment by Gender (Unduplicated) aka HEADCOUNT

48.6%

0.6%

Female

Male

Not 
Reported

50.8%

Gender 2006SP 2006SU 2006FA 2007SP 2007SU 2007FA 2008SP 2008SU 2008FA
87 16 112 119 13 115 135 10 141

47.8% 38.1% 49.6% 55.3% 40.6% 52.5% 51.5% 52.6% 59.0%
94 25 112 96 19 100 126 9 96

51.6% 59.5% 49.6% 44.7% 59.4% 45.7% 48.1% 47.4% 40.2%
1 1 2 4 1 2

0.5% 2.4% 0.9% 0.0% 0.0% 1.8% 0.4% 0.0% 0.8%
Total 182 42 226 215 32 219 262 19 239

2009SP 2009SU 2009FA 2010SP 2010FA 2011SP 2011FA 2012SP 2012FA Average

117 7 137 121 86 140 90 102 93
49.2% 38.9% 49.5% 45.7% 50.0% 54.3% 41.7% 48.8% 50.3%

120 11 139 143 86 117 125 104 90
50.4% 61.1% 50.2% 54.0% 50.0% 45.3% 57.9% 49.8% 48.6%

1 1 1 1 1 3 2
0.4% 0.0% 0.4% 0.4% 0.0% 0.4% 0.5% 1.4% 1.1%
238 18 277 265 172 258 216 209 185

48.6%

50.7%

0.6%

Science Enrollment by Gender (Duplicated Student Counts)

Female

Male

Not 
Reported
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Ethnicity 2006SP 2006SU 2006FA 2007SP 2007SU 2007FA 2008SP 2008SU 2008FA

1 0 3 1 1 4 0 2

0.6% 0.0% 1.3% 0.0% 3.1% 0.5% 1.5% 0.0% 0.8%

27 3 11 10 2 11 24 9
14.9% 7.1% 4.9% 4.7% 6.3% 5.0% 9.2% 0.0% 3.8%

11 5 12 18 3 19 20 5 18
6.1% 11.9% 5.3% 8.4% 9.4% 8.7% 7.7% 26.3% 7.5%

4 2 5 8 2 7 8 6
2.2% 4.8% 2.2% 3.7% 6.3% 3.2% 3.1% 0.0% 2.5%

30 9 45 33 7 30 52 5 54
16.6% 21.4% 19.9% 15.4% 21.9% 13.7% 19.9% 26.3% 22.6%

21 4 21 16 2 21 16 18
11.6% 9.5% 9.3% 7.5% 6.3% 9.6% 6.1% 0.0% 7.5%

3 1 7 1 0 10 3 0 6
1.7% 2.4% 3.1% 0.5% 0.0% 4.6% 1.1% 0.0% 2.5%

6 0 9 7 1 5 7 1 8
3.3% 0.0% 4.0% 3.3% 3.1% 2.3% 2.7% 5.3% 3.3%

78 18 113 121 14 115 127 8 118
43.1% 42.9% 50.0% 56.5% 43.8% 52.5% 48.7% 42.1% 49.4%

Total 181 42 226 214 32 219 261 19 239

2009SP 2009SU 2009FA 2010SP 2010FA 2011SP 2011FA 2012SP 2012FA Average

3 0 1 5 2 1 0 0 0 Amer.
1.3% 0.0% 0.4% 1.9% 1.2% 0.4% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.7%

11 4 15 14 9 11 10 7 3 Asian
4.6% 22.2% 5.4% 5.3% 5.2% 4.3% 4.6% 3.3% 1.6% 6.2%

19 3 18 18 18 24 17 14 12 Black
8.0% 16.7% 6.5% 6.8% 10.5% 9.3% 7.9% 6.7% 6.5% 9.4%

9 1 5 3 9 7 12 3 7 Filipino
3.8% 5.6% 1.8% 1.1% 5.2% 2.7% 5.6% 1.4% 3.8% 3.3%

50 2 61 64 38 62 65 63 69 Hispanic
21.0% 11.1% 22.0% 24.2% 22.1% 24.0% 30.1% 30.1% 37.3% 22.2%

17 1 28 19 11 14 7 4 6 No report
7.1% 5.6% 10.1% 7.2% 6.4% 5.4% 3.2% 1.9% 3.2% 6.5%

3 0 6 1 3 1 4 1 1 Pacific
1.3% 0.0% 2.2% 0.4% 1.7% 0.4% 1.9% 0.5% 0.5% 1.4%

8 0 12 13 9 20 16 17 16 Two
3.4% 0.0% 4.3% 4.9% 5.2% 7.8% 7.4% 8.1% 8.6% 4.3%
118 7 131 128 73 118 85 100 71 White

49.6% 38.9% 47.3% 48.3% 42.4% 45.7% 39.4% 47.8% 38.4% 45.9%
238 18 277 265 172 258 216 209 185

Science Enrollment by Ethnicity (Unduplicated) aka HEADCOUNT

American 
Indian/Alaskan 

Native

Asian

Two or More

White non-
Hispanic

Black non-
Hispanic

Filipino

Hispanic

Not Reported

Pacific Islander
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Ethnicity 2006SP 2006SU 2006FA 2007SP 2007SU 2007FA 2008SP 2008SU 2008FA

1 0 3 0 1 1 4 0 2

0.5% 0.0% 1.3% 0.0% 3.1% 0.5% 1.5% 0.0% 0.8%

28 3 11 10 2 11 24 0 9
15.4% 7.1% 4.9% 4.7% 6.3% 5.0% 9.2% 0.0% 3.8%

11 5 12 18 3 19 20 5 18
6.0% 11.9% 5.3% 8.4% 9.4% 8.7% 7.6% 26.3% 7.5%

4 2 5 8 2 7 8 0 6
2.2% 4.8% 2.2% 3.7% 6.3% 3.2% 3.1% 0.0% 2.5%

30 9 45 33 7 30 53 5 54
16.5% 21.4% 19.9% 15.3% 21.9% 13.7% 20.2% 26.3% 22.6%

21 4 21 16 2 21 16 0 18
11.5% 9.5% 9.3% 7.4% 6.3% 9.6% 6.1% 0.0% 7.5%

3 1 7 1 10 3 0 6
1.6% 2.4% 3.1% 0.5% 0.0% 4.6% 1.1% 0.0% 2.5%

6 0 9 7 1 5 7 1 8
3.3% 0.0% 4.0% 3.3% 3.1% 2.3% 2.7% 5.3% 3.3%

78 18 113 122 14 115 127 8 118
42.9% 42.9% 50.0% 56.7% 43.8% 52.5% 48.5% 42.1% 49.4%

Total 182 42 226 215 32 219 262 19 239

2009SP 2009SU 2009FA 2010SP 2010FA 2011SP 2011FA 2012SP 2012FA Average

3 0 1 5 2 1 0 0 0 Amer.
1.3% 0.0% 0.4% 1.9% 1.2% 0.4% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.7%

11 4 15 14 9 11 10 7 3 Asian
4.6% 22.2% 5.4% 5.3% 5.2% 4.3% 4.6% 3.3% 1.6% 6.3%

19 3 18 18 18 24 17 14 12 Black
8.0% 16.7% 6.5% 6.8% 10.5% 9.3% 7.9% 6.7% 6.5% 9.4%

9 1 5 3 9 7 12 3 7 Filipino
3.8% 5.6% 1.8% 1.1% 5.2% 2.7% 5.6% 1.4% 3.8% 3.3%

50 2 61 64 38 62 65 63 69 Hispanic
21.0% 11.1% 22.0% 24.2% 22.1% 24.0% 30.1% 30.1% 37.3% 22.2%

17 1 28 19 11 14 7 4 6 None
7.1% 5.6% 10.1% 7.2% 6.4% 5.4% 3.2% 1.9% 3.2% 6.5%

3 0 6 1 3 1 4 1 1 Pacific
1.3% 0.0% 2.2% 0.4% 1.7% 0.4% 1.9% 0.5% 0.5% 1.4%

8 0 12 13 9 20 16 17 16 Two
3.4% 0.0% 4.3% 4.9% 5.2% 7.8% 7.4% 8.1% 8.6% 4.3%
118 7 131 128 73 118 85 100 71 White

49.6% 38.9% 47.3% 48.3% 42.4% 45.7% 39.4% 47.8% 38.4% 45.9%
238 18 277 265 172 258 216 209 185

Science Enrollment by Ethnicity (Duplicated Student Counts)

American 
Indian/Alask

an Native

Asian

Black non-
Hispanic

White non-
Hispanic

Filipino

Hispanic

Not 
Reported
Pacific 
Islander

Two or More
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Age 2006SP 2006SU 2006FA 2007SP 2007SU 2007FA 2008SP 2008SU 2008FA

58 14 77 70 6 78 93 6 68
32.0% 33.3% 34.1% 32.7% 18.8% 35.6% 35.6% 31.6% 28.5%

95 16 107 96 15 94 107 9 112
52.5% 38.1% 47.3% 44.9% 46.9% 42.9% 41.0% 47.4% 46.9%

13 9 23 28 7 22 31 2 35
7.2% 21.4% 10.2% 13.1% 21.9% 10.0% 11.9% 10.5% 14.6%

12 2 19 14 3 23 22 2 21
6.6% 4.8% 8.4% 6.5% 9.4% 10.5% 8.4% 10.5% 8.8%

3 1 6 1 2 8 3
1.7% 2.4% 0.0% 2.8% 3.1% 0.9% 3.1% 0.0% 1.3%

Total 181 42 226 214 32 219 261 19 239

2009SP 2009SU 2009FA 2010SP 2010FA 2011SP 2011FA 2012SP 2012FA Average
73 6 107 91 54 79 90 64 63 > 19

30.7% 33.3% 38.6% 34.3% 31.4% 30.6% 41.7% 30.6% 34.1% 32.6%
127 8 115 117 88 110 80 93 79 20-24

53.4% 44.4% 41.5% 44.2% 51.2% 42.6% 37.0% 44.5% 42.7% 45.0%
24 2 33 29 14 48 25 32 25 25-29

10.1% 11.1% 11.9% 10.9% 8.1% 18.6% 11.6% 15.3% 13.5% 12.9%
13 1 19 26 10 19 19 19 17 30-49

5.5% 5.6% 6.9% 9.8% 5.8% 7.4% 8.8% 9.1% 9.2% 7.9%
1 1 3 2 6 2 2 1 1 50+

0.4% 5.6% 1.1% 0.8% 3.5% 0.8% 0.9% 0.5% 0.5% 1.6%
238 18 277 265 172 258 216 209 185

Science Enrollment by Age (Unduplicated) aka HEADCOUNT

20-24

25-29

30-49

50+

> 19

Age Count 2006SP 2006SU 2006FA 2007SP 2007SU 2007FA 2008SP 2008SU 2008FA

58 14 77 70 6 78 93 6 68
31.9% 33.3% 34.1% 32.6% 18.8% 35.6% 35.5% 31.6% 28.5%

96 16 107 97 15 94 108 9 112
52.7% 38.1% 47.3% 45.1% 46.9% 42.9% 41.2% 47.4% 46.9%

13 9 23 28 7 22 31 2 35
7.1% 21.4% 10.2% 13.0% 21.9% 10.0% 11.8% 10.5% 14.6%

12 2 19 14 3 23 22 2 21
6.6% 4.8% 8.4% 6.5% 9.4% 10.5% 8.4% 10.5% 8.8%

3 1 0 6 1 2 8 0 3
1.6% 2.4% 0.0% 2.8% 3.1% 0.9% 3.1% 0.0% 1.3%

Total 182 42 226 215 32 219 262 19 239

2009SP 2009SU 2009FA 2010SP 2010FA 2011SP 2011FA 2012SP 2012FA Average
73 6 107 91 54 79 90 64 63 > 19

30.7% 33.3% 38.6% 34.3% 31.4% 30.6% 41.7% 30.6% 34.1% 32.6%
127 8 115 117 88 110 80 93 79 20-24

53.4% 44.4% 41.5% 44.2% 51.2% 42.6% 37.0% 44.5% 42.7% 45.0%
24 2 33 29 14 48 25 32 25 25-29

10.1% 11.1% 11.9% 10.9% 8.1% 18.6% 11.6% 15.3% 13.5% 12.9%
13 1 19 26 10 19 19 19 17 30-49

5.5% 5.6% 6.9% 9.8% 5.8% 7.4% 8.8% 9.1% 9.2% 7.9%
1 1 3 2 6 2 2 1 1 50+

0.4% 5.6% 1.1% 0.8% 3.5% 0.8% 0.9% 0.5% 0.5% 1.6%
238 18 277 265 172 258 216 209 185

25-29

30-49

50+

Science Enrollment by Age (Duplicated Student Counts)

> 19

20-24
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Gender 2006SP 2006SU 2006FA 2007SP 2007SU 2007FA 2008SP 2008SU 2008FA 2009SP 2009SU

9384 4389 9892 9905 4675 10304 10554 4831 10747 11464 5763

57.4% 60.7% 57.7% 57.3% 59.9% 57.1% 56.8% 60.5% 57.2% 57.6% 59.9%

6872 2796 7152 7281 3084 7617 7889 3067 7893 8243 3767

42.0% 38.6% 41.7% 42.1% 39.5% 42.2% 42.5% 38.4% 42.0% 41.4% 39.1%

100 50 107 114 46 132 127 84 161 185 94

0.6% 0.7% 0.6% 0.7% 0.6% 0.7% 0.7% 1.1% 0.9% 0.9% 1.0%

Total 16356 7235 17151 17300 7805 18053 18570 7982 18801 19892 9624

2009FA 2010SP 2010SU 2010FA 2011SP 2011SU 2011FA 2012SP 2012SU 2012FA Average

11747 11891 3305 11143 11258 1710 11053 10391 226 9952

56.4% 56.2% 57.3% 55.6% 55.5% 54.1% 55.1% 55.0% 47.6% 55.0%

8869 9075 2416 8735 8827 1417 8809 8308 246 8011 42.5%

42.6% 42.9% 41.9% 43.6% 43.6% 44.9% 43.9% 44.0% 51.8% 44.3%

196 184 48 172 182 32 198 178 3 138

0.9% 0.9% 0.8% 0.9% 0.9% 1.0% 1.0% 0.9% 0.6% 0.8%

20812 21150 5769 20050 20267 3159 20060 18877 475 18101

College Enrollment by Gender (Unduplicated) aka HEADCOUNT

56.7%

Female

Male

Not 
Reported

0.8%

Gender 2006SP 2006SU 2006FA 2007SP 2007SU 2007FA 2008SP 2008SU 2008FA 2009SP 2009SU

31995 6677 34083 33212 7237 35318 35525 7310 35621 37704 9031

56.7% 59.2% 56.8% 56.2% 58.9% 55.9% 55.7% 59.5% 56.2% 56.7% 58.9%

24207 4516 25607 25544 4981 27530 27847 4840 27238 28250 6160

42.9% 40.1% 42.7% 43.2% 40.6% 43.6% 43.7% 39.4% 43.0% 42.5% 40.2%

263 80 349 379 61 362 376 127 474 541 151

0.5% 0.7% 0.6% 0.6% 0.5% 0.6% 0.6% 1.0% 0.7% 0.8% 1.0%

Total 56465 11273 60039 59135 12279 63210 63748 12277 63333 66495 15342

2009FA 2010SP 2010SU 2010FA 2011SP 2011SU 2011FA 2012SP 2012SU 2012FA Average

38087 34392 4528 32093 31828 2184 31155 28739 291 28387

55.2% 55.1% 57.0% 54.9% 54.6% 53.6% 53.9% 54.0% 46.2% 54.0%

30388 27502 3352 25886 25985 1851 26111 24064 336 23799

44.0% 44.1% 42.2% 44.3% 44.6% 45.4% 45.2% 45.2% 53.3% 45.3%

573 499 66 478 494 43 501 451 3 378

0.8% 0.8% 0.8% 0.8% 0.8% 1.1% 0.9% 0.8% 0.5% 0.7%

69048 62393 7946 58457 58307 4078 57767 53254 630 52564

55.7%

43.6%

0.7%

College Enrollment by Gender (Duplicated Student Counts)

Female

Male

Not 
Reported
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Ethnicity 2006SP 2006SU 2006FA 2007SP 2007SU 2007FA 2008SP 2008SU 2008FA 2009SP 2009SU

154 48 165 160 65 180 174 67 164 178 58

0.9% 0.7% 1.0% 0.9% 0.8% 1.0% 0.9% 0.8% 0.9% 0.9% 0.6%

1152 555 1141 1170 586 1233 1338 610 1308 1408 679

7.0% 7.7% 6.7% 6.8% 7.5% 6.8% 7.2% 7.6% 7.0% 7.1% 7.1%

1140 560 1205 1232 679 1368 1434 630 1406 1510 799

7.0% 7.7% 7.0% 7.1% 8.7% 7.6% 7.7% 7.9% 7.5% 7.6% 8.3%

674 352 712 689 353 743 775 379 876 838 448

4.1% 4.9% 4.2% 4.0% 4.5% 4.1% 4.2% 4.7% 4.7% 4.2% 4.7%

3163 1402 3373 3462 1570 3621 3750 1636 3849 4049 2125

19.3% 19.4% 19.7% 20.0% 20.1% 20.1% 20.2% 20.5% 20.5% 20.4% 22.1%

1241 597 1277 1279 637 1343 1414 677 1535 1741 669

7.6% 8.3% 7.4% 7.4% 8.2% 7.4% 7.6% 8.5% 8.2% 8.8% 7.0%

173 94 212 223 95 242 238 101 263 267 109

1.1% 1.3% 1.2% 1.3% 1.2% 1.3% 1.3% 1.3% 1.4% 1.3% 1.1%

478 230 538 564 292 599 619 311 571 662 509

2.9% 3.2% 3.1% 3.3% 3.7% 3.3% 3.3% 3.9% 3.0% 3.3% 5.3%

8181 3397 8528 8521 3528 8724 8828 3571 8829 9239 4228

50.0% 47.0% 49.7% 49.3% 45.2% 48.3% 47.5% 44.7% 47.0% 46.4% 43.9%

Total 16356 7235 17151 17300 7805 18053 18570 7982 18801 19892 9624

2009FA 2010SP 2010SU 2010FA 2011SP 2011SU 2011FA 2012SP 2012SU 2012FA

149 155 43 124 108 21 102 72 3 70

0.7% 0.7% 0.7% 0.6% 0.5% 0.7% 0.5% 0.4% 0.6% 0.4%

1367 1416 425 1298 1309 191 1233 1140 12 1083

6.6% 6.7% 7.4% 6.5% 6.5% 6.0% 6.1% 6.0% 2.5% 6.0%

1590 1674 552 1531 1526 337 1468 1332 70 1201

7.6% 7.9% 9.6% 7.6% 7.5% 10.7% 7.3% 7.1% 14.7% 6.6%

857 860 258 877 799 127 784 718 22 734

4.1% 4.1% 4.5% 4.4% 3.9% 4.0% 3.9% 3.8% 4.6% 4.1%

4603 4850 1309 4858 5088 763 5377 5160 137 5305

22.1% 22.9% 22.7% 24.2% 25.1% 24.2% 26.8% 27.3% 28.8% 29.3%

1377 1228 310 931 863 145 672 625 10 459

6.6% 5.8% 5.4% 4.6% 4.3% 4.6% 3.3% 3.3% 2.1% 2.5%

252 223 64 184 169 32 171 129 6 123

1.2% 1.1% 1.1% 0.9% 0.8% 1.0% 0.9% 0.7% 1.3% 0.7%

984 1124 355 1213 1295 215 1382 1317 36 1279

4.7% 5.3% 6.2% 6.0% 6.4% 6.8% 6.9% 7.0% 7.6% 7.1%

9633 9620 2453 9034 9110 1328 8871 8384 179 7847

46.3% 45.5% 42.5% 45.1% 44.9% 42.0% 44.2% 44.4% 37.7% 43.4%

20812 21150 5769 20050 20267 3159 20060 18877 475 18101

22.7%

Not Reported

6.1%

45.5%

Pacific

1.1%

Two or More

4.9%

White

Black

8.1%

Filipino

4.3%

Hispanic

Average

American

0.7%

Asian

6.6%

Hispanic

Not Reported

Pacific 
Islander

Two or More

White non-
Hispanic

College Enrollment by Ethnicity (Unduplicated) aka HEADCOUNT

American 
Indian/Alaskan 

Native

Asian

Black non-
Hispanic

Filipino
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13A.23 

 

Ethnicity 2006SP 2006SU 2006FA 2007SP 2007SU 2007FA 2008SP 2008SU 2008FA 2009SP 2009SU

505 78 560 521 108 610 615 100 546 568 97

0.9% 0.7% 0.9% 0.9% 0.9% 1.0% 1.0% 0.8% 0.9% 0.9% 0.6%

4791 961 4770 4937 1001 5289 5535 1017 5500 5991 1217

8.5% 8.5% 7.9% 8.3% 8.2% 8.4% 8.7% 8.3% 8.7% 9.0% 7.9%

4351 990 4464 4500 1187 5430 5444 1179 5207 5661 1462

7.7% 8.8% 7.4% 7.6% 9.7% 8.6% 8.5% 9.6% 8.2% 8.5% 9.5%

2396 523 2576 2411 560 2667 2749 565 2986 2809 682

4.2% 4.6% 4.3% 4.1% 4.6% 4.2% 4.3% 4.6% 4.7% 4.2% 4.4%

10876 2239 11917 11770 2459 12341 12808 2522 12754 13508 3386

19.3% 19.9% 19.8% 19.9% 20.0% 19.5% 20.1% 20.5% 20.1% 20.3% 22.1%

4208 929 4542 4472 1002 4622 4847 1028 5086 5620 1113

7.5% 8.2% 7.6% 7.6% 8.2% 7.3% 7.6% 8.4% 8.0% 8.5% 7.3%

644 161 793 829 184 989 854 161 1067 1015 177

1.1% 1.4% 1.3% 1.4% 1.5% 1.6% 1.3% 1.3% 1.7% 1.5% 1.2%

1708 388 1924 1994 450 2130 2211 471 1934 2104 819

3.0% 3.4% 3.2% 3.4% 3.7% 3.4% 3.5% 3.8% 3.1% 3.2% 5.3%

26986 5004 28493 27701 5328 29132 28685 5234 28253 29219 6389

47.8% 44.4% 47.5% 46.8% 43.4% 46.1% 45.0% 42.6% 44.6% 43.9% 41.6%

Total 56465 11273 60039 59135 12279 63210 63748 12277 63333 66495 15342

2009FA 2010SP 2010SU 2010FA 2011SP 2011SU 2011FA 2012SP 2012SU 2012FA

497 444 63 340 279 25 280 195 4 195

0.7% 0.7% 0.8% 0.6% 0.5% 0.6% 0.5% 0.4% 0.6% 0.4%

5576 4776 601 4105 4140 238 3783 3495 12 3449

8.1% 7.7% 7.6% 7.0% 7.1% 5.8% 6.5% 6.6% 1.9% 6.6%

5915 5209 835 4637 4632 468 4388 3947 97 3722

8.6% 8.3% 10.5% 7.9% 7.9% 11.5% 7.6% 7.4% 15.4% 7.1%

2836 2578 338 2637 2413 156 2334 2182 23 2207

4.1% 4.1% 4.3% 4.5% 4.1% 3.8% 4.0% 4.1% 3.7% 4.2%

15247 14300 1801 14277 14855 978 15793 14854 195 15623

22.1% 22.9% 22.7% 24.4% 25.5% 24.0% 27.3% 27.9% 31.0% 29.7%

4692 3708 421 2674 2401 185 1817 1666 10 1145

6.8% 5.9% 5.3% 4.6% 4.1% 4.5% 3.1% 3.1% 1.6% 2.2%

924 743 91 600 514 40 517 372 11 376

1.3% 1.2% 1.1% 1.0% 0.9% 1.0% 0.9% 0.7% 1.7% 0.7%

3226 3218 476 3624 3801 293 4052 3754 50 3719

4.7% 5.2% 6.0% 6.2% 6.5% 7.2% 7.0% 7.0% 7.9% 7.1%

30135 27417 3320 25563 25272 1695 24803 22789 228 22128

43.6% 43.9% 41.8% 43.7% 43.3% 41.6% 42.9% 42.8% 36.2% 42.1%

69048 62393 7946 58457 58307 4078 57767 53254 630 52564

22.8%

Not reported

6.1%

43.6%

Pacific

1.2%

Two or More

4.9%

White

Black

8.9%

Filipino

4.3%

Hispanic

Average

American

0.7%

Asian

7.5%

Hispanic

Not 
Reported

Pacific 
Islander

Two or More

White non-
Hispanic

College Enrollment by Ethnicity (Duplicated Student Counts)

American 
Indian/Alaskan 

Native

Asian

Black non-
Hispanic

Filipino



APPENDIX 13A 
Page 241 

13A.24 

 

 

Age 2006SP 2006SU 2006FA 2007SP 2007SU 2007FA 2008SP 2008SU 2008FA 2009SP

4530 2041 5267 4780 2337 5650 5171 2383 5851 5413
27.7% 28.2% 30.7% 27.6% 29.9% 31.3% 27.8% 29.9% 31.1% 27.2%
6072 2842 6117 6474 2992 6437 6999 3077 6851 7662
37.1% 39.3% 35.7% 37.4% 38.3% 35.7% 37.7% 38.5% 36.4% 38.5%
2126 895 2153 2247 1001 2198 2472 1049 2326 2689
13.0% 12.4% 12.6% 13.0% 12.8% 12.2% 13.3% 13.1% 12.4% 13.5%
2901 1182 2812 2983 1181 2921 3060 1183 2943 3201
17.7% 16.3% 16.4% 17.2% 15.1% 16.2% 16.5% 14.8% 15.7% 16.1%

727 275 802 816 294 847 868 290 830 927
4.4% 3.8% 4.7% 4.7% 3.8% 4.7% 4.7% 3.6% 4.4% 4.7%

Total 16356 7235 17151 17300 7805 18053 18570 7982 18801 19892

2009SU 2009FA 2010SU 2010FA 2011SP 2011SU 2011FA 2012SP 2012SU 2012FA Average

2758 5885 1461 5743 5187 574 5935 5079 198 5201 18-19
28.7% 28.3% 25.3% 28.6% 25.6% 18.2% 29.6% 26.9% 41.7% 28.7% 28.7%
3684 7697 2152 7525 7781 1123 7310 7338 117 7054 20-24
38.3% 37.0% 37.3% 37.5% 38.4% 35.5% 36.4% 38.9% 24.6% 39.0% 36.9%
1334 2853 937 2767 2939 663 2811 2569 65 2347 25-29
13.9% 13.7% 16.2% 13.8% 14.5% 21.0% 14.0% 13.6% 13.7% 13.0% 13.8%
1488 3418 1033 3184 3506 689 3174 3137 76 2789 30-49
15.5% 16.4% 17.9% 15.9% 17.3% 21.8% 15.8% 16.6% 16.0% 15.4% 16.5%

360 959 186 831 854 110 830 754 19 710 50+
3.7% 4.6% 3.2% 4.1% 4.2% 3.5% 4.1% 4.0% 4.0% 3.9% 4.1%
9624 20812 5769 20050 20267 3159 20060 18877 475 18101

30-49

50+

College Enrollment by Age (Unduplicated) aka HEADCOUNT

18-19

20-24

25-29

Age 2006SP 2006SU 2006FA 2007SP 2007SU 2007FA 2008SP 2008SU 2008FA 2009SP 2009SU

18308 3203 21765 19218 3656 23204 20730 3720 22858 21084 4328
32.4% 28.4% 36.3% 32.5% 29.8% 36.7% 32.5% 30.3% 36.1% 31.7% 28.2%
21635 4464 22125 23108 4655 23298 25125 4760 23895 26700 6001
38.3% 39.6% 36.9% 39.1% 37.9% 36.9% 39.4% 38.8% 37.7% 40.2% 39.1%
6591 1426 6566 6882 1626 6979 7570 1620 6947 7950 2136
11.7% 12.6% 10.9% 11.6% 13.2% 11.0% 11.9% 13.2% 11.0% 12.0% 13.9%
8246 1774 7838 8127 1887 7807 8421 1763 7786 8781 2337
14.6% 15.7% 13.1% 13.7% 15.4% 12.4% 13.2% 14.4% 12.3% 13.2% 15.2%
1685 406 1745 1800 455 1922 1902 414 1847 1980 540
3.0% 3.6% 2.9% 3.0% 3.7% 3.0% 3.0% 3.4% 2.9% 3.0% 3.5%

Total 56465 11273 60039 59135 12279 63210 63748 12277 63333 66495 15342

2009FA 2010SP 2010SU 2010FA 2011SP 2011SU 2011FA 2012SP 2012SU 2012FA Average

23026 18498 1994 19490 17807 739 19920 16759 296 17509 18-19
33.3% 29.6% 25.1% 33.3% 30.5% 18.1% 34.5% 31.5% 47.0% 33.3% 32.0%
26016 25182 2957 22123 22658 1429 21229 20724 152 20402 20-24%
37.7% 40.4% 37.2% 37.8% 38.9% 35.0% 36.7% 38.9% 24.1% 38.8% 37.6%
8529 7779 1296 7122 7497 854 7247 6558 72 6074 25-29%
12.4% 12.5% 16.3% 12.2% 12.9% 20.9% 12.5% 12.3% 11.4% 11.6% 12.8%
9380 9001 1455 7962 8526 915 7693 7559 86 6999 30-49%
13.6% 14.4% 18.3% 13.6% 14.6% 22.4% 13.3% 14.2% 13.7% 13.3% 14.5%
2097 1933 244 1760 1819 141 1678 1654 24 1580 50+%
3.0% 3.1% 3.1% 3.0% 3.1% 3.5% 2.9% 3.1% 3.8% 3.0% 3.2%
69048 62393 7946 58457 58307 4078 57767 53254 630 52564

25-29

30-49

50+

 College Enrollment by Age (Duplicated Student Counts)

18-19

20-24
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APPENDIX 13B  Statistical Data Outcomes Profile (Success and Retention) 

 Success and Retention Rate Summaries for Chemistry 
 

 Success and Retention Rate Summaries by Course for Chemistry and Science 
 

 Success and Retention Rate Summaries for Science 
 

 Success and Retention Rate Summaries for College 
 

 Success and Retention for Late Adds in 16+ Week Courses 
 

 Chemistry Letter Grade Distribution Graph 
 

 Success Rates for Day versus Night Courses 
 

 Percent Enrollment Comparison by Ethnic Group 
 

 Success Rates for Full Time versus Part Time Instructors by Course 
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CHEMISTRY SUCCESS and RETENTION RATES 

Spring 2006 – Fall 2012 
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.%

50.%

100.%

Chemistry % Success Average Values by Term ‐ (2006‐2012) 

Spring 57%   Summer 73%   Fall 58%

n % n % n % n % n % n % n % n % n % n %
Male 155 59.2% 29 78.4% 153 50.5% 141 54.9% 40 78.4% 167 53.% 146 50.3% 34 72.3% 163 52.4% 154 54.%

Female 244 56.1% 92 74.2% 252 53.5% 229 50.4% 82 78.8% 243 55.1% 230 54.8% 69 73.4% 215 56.7% 261 58.3%
Not Reported 2 66.7% 2 50.% 2 100.% 2 50.% 0 0% 1 20.% 3 75.% 1 50.% 3 33.3% 3 50.%

Total 401 57.3% 123 74.5% 407 52.4% 372 52.% 122 78.2% 411 54.% 379 53.1% 104 72.7% 381 54.5% 418 56.6%

Average %
n % n % n % n % n % n % n % n % n % n %

62.2% 34 72.3% 164 52.4% 190 55.2% 22 88.% 214 57.4% 188 57.% 18 69.2% 193 58.5% 192 64.6% 181 66.5%
62.5% 72 72.% 265 59.7% 278 56.5% 38 66.7% 268 60.% 252 61.9% 19 63.3% 287 62.5% 243 66.2% 272 69.2%
57.8% 2 100.% 3 75.% 4 40.% 1 100.% 6 50.% 10 71.4% 0 0% 4 50.% 6 75.% 2 100.%
62.2% 108 72.5% 432 56.8% 472 55.8% 61 73.5% 488 58.7% 450 59.9% 37 66.1% 484 60.7% 441 65.6% 455 68.2%

Spring 2011 Summer 2011 Fall   2011 Spring 2012 Fall   2012Summer 2009 Fall   2009 Spring 2010 Summer 2010 Fall   2010

Gender
Spring 2006 Summer 2006 Fall   2006 Spring 2007 Summer 2007 Fall   2007

Chemistry Success by Gender
Spring 2008 Summer 2008 Fall   2008 Spring 2009

n % n % n % n % n % n % n % n % n % n %
Male 36 13.7% 3 8.1% 42 13.9% 35 13.6% 4 7.8% 54 17.1% 53 18.3% 4 8.5% 44 14.1% 51 17.9%

Female 76 17.5% 10 8.1% 60 12.7% 83 18.3% 8 7.7% 71 16.1% 59 14.% 5 5.3% 45 11.9% 57 12.7%
Not Reported 1 33.3% 1 25.% 0 0% 0 0% 0 0% 2 40.% 1 25.% 0 0% 1 11.1% 2 33.3%

Total 113 16.1% 14 8.5% 102 13.1% 118 16.5% 12 7.7% 127 16.7% 113 15.8% 9 6.3% 90 12.9% 110 14.9%

Average %
n % n % n % n % n % n % n % n % n % n %

12.9% 3 6.4% 55 17.6% 61 17.7% 0 .% 62 16.6% 58 17.6% 3 11.5% 51 15.5% 30 10.1% 33 12.1%
12.3% 5 5.% 50 11.3% 60 12.2% 6 10.5% 56 12.5% 60 14.7% 5 16.7% 61 13.3% 38 10.4% 58 14.8%
15.8% 0 0% 1 25.% 3 30.% 0 0% 2 16.7% 2 14.3% 0 0% 3 37.5% 2 25.% 0 0%
12.6% 8 5.4% 106 13.9% 124 14.7% 6 7.2% 120 14.4% 120 16.% 8 14.3% 115 14.4% 70 10.4% 91 13.6%

Spring 2011 Summer 2011 Fall   2011 Spring 2012 Fall   2012Summer 2009 Fall   2009 Spring 2010 Summer 2010 Fall   2010

Chemistry No Success by Gender
Spring 2009

Gender
Spring 2006 Summer 2006 Fall   2006 Spring 2007 Summer 2007 Fall   2007 Spring 2008 Summer 2008 Fall   2008
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.%

50.%

100.%

Chemistry % Retention Average Values by Term (2006‐2012)
Spring 72%    Summer 81%    Fall 72%

n % n % n % n % n % n % n % n % n % n %
Male 191 72.9% 32 86.5% 195 64.4% 176 68.5% 44 86.3% 221 70.2% 199 68.6% 38 80.9% 207 66.6% 205 71.9%

Female 320 73.6% 102 82.3% 312 66.2% 312 68.7% 90 86.5% 314 71.2% 289 68.8% 74 78.7% 260 68.6% 318 71.%
Not Reported 3 100.% 3 75.% 2 100.% 2 50.% 0 0% 3 60.% 4 100.% 1 50.% 4 44.4% 5 83.3%

Total 514 73.4% 137 83.% 509 65.6% 490 68.5% 134 85.9% 538 70.7% 492 68.9% 113 79.% 471 67.4% 528 71.4%

Average %
n % n % n % n % n % n % n % n % n % n %

75.1% 37 78.7% 219 70.% 251 73.% 22 88.% 276 74.% 246 74.5% 21 80.8% 244 73.9% 222 74.7% 214 78.7%
74.7% 77 77.% 315 70.9% 338 68.7% 44 77.2% 324 72.5% 312 76.7% 24 80.% 348 75.8% 281 76.6% 330 84.%
73.6% 2 100.% 4 100.% 7 70.% 1 100.% 8 66.7% 12 85.7% 0 0% 7 87.5% 8 100.% 2 100.%
74.8% 116 77.9% 538 70.7% 596 70.4% 67 80.7% 608 73.1% 570 75.9% 45 80.4% 599 75.2% 511 76.% 546 81.9%

Spring 2012 Fall   2012Summer 2010 Fall   2010 Spring 2011 Summer 2011 Fall   2011

Fall   2008 Spring 2009

Summer 2009 Fall   2009 Spring 2010

Gender
Spring 2006 Summer 2006 Fall   2006 Spring 2007 Summer 2007 Fall   2007 Spring 2008 Summer 2008

Chemistry Retention by Gender

n % n % n % n % n % n % n % n % n % n %
Male 71 27.1% 5 13.5% 108 35.6% 81 31.5% 7 13.7% 94 29.8% 91 31.4% 9 19.1% 104 33.4% 80 28.1%

Female 115 26.4% 22 17.7% 159 33.8% 142 31.3% 14 13.5% 127 28.8% 131 31.2% 20 21.3% 119 31.4% 130 29.%
Not Reported 0 0% 1 25.% 0 0% 2 50.% 1 100.% 2 40.% 0 0% 1 50.% 5 55.6% 1 16.7%

Total 186 26.6% 28 17.% 267 34.4% 225 31.5% 22 14.1% 223 29.3% 222 31.1% 30 21.% 228 32.6% 211 28.6%

Average %
n % n % n % n % n % n % n % n % n % n %

24.9% 10 21.3% 94 30.% 93 27.% 3 12.% 97 26.% 84 25.5% 5 19.2% 86 26.1% 75 25.3% 58 21.3%
25.3% 23 23.% 129 29.1% 154 31.3% 13 22.8% 123 27.5% 95 23.3% 6 20.% 111 24.2% 86 23.4% 63 16.%
21.4% 0 0% 0 0% 3 30.% 0 0% 4 33.3% 2 14.3% 0 0% 1 12.5% 0 0% 0 0%
25.2% 33 22.1% 223 29.3% 250 29.6% 16 19.3% 224 26.9% 181 24.1% 11 19.6% 198 24.8% 161 24.% 121 18.1%

Chemistry Withdrawal by Gender

Spring 2011 Summer 2011 Fall   2011 Spring 2012 Fall   2012Summer 2009 Fall   2009 Spring 2010 Summer 2010 Fall   2010

Fall   2007 Spring 2008 Summer 2008 Fall   2008 Spring 2009
Gender

Spring 2006 Summer 2006 Fall   2006 Spring 2007 Summer 2007
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n % n % n % n % n % n % n % n % n % n %
107 61.1% 31 81.6% 117 56.8% 95 56.5% 42 79.2% 114 52.8% 110 56.1% 36 78.3% 132 59.7% 97 50.%
173 55.8% 57 81.4% 164 48.5% 163 46.2% 55 82.1% 188 54.8% 165 51.1% 35 71.4% 152 49.7% 203 58.2%
74 57.8% 16 57.1% 68 57.6% 53 60.9% 18 72.% 59 57.8% 64 54.2% 20 74.1% 55 60.4% 56 53.8%
47 56.6% 19 67.9% 55 53.9% 59 57.8% 6 60.% 48 53.3% 39 54.9% 12 66.7% 38 49.4% 53 67.9%
0 0.0% 0 0.0% 3 25.% 2 40.% 1 100.% 2 20.% 1 16.7% 1 33.3% 4 100.% 9 64.3%

401 57.3% 123 74.5% 407 52.4% 372 52.% 122 78.2% 411 54.% 379 53.1% 104 72.7% 381 54.5% 418 56.6%

n % n % n % n % n % n % n % n % n % n %
> 19 65.5% 35 87.5% 115 61.5% 124 58.2% 8 72.7% 125 62.5% 130 63.7% 6 66.7% 121 64.% 96 71.1% 108 70.1%
20-24 63.% 52 73.2% 197 58.1% 223 56.3% 24 75.% 219 56.4% 213 59.5% 17 89.5% 229 60.9% 219 65.4% 238 67.4%
25-29 61.4% 12 70.6% 76 52.1% 68 55.7% 19 95.% 85 60.3% 64 59.8% 6 40.% 76 58.9% 62 61.4% 60 69.%
30-49 56.8% 8 44.4% 40 47.6% 54 50.9% 9 52.9% 55 57.3% 40 54.8% 6 54.5% 52 56.5% 57 64.% 42 63.6%
50+ 54.6% 1 33.3% 4 80.% 3 33.3% 1 33.3% 4 57.1% 3 33.3% 2 100.% 6 54.5% 7 58.3% 7 100.%
Total 62.2% 108 72.5% 432 56.8% 472 55.8% 61 73.5% 488 58.7% 450 59.9% 37 66.1% 484 60.7% 441 65.6% 455 68.2%

Spring 2006 Summer 2006 Fall   2006 Spring 2007 Spring 2008 Fall   2008 Spring 2009Summer 2008

Summer 2009 Fall   2009 Spring 2010 Summer 2010 Spring 2012

Fall   2007Summer 2007

Fall   2010 Spring 2011 Summer 2011 Fall   2011

Age
19 or less

20-24
25-29
30-49
50+
Total

Average

Fall   2012

Chemistry Success by Age

n % n % n % n % n % n % n % n % n % n %

28 16.% 3 7.9% 31 15.% 29 17.3% 6 11.3% 50 23.1% 38 19.4% 2 4.3% 26 11.8% 31 16.%

55 17.7% 6 8.6% 47 13.9% 68 19.3% 5 7.5% 54 15.7% 57 17.6% 4 8.2% 41 13.4% 59 16.9%
19 14.8% 5 17.9% 10 8.5% 10 11.5% 1 4.% 14 13.7% 9 7.6% 2 7.4% 12 13.2% 13 12.5%
11 13.3% 0 0.0% 10 9.8% 11 10.8% 0 0.0% 9 10.% 7 9.9% 1 5.6% 11 14.3% 6 7.7%
0 0.0% 0 0.0% 4 33.3% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 2 33.3% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 1 7.1%

113 16.1% 14 8.5% 102 13.1% 118 16.5% 12 7.7% 127 16.7% 113 15.8% 9 6.3% 90 12.9% 110 14.9%

n % n % n % n % n % n % n % n % n % n %
2 5.% 29 15.5% 42 19.7% 0 0.0% 31 15.5% 35 17.2% 2 22.2% 27 14.3% 18 13.3% 25 16.2%
3 4.2% 42 12.4% 55 13.9% 4 12.5% 60 15.5% 59 16.5% 0 0.0% 53 14.1% 34 10.1% 46 13.%
0 0.0% 24 16.4% 18 14.8% 0 0.0% 21 14.9% 16 15.% 3 20.% 18 14.% 11 10.9% 12 13.8%
1 5.6% 11 13.1% 9 8.5% 2 11.8% 7 7.3% 10 13.7% 3 27.3% 15 16.3% 7 7.9% 8 12.1%
2 66.7% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 1 14.3% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 2 18.2% 0 0.0% 0 0.0%
8 5.4% 106 13.9% 124 14.7% 6 7.2% 120 14.4% 120 16.% 8 14.3% 115 14.4% 70 10.4% 91 13.6%

> 19 

20-24

25-29

30-49

50+

Total

Age

19 or less

20-24
25-29
30-49
50+
Total

Summer 2009 Fall   2009 Spring 2010 Summer 2010 Spring 2011 Summer 2011 Spring 2012 Fall   2012

Chemistry No Success by Age
Summer 2007 Fall   2007 Summer 2008

Fall   2010 Fall   2011

Spring 2006 Summer 2006 Fall   2006 Spring 2007 Spring 2008 Fall   2008 Spring 2009
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n % n % n % n % n % n % n % n % n % n %
135 77.1% 34 89.5% 148 71.8% 124 73.8% 48 90.6% 164 75.9% 148 75.5% 38 82.6% 158 71.5% 128 66.%
228 73.5% 63 90.% 211 62.4% 231 65.4% 60 89.6% 242 70.6% 222 68.7% 39 79.6% 193 63.1% 262 75.1%
93 72.7% 21 75.% 78 66.1% 63 72.4% 19 76.% 73 71.6% 73 61.9% 22 81.5% 67 73.6% 69 66.3%
58 69.9% 19 67.9% 65 63.7% 70 68.6% 6 60.% 57 63.3% 46 64.8% 13 72.2% 49 63.6% 59 75.6%
0 0.0% 0 0.0% 7 58.3% 2 40.% 1 100.% 2 20.% 3 50.% 1 33.3% 4 100.% 10 71.4%

514 73.4% 137 83.% 509 65.6% 490 68.5% 134 85.9% 538 70.7% 492 68.9% 113 79.% 471 67.4% 528 71.4%

n % n % n % n % n % n % n % n % n % n %
> 19 79.6% 37 92.5% 144 77.% 166 77.9% 8 72.7% 156 78.% 165 80.9% 8 88.9% 148 78.3% 114 84.4% 133 86.4%
20-24 75.6% 55 77.5% 239 70.5% 278 70.2% 28 87.5% 279 71.9% 272 76.% 17 89.5% 282 75.% 253 75.5% 284 80.5%
25-29 73.% 12 70.6% 100 68.5% 86 70.5% 19 95.% 106 75.2% 80 74.8% 9 60.% 94 72.9% 73 72.3% 72 82.8%
30-49 67.% 9 50.% 51 60.7% 63 59.4% 11 64.7% 62 64.6% 50 68.5% 9 81.8% 67 72.8% 64 71.9% 50 75.8%
50+ 64.2% 3 100.% 4 80.% 3 33.3% 1 33.3% 5 71.4% 3 33.3% 2 100.% 8 72.7% 7 58.3% 7 100.%
Total 116 77.9% 538 70.7% 596 70.4% 67 80.7% 608 73.1% 570 75.9% 45 80.4% 599 75.2% 511 76.% 546 81.9%

Spring 2006 Summer 2006 Fall   2006 Spring 2007 Spring 2008Summer 2007 Fall   2007 Summer 2008

Chemistry Retention by Age
Fall   2008 Spring 2009

Fall   2012

30-49
50+
Total

Summer 2009 Fall   2009 Spring 2010 Summer 2010 Fall   2010 Spring 2011 Summer 2011 Fall   2011 Spring 2012

Average

Age
19 or less

20-24
25-29

n % n % n % n % n % n % n % n % n % n %
40 22.9% 4 10.5% 58 28.2% 44 26.2% 5 9.4% 52 24.1% 48 24.5% 8 17.4% 63 28.5% 66 34.%
82 26.5% 7 10.% 127 37.6% 122 34.6% 7 10.4% 101 29.4% 101 31.3% 10 20.4% 113 36.9% 87 24.9%
35 27.3% 7 25.% 40 33.9% 24 27.6% 6 24.% 29 28.4% 45 38.1% 5 18.5% 24 26.4% 35 33.7%
25 30.1% 9 32.1% 37 36.3% 32 31.4% 4 40.% 33 36.7% 25 35.2% 5 27.8% 28 36.4% 19 24.4%
4 100.% 1 100.% 5 41.7% 3 60.% 0 0.0% 8 80.% 3 50.% 2 66.7% 0 0.0% 4 28.6%

186 26.6% 28 17.% 267 34.4% 225 31.5% 22 14.1% 223 29.3% 222 31.1% 30 21.% 228 32.6% 211 28.6%

n % n % n % n % n % n % n % n % n % n %
3 7.5% 43 23.% 47 22.1% 3 27.3% 44 22.% 39 19.1% 1 11.1% 41 21.7% 21 15.6% 21 13.6%

16 22.5% 100 29.5% 118 29.8% 4 12.5% 109 28.1% 86 24.% 2 10.5% 94 25.% 82 24.5% 69 19.5%
5 29.4% 46 31.5% 36 29.5% 1 5.% 35 24.8% 27 25.2% 6 40.% 35 27.1% 28 27.7% 15 17.2%
9 50.% 33 39.3% 43 40.6% 6 35.3% 34 35.4% 23 31.5% 2 18.2% 25 27.2% 25 28.1% 16 24.2%
0 0.0% 1 20.% 6 66.7% 2 66.7% 2 28.6% 6 66.7% 0 0.0% 3 27.3% 5 41.7% 0 0.0%

33 22.1% 223 29.3% 250 29.6% 16 19.3% 224 26.9% 181 24.1% 11 19.6% 198 24.8% 161 24.% 121 18.1%

> 19 

20-24

25-29

30-49

50+

Total

Age
19 or less

20-24
25-29
30-49
50+
Total

Summer 2008Fall   2007Summer 2007

Fall   2010 Spring 2011 Summer 2011 Fall   2011

Chemistry Withdrawal by Age

Spring 2012 Fall   2012Summer 2009 Fall   2009 Spring 2010 Summer 2010

Spring 2008 Fall   2008 Spring 2009Spring 2006 Summer 2006 Fall   2006 Spring 2007
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4 44.4% 3 75.0% 1 11.1% 1 25.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 1 16.7%
47 70.1% 12 85.7% 48 65.8% 50 64.9% 11 91.7% 51 60.0% 50 59.5%
16 42.1% 10 76.9% 14 32.6% 20 42.6% 9 69.2% 8 19.5% 11 37.9%
21 55.3% 11 91.7% 18 38.3% 21 47.7% 7 100.% 29 60.4% 19 48.7%
58 54.7% 20 74.1% 51 39.8% 44 36.1% 20 71.4% 55 44.4% 54 45.4%
38 65.5% 15 78.9% 35 56.5% 26 45.6% 10 71.4% 35 59.3% 33 51.6%
1 14.3% 1 50.0% 2 28.6% 2 50.0% 1 100.% 1 16.7% 4 57.1%

16 64.0% 4 57.1% 18 47.4% 9 37.5% 3 50.0% 19 61.3% 14 48.3%
200 56.8% 47 70.1% 220 59.6% 199 59.2% 60 81.1% 213 58.8% 193 57.3%
401 57.3% 123 74.5% 407 52.4% 372 52.% 121 78.1% 411 54.% 379 53.1%

1 100.% 3 50.0% 2 33.3% 0 0.0% 3 100.% 3 75.0% 0 0.0%
11 91.7% 49 72.1% 54 68.4% 10 83.3% 69 71.9% 64 70.3% 5 100.%
4 57.1% 9 23.7% 15 48.4% 4 50.0% 13 43.3% 22 44.0% 3 60.0%

12 92.3% 30 53.6% 33 55.9% 14 73.7% 36 58.1% 32 55.2% 5 62.5%
23 71.9% 59 47.2% 73 48.7% 23 76.7% 70 48.3% 86 50.3% 12 75.0%
9 81.8% 38 66.7% 32 50.8% 14 77.8% 22 43.1% 33 60.0% 3 100.%
1 100.% 1 14.3% 4 50.0% 0 0.0% 1 16.7% 1 12.5% 2 66.7%
5 71.4% 15 53.6% 13 56.5% 4 66.7% 17 54.8% 16 57.1% 3 60.0%

38 64.4% 177 56.4% 192 60.0% 39 72.2% 199 60.1% 211 56.6% 28 75.7%
104 72.7% 381 54.5% 418 56.6% 108 72.5% 432 56.8% 472 55.8% 61 73.5%

Amer. 55.6% 4 66.7% 1 25.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 1 100.0% 0 0.0%
Asian 75.9% 72 70.6% 60 81.1% 3 75.0% 49 75.4% 41 80.4% 63 79.7%
Black 46.5% 21 48.8% 16 48.5% 4 40.0% 24 54.5% 20 50.0% 10 40.0%
Filipino 66.2% 31 62.% 31 62.0% 2 100.0% 41 65.1% 28 71.8% 28 70.0%
Hispanic 55.9% 78 48.1% 77 44.5% 8 66.7% 97 50.0% 113 62.4% 103 62.0%
NR 61.4% 31 67.4% 21 72.4% 0 0.0% 12 57.1% 16 66.7% 10 55.6%
Pacific 43.5% 4 33.3% 4 40.0% 0 0.0% 9 81.8% 4 57.1% 8 80.0%
> Two 55.9% 19 46.3% 18 56.3% 3 60.0% 31 55.4% 22 50.0% 28 65.1%
White 64.8% 221 61.6% 215 63.6% 17 77.3% 213 64.9% 187 67.8% 201 72.3%
Total 62.1% 488 58.7% 450 59.9% 37 66.1% 484 60.7% 440 65.6% 455 68.2%

Total

Chemistry Success by Ethnicity

Average

Two or More
White non-Hispanic
Total

Nat. Amer. / Alaskan
Asian

Black non-Hispanic
Filipino
Hispanic
Not Reported
Pacific Islander

Ethnicity
Nat. Amer. / Alaskan
Asian

Fall   2012

Summer 2008 Fall   2008 Spring 2009 Summer 2009 Fall   2009 Spring 2010 Summer 2010

Black non-Hispanic
Filipino
Hispanic
Not Reported
Pacific Islander
Two or More
White non-Hispanic

Fall   2010 Spring 2011 Summer 2011 Fall   2011 Spring 2012

Fall   2007 Spring 2008Spring 2006 Summer 2006 Fall   2006 Spring 2007 Summer 2007
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n % n % n % n % n % n % n %
3 33.3% 0 0.0% 1 11.1% 1 25.0% 0 0.0% 3 60.0% 2 33.3%
7 10.4% 1 7.1% 8 11.0% 9 11.7% 0 0.0% 21 24.7% 14 16.7%
6 15.8% 2 15.4% 6 14.0% 8 17.0% 3 23.1% 9 22.0% 6 20.7%
7 18.4% 0 0.0% 14 29.8% 13 29.5% 0 0.0% 4 8.3% 6 15.4%

22 20.8% 1 3.7% 24 18.8% 32 26.2% 4 14.3% 28 22.6% 19 16.0%
7 12.1% 0 0.0% 11 17.7% 10 17.5% 0 0.0% 6 10.2% 13 20.3%
3 42.9% 0 0.0% 1 14.3% 1 25.0% 0 0.0% 1 16.7% 0 0.0%
3 12.0% 0 0.0% 3 7.9% 5 20.8% 1 16.7% 6 19.4% 4 13.8%

55 15.6% 10 14.9% 34 9.2% 39 11.6% 4 5.4% 49 13.5% 49 14.5%
113 16.1% 14 8.5% 102 13.1% 118 16.5% 12 7.7% 127 16.7% 113 15.8%

0 0.0% 1 16.7% 2 33.3% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0%
0 0.0% 3 4.4% 10 12.7% 1 8.3% 9 9.4% 8 8.8% 0 0.0%
0 0.0% 6 15.8% 6 19.4% 0 0.0% 5 16.7% 9 18.% 2 40.%
1 7.7% 7 12.5% 8 13.6% 1 5.3% 9 14.5% 7 12.1% 0 0.0%
3 9.4% 21 16.8% 23 15.3% 3 10.% 20 13.8% 32 18.7% 2 12.5%
0 0.0% 4 7.0% 7 11.1% 1 5.6% 10 19.6% 7 12.7% 0 0.0%
0 0.0% 1 14.3% 2 25.0% 0 0.0% 1 16.7% 3 37.5% 0 0.0%
1 14.3% 6 21.4% 2 8.7% 0 0.0% 5 16.1% 5 17.9% 0 0.0%
4 6.8% 41 13.1% 50 15.6% 2 3.7% 44 13.3% 51 13.7% 2 5.4%
9 6.3% 90 12.9% 110 14.9% 8 5.4% 106 13.9% 124 14.7% 6 7.2%

Amer. 40.4% 1 16.7% 3 75.0% 0 0.0% 3 100.% 0 0.0% 0 0.0%
Asian 11.7% 12 11.8% 7 9.5% 1 25.% 12 18.5% 2 3.9% 4 5.1%
Black 19.8% 3 7.0% 7 21.2% 3 30.% 9 20.5% 3 7.5% 8 32.%
Filipino 13.6% 6 12.0% 7 14.% 0 0.0% 6 9.5% 3 7.7% 3 7.5%
Hispanic 16.6% 38 23.5% 40 23.1% 2 16.7% 37 19.1% 26 14.4% 29 17.5%
NR 13.8% 3 6.5% 4 13.8% 0 0.0% 1 4.8% 5 20.8% 5 27.8%
Pacific 23.2% 0 0.0% 4 40.% 0 0.0% 1 9.1% 1 14.3% 0 0.0%
> Two 17.% 11 26.8% 9 28.1% 0 0.0% 9 16.1% 8 18.2% 6 14.0%
White 11.% 43 12.% 39 11.5% 2 9.1% 35 10.7% 22 8.0% 35 12.6%
Total 12.6% 120 14.4% 120 16.0% 8 14.3% 115 14.4% 70 10.4% 91 13.6%

Spring 2008

Summer 2008 Fall   2008 Spring 2009 Fall   2009 Spring 2010

Spring 2006 Summer 2006 Fall   2006 Spring 2007 Summer 2007 Fall   2007

Summer 2009 Summer 2010

Fall   2012Fall   2010 Spring 2011 Summer 2011 Fall   2011 Spring 2012

Not Reported
Pacific Islander
Two or More
White non-Hispanic

Ethnicity
Nat. Amer. / Alaskan
Asian
Black non-Hispanic
Filipino

Total

Chemistry No Success by Ethnicity

Average 

Hispanic
Not Reported
Pacific Islander
Two or More
White non-Hispanic

Total

Nat. Amer. / Alaskan
Asian
Black non-Hispanic
Filipino

Hispanic
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n % n % n % n % n % n % n %
7 77.8% 3 75.0% 2 22.2% 2 50.0% 0 0.0% 3 60.0% 3 50.0%

54 80.6% 13 92.9% 56 76.7% 59 76.6% 11 91.7% 72 84.7% 64 76.2%
22 57.9% 12 92.3% 20 46.5% 28 59.6% 12 92.3% 17 41.5% 17 58.6%
28 73.7% 11 91.7% 32 68.1% 34 77.3% 7 100.0% 33 68.8% 25 64.1%
80 75.5% 21 77.8% 75 58.6% 76 62.3% 24 85.7% 83 66.9% 73 61.3%
45 77.6% 15 78.9% 46 74.2% 36 63.2% 10 71.4% 41 69.5% 46 71.9%
4 57.1% 1 50.0% 3 42.9% 3 75.0% 1 100.0% 2 33.3% 4 57.1%

19 76.0% 4 57.1% 21 55.3% 14 58.3% 4 66.7% 25 80.6% 18 62.1%
255 72.4% 57 85.1% 254 68.8% 238 70.8% 64 86.5% 262 72.4% 242 71.8%
514 73.4% 137 83.0% 509 65.6% 490 68.5% 133 85.8% 538 70.7% 492 68.9%

n % n % n % n % n % n % n %
1 100.0% 4 66.7% 4 66.7% 0 0.0% 3 100.0% 3 75.0% 0 0.0%

11 91.7% 52 76.5% 64 81.0% 11 91.7% 78 81.3% 72 79.1% 5 100.0%
4 57.1% 15 39.5% 21 67.7% 4 50.0% 18 60.0% 31 62.0% 5 100.0%

13 100.0% 37 66.1% 41 69.5% 15 78.9% 45 72.6% 39 67.2% 5 62.5%
26 81.3% 80 64.0% 96 64.0% 26 86.7% 90 62.1% 118 69.0% 14 87.5%
9 81.8% 42 73.7% 39 61.9% 15 83.3% 32 62.7% 40 72.7% 3 100.0%
1 100.0% 2 28.6% 6 75.0% 0 0.0% 2 33.3% 4 50.0% 2 66.7%
6 85.7% 21 75.0% 15 65.2% 4 66.7% 22 71.0% 21 75.0% 3 60.0%

42 71.2% 218 69.4% 242 75.6% 41 75.9% 243 73.4% 262 70.2% 30 81.1%
113 79.0% 471 67.4% 528 71.4% 116 77.9% 538 70.7% 596 70.4% 67 80.7%

n % n % n % n % n % n %
Amer. 75.1% 5 83.3% 4 100.0% 0 0.0% 3 100.0% 1 100.0% 0 0.0%
Asian 85.8% 84 82.4% 67 90.5% 4 100.0% 61 93.8% 43 84.3% 67 84.8%
Black 64.3% 24 55.8% 23 69.7% 7 70.0% 33 75.0% 23 57.5% 18 72.0%

Filipino 77.1% 37 74.0% 38 76.0% 2 100.0% 47 74.6% 31 79.5% 31 77.5%
Hispanic 72.5% 116 71.6% 117 67.6% 10 83.3% 134 69.1% 139 76.8% 132 79.5%

NR 75.6% 34 73.9% 25 86.2% 0 0.0% 13 61.9% 21 87.5% 15 83.3%
Pacific 62.5% 4 33.3% 8 80.0% 0 0.0% 10 90.9% 5 71.4% 8 80.0%
> Two 70.5% 30 73.2% 27 84.4% 3 60.0% 40 71.4% 30 68.2% 34 79.1%
White 75.0% 264 73.5% 254 75.1% 19 86.4% 248 75.6% 209 75.7% 236 84.9%
Total 73.8% 608 73.1% 570 75.9% 45 80.4% 599 75.2% 510 76.0% 546 81.9%

Spring 2008

Summer 2008 Fall   2008 Spring 2009 Fall   2009 Spring 2010

Spring 2006 Summer 2006 Fall   2006 Spring 2007 Summer 2007 Fall   2007

Summer 2009 Summer 2010
Ethnicity

Nat. Amer. / Alaskan
Asian

Black non-Hispanic

Fall   2010

Not Reported
Pacific Islander

Two or More
White non-Hispanic

Total

White non-Hispanic
Total

Chemistry Retention by Ethnicity

Filipino
Hispanic

Not Reported
Pacific Islander

Two or More

Ethnicity
Nat. Amer. / Alaskan

Asian
Black non-Hispanic

Filipino
Hispanic

Average
Fall   2012Spring 2011 Summer 2011 Fall   2011 Spring 2012
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n % n % n % n % n % n % n %
2 22.2% 1 25.0% 7 77.8% 2 50.0% 0 0.0% 2 40.0% 3 50.0%
13 19.4% 1 7.1% 17 23.3% 18 23.4% 1 8.3% 13 15.3% 20 23.8%
16 42.1% 1 7.7% 23 53.5% 19 40.4% 1 7.7% 24 58.5% 12 41.4%
10 26.3% 1 8.3% 15 31.9% 10 22.7% 0 0.0% 15 31.3% 14 35.9%
26 24.5% 6 22.2% 53 41.4% 46 37.7% 4 14.3% 41 33.1% 46 38.7%
13 22.4% 4 21.1% 16 25.8% 21 36.8% 4 28.6% 18 30.5% 18 28.1%
3 42.9% 1 50.0% 4 57.1% 1 25.0% 0 0.0% 4 66.7% 3 42.9%
6 24.0% 3 42.9% 17 44.7% 10 41.7% 2 33.3% 6 19.4% 11 37.9%
97 27.6% 10 14.9% 115 31.2% 98 29.2% 10 13.5% 100 27.6% 95 28.2%

186 26.6% 28 17.0% 267 34.4% 225 31.5% 22 14.2% 223 29.3% 222 31.1%

0 0.0% 2 33.3% 2 33.3% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 1 25.0% 1 100.0%
1 8.3% 16 23.5% 15 19.0% 1 8.3% 18 18.8% 19 20.9% 0 0.0%
3 42.9% 23 60.5% 10 32.3% 4 50.0% 12 40.0% 19 38.0% 0 0.0%
0 0.0% 19 33.9% 18 30.5% 4 21.1% 17 27.4% 19 32.8% 3 37.5%
6 18.8% 45 36.0% 54 36.0% 4 13.3% 55 37.9% 53 31.0% 2 12.5%
2 18.2% 15 26.3% 24 38.1% 3 16.7% 19 37.3% 15 27.3% 0 0.0%
0 0.0% 5 71.4% 2 25.0% 1 100.0% 4 66.7% 4 50.0% 1 33.3%
1 14.3% 7 25.0% 8 34.8% 2 33.3% 9 29.0% 7 25.0% 2 40.0%
17 28.8% 96 30.6% 78 24.4% 13 24.1% 88 26.6% 111 29.8% 7 18.9%
30 21.0% 228 32.6% 211 28.6% 33 22.1% 223 29.3% 250 29.6% 16 19.3%

Amer. 47.8% 1 16.7% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 2 100.0%
Asian 15.8% 18 17.6% 7 9.5% 0 0.0% 4 6.2% 8 15.7% 12 15.2%
Black 37.1% 19 44.2% 10 30.3% 3 30.0% 11 25.0% 17 42.5% 7 28.0%

Filipino 26.9% 13 26.0% 12 24.0% 0 0.0% 16 25.4% 8 20.5% 9 22.5%
Hispanic 27.5% 46 28.4% 56 32.4% 2 16.7% 60 30.9% 42 23.2% 34 20.5%

NR 29.7% 12 26.1% 4 13.8% 1 100.0% 8 38.1% 3 12.5% 3 16.7%
Pacific 65.3% 8 66.7% 2 20.0% 0 0.0% 1 9.1% 2 28.6% 2 20.0%
> Two 30.5% 11 26.8% 5 15.6% 2 40.0% 16 28.6% 14 31.8% 9 20.9%
White 24.2% 95 26.5% 84 24.9% 3 13.6% 80 24.4% 67 24.3% 42 15.1%
Total 25.2% 224 26.9% 181 24.1% 11 19.6% 198 24.8% 161 24.0% 121 18.1%

Two or More
White non-Hispanic

Total
Average 

Black non-Hispanic
Filipino

Hispanic
Not Reported

Pacific Islander

Fall   2012

Chemistry Withdrawal by Ethnicity

Ethnicity
Nat. Amer. / Alaskan

Asian
Black non-Hispanic

Filipino
Hispanic

Not Reported
Pacific Islander

Two or More
White non-Hispanic

Total

Nat. Amer. / Alaskan
Asian

Fall   2010 Spring 2011 Summer 2011 Fall   2011 Spring 2012

Spring 2008

Summer 2008 Fall   2008 Spring 2009 Fall   2009 Spring 2010

Spring 2006 Summer 2006 Fall   2006 Spring 2007 Summer 2007 Fall   2007

Summer 2009 Summer 2010
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Success and Retention Rate Summaries by Course for Chemistry and Science 
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% Success    50.0  46.4 36.7 30.9 75.0 70.4 52.6 80.0  34.6  84.3 75.6 80.4 91.3 92.5 64.3

% Retention    50.0  53.6 43.3 63.6 85.7 74.1 63.2 100.0 65.4  94.1 75.6 87.0 97.8 92.5 74.7

% No Success    0.0  7.1  6.7  32.7 10.7 3.7  10.5 20.0  30.8  9.8  0.0  6.5  6.5  0.0  10.4

% W    50.0  46.4 56.7 36.4 14.3 25.9 36.8 0.0  34.6  5.9  24.4 13.0 2.2  7.5  25.3

Enrollment    8  28  30  55  28  27  19  30  26  51  45  46  46  53  35 

CHEM 102    S
pr

in
g 

20
06

 

F
al

l 2
00

6 

S
pr

in
g 

20
07

 

F
al

l 2
00

7 

S
pr

in
g 

20
08

 

F
al

l 2
00

8 

S
pr

in
g 

20
09

 

F
al

l 2
00

9 

S
pr

in
g 

20
10

 

F
al

l 2
01

0 

S
pr

in
g 

20
11

 

F
al

l 2
01

1 

S
pr

in
g 

20
12

 

F
al

l 2
01

2 

A
V
ER

A
G
E 

% Success                         63.0  74.1  61.4

  

69.4 63.0 76.9 68.0

% Retention                         66.7  77.8  68.2 77.6 71.7 84.6 74.4

% No Success    Chem 102 offered beginning in Fall 2009 3.7  3.7  6.8  8.2  8.7  7.7  6.5 

% W    Not offered in Spring 2011 33.3  22.2  31.8 22.4 28.3 15.4 25.6

Enrollment       27  27  44  49  46  26  37 

 
 

CHEM 113    S
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% Success    51.3  65.3 44.7 55.3 54.1 57.5 59.1 60.0  65.9  60.0 65.9 64.0 63.3 68.0 59.6

% Retention    74.4  89.8 57.4 68.1 74.1 65.0 65.9 80.0 82.9  70.0 77.3 78.0 75.5 86.0 74.6

% No Success    23.1  24.5 12.8 12.8 27.0 7.5  6.8  20.0  17.1  10.0 11.4 14.0 12.2 18.0 15.5

% W    25.6  10.2 42.6 31.9 25.9 35.0 34.1 20.0  17.1  30.0 22.7 22.0 24.5 14.0 25.4

Enrollment    39  49  47  47  37  40  44  35  41  50  44  50  49  50  44 
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Success and Retention Rate Summaries by Course for Chemistry and Science 

CHEM 115    S
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% Success    53.6  52.2 56.8 52.3 45.7 55.3 54.5 56.8 52.5  52.9 56.8 58.6 58.7 64.8 55.1

% Retention    66.9  60.3 74.7 64.2 68.9 67.1 71.7 68.9 68.2  71.6 72.2 71.4 70.3 84.0 70.0

% No Success    13.3  8.2  17.9 17.6 22.5 11.2 17.2 11.7 15.2  18.7 15.4 12.4 11.6 19.2 15.1

% W    33.1  39.7 25.3 35.8 31.1 32.9 28.3 31.1 31.8  28.4 27.8 28.6 29.7 16.0 30.0

Enrollment    181  184  162  176  151  170  198  206  223  155  169  210  138  125  175 
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% Success    67.1  63.8 61.3 54.1 59.0 70.4 67.2 62.5 65.1  76.8 73.3 84.4 77.6 77.1 68.5

% Retention    78.6  72.5 68.0    68.9 79.6 75.0 70.3 69.8  83.9 80.0 92.2 79.6 83.3 77.1

% No Success    11.4  8.7  6.7  16.2 9.8  9.3  7.8  7.8  4.8  7.1  6.7  7.8  2.0  6.3  8.0 

% W    21.4  27.5 32.0 29.7 31.1 20.4 25.0 29.7 30.2  16.1 20.0 7.8  20.4 16.7 23.4

Enrollment    70  69  75  74  61  54  64  64  63  56  45  64  49  48  61 
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Success and Retention Rate Summaries by Course for Chemistry and Science 
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% Success    61.5  48.6 50.3 53.6 47.2 49.5 47.3 50.3 50.0  53.1 58.7 46.6 60.3 64.3 52.9

% Retention    80.2  60.1 68.4 78.8 66.1 63.6 67.8 67.4 67.4  73.5 80.7 68.1 75.0 82.2 71.4

% No Success    18.8  11.5 18.1 25.1 18.9 13.6 20.0 17.1 17.4  20.4 21.7 19.6 14.7 17.8 18.2

% W    19.8  39.9 31.6 21.2 33.9 36.4 32.2 32.6 32.6  26.5 19.3 31.9 25.0 17.8 28.6

Enrollment    192  208  171  179  180  220  205  193  236  260  254  163  156  185  200 
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% Success    50.5  55.7 47.8 61.0 54.9 53.5 55.2 52.0 54.5  59.3 57.4 61.2 73.4  67.0 57.4

% Retention    59.6  67.2 62.0 68.3 60.4 70.3 64.6 66.3 70.0  68.1 69.3 76.7 78.5 79.4 68.6

% No Success    9.1  11.5 14.1 7.3  5.5  16.8 9.4  14.3 15.5  8.8  11.9 13.6 5.1  9.3  10.9

% W    40.4  32.8 38.0 31.7 39.6 29.7 35.4 33.7 30.0  31.9 30.7 23.3 21.5  20.6 31.4

Enrollment    99  122  92  123  91  101  96  98  110  113  101  103  79  97  102 
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% Success    69.0  66.7 74.6 71.1 63.4 66.7 66.0 59.3 78.9  62.7 73.5 52.5 57.7  66.7 66.3

% Retention    78.6  75.0 79.7 82.2 73.2 71.8 76.0 79.6 87.7  74.5 83.7 70.0 69.2 70.0 76.5

% No Success    9.5  8.3  5.1  11.1 9.9  5.1  10.0 20.4 8.8  11.8 10.2 15.0 11.5  3.3  10.0

% W    21.4  25.0 20.3 17.8 26.8 28.2 24.0 20.4 12.3  25.5 16.3 30.0 30.8  30.0 23.5

Enrollment    42  36  59  45  71  39  50  54  57  51  49  40  52  30  48 
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Success and Retention Rate Summaries by Course for Chemistry and Science 

CHEM 231    S
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% Success    77.8  72.7 40.0 90.5 82.1 66.7 85.2 55.6 52.2  58.7 68.4 47.8 86.4  76.2 68.6

% Retention    94.4  86.4 66.7 90.5 85.7 83.3 92.6 72.2 73.9  73.1 89.5 65.2 100.0 85.7 82.8

% No Success    16.7  13.6 26.7 0.0  3.6  16.7 7.4  16.7 21.7  14.4 21.1 17.4 13.6  9.5  14.2

% W    5.6  13.6 33.3 9.5  14.3 16.7 7.4  27.8 26.1  26.9 10.5 34.8 0.0  14.3 17.2

Enrollment    18  22  15  21  28  12  27  18  23  832  19  23  22  21  79 
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% Retention    90.9  80.0 94.4 85.7 92.3 84.2  75.0 70.0 84.1

% No Success    18.2  0.0  0.0  14.3 7.7  0.0  0.0  0.0  5.0 

% W    9.1  20.0 5.6  14.3 7.7  15.8  25.0 30.0 15.9

Enrollment    11  15  18  7  13  19  12  10  13 

                                 

SCI 110    S
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% Success    59.9  57.5 69.0 55.0 64.4 62.8  56.7 70.4 51.3  62.2 54.3 69.0 67.9 70.8 62.2

% Retention    68.9  71.4 77.3 70.9 74.2 76.6 74.4 78.7 74.3  80.8 69.0 76.4 82.8 83.2 75.6

% No Success    8.8  13.7 8.3  15.9 9.8  13.0  17.2 7.9  22.3  18.6 14.3 6.9  14.8 12.4 13.1

% W    31.1  28.6 22.7 29.1 25.8 23.4 25.6 21.3 25.7  19.2 31.0 23.6 17.2 16.8 24.4

Enrollment    182  227  216  220  264  183  238  277  265  33  258  216  209  185  212 
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SCIENCE SUCCESS and RETENTION RATES 

Spring 2006 – Fall 2012 
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.%

50.%

100.%

Science % Success Average Values by Term (2006-2012) 
Spring 64%   Summer 83%   Fall 53%

Gender

n % n % n % n % n % n % n % n % n %
Male 58 61.7% 20 80.% 55 49.1% 71 74.% 18 94.7% 46 46.% 76 60.3% 7 77.8% 55 57.3%

Female 50 57.5% 9 56.3% 74 66.1% 78 65.5% 12 92.3% 74 64.3% 93 68.9% 10 100.% 94 66.7%

Not Reported 1 100.% 1 100.% 2 100.% 0 0.0% 0.0% 1 25.% 1 100.% 0 0.0% 1 50.%

Total 109 59.9% 30 71.4% 131 58.% 149 69.3% 30 93.8% 121 55.3% 170 64.9% 17 89.5% 150 62.8%

Average n % n % n % n % n % n % n % n % n %
66.2% 68 56.7% 10 90.9% 103 74.1% 69 48.3% 50 58.1% 65 55.6% 85 68.% 70 67.3% 65 72.2%

66.7% 67 57.3% 4 57.1% 92 67.2% 66 54.5% 57 66.3% 74 52.9% 63 70.% 69 67.6% 65 69.9%

51.4% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 1 100.% 0 0.0% 1 100.% 1 100.% 3 100.% 1 50.%

67.% 135 56.7% 14 77.8% 195 70.4% 136 51.3% 107 62.2% 140 54.3% 149 69.% 142 67.9% 131 70.8%

Gender

n % n % n % n % n % n % n % n % n %
Male 9 9.6% 4 16.% 18 16.1% 8 8.3% 0 .% 19 19.% 15 11.9% 2 22.2% 14 14.6%

Female 7 8.% 5 31.3% 13 11.6% 10 8.4% 1 7.7% 16 13.9% 11 8.1% 0 .% 19 13.5%

Not Reported 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0%

Total 16 8.8% 9 21.4% 31 13.7% 18 8.4% 1 3.1% 35 16.% 26 9.9% 2 10.5% 33 13.8%

n % n % n % n % n % n % n % n % n %
27 22.5% 0 .% 10 7.2% 38 26.6% 19 22.1% 22 18.8% 11 8.8% 16 15.4% 13 14.4%
15 12.8% 1 14.3% 13 9.5% 23 19.% 13 15.1% 16 11.4% 5 5.6% 15 14.7% 10 10.8%
0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0%
42 17.6% 1 5.6% 23 8.3% 61 23.% 32 18.6% 38 14.7% 16 7.4% 31 14.8% 23 12.4%

Science Success by Gender

Science No Success by Gender

Spring 2009 Summer 2009 Fall   2009

Spring 2012

Spring 2010 Fall   2010 Spring 2011 Fall   2011 Spring 2012

Spring 2009 Summer 2009 Fall   2009 Spring 2010 Fall   2010

Summer 2007Spring 2007Fall   2006Summer 2006Spring 2006

Fall   2011 Fall   2012Spring 2011

Spring 2006 Summer 2006 Fall   2006 Spring 2007 Summer 2007 Fall   2007 Spring 2008 Fall   2008

Fall   2008Spring 2008Fall   2007

Fall   2012

Summer 2008

Summer 2008
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20.%
40.%

60.%
80.%

100.%
120.%

Science % Retention Average Values by Term (2006-2012) 
Spring 75%   Summer93%   Fall 77%

Gender

n % n % n % n % n % n % n % n % n %
Male 27 28.7% 1 4.% 39 34.8% 17 17.7% 1 5.3% 35 35.% 35 27.8% 0 .% 27 28.1%

Female 30 34.5% 2 12.5% 25 22.3% 31 26.1% 0 .% 25 21.7% 31 23.% 0 .% 28 19.9%

Not Reported 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 3 75.% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 1 50.%

Total 57 31.3% 3 7.1% 64 28.3% 48 22.3% 1 3.1% 63 28.8% 66 25.2% 0 .% 56 23.4%

n % n % n % n % n % n % n % n % n %
25 20.8% 1 9.1% 26 18.7% 36 25.2% 17 19.8% 30 25.6% 29 23.2% 18 17.3% 12 13.3%
35 29.9% 2 28.6% 32 23.4% 32 26.4% 16 18.6% 50 35.7% 22 24.4% 18 17.6% 18 19.4%
1 100.% 0 0.0% 1 100.% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 1 50.%
61 25.6% 3 16.7% 59 21.3% 68 25.7% 33 19.2% 80 31.% 51 23.6% 36 17.2% 31 16.8%

Gender

n % n % n % n % n % n % n % n % n %
Male 67 71.3% 24 96.% 73 65.2% 79 82.3% 18 94.7% 65 65.% 91 72.2% 9 100.% 69 71.9%

Female 57 65.5% 14 87.5% 87 77.7% 88 73.9% 13 100.% 90 78.3% 104 77.% 10 100.% 113 80.1%

Not Reported 1 100.% 1 100.% 2 100.% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 1 25.% 1 100.% 0 0.0% 1 50.%

Total 125 68.7% 39 92.9% 162 71.7% 167 77.7% 31 96.9% 156 71.2% 196 74.8% 19 100.% 183 76.6%

Average n % n % n % n % n % n % n % n % n %
80.3% 95 79.2% 10 90.9% 113 81.3% 107 74.8% 69 80.2% 87 74.4% 96 76.8% 86 82.7% 78 86.7%
78.7% 82 70.1% 5 71.4% 105 76.6% 89 73.6% 70 81.4% 90 64.3% 68 75.6% 84 82.4% 75 80.6%
51.4% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 1 100.% 0 0.0% 1 100.% 1 100.% 3 100.% 1 50.%
79.6% 177 74.4% 15 83.3% 218 78.7% 197 74.3% 139 80.8% 178 69.% 165 76.4% 173 82.8% 154 83.2%

Spring 2011 Fall   2011 Spring 2012 Fall   2012

Science Withdrawal by Gender

Science Retention by Gender

Spring 2009 Summer 2009 Fall   2009 Spring 2010 Fall   2010

Summer 2008

Spring 2012Spring 2009 Summer 2009 Fall   2009 Spring 2010 Fall   2010 Spring 2011 Fall   2011 Fall   2012

Fall   2007 Summer 2008

Spring 2006 Summer 2006 Fall   2006 Spring 2007

Spring 2008 Fall   2008Spring 2006 Summer 2006 Fall   2006 Spring 2007

Spring 2008 Fall   2008

Summer 2007

Fall   2007Summer 2007
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n % n % n % n % n % n % n % n % n %
35 60.3% 10 71.4% 38 49.4% 47 67.1% 6 100.% 38 48.7% 67 72.% 5 83.3% 41 60.3%
54 56.3% 11 68.8% 66 61.7% 65 67.% 13 86.7% 50 53.2% 66 61.1% 8 88.9% 71 63.4%
8 61.5% 7 77.8% 15 65.2% 20 71.4% 7 100.% 14 63.6% 19 61.3% 2 100.% 22 62.9%

10 83.3% 1 50.% 12 63.2% 12 85.7% 3 100.% 18 78.3% 13 59.1% 2 100.% 15 71.4%
2 66.7% 1 100.% 0 0.0% 5 83.3% 1 100.% 1 50.% 5 62.5% 0 0.0% 1 33.3%

109 59.9% 30 71.4% 131 58.% 149 69.3% 30 93.8% 121 55.3% 170 64.9% 17 89.5% 150 62.8%

n % n % n % n % n % n % n % n % n %
> 19 65.2% 43 58.9% 4 66.7% 82 76.6% 45 49.5% 29 53.7% 43 54.4% 64 71.1% 40 62.5% 43 68.3%
20-24 65.8% 70 55.1% 6 75.% 78 67.8% 61 52.1% 58 65.9% 60 54.5% 50 62.5% 67 72.% 57 72.2%
25-29 71.5% 13 54.2% 2 100.% 23 69.7% 16 55.2% 12 85.7% 25 52.1% 19 76.% 20 62.5% 17 68.%
30-49 72.9% 8 61.5% 1 100.% 9 47.4% 13 50.% 7 70.% 12 63.2% 14 73.7% 15 78.9% 13 76.5%
50+ 75.9% 1 100.% 1 100.% 3 100.% 1 50.% 1 16.7% 0 0.0% 2 100.% 0 0.0% 1 100.%
Total 67.% 135 56.7% 14 77.8% 195 70.4% 136 51.3% 107 62.2% 140 54.3% 149 69.0% 142 67.9% 131 70.8%

n % n % n % n % n % n % n % n % n %
8 13.8% 2 14.3% 15 19.5% 5 7.1% 0 0.0% 19 24.4% 10 10.8% 1 16.7% 8 11.8%
7 7.3% 5 31.3% 13 12.1% 9 9.3% 1 6.7% 13 13.8% 11 10.2% 1 11.1% 18 16.1%
1 7.7% 1 11.1% 3 13.% 2 7.1% 0 0.0% 2 9.1% 3 9.7% 0 0.0% 5 14.3%
0 .% 1 50.% 0 0.0% 2 14.3% 0 0.0% 1 4.3% 2 9.1% 0 0.0% 2 9.5%
0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0%

16 8.8% 9 21.4% 31 13.7% 18 8.4% 1 3.1% 35 16.% 26 9.9% 2 10.5% 33 13.8%

n % n % n % n % n % n % n % n % n %
15 20.5% 1 16.7% 10 9.3% 21 23.1% 14 25.9% 13 16.5% 7 7.8% 12 18.8% 10 15.9%
19 15.% 0 0.0% 8 7.% 27 23.1% 16 18.2% 11 10.% 7 8.8% 10 10.8% 9 11.4%
6 25.% 0 0.0% 2 6.1% 6 20.7% 1 7.1% 11 22.9% 1 4.% 8 25.% 2 8.%
2 15.4% 0 0.0% 3 15.8% 7 26.9% 1 10.% 3 15.8% 1 5.3% 1 5.3% 2 11.8%
0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0%

42 17.6% 1 5.6% 23 8.3% 61 23.% 32 18.6% 38 14.7% 16 7.4% 31 14.8% 23 12.4%

> 19

20-24

25-29

30-49

50+

Total

Average

Science Success by Age

Science No Success by Age

Age
19 or less

20-24
25-29
30-49
50+
Total

Age

Spring 2011 Fall   2011 Spring 2012 Fall   2012

Spring 2009 Summer 2009 Fall   2009 Spring 2010 Spring 2011 Fall   2011 Fall   2012

Spring 2009 Summer 2009 Fall   2009 Spring 2010 Fall   2010

Summer 2006Spring 2006 Fall   2008Summer 2008Fall   2007Summer 2007Spring 2007Fall   2006

Fall   2010 Spring 2012

Spring 2008

19 or less
20-24
25-29
30-49
50+
Total

Spring 2006 Summer 2006 Fall   2006 Spring 2007 Summer 2007 Fall   2007 Spring 2008 Fall   2008Summer 2008
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n % n % n % n % n % n % n % n % n %
15 25.9% 2 14.3% 24 31.2% 18 25.7% 0 0.0% 21 26.9% 16 17.2% 0 0.0% 19 27.9%
35 36.5% 0 0.0% 28 26.2% 23 23.7% 1 6.7% 31 33.% 31 28.7% 0 0.0% 23 20.5%
4 30.8% 1 11.1% 5 21.7% 6 21.4% 0 0.0% 6 27.3% 9 29.% 0 0.0% 8 22.9%
2 16.7% 0 0.0% 7 36.8% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 4 17.4% 7 31.8% 0 0.0% 4 19.%
1 33.3% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 1 16.7% 0 0.0% 1 50.% 3 37.5% 0 0.0% 2 66.7%

57 31.3% 3 7.1% 64 28.3% 48 22.3% 1 3.1% 63 28.8% 66 25.2% 0 0.0% 56 23.4%

n % n % n % n % n % n % n % n % n %
15 20.5% 1 16.7% 15 14.% 25 27.5% 11 20.4% 23 29.1% 19 21.1% 12 18.8% 10 15.9%
38 29.9% 2 25.% 29 25.2% 29 24.8% 14 15.9% 39 35.5% 23 28.8% 16 17.2% 13 16.5%
5 20.8% 0 0.0% 8 24.2% 7 24.1% 1 7.1% 12 25.% 5 20.% 4 12.5% 6 24.%
3 23.1% 0 0.0% 7 36.8% 6 23.1% 2 20.% 4 21.1% 4 21.1% 3 15.8% 2 11.8%
0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 1 50.% 5 83.3% 2 100.% 0 0.0% 1 100.% 0 0.0%

61 25.6% 3 16.7% 59 21.3% 68 25.7% 33 19.2% 80 31.% 51 23.6% 36 17.2% 31 16.8%

n % n % n % n % n % n % n % n % n %
43 74.1% 12 85.7% 53 68.8% 52 74.3% 6 100.% 57 73.1% 77 82.8% 6 100.% 49 72.1%
61 63.5% 16 100.% 79 73.8% 74 76.3% 14 93.3% 63 67.% 77 71.3% 9 100.% 89 79.5%
9 69.2% 8 88.9% 18 78.3% 22 78.6% 7 100.% 16 72.7% 22 71.% 2 100.% 27 77.1%

10 83.3% 2 100.% 12 63.2% 14 100.% 3 100.% 19 82.6% 15 68.2% 2 100.% 17 81.%
2 66.7% 1 100.% 0 0.0% 5 83.3% 1 100.% 1 50.% 5 62.5% 0 0.0% 1 33.3%

125 68.7% 39 92.9% 162 71.7% 167 77.7% 31 96.9% 156 71.2% 196 74.8% 19 100.% 183 76.6%

n % n % n % n % n % n % n % n % n %
> 19 80.4% 58 79.5% 5 83.3% 92 86.% 66 72.5% 43 79.6% 56 70.9% 71 78.9% 52 81.3% 53 84.1%
20-24 78.1% 89 70.1% 6 75.% 86 74.8% 88 75.2% 74 84.1% 71 64.5% 57 71.3% 77 82.8% 66 83.5%
25-29 82.1% 19 79.2% 2 100.% 25 75.8% 22 75.9% 13 92.9% 36 75.% 20 80.% 28 87.5% 19 76.%
30-49 83.6% 10 76.9% 1 100.% 12 63.2% 20 76.9% 8 80.% 15 78.9% 15 78.9% 16 84.2% 15 88.2%
50+ 75.9% 1 100.% 1 100.% 3 100.% 1 50.% 1 16.7% 0 0.0% 2 100.% 0 0.0% 1 100.%
Total 79.6% 177 74.4% 15 83.3% 218 78.7% 197 74.3% 139 80.8% 178 69.% 165 76.4% 173 82.8% 154 83.2%

Average

> 19

20-24

25-29

30-49

50+

Total

20-24
25-29
30-49
50+

Total

19 or less

25-29
30-49
50+
Total

Age

Age
19 or less

20-24

Spring 2011 Fall   2011 Spring 2012 Fall   2012

Science Retention by Age

Science Withdrawal by Age

Spring 2009 Summer 2009 Fall   2009 Spring 2010 Fall   2010

Spring 2008

Spring 2008

Fall   2008Summer 2008Fall   2007

Spring 2011 Fall   2011 Spring 2012 Fall   2012

Spring 2006 Summer 2006 Fall   2006 Spring 2007 Summer 2007

Spring 2009 Summer 2009 Fall   2009 Spring 2010 Fall   2010

Fall   2008Spring 2006 Summer 2006 Fall   2006 Spring 2007 Summer 2007 Fall   2007 Summer 2008
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n % n % n % n % n % n %
1 100.% 0 0.0% 1 33.3% 0 0.0% 1 100.0% 0 0.0%
22 78.6% 2 66.7% 7 63.6% 8 80.0% 1 50.0% 9 81.8%
4 36.4% 2 40.0% 6 50.0% 13 72.2% 3 100.0% 10 52.6%
3 75.0% 1 50.0% 2 40.0% 5 62.5% 2 100.0% 5 71.4%
14 46.7% 7 77.8% 22 48.9% 24 72.7% 7 100.0% 14 46.7%
11 52.4% 4 100.0% 13 61.9% 9 56.3% 2 100.0% 10 47.6%
1 33.3% 1 100.0% 4 57.1% 1 100.0% 0.0% 3 30.0%
4 66.7% 0 0.0% 5 55.6% 5 71.4% 1 100.0% 2 40.0%
49 62.8% 13 72.2% 71 62.8% 84 68.9% 13 92.9% 68 59.1%

109 59.9% 30 71.4% 131 58.0% 149 69.3% 30 93.8% 121 55.3%

n % n % n % n % n % n %
4 100.0% 0 0.0% 2 100.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0%
16 66.7% 0 0.0% 7 77.8% 5 45.5% 4 100.0% 12 80.0%
11 55.0% 5 100.0% 13 72.2% 9 47.4% 3 100.0% 13 72.2%
6 75.0% 0 0.0% 5 83.3% 9 100.0% 1 100.0% 3 60.0%
30 56.6% 5 100.0% 34 63.0% 24 48.0% 1 50.0% 39 63.9%
10 62.5% 0 0.0% 11 61.1% 8 47.1% 0 0.0% 20 80.0%
3 100.0% 0 0.0% 3 50.0% 1 33.3% 0 0.0% 4 66.7%
6 85.7% 1 100.0% 5 62.5% 4 50.0% 0 0.0% 9 75.0%
84 66.1% 6 75.0% 70 59.3% 75 63.6% 5 71.4% 93 71.0%

170 64.9% 17 89.5% 150 62.8% 135 56.7% 14 77.8% 195 70.4%

n % n % n % n % n % n %
Amer. 84.2% 2 40.0% 2 100.0% 1 100.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0%
Asian 68.7% 10 71.4% 6 66.7% 5 45.5% 6 60.0% 7 100.0% 1 33.3%
Black 58.5% 6 33.3% 9 50.0% 11 45.8% 6 35.3% 8 57.1% 4 33.3%

Filipino 73.9% 0 0.0% 7 77.8% 3 42.9% 7 58.3% 3 100.0% 6 85.7%
Hispanic 62.5% 28 43.8% 23 60.5% 32 51.6% 43 66.2% 37 58.7% 48 69.6%

NR 63.9% 6 37.5% 7 63.6% 5 55.6% 5 83.3% 0 0.0% 1 50.0%
Pacific 59.4% 0 0.0% 1 33.3% 0 0.0% 2 50.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0%
> Two 69.4% 8 61.5% 6 66.7% 10 50.0% 12 75.0% 14 82.4% 11 68.8%
White 68.6% 75 58.6% 46 63.0% 69 58.5% 68 80.0% 69 69.0% 57 80.3%
Total 67.0% 136 51.3% 107 62.2% 140 54.3% 149 69.0% 142 67.9% 131 70.8%

Spring 2012

Fall   2008 Spring 2009

Fall   2011
Average

Spring 2008 Summer 2008

Fall   2012

Nat. Amer. / Alaskan
Asian
Black non-Hispanic
Filipino
Hispanic
Not Reported
Pacific Islander
Two or More
White non-Hispanic
Total

Spring 2010 Fall   2010 Spring 2011

Spring 2007 Summer 2007

White non-Hispanic
Total

Fall   2007

Summer 2009 Fall   2009

Science Success by Ethnicity

Filipino
Hispanic
Not Reported
Pacific Islander
Two or More

Ethnicity
Nat. Amer. / Alaskan
Asian
Black non-Hispanic

Spring 2006 Summer 2006 Fall   2006
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n % n % n % n % n % n %
0 0.0% 0 0.0% 1 33.3% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0%
3 10.7% 1 33.3% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 1 9.1%
1 9.1% 2 40.0% 2 16.7% 3 16.7% 0 0.0% 3 15.8%
1 25.0% 1 50.0% 1 20.0% 1 12.5% 0 0.0% 2 28.6%
5 16.7% 1 11.1% 9 20.0% 1 3.0% 0 0.0% 9 30.0%
0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 2 12.5% 0 0.0% 3 14.3%
1 33.3% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 3 30.0%
1 16.7% 0 0.0% 1 11.1% 1 14.3% 0 0.0% 1 20.0%
4 5.1% 4 22.2% 17 15.0% 10 8.2% 1 7.1% 13 11.3%

16 8.8% 9 21.4% 31 13.7% 18 8.4% 1 3.1% 35 16.0%

n % n % n % n % n % n %
0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 1 33.3% 0 0.0% 1 100.0%
1 4.2% 0 0.0% 2 22.2% 3 27.3% 0 0.0% 1 6.7%
2 10.0% 0 0.0% 4 22.2% 3 15.8% 0 0.0% 1 5.6%
1 12.5% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 1 20.0%
5 9.4% 0 0.0% 6 11.1% 13 26.0% 1 50.0% 4 6.6%
3 18.8% 0 0.0% 3 16.7% 1 5.9% 0 0.0% 3 12.0%
0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 1 33.3% 0 0.0% 1 16.7%
0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 1 12.5% 0 0.0% 10 7.6%

14 11.0% 2 25.0% 18 15.3% 19 16.1% 0 0.0% 1 33.3%
26 9.9% 2 10.5% 33 13.8% 42 17.6% 1 5.6% 23 8.3%

n % n % n % n % n % n %
Amer. 51.7% 2 40.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0%
Asian 19.1% 2 14.3% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 3 30.0% 0 0.0% 1 33.3%
Black 25.8% 4 22.2% 5 27.8% 9 37.5% 4 23.5% 3 21.4% 6 50.0%

Filipino 25.8% 2 66.7% 1 11.1% 2 28.6% 1 8.3% 0 0.0% 0 0.0%
Hispanic 17.8% 23 35.9% 6 15.8% 10 16.1% 2 3.1% 12 19.0% 8 11.6%

NR 15.3% 3 18.8% 2 18.2% 1 11.1% 1 25.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0%
Pacific 39.6% 4 30.8% 2 66.7% 0 0.0% 1 6.3% 1 100.0% 0 0.0%
> Two 12.7% 20 15.6% 1 11.1% 3 15.0% 3 3.5% 2 11.8% 0 0.0%
White 21.1% 1 33.3% 15 20.5% 13 11.0% 1 100.0% 13 13.0% 8 11.3%
Total 12.7% 61 23.0% 32 18.6% 38 14.7% 16 7.4% 31 14.8% 23 12.4%

Fall   2008 Spring 2009 Summer 2009
Total

Spring 2010 Fall   2010 Spring 2011 Fall   2011

Filipino
Hispanic
Not Reported
Pacific Islander
Two or More
White non-Hispanic

Total

Science No Success by Ethnicity

Filipino
Hispanic
Not Reported
Pacific Islander

Ethnicity
Nat. Amer. / Alaskan
Asian
Black non-Hispanic

Spring 2006 Summer 2006 Fall   2006 Spring 2007

Average

Summer 2007 Fall   2007

Nat. Amer. / Alaskan
Asian
Black non-Hispanic

White non-Hispanic
Two or More

Spring 2012 Fall   2012

Fall   2009Spring 2008 Summer 2008
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n % n % n % n % n % n %
1 100.% 0 0.0% 2 66.7% 0 0.0% 1 100.0% 0 0.0%
25 89.3% 3 100.0% 7 63.6% 8 80.0% 1 50.0% 10 90.9%
5 45.5% 4 80.0% 8 66.7% 16 88.9% 3 100.0% 13 68.4%
4 100.% 2 100.0% 3 60.0% 6 75.0% 2 100.0% 7 100.0%
19 63.3% 8 88.9% 31 68.9% 25 75.8% 7 100.0% 23 76.7%
11 52.4% 4 100.0% 13 61.9% 11 68.8% 2 100.0% 13 61.9%
2 66.7% 1 100.0% 4 57.1% 1 100.0% 0 0.0% 6 60.0%
5 83.3% 0 0.0% 6 66.7% 6 85.7% 1 100.0% 3 60.0%
53 67.9% 17 94.4% 88 77.9% 94 77.0% 14 100.0% 81 70.4%

125 68.7% 39 92.9% 162 71.7% 167 77.7% 31 96.9% 156 71.2%

n % n % n % n % n % n %
4 100.0% 0 0.0% 2 100.0% 1 33.3% 0 0.0% 1 100.0%
17 70.8% 0 0.0% 9 100.0% 8 72.7% 4 100.0% 13 86.7%
13 65.0% 5 100.0% 17 94.4% 12 63.2% 3 100.0% 14 77.8%
7 87.5% 0 0.0% 5 83.3% 9 100.0% 1 100.0% 4 80.0%
35 66.0% 5 100.0% 40 74.1% 37 74.0% 2 100.0% 43 70.5%
13 81.3% 0 0.0% 14 77.8% 9 52.9% 0 0.0% 23 92.0%
3 100.0% 0 0.0% 3 50.0% 2 66.7% 0 0.0% 5 83.3%
6 85.7% 1 100.0% 5 62.5% 5 62.5% 0 0.0% 9 75.0%
98 77.2% 8 100.0% 88 74.6% 94 79.7% 5 71.4% 103 78.6%

196 74.8% 19 100.0% 183 76.6% 177 74.4% 15 83.3% 218 78.7%

n % n % n % n % n % n %
Amer. 88.0% 4 80.0% 2 100.0% 1 100.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0%
Asian 79.9% 12 85.7% 6 66.7% 5 45.5% 9 90.0% 7 100.0% 2 66.7%
Black 77.1% 10 55.6% 14 77.8% 20 83.3% 10 58.8% 11 78.6% 10 83.3%
Filipino 86.2% 2 66.7% 8 88.9% 5 71.4% 8 66.7% 3 100.0% 6 85.7%
Hispanic 78.3% 51 79.7% 29 76.3% 42 67.7% 45 69.2% 49 77.8% 56 81.2%
NR 72.5% 9 56.3% 9 81.8% 6 66.7% 5 83.3% 0 0.0% 1 50.0%
Pacific 79.9% 0 0.0% 3 100.0% 0 0.0% 3 75.0% 1 100.0% 0 0.0%
> Two 78.8% 12 92.3% 7 77.8% 13 65.0% 13 81.3% 16 94.1% 11 68.8%
White 80.8% 95 74.2% 61 83.6% 82 69.5% 71 83.5% 82 82.0% 65 91.5%
Total 79.6% 197 74.3% 139 80.8% 178 69.0% 165 76.4% 173 82.8% 154 83.2%

Summer 2009

Summer 2006 Fall   2006 Spring 2007 Summer 2007 Fall   2007

Nat. Amer. / Alaskan
Asian
Black non-Hispanic
Filipino

Spring 2006

Fall   2012

Total

Science Retention by Ethnicity

Spring 2008 Summer 2008 Fall   2008 Spring 2009 Fall   2009

Hispanic
Not Reported
Pacific Islander
Two or More
White non-Hispanic

Ethnicity

Spring 2010 Fall   2010 Spring 2011 Fall   2011 Spring 2012
Average

Not Reported
Pacific Islander
Two or More
White non-Hispanic
Total

Nat. Amer. / Alaskan
Asian
Black non-Hispanic
Filipino
Hispanic
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n % n % n % n % n % n %
0 0.0% 0 0.0% 1 33.3% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 1 100.0%
3 10.7% 0 0.0% 4 36.4% 2 20.0% 1 50.0% 1 9.1%
6 54.5% 1 20.0% 4 33.3% 2 11.1% 0 0.0% 6 31.6%
0 0.0% 0 0.0% 2 40.0% 2 25.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0%
11 36.7% 1 11.1% 14 31.1% 8 24.2% 0 0.0% 7 23.3%
10 47.6% 0 0.0% 8 38.1% 5 31.3% 0 0.0% 8 38.1%
1 33.3% 0 0.0% 3 42.9% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 4 40.0%
1 16.7% 0 0.0% 3 33.3% 1 14.3% 0 0.0% 2 40.0%
25 32.1% 1 5.6% 25 22.1% 28 23.0% 0 0.0% 34 29.6%
57 31.3% 3 7.1% 64 28.3% 48 22.3% 1 3.1% 63 28.8%

n % n % n % n % n % n %
0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 2 66.7% 0 0.0% 0 0.0%
7 29.2% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 3 27.3% 0 0.0% 2 13.3%
7 35.0% 0 0.0% 1 5.6% 7 36.8% 0 0.0% 4 22.2%
1 12.5% 0 0.0% 1 16.7% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 1 20.0%
18 34.0% 0 0.0% 14 25.9% 13 26.0% 0 0.0% 18 29.5%
3 18.8% 0 0.0% 4 22.2% 8 47.1% 1 100.0% 2 8.0%
0 0.0% 0 0.0% 3 50.0% 1 33.3% 0 0.0% 1 16.7%
1 14.3% 0 0.0% 3 37.5% 3 37.5% 0 0.0% 3 25.0%
29 22.8% 0 0.0% 30 25.4% 24 20.3% 2 28.6% 28 21.4%
66 25.2% 0 0.0% 56 23.4% 61 25.6% 3 16.7% 59 21.3%

n % n % n % n % n % n %
Amer. 55.0% 1 20.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0%
Asian 26.3% 2 14.3% 3 33.3% 6 54.5% 1 10.0% 0 0.0% 1 33.3%
Black 27.5% 8 44.4% 4 22.2% 4 16.7% 7 41.2% 3 21.4% 2 16.7%
Filipino 23.5% 1 33.3% 1 11.1% 2 28.6% 4 33.3% 0 0.0% 1 14.3%
Hispanic 26.0% 13 20.3% 9 23.7% 20 32.3% 20 30.8% 14 22.2% 13 18.8%
NR 36.6% 7 43.8% 2 18.2% 3 33.3% 1 16.7% 0 0.0% 1 50.0%
Pacific 54.1% 1 100.0% 0 0.0% 1 100.0% 1 25.0% 0 0.0% 1 100.0%
> Two 24.2% 1 7.7% 2 22.2% 7 35.0% 3 18.8% 1 5.9% 5 31.3%
White 21.7% 33 25.8% 12 16.4% 36 30.5% 14 16.5% 18 18.0% 6 8.5%
Total 21.6% 68 25.7% 33 19.2% 80 31.0% 51 23.6% 36 17.2% 31 16.8%

Average

Spring 2007 Summer 2007 Fall   2007

Summer 2009

White non-Hispanic
Total

Science Withdrawal by Ethnicity

Filipino
Hispanic
Not Reported
Pacific Islander
Two or More

Ethnicity
Nat. Amer. / Alaskan
Asian
Black non-Hispanic

Spring 2006 Summer 2006 Fall   2006

Fall   2012

Spring 2008 Summer 2008 Fall   2008 Spring 2009 Fall   2009

Spring 2010 Fall   2010 Spring 2011 Fall   2011 Spring 2012

Nat. Amer. / Alaskan
Asian
Black non-Hispanic
Filipino
Hispanic
Not Reported
Pacific Islander
Two or More
White non-Hispanic
Total
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.%

20.%

40.%

60.%

80.%

100.%

College % Success Average Values by term (2006‐2012) 
Spring 66%   Summer 79%   Fall 67%

Gender n % n % n % n % n % n % n % n % n % n %

Male 13,589 63.9% 2,936 75.8% 13,996 63.4% 14,192 63.6% 3,374 77.5% 14,748 62.6% 14,924 62.1% 3,358 77.7% 15,097 63.% 15,960 63.8%

Female 18,383 67.1% 4,501 77.1% 18,828 65.9% 18,922 66.8% 4,867 76.9% 19,690 66.5% 20,197 66.8% 5,064 77.8% 20,840 67.9% 21,876 66.6%

No Report 152 67.% 52 72.2% 200 67.1% 232 71.6% 47 88.7% 208 66.9% 223 69.9% 90 84.1% 280 67.6% 308 65.7%

Total 32,124 65.7% 7,489 76.5% 33,024 64.8% 33,346 65.4% 8,288 77.2% 34,646 64.8% 35,344 64.7% 8,512 77.8% 36,217 65.7% 38,144 65.4%

Average n % n % n % n % n % n % n % n % n % n % n %

69.7% 4,285 77.8% 17,415 65.1% 17,290 64.2% 2,595 77.6% 17,240 67.6% 16,898 65.8% 1,429 78.% 17,435 67.9% 16,108 67.8% 298 88.7% 16,121 68.7%

71.9% 6,230 76.9% 22,391 67.8% 22,599 67.5% 3,514 78.4% 21,987 69.8% 21,326 67.9% 1,673 77.6% 21,484 70.4% 19,833 70.2% 267 91.8% 20,273 72.6%

71.2% 102 75.6% 327 66.5% 320 66.1% 53 80.3% 301 64.6% 331 68.% 36 83.7% 327 66.3% 313 70.2% 2 66.7% 244 66.8%

70.9% 10,617 77.3% 40,133 66.6% 40,209 66.% 6,162 78.1% 39,528 68.8% 38,555 66.9% 3,138 77.9% 39,246 69.2% 36,254 69.1% 567 90.% 36,638 70.8%

Gender n % n % n % n % n % n % n % n % n % n %

Male 3,026 14.2% 392 10.1% 3,214 14.6% 3,017 13.5% 385 8.8% 3,591 15.2% 3,305 13.8% 448 10.4% 3,984 16.6% 4,234 16.9%

Female 3,195 11.7% 496 8.5% 3,558 12.4% 3,217 11.4% 544 8.6% 3,783 12.8% 3,394 11.2% 575 8.8% 4,136 13.5% 4,541 13.8%

Not 
Reported

27 11.9% 8 11.1% 43 14.4% 33 10.2% 3 5.7% 37 11.9% 32 10.% 7 6.5% 50 12.1% 76 16.2%

Total 6,248 12.8% 896 9.2% 6,815 13.4% 6,267 12.3% 932 8.7% 7,411 13.9% 6,731 12.3% 1,030 9.4% 8,170 14.8% 8,851 15.2%

n % n % n % n % n % n % n % n % n % n % n %
535 9.7% 4,512 16.9% 4,692 17.4% 396 11.8% 4,041 15.8% 4,108 16.% 228 12.5% 3,968 15.5% 3,663 15.4% 14 4.2% 3,898 16.6%
744 9.2% 4,741 14.3% 4,779 14.3% 414 9.2% 4,239 13.5% 4,369 13.9% 227 10.5% 4,028 13.2% 3,728 13.2% 10 3.4% 3,737 13.4%
26 19.3% 54 11.% 76 15.7% 7 10.6% 67 14.4% 61 12.5% 5 11.6% 65 13.2% 65 14.6% .% 65 17.8%

1,305 9.5% 9,307 15.4% 9,547 15.7% 817 10.4% 8,347 14.5% 8,538 14.8% 460 11.4% 8,061 14.2% 7,456 14.2% 24 3.8% 7,700 14.9%

College No Success by Gender

Summer 2009 Fall   2009 Spring 2010 Summer 2010 Fall   2010 Spring 2011 Summer 2011 Fall   2011

Fall   2008 Spring 2009Spring 2008Spring 2006 Summer 2006 Fall   2006 Spring 2007 Summer 2007

Fall   2007 Summer 2008

Summer 2008Fall   2007

Summer 2007Spring 2007Fall   2006Summer 2006Spring 2006

Spring 2012 Summer 2012 Fall   2012

Spring 2008 Fall   2008 Spring 2009

College Success by Gender

Summer 2009 Fall   2009 Spring 2010 Summer 2010 Fall   2010 Spring 2011 Summer 2011 Fall   2011 Spring 2012 Summer 2012 Fall   2012
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.%
20.%
40.%
60.%
80.%
100.%

College % Retention Average Values by term (2006‐2012) 
Spring 80%   Summer 88%   Fall 82%

Gender n % n % n % n % n % n % n % n % n % n %

Male 4,661 21.9% 547 14.1% 4,872 22.1% 5,116 22.9% 595 13.7% 5,237 22.2% 5,786 24.1% 515 11.9% 4,883 20.4% 4,813 19.2%

Female 5,814 21.2% 840 14.4% 6,205 21.7% 6,203 21.9% 915 14.5% 6,143 20.7% 6,666 22.% 869 13.4% 5,730 18.7% 6,454 19.6%

Not 
Reported

48 21.1% 12 16.7% 55 18.5% 59 18.2% 3 5.7% 66 21.2% 64 20.1% 10 9.3% 84 20.3% 85 18.1%

Total 10,523 21.5% 1,399 14.3% 11,132 21.8% 11,378 22.3% 1,513 14.1% 11,446 21.4% 12,516 22.9% 1,394 12.7% 10,697 19.4% 11,352 19.5%

n % n % n % n % n % n % n % n % n % n % n %
687 12.5% 4,805 18.% 4,932 18.3% 352 10.5% 4,233 16.6% 4,684 18.2% 174 9.5% 4,261 16.6% 3,979 16.8% 24 7.1% 3,433 14.6%

1,126 13.9% 5,916 17.9% 6,122 18.3% 555 12.4% 5,264 16.7% 5,727 18.2% 255 11.8% 5,023 16.4% 4,696 16.6% 14 4.8% 3,905 14.%
7 5.2% 111 22.6% 88 18.2% 6 9.1% 98 21.% 95 19.5% 2 4.7% 101 20.5% 68 15.2% 1 33.3% 56 15.3%

1,820 13.2% 10,832 18.% 11,142 18.3% 913 11.6% 9,595 16.7% 10,506 18.2% 431 10.7% 9,385 16.6% 8,743 16.7% 39 6.2% 7,394 14.3%

Gender n % n % n % n % n % n % n % n % n % n %

Male 16,615 78.1% 3,328 85.9% 17,210 77.9% 17,209 77.1% 3,759 86.3% 18,339 77.8% 18,229 75.9% 3,806 88.1% 19,081 79.6% 20,194 80.8%

Female 21,578 78.8% 4,997 85.6% 22,386 78.3% 22,139 78.1% 5,411 85.5% 23,473 79.3% 23,591 78.% 5,639 86.6% 24,976 81.3% 26,417 80.4%

Not 
Reported

179 78.9% 60 83.3% 243 81.5% 265 81.8% 50 94.3% 245 78.8% 255 79.9% 97 90.7% 330 79.7% 384 81.9%

Total 38,372 78.5% 8,385 85.7% 39,839 78.2% 39,613 77.7% 9,220 85.9% 42,057 78.6% 42,075 77.1% 9,542 87.3% 44,387 80.6% 46,995 80.5%

Average n % n % n % n % n % n % n % n % n % n % n %
83.3% 4,820 87.5% 21,927 82.% 21,982 81.7% 2,991 89.5% 21,281 83.4% 21,006 81.8% 1,657 90.5% 21,403 83.4% 19,771 83.2% 312 92.9% 20,019 85.4%
83.4% 6,974 86.1% 27,132 82.1% 27,378 81.7% 3,928 87.6% 26,226 83.3% 25,695 81.8% 1,900 88.2% 25,512 83.6% 23,561 83.4% 277 95.2% 24,010 86.%
83.2% 128 94.8% 381 77.4% 396 81.8% 60 90.9% 368 79.% 392 80.5% 41 95.3% 392 79.5% 378 84.8% 2 66.7% 309 84.7%
83.3% 11,922 86.8% 49,440 82.% 49,756 81.7% 6,979 88.4% 47,875 83.3% 47,093 81.8% 3,598 89.3% 47,307 83.4% 43,710 83.3% 591 93.8% 44,338 85.7%

Fall   2008 Spring 2009Spring 2006 Summer 2006 Fall   2006 Spring 2007 Summer 2007

Summer 2008Fall   2007

College Withdrawal by Gender

Fall   2008 Spring 2009Spring 2006 Summer 2006 Fall   2006 Spring 2007 Spring 2008Summer 2007

Summer 2009 Fall   2009

Fall   2007 Summer 2008

Spring 2010 Summer 2010

Spring 2008

Spring 2011 Summer 2011 Fall   2011 Spring 2012 Summer 2012 Fall   2012

Summer 2009 Fall   2009 Spring 2010 Summer 2010 Fall   2010 Spring 2011 Summer 2011 Fall   2011 Spring 2012 Summer 2012 Fall   2012

College Retention by Gender

Fall   2010
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Age
n % n % n % n % n % n % n % n % n % n % n %

> 19 10,151 62.7% 2,223 79.2% 11,718 62.6% 10,665 63.2% 2,651 80.7% 12,420 62.4% 11,250 62.4% 2,759 81.3% 12,764 63.% 11,809 62.9% 3,166 80.9%
20-24 12,301 64.8% 2,951 75.8% 12,143 63.8% 12,941 64.3% 3,056 75.2% 12,620 63.8% 13,670 63.5% 3,200 76.3% 13,414 64.5% 14,943 63.6% 4,025 75.3%
25-29 3,832 68.4% 900 74.% 3,678 67.3% 3,921 67.4% 1,069 75.4% 3,899 67.3% 4,390 68.4% 1,058 74.6% 4,165 69.8% 4,791 69.4% 1,455 76.%
30-49 4,836 72.% 1,144 75.8% 4,436 70.6% 4,733 71.% 1,201 76.4% 4,531 70.7% 4,915 70.3% 1,206 77.4% 4,742 72.8% 5,361 71.7% 1,578 75.9%
50+ 1,004 71.% 271 75.5% 1,049 72.% 1,086 71.4% 311 79.7% 1,176 73.% 1,119 69.7% 289 78.7% 1,132 72.9% 1,240 73.1% 393 80.2%
Total 32,124 65.7% 7,489 76.5% 33,024 64.8% 33,346 65.4% 8,288 77.2% 34,646 64.8% 35,344 64.7% 8,512 77.8% 36,217 65.7% 38,144 65.4% 10,617 77.3%

n % n % n % n % n % n % n % n % n % n %
70.9% 13,314 65.3% 11,406 63.2% 1,617 81.4% 12,848 67.1% 11,548 65.7% 601 83.2% 13,417 69.% 11,278 68.6% 280 94.6% 12,026 70.1%
69.% 14,880 65.1% 16,035 64.8% 2,223 75.6% 14,782 67.5% 14,515 64.5% 1,085 76.7% 14,024 66.8% 13,803 67.2% 123 80.9% 13,944 69.%
72.% 4,984 68.2% 5,178 68.4% 1,004 78.3% 4,937 70.5% 5,059 68.2% 632 74.4% 5,028 70.6% 4,584 70.7% 66 91.7% 4,339 72.5%
74.2% 5,668 71.2% 6,186 71.3% 1,125 78.1% 5,689 73.6% 6,081 72.6% 706 78.2% 5,544 73.7% 5,366 72.5% 75 87.2% 5,162 75.3%
76.4% 1,287 72.5% 1,404 76.3% 193 79.1% 1,272 75.1% 1,352 77.4% 114 81.4% 1,233 76.4% 1,223 76.6% 23 95.8% 1,167 77.3%
70.9% 40,133 66.6% 40,209 66.% 6,162 78.1% 39,528 68.8% 38,555 66.9% 3,138 77.9% 39,246 69.2% 36,254 69.1% 567 90.% 36,638 70.8%

Age
n % n % n % n % n % n % n % n % n % n % n %

> 19 2,578 15.9% 275 9.8% 3,054 16.3% 2,475 14.7% 262 8.% 3,558 17.9% 2,717 15.1% 296 8.7% 3,651 18.% 3,484 18.6% 363 9.3%
20-24 2,405 12.7% 383 9.8% 2,556 13.4% 2,503 12.4% 411 10.1% 2,578 13.% 2,682 12.5% 426 10.2% 3,061 14.7% 3,613 15.4% 523 9.8%
25-29 579 10.3% 114 9.4% 576 10.5% 613 10.5% 105 7.4% 622 10.7% 606 9.4% 151 10.6% 687 11.5% 860 12.5% 184 9.6%
30-49 557 8.3% 103 6.8% 512 8.1% 544 8.2% 128 8.1% 547 8.5% 586 8.4% 129 8.3% 619 9.5% 729 9.8% 201 9.7%
50+ 129 9.1% 21 5.8% 117 8.% 132 8.7% 26 6.7% 106 6.6% 140 8.7% 28 7.6% 152 9.8% 165 9.7% 34 6.9%
Total 6,248 12.8% 896 9.2% 6,815 13.4% 6,267 12.3% 932 8.7% 7,411 13.9% 6,731 12.3% 1,030 9.4% 8,170 14.8% 8,851 15.2% 1,305 9.5%

n % n % n % n % n % n % n % n % n % n %
3,796 18.6% 3,457 19.1% 188 9.5% 3,450 18.% 3,094 17.6% 68 9.4% 3,217 16.5% 2,674 16.3% 6 2.% 3,020 17.6%
3,518 15.4% 3,957 16.% 342 11.6% 3,201 14.6% 3,464 15.4% 156 11.% 3,099 14.8% 3,038 14.8% 13 8.6% 3,079 15.2%
954 13.1% 992 13.1% 117 9.1% 812 11.6% 960 12.9% 110 13.% 871 12.2% 824 12.7% 2 2.8% 728 12.2%
855 10.7% 989 11.4% 151 10.5% 747 9.7% 876 10.5% 112 12.4% 760 10.1% 798 10.8% 3 3.5% 754 11.%
184 10.4% 152 8.3% 19 7.8% 137 8.1% 144 8.2% 14 10.% 114 7.1% 122 7.6% 0 0.0% 119 7.9%

9,307 15.4% 9,547 15.7% 817 10.4% 8,347 14.5% 8,538 14.8% 460 11.4% 8,061 14.2% 7,456 14.2% 24 3.8% 7,700 14.9%

Summer 2009Spring 2008 Fall   2008 Spring 2009

Fall   2008 Spring 2009 Summer 2009Spring 2008

Fall   2010

Spring 2007Fall   2006Summer 2006Spring 2006

Fall   2007 Summer 2008

Summer 2008Fall   2007Summer 2007

Spring 2011 Summer 2011 Fall   2011

Spring 2006 Summer 2006 Fall   2006 Spring 2007 Summer 2007

Spring 2012 Summer 2012 Fall   2012

Fall   2009 Spring 2010 Summer 2010 Fall   2010 Spring 2011 Summer 2011 Fall   2011 Spring 2012 Summer 2012 Fall   2012

Fall   2009 Spring 2010 Summer 2010

College No Success by Age

College Success by Age

> 19

20-24

25-29

30-49

50+

Age

Total

Average

> 19

20-24

25-29

30-49

50+

Total
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Age
n % n % n % n % n % n % n % n % n % n % n %

> 19 12,729 78.6% 2,498 89.% 14,772 78.9% 13,140 77.9% 2,913 88.6% 15,978 80.3% 13,967 77.4% 3,055 90.0% 16,415 81.1% 15,293 81.4% 3,529 90.1%
20-24 14,706 77.5% 3,334 85.7% 14,699 77.2% 15,444 76.8% 3,467 85.3% 15,198 76.8% 16,352 75.9% 3,626 86.4% 16,475 79.2% 18,556 79.% 4,548 85.1%
25-29 4,411 78.7% 1,014 83.4% 4,254 77.8% 4,534 77.9% 1,174 82.8% 4,521 78.1% 4,996 77.9% 1,209 85.2% 4,852 81.3% 5,651 81.8% 1,639 85.6%
30-49 5,393 80.3% 1,247 82.6% 4,948 78.8% 5,277 79.2% 1,329 84.5% 5,078 79.2% 5,501 78.7% 1,335 85.6% 5,361 82.3% 6,090 81.5% 1,779 85.6%
50+ 1,133 80.1% 292 81.3% 1,166 80.1% 1,218 80.% 337 86.4% 1,282 79.6% 1,259 78.4% 317 86.4% 1,284 82.7% 1,405 82.8% 427 87.1%
Total 38,372 78.5% 8,385 85.7% 39,839 78.2% 39,613 77.7% 9,220 85.9% 42,057 78.6% 42,075 77.1% 9,542 87.3% 44,387 80.6% 46,995 80.5% 11,922 86.8%

n % n % n % n % n % n % n % n % n % n %
85.1% 17,110 84.% 14,863 82.3% 1,805 90.9% 16,298 85.2% 14,642 83.3% 669 92.7% 16,634 85.5% 13,952 84.9% 286 96.6% 15,046 87.7%
81.9% 18,398 80.5% 19,992 80.7% 2,565 87.3% 17,983 82.1% 17,979 79.9% 1,241 87.7% 17,123 81.6% 16,841 82.% 136 89.5% 17,023 84.2%
82.7% 5,938 81.2% 6,170 81.5% 1,121 87.4% 5,749 82.1% 6,019 81.2% 742 87.4% 5,899 82.8% 5,408 83.4% 68 94.4% 5,067 84.6%
83.5% 6,523 81.9% 7,175 82.7% 1,276 88.6% 6,436 83.2% 6,957 83.1% 818 90.6% 6,304 83.8% 6,164 83.3% 78 90.7% 5,916 86.3%
84.2% 1,471 82.8% 1,556 84.6% 212 86.9% 1,409 83.2% 1,496 85.7% 128 91.4% 1,347 83.5% 1,345 84.3% 23 95.8% 1,286 85.2%
83.3% 49,440 82.% 49,756 81.7% 6,979 88.4% 47,875 83.3% 47,093 81.8% 3,598 89.3% 47,307 83.4% 43,710 83.3% 591 93.8% 44,338 85.7%

Fall   2008 Spring 2009 Summer 2009Spring 2006 Summer 2006 Fall   2006 Spring 2007 Spring 2008 Summer 2008Fall   2007Summer 2007

Total

College Retention by Age

> 19

20-24

25-29

30-49

50+

Average

Summer 2011 Fall   2011 Spring 2012 Summer 2012 Fall   2012Fall   2009 Spring 2010 Summer 2010 Fall   2010 Spring 2011

Age
n % n % n % n % n % n % n % n % n % n % n %

> 19 3,458 21.4% 310 11.% 3,947 21.1% 3,722 22.1% 374 11.4% 3,924 19.7% 4,076 22.6% 340 10.% 3,836 18.9% 3,486 18.6% 386 9.9%
20-24 4,267 22.5% 557 14.3% 4,347 22.8% 4,678 23.2% 598 14.7% 4,592 23.2% 5,182 24.1% 570 13.6% 4,320 20.8% 4,937 21.% 797 14.9%
25-29 1,193 21.3% 202 16.6% 1,213 22.2% 1,287 22.1% 244 17.2% 1,270 21.9% 1,418 22.1% 210 14.8% 1,117 18.7% 1,255 18.2% 275 14.4%
30-49 1,323 19.7% 263 17.4% 1,335 21.2% 1,387 20.8% 244 15.5% 1,332 20.8% 1,493 21.3% 224 14.4% 1,156 17.7% 1,382 18.5% 299 14.4%
50+ 282 19.9% 67 18.7% 290 19.9% 304 20.% 53 13.6% 328 20.4% 347 21.6% 50 13.6% 268 17.3% 292 17.2% 63 12.9%
Total 10,523 21.5% 1,399 14.3% 11,132 21.8% 11,378 22.3% 1,513 14.1% 11,446 21.4% 12,516 22.9% 1,394 12.7% 10,697 19.4% 11,352 19.5% 1,820 13.2%

n % n % n % n % n % n % n % n % n % n %
3,266 16.% 3,192 17.7% 181 9.1% 2,837 14.8% 2,932 16.7% 53 7.3% 2,815 14.5% 2,484 15.1% 10 3.4% 2,116 12.3%
4,448 19.5% 4,770 19.3% 374 12.7% 3,923 17.9% 4,510 20.1% 174 12.3% 3,861 18.4% 3,698 18.% 16 10.5% 3,200 15.8%
1,372 18.8% 1,399 18.5% 162 12.6% 1,253 17.9% 1,398 18.8% 107 12.6% 1,224 17.2% 1,075 16.6% 4 5.6% 919 15.4%
1,441 18.1% 1,497 17.3% 164 11.4% 1,297 16.8% 1,416 16.9% 85 9.4% 1,219 16.2% 1,235 16.7% 8 9.3% 936 13.7%
305 17.2% 284 15.4% 32 13.1% 285 16.8% 250 14.3% 12 8.6% 266 16.5% 251 15.7% 1 4.2% 223 14.8%

10,832 18.% 11,142 18.3% 913 11.6% 9,595 16.7% 10,506 18.2% 431 10.7% 9,385 16.6% 8,743 16.7% 39 6.2% 7,394 14.3%

Summer 2009Spring 2008 Fall   2008 Spring 2009Fall   2007 Summer 2008Spring 2006 Summer 2006 Fall   2006 Spring 2007 Summer 2007

Spring 2012 Summer 2012 Fall   2012Fall   2009 Spring 2010 Summer 2010 Fall   2010 Spring 2011

College Withdrawal by Age

50+

Total

Summer 2011

> 19

20-24

25-29

30-49

Age

Fall   2011
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n % n % n % n % n % n % n %

267 60.4% 49 75.4% 257 55.% 228 52.9% 69 72.6% 321 62.2% 327 62.2%

2,960 73.% 590 77.8% 2,883 72.6% 3,041 73.6% 677 81.5% 3,185 74.3% 3,314 73.%

1,904 52.8% 548 66.8% 1,820 50.5% 2,016 53.9% 692 69.6% 2,106 48.2% 2,234 50.1%

1,303 66.7% 375 82.2% 1,381 66.2% 1,354 67.3% 399 81.9% 1,464 66.2% 1,505 65.%

5,657 60.3% 1,433 74.2% 6,087 60.8% 6,112 61.% 1,579 73.9% 6,233 60.4% 6,558 60.5%

2,449 68.1% 611 74.6% 2,449 64.% 2,493 64.8% 668 77.9% 2,544 65.6% 2,676 65.6%

343 61.1% 100 72.5% 406 60.5% 417 57.% 128 77.1% 492 60.% 446 61.3%

920 61.9% 232 70.9% 958 59.% 982 57.5% 296 75.7% 1,077 60.% 1,108 58.7%

16,315 68.5% 3,550 79.4% 16,776 67.9% 16,695 68.5% 3,776 79.2% 17,216 68.% 17,166 68.1%

32,118 65.7% 7,488 76.5% 33,017 64.8% 33,338 65.4% 8,284 77.2% 34,638 64.8% 35,337 64.7%

68 76.4% 299 62.3% 314 62.9% 58 68.2% 254 57.9% 278 64.2% 48 76.2%

685 81.5% 3,443 77.2% 3,702 75.4% 831 83.3% 3,515 77.6% 3,584 76.4% 506 84.6%

694 68.2% 2,250 51.6% 2,501 52.6% 830 67.% 2,623 53.1% 2,619 52.6% 552 67.%

414 81.7% 1,727 67.8% 1,669 67.7% 489 77.7% 1,680 67.% 1,687 66.3% 267 79.5%

1,691 76.% 6,676 60.6% 7,076 60.4% 2,250 74.8% 8,084 61.3% 8,374 60.5% 1,348 75.5%

707 78.3% 2,911 66.7% 3,111 64.9% 627 74.9% 2,308 68.8% 2,010 68.9% 239 75.9%

112 77.2% 574 62.1% 544 61.1% 124 74.7% 467 58.3% 402 55.7% 65 72.2%

308 76.% 931 55.7% 1,061 57.% 546 74.% 1,647 58.5% 1,857 59.3% 344 72.7%

3,826 79.8% 17,392 68.9% 18,108 68.7% 4,763 80.7% 19,044 70.5% 18,875 70.2% 2,708 82.%

8,510 77.8% 36,214 65.8% 38,140 65.4% 10,617 77.3% 40,133 66.6% 40,209 66.% 6,162 78.1%

Amer. 67.2% 213 63.6% 171 61.3% 20 80.% 179 65.1% 136 70.1% 4 100.% 119 61.7%

Asian 78.3% 3,109 76.6% 3,150 76.5% 187 79.6% 2,821 75.3% 2,656 76.7% 12 100.% 2,630 77.%

Black 58.7% 2,516 55.8% 2,377 52.1% 314 68.3% 2,380 55.7% 2,131 55.3% 80 82.5% 2,108 58.%

Filipino 72.8% 1,820 70.3% 1,582 66.2% 117 76.% 1,650 71.5% 1,549 71.9% 22 95.7% 1,609 73.8%

Hispanic 66.9% 8,896 63.6% 9,099 62.1% 727 75.4% 9,945 64.5% 9,316 64.% 177 90.8% 10,047 65.5%

NR 71.0% 1,283 67.3% 1,087 68.% 98 83.1% 733 69.9% 646 69.7% 6 85.7% 392 68.8%

Pacific 66.7% 368 62.7% 310 61.9% 30 75.% 297 58.2% 249 68.% 11 100.% 232 63.2%

> Two 66.2% 2,301 64.5% 2,342 62.5% 215 73.9% 2,619 65.7% 2,404 64.9% 46 92.% 2,515 68.6%

White 74.4% 18,458 73.2% 17,844 71.4% 1,379 82.2% 18,080 74.2% 16,614 73.8% 206 90.4% 16,574 76.%

Total 70.9% 39,528 68.8% 38,555 66.9% 3,138 77.9% 39,245 69.2% 36,253 69.1% 567 90.% 36,638 70.8%

Spring 2008Summer 2007Spring 2007Fall   2006Summer 2006 Fall   2007

Fall   2010Average

Spring 2010 Summer 2010

Spring 2011 Summer 2011 Fall   2011 Spring 2012 Summer 2012 Fall   2012

Summer 2008 Fall   2008 Spring 2009 Summer 2009 Fall   2009

Total

Ethnicity

College Success by Ethnicity

Nat. Amer. / Alaskan

Hispanic

Not Reported

Pacific Islander

Two or More

White non-Hispanic

Nat. Amer. / Alaskan

Asian

Black non-Hispanic

Filipino

Spring 2006

Pacific Islander

Two or More

White non-Hispanic

Total

Asian

Black non-Hispanic

Filipino

Hispanic

Not Reported
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n % n % n % n % n % n % n %
81 16.3% 10 15.4% 76 16.3% 85 19.7% 6 6.3% 70 13.6% 72 13.7%

455 11.2% 58 7.7% 478 12.% 393 9.5% 60 7.2% 440 10.3% 438 9.6%

626 17.4% 112 13.7% 661 18.3% 648 17.3% 130 13.1% 966 22.1% 776 17.4%

260 13.3% 41 9.% 281 13.5% 233 11.6% 38 7.8% 288 13.% 315 13.6%

1,501 16.% 200 10.4% 1,604 16.% 1,462 14.6% 228 10.7% 1,648 16.% 1,471 13.6%

398 11.1% 87 10.6% 493 12.9% 463 12.% 74 8.6% 510 13.2% 510 12.5%

83 14.8% 18 13.% 120 17.9% 114 15.6% 7 4.2% 145 17.7% 115 15.8%

217 14.6% 39 11.9% 260 16.% 236 13.8% 33 8.4% 252 14.% 276 14.6%

2,634 11.1% 331 7.4% 2,841 11.5% 2,633 10.8% 355 7.4% 3,090 12.2% 2,758 10.9%

6,246 12.8% 896 9.2% 6,814 13.4% 6,267 12.3% 931 8.7% 7,409 13.9% 6,731 12.3%

9 10.1% 67 14.% 92 18.4% 13 15.3% 88 20.% 69 15.9% 5 7.9%
56 6.7% 467 10.5% 563 11.5% 71 7.1% 472 10.4% 550 11.7% 39 6.5%
172 16.9% 948 21.7% 1,020 21.5% 181 14.6% 1,137 23.% 1,174 23.6% 143 17.4%
35 6.9% 372 14.6% 346 14.% 56 8.9% 385 15.3% 384 15.1% 29 8.6%
244 11.% 1,912 17.4% 2,117 18.1% 341 11.3% 2,385 18.1% 2,712 19.6% 212 11.9%
86 9.5% 618 14.2% 738 15.4% 81 9.7% 489 14.6% 368 12.6% 32 10.2%
14 9.7% 167 18.1% 150 16.8% 18 10.8% 159 19.9% 158 21.9% 12 13.3%
42 10.4% 316 18.9% 325 17.5% 82 11.1% 574 20.4% 579 18.5% 61 12.9%
372 7.8% 3,297 13.1% 3,489 13.2% 444 7.5% 3,518 13.% 3,446 12.8% 277 8.4%

1,030 9.4% 8,167 14.8% 8,851 15.2% 1,305 9.5% 9,307 15.4% 9,547 15.7% 817 10.4%

Amer. 14.8% 62 18.5% 50 17.9% 2 8.% 41 14.9% 27 13.9% 0 0.0% 37 19.2%
Asian 9.8% 425 10.5% 418 10.2% 19 8.1% 459 12.2% 396 11.4% 0 0.0% 427 12.5%
Black 18.7% 995 22.1% 991 21.7% 75 16.3% 944 22.1% 861 22.4% 9 9.3% 775 21.3%
Filipino 12.2% 367 14.2% 359 15.% 21 13.6% 274 11.9% 266 12.3% 0 0.0% 254 11.7%
Hispanic 14.8% 2,519 18.% 2,684 18.3% 125 13.% 2,657 17.2% 2,592 17.8% 5 2.6% 2,874 18.7%
NR 11.7% 250 13.1% 198 12.4% 7 5.9% 111 10.6% 116 12.5% 0 0.0% 71 12.5%
Pacific 15.6% 105 17.9% 90 18.% 6 15.% 92 18.% 57 15.6% 0 0.0% 67 18.3%
> Two 14.3% 601 16.9% 626 16.7% 35 12.% 679 17.% 578 15.6% 1 2.% 602 16.4%
White 10.4% 2,933 11.6% 3,046 12.2% 162 9.7% 2,702 11.1% 2,481 11.% 9 3.9% 2,507 11.5%
Total 12.4% 8,347 14.5% 8,538 14.8% 460 11.4% 8,061 14.2% 7,456 14.2% 24 3.8% 7,700 14.9%

Spring 2008

Summer 2008 Fall   2008 Spring 2009 Fall   2009 Spring 2010

Spring 2006 Summer 2006 Fall   2006 Spring 2007 Summer 2007 Fall   2007

Summer 2009 Summer 2010

College No Success by Ethnicity

Nat. Amer. / Alaskan

Asian
Black non-Hispanic

Fall   2010 Spring 2011 Summer 2011 Fall   2011 Spring 2012 Summer 2012 Fall   2012

Asian
Black non-Hispanic
Filipino
Hispanic
Not Reported

Total
Average

White non-Hispanic
Total

Ethnicity

Nat. Amer. / Alaskan

Filipino
Hispanic
Not Reported
Pacific Islander
Two or More

Pacific Islander
Two or More
White non-Hispanic
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n % n % n % n % n % n % n %

339 76.7% 59 90.8% 333 71.3% 313 72.6% 75 78.9% 391 75.8% 399 75.9%

3,415 84.3% 648 85.5% 3,361 84.7% 3,434 83.1% 737 88.7% 3,625 84.6% 3,752 82.6%

2,530 70.1% 660 80.5% 2,481 68.8% 2,664 71.2% 822 82.7% 3,072 70.3% 3,010 67.5%

1,563 80.0% 416 91.2% 1,662 79.6% 1,587 78.9% 437 89.7% 1,752 79.3% 1,820 78.5%

7,158 76.4% 1,633 84.6% 7,691 76.8% 7,574 75.5% 1,807 84.5% 7,881 76.4% 8,029 74.0%

2,847 79.2% 698 85.2% 2,942 76.9% 2,956 76.9% 742 86.6% 3,054 78.8% 3,186 78.0%

426 75.9% 118 85.5% 526 78.4% 531 72.6% 135 81.3% 637 77.7% 561 77.2%

1,137 76.5% 271 82.9% 1,218 75.0% 1,218 71.4% 329 84.1% 1,329 74.1% 1,384 73.3%

18,949 79.6% 3,881 86.8% 19,617 79.4% 19,328 79.3% 4,131 86.6% 20,306 80.3% 19,924 79.1%

38,364 78.5% 8,384 85.7% 39,831 78.2% 39,605 77.7% 9,215 85.9% 42,047 78.6% 42,068 77.1%

77 86.5% 366 76.3% 406 81.4% 71 83.5% 342 77.9% 347 80.1% 53 84.1%

741 88.2% 3,910 87.7% 4,265 86.8% 902 90.4% 3,987 88.0% 4,134 88.1% 545 91.1%

866 85.2% 3,198 73.3% 3,521 74.1% 1,011 81.7% 3,760 76.2% 3,793 76.1% 695 84.3%

449 88.6% 2,099 82.4% 2,015 81.8% 545 86.6% 2,065 82.3% 2,071 81.4% 296 88.1%

1,935 87.0% 8,588 77.9% 9,193 78.4% 2,591 86.1% 10,469 79.3% 11,086 80.0% 1,560 87.3%

793 87.8% 3,529 80.8% 3,849 80.3% 708 84.6% 2,797 83.4% 2,378 81.5% 271 86.0%

126 86.9% 741 80.2% 694 77.9% 142 85.5% 626 78.2% 560 77.6% 77 85.6%

350 86.4% 1,247 74.7% 1,386 74.5% 628 85.1% 2,221 78.9% 2,436 77.8% 405 85.6%

4,198 87.5% 20,689 82.0% 21,597 81.9% 5,207 88.2% 22,562 83.6% 22,321 83.0% 2,985 90.4%

9,540 87.3% 44,381 80.6% 46,991 80.5% 11,922 86.8% 49,440 82.0% 49,756 81.7% 6,979 88.4%

Amer. 81.2% 275 82.1% 221 79.2% 22 88.0% 220 80.0% 163 84.0% 4 100.% 156 80.8%

Asian 87.6% 3,534 87.1% 3,568 86.7% 206 87.7% 3,280 87.5% 3,052 88.1% 12 100.% 3,057 89.5%

Black 77.4% 3,511 77.9% 3,368 73.8% 389 84.6% 3,324 77.8% 2,992 77.7% 89 91.8% 2,883 79.4%

Filipino 84.4% 2,187 84.5% 1,941 81.2% 138 89.6% 1,924 83.4% 1,815 84.3% 22 95.7% 1,863 85.5%

Hispani 81.7% 11,415 81.6% 11,783 80.4% 852 88.4% 12,602 81.7% 11,908 81.8% 182 93.3% 12,921 84.3%

NR 82.2% 1,533 80.5% 1,285 80.4% 105 89.0% 844 80.5% 762 82.2% 6 85.7% 463 81.2%

Pacific 81.5% 473 80.6% 400 79.8% 36 90.0% 389 76.3% 306 83.6% 11 100.% 299 81.5%

> Two 80.4% 2,902 81.4% 2,968 79.3% 250 85.9% 3,298 82.7% 2,982 80.6% 47 94.0% 3,117 85.0%

White 84.8% 21,391 84.9% 20,890 83.6% 1,541 91.8% 20,782 85.3% 19,095 84.8% 215 94.3% 19,081 87.5%

Total 83.3% 47,875 83.3% 47,093 81.8% 3,598 89.3% 47,306 83.4% 43,709 83.3% 591 93.8% 44,338 85.7%

Summer 2008 Fall   2008 Spring 2009 Fall   2009

Spring 2008Summer 2007Spring 2007Fall   2006Summer 2006 Fall   2007

Summer 2009 Summer 2010Spring 2010

Summer 2012 Fall   2012

Black non‐Hispanic

Filipino

Hispanic

Not Reported

Pacific Islander

Two or More

White non‐Hispanic

Total
Fall   2010 Spring 2011 Summer 2011 Fall   2011 Spring 2012

College Retention by Ethnicity

Ethnicity

Nat. Amer. / Alaskan

Asian

Spring 2006

Black non‐Hispanic

Filipino

Hispanic

Not Reported

Pacific Islander

Average

Two or More

White non‐Hispanic

Total

Nat. Amer. / Alaskan

Asian
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n % n % n % n % n % n % n %
103 23.3% 6 9.2% 134 28.7% 118 27.4% 20 21.1% 125 24.2% 127 24.1%

638 15.7% 110 14.5% 609 15.3% 697 16.9% 94 11.3% 659 15.4% 789 17.4%

1,078 29.9% 160 19.5% 1,126 31.2% 1,075 28.8% 172 17.3% 1,297 29.7% 1,451 32.5%

391 20.0% 40 8.8% 425 20.4% 425 21.1% 50 10.3% 458 20.7% 497 21.5%

2,217 23.6% 298 15.4% 2,323 23.2% 2,453 24.5% 331 15.5% 2,437 23.6% 2,819 26.0%

749 20.8% 121 14.8% 884 23.1% 890 23.1% 115 13.4% 824 21.2% 896 22.0%

135 24.1% 20 14.5% 145 21.6% 200 27.4% 31 18.7% 183 22.3% 166 22.8%

350 23.5% 56 17.1% 406 25.0% 489 28.6% 62 15.9% 465 25.9% 504 26.7%

4,861 20.4% 588 13.2% 5,076 20.6% 5,031 20.7% 638 13.4% 4,996 19.7% 5,267 20.9%

10,522 21.5% 1,399 14.3% 11,128 21.8% 11,378 22.3% 1,513 14.1% 11,444 21.4% 12,516 22.9%

12 13.5% 114 23.8% 93 18.6% 14 16.5% 97 22.1% 86 19.9% 10 15.9%

99 11.8% 550 12.3% 646 13.2% 96 9.6% 544 12.0% 559 11.9% 53 8.9%

151 14.8% 1,163 26.7% 1,230 25.9% 227 18.3% 1,177 23.8% 1,188 23.9% 129 15.7%

58 11.4% 448 17.6% 449 18.2% 84 13.4% 444 17.7% 474 18.6% 40 11.9%

290 13.0% 2,430 22.1% 2,530 21.6% 418 13.9% 2,725 20.7% 2,766 20.0% 226 12.7%

110 12.2% 836 19.2% 942 19.7% 129 15.4% 557 16.6% 540 18.5% 44 14.0%

19 13.1% 183 19.8% 197 22.1% 24 14.5% 175 21.8% 162 22.4% 13 14.4%

55 13.6% 423 25.3% 474 25.5% 110 14.9% 595 21.1% 694 22.2% 68 14.4%

597 12.5% 4,546 18.0% 4,780 18.1% 698 11.8% 4,436 16.4% 4,579 17.0% 316 9.6%

1,394 12.7% 10,697 19.4% 11,352 19.5% 1,820 13.2% 10,832 18.0% 11,142 18.3% 913 11.6%

Amer. 19.7% 60 17.9% 58 20.8% 3 12.0% 55 20.0% 31 16.0% 0 0.0% 37 19.2%

Asian 13.% 523 12.9% 548 13.3% 29 12.3% 468 12.5% 411 11.9% 0 0.0% 357 10.5%

Black 22.6% 998 22.1% 1,195 26.2% 71 15.4% 949 22.2% 859 22.3% 8 8.2% 750 20.6%

Filipino 15.6% 402 15.5% 448 18.8% 16 10.4% 384 16.6% 339 15.7% 1 4.3% 316 14.5%

Hispanic 18.3% 2,571 18.4% 2,866 19.6% 112 11.6% 2,822 18.3% 2,654 18.2% 13 6.7% 2,413 15.7%

NR 17.8% 372 19.5% 313 19.6% 13 11.0% 205 19.5% 165 17.8% 1 14.3% 107 18.8%

Pacific 19.4% 114 19.4% 101 20.2% 4 10.0% 121 23.7% 60 16.4% 0 0.0% 68 18.5%

> Two 19.6% 663 18.6% 777 20.7% 41 14.1% 690 17.3% 720 19.4% 3 6.0% 548 15.0%

White 15.2% 3,812 15.1% 4,094 16.4% 137 8.2% 3,589 14.7% 3,417 15.2% 13 5.7% 2,737 12.5%

Total 16.7% 9,595 16.7% 10,506 18.2% 431 10.7% 9,385 16.6% 8,743 16.7% 39 6.2% 7,394 14.3%

Spring 2010 Summer 2010

Hispanic
Not Reported
Pacific Islander

Summer 2008 Fall   2008 Spring 2009 Summer 2009 Fall   2009

Summer 2012 Fall   2012

Black non-Hispanic
Filipino
Hispanic
Not Reported
Pacific Islander
Two or More
White non-Hispanic

Fall   2010 Spring 2011 Summer 2011 Fall   2011 Spring 2012

College Withdrawal by Ethnicity

Nat. Amer. / Alaskan

Asian
Black non-Hispanic
Filipino

Spring 2008Spring 2006 Summer 2006 Fall   2006 Spring 2007 Summer 2007 Fall   2007

Total
Average

Ethnicity

Two or More
White non-Hispanic
Total

Nat. Amer. / Alaskan

Asian
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Success and Retention for Late Adds in 16+ Week Courses 

Grossmont College 

Fall 2008 - Spring 2009 

This report presents 2008-09 course success and retention rates by discipline for enrollments in 
full-term (16+ week) classes added prior to the start of the semester as compared with 
enrollments added on or after the first day of classes.  Only graded and Pass/No Pass courses 
are included. 
 
Enrollment time frame was determined using students' current status for each enrollment that 
terminated with a grade (A, B, C, D, F, Pass, No Pass).  For enrollments that terminated with a 
withdrawal, students' initial enrollment status was used. 
 
Overall, course success rates for enrollments added prior to the start of the semester were 
significantly higher than course success rates for enrollments added on or after the first day of 
the semester (2 = 255.6, p < .05).  Overall, course retention rates were not significantly 

different (2 = 2.15, p > .05).  That is, when students enrolled in a class prior to the start of the 
semester, they had higher course success rates (grades of A, B, C, or Pass), lower rates of 
unsuccessful outcomes (grades of D, F, or No Pass), and similar rates of withdrawal as 
compared to enrollments added on or after the first day of the semester.  However, this pattern 
does not hold across all disciplines. 
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Chemistry Letter Grade Distribution Fall 2008 through Fall 2012 

   E  A+  A  A‐  B+  B  B‐  C+  C  D  F  Pass 
No 

Pass Inc  W 

FA2008  471 0 109 0 0 140 0 0 120 33 38 12 16 0 228 

SP2009  527 0 109 0 0 142 0 0 147 48 47 17 15 0 211 

FA2009  538 10 63 29 36 104 20 25 126 39 65 19 1 0 223 

SP2010  596 10 92 18 20 129 20 23 145 39 76 15 8 0 250 

FA2010  608 13 95 23 22 117 25 24 139 46 65 30 9 0 224 

SP2011  570 14 75 26 38 93 38 26 125 50 55 15 14 0 181 

FA2011  599 7 103 35 33 113 29 21 110 40 58 29 14 0 198 

SP2012  511 11 75 22 28 111 26 15 127 32 33 25 6 0 161 

FA2012  546 11 70 39 38 109 19 37 118 35 48 14 5 3 121 

total  4966  76  791  192  215  1058  177  171  1157  362  485  176  88  3  1797
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Success Rates for Day versus Night Courses 

 

 

 

2005-2006 2006-2007 2007-2008 2008-2009 2009-2010 2010-2011 Average 

Day 66.7% 41.4% 52.0% 75.0% 58.9% 81.1% 62.5%

Night not offered not offered 60.0% 83.3% not offered not offered 71.7%

Day 55.4% 44.7% 54.8% 58.3% 63.2% 65.9% 57.0%

Night not offered 65.3% not offered not offered not offered 60.0% 62.7%

Day 49.5% 58.7% 50.7% 56.0% 57.8% 62.9% 55.9%

Night 59.7% 59.8% 67.6% 61.8% 60.2% 47.5% 59.4%

Day 67.0% 59.5% 58.4% 61.1% 67.8% not offered 62.8%

Night 63.6% 71.1% 58.8% 75.0% 64.0% 76.7% 68.2%

Day 57.0% 54.7% 53.7% 45.1% 51.8% 53.7% 52.6%

Night 69.6% 47.6% 55.0% 70.2% 52.1% 64.8% 59.9%

Day 51.8% 52.0% 56.9% 51.0% 54.6% 61.1% 54.6%

Night 49.2% 53.7% 61.7% 64.6% 48.2% 46.2% 53.9%

Day 80.4% 73.7% 64.4% 73.1% 72.7% 75.0% 73.2%

Night 58.3% 68.4% 68.4% 43.5% 64.9% 61.9% 60.9%

Day 73.0% 59.5% 82.1% 79.5% 53.7% 61.2% 68.2%

Night not offered not offered 90.5% not offered not offered not offered 90.5%

Day 72.7% 80.0% not offered 71.4% 84.4% not offered 77.1%

Night not offered not offered 94.4% not offered not offered not offered 94.4%

Day 61.5% 65.0% 65.6% 63.6% 69.3% 61.8% 64.4%

Night 61.6% 76.6% 71.7% 60.5% 69.0% 55.6% 65.8%

CHEM232

SCI 110

CHEM231

CHEM110 

CHEM142

CHEM116 

CHEM120 

CHEM141 

CHEM113

CHEM115 
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Percent Enrollment Comparison by Ethnic Group 

 

 

 

   

Ethnicity College Chemistry Science
American 0.7 0.7 0.7

Asian 6.6 9.7 6.2

Black 8.1 6 9.4

Filipino 4.3 7 3.3

Hispanic 22.7 19.7 22.2

Not reported 6.1 7.1 6.5

Pacific 1.1 1.1 1.4

Two or More 4.9 4.8 4.3

White 45.5 43.9 45.9

9.7
7

9.4

0
5
10
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20
25
30
35
40
45
50

American Asian Black Filipino Hispanic Not
reported

Pacific Two or
More

White

Percent Enrollment Comparison by Ethnic Group

College

Chemistry

Science
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Success Rates for Full Time versus Part Time Instructors by Course 

 

 

 

CHEM 115
Fall 

2008
Spring 
2009

Fall 
2009

Spring 
2010

Fall 
2010

Spring 
2011

Fall 
2011

Spring 
2012

Fall 
2012

Average

% Success FT 37.4 44.4 48.7 47.1 53.7 60.3 52.5 68.8 65.0 53.1
% Success PT 66.5 61.4 61.6 55.2 52.0 54.4 78.5 52.6 0.0 60.3

0.0
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40.0

60.0

80.0

100.0

Fall
2008

Spring
2009

Fall
2009

Spring
2010

Fall
2010

Spring
2011

Fall
2011

Spring
2012

Fall
2012

Chem 115

% Success FT

% Success PT

No PT 

CHEM 116
Fall 

2008
Spring 
2009

Fall 
2009

Spring 
2010

Fall 
2010

Spring 
2011

Fall 
2011

Spring 
2012

Fall 
2012

Average

% Success FT 80.0 62.5 65.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 77.4 76.8 72.3

% Success PT 63.3 73.2 60.3 64.7 77.8 73.2 84.2 0.0 0.0 71.0

0.0
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40.0

60.0

80.0

100.0

Fall
2008

Spring
2009

Fall
2009

Spring
2010

Fall
2010

Spring
2011

Fall
2011

Spring
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Fall
2012

Chem 116

% Success FT

% Success PT

No PT 
instructors
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CHEM 120 Fall 
2008

Spring 
2009

Fall 
2009

Spring 
2010

Fall 
2010

Spring 
2011

Fall 
2011

Spring 
2012

Fall 
2012

Average

% Success FT 38.1 52.9 48.2 47.6 52.5 61.6 36.0 50.1 62.3 49.9
% Success PT 58.8 42.0 50.9 51.2 55.9 57.4 59.3 73.1 70.7 57.7

0.0
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70.0

80.0
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2008
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Fall
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Spring
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Fall
2010

Spring
2011

Fall
2011

Spring
2012

Fall
2012

Chem 120

% Success FT

% Success PT

SCI 110 Fall 
2008

Spring 
2009

Fall 
2009

Spring 
2010

Fall 
2010

Spring 
2011

Fall 
2011

Spring 
2012

Fall 
2012

Average

% Success FT 0.0 59.8 43.0 35.5 49.4 38.0 55.8 43.0 61.5 42.9
% Success PT 62.8 49.4 82.1 56.4 69.0 57.9 75.7 85.0 73.4 68.0
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APPENDIX 14 Fiscal Year FTES Analysis 

 

 

 

   

Chemistry (190500) 03/04 04/05 05/06 06/07 07/08 08/09 09/10 10/11

Course #
CHEM 110

 CHEM 113
CHEM 115

 CHEM 115T
CHEM 116
CHEM 120
CHEM 141
CHEM 142
CHEM 122
CHEM 231
CHEM 232

WSCH/FTES
Summer- WSCH 1,122.00 1,020.00 1,032.00 990.00 930.00 894.00 876.00 0.00
Fall- WSCH 4,927.00 4,463.00 4,557.00 4,932.00 4,836.00 4,380.00 4,909.00 5,282.00
Spring- WSCH 4,833.00 4,821.20 4,580.40 4,578.80 4,674.80 4,824.00 5,559.00 4,794.00

Total WSCH 10,882.00 10,304.20 10,169.40 10,500.80 10,440.80 10,098.00 11,344.00 10,076.00

       Total FTES 362.73 343.47 338.98 350.03 348.03 336.60 378.13 335.87

Unrestricted General Fund Cost 671,776 693,575 811,225 919,681 976,114 1,055,967 1,035,721 1,018,461

       Costs per FTES 1,852.00 2,019.32 2,393.14 2,627.43 2,804.68 3,137.16 2,739.06 3,032.31

Restricted General Fund Cost 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
(Grants, Categorical funds)
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APPENDIX 15 Fiscal Data- Outcomes Profile 

 
 

COST  –  Cost will vary from one department/program to another for many reasons, e.g., department size. Further variation can be caused by (1) the specific 

step and class standing of the individual faculty members in a department/program, (2) the lack of costs associated with a chair or coordinator (i.e., another 

department is carrying this charge), and (3) the costs charged to the department/program for fulfilling a college or district function (e.g., miscellaneous 

reassigned time). 

EARNED WSCH/FTEF  –  These numbers are  found in “Reports” or can be taken from the Earned WSCH/FTE in Appendix 11‐Grossmont WSCH Analysis Report. 

They reflect a department/program's revenue per faculty costs. ("Earned" WSCH is actual student enrollment as compared to "Max" WSCH which is 

determined purely by classroom size.) 

COST/FTES  –  These figures are taken from Appendix 14, Fiscal Year FTES Analysis by Program/TOPS report. They will most often inversely reflect the WSCH 

PER FTEF ratio (i.e., a department/program with a low COST PER FTES will have a high WSCH PER FTEF). If this is not the case, then the figures indicate that an 

above average percentage of the direct COST of the department/program is attributed to non‐faculty costs. 

TOTAL REVENUE – General fund money that the department/program earns from the state for each Full ‐Time Equivalent Student (FTES). For example, in 

spring 2010, the state paid $4564.83 for Credit FTES and $2744.96 for non‐credit FTES. Other revenue is non‐general fund money such as fees, grants, 

donations, non‐resident student tuition. 

Semester/Year 2006FA 2007SP 2007FA 2008SP 2008FA 2009SP 2009FA 2010SP 2010FA 2011SP

1. Enrollment (Undup/Dup) 717 / 776 668 / 715 719 / 761 664 / 714 662 / 699 718 / 739 742 / 761 827 / 846 811 / 832 727 / 751

2. Earned WSCH/FTEF 580.23 508.75 509.05 474.59 492.12 497.32 538.44 557.74 579.36 574.13

3. Total FTES

4. Cost/FTES

5. Total Cost/Fiscal Year

6 Total Revenue*

7. Other Revenue

1. data from Appendix 13A 4. data from Appendix 14
2. data from Appendix 11 5. Total  Cost/Fiscal  Year = (Cost/FTES) * (Total  FTES)
3. data from Appendix 14 6. $4,123.00 per FTES

$4,564.83 per FTES
*Fall  2006‐Spring 2007 based on 
*Fall  2007‐Spring 2011 based on 

$919,679

$1,443,174

$0

$1,055,968

$1,536,522

$0

$976,113

$1,588,698

$0

$1,079,108

$1,624,486

$0$0

$1,726,099

$1,035,721

378.13 355.87

$2,627 $2,805 $3,137 $2,739 $3,032

350.03 348.03 336.6
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