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Introduction
During the past academic year, the English Department has continued to conduct an extensive review and redefinition of the First-Year Writing Program (formerly Freshman English). 

In Spring 2006, the Department’s Committee on Instruction approved a revised syllabus and new course requirements such as a required exit examination for English 101.  The common syllabus and other requirements were successfully implemented during the 2006-2007 academic year. Based on student and instructor feedback as well as analysis of exit exam results, the syllabus and exam were revised and (re)implemented during the 2007-2008 academic year. During the Fall 2007 semester, training workshops were held for members of the instructional staff to improve classroom instruction of the common syllabus.  The course revisions and the added emphasis on training produced impressive gains in both the exit exam and course success rate.

In light of the success with a common approach to English 101, the Department of English and the First-Year Writing Program (FYWP) established working groups in the areas of developmental writing (English 085 & English 090) and English 102 to consider the efficacy of a similar common approach. While developmental writing remains a concern for the Department and the FYWP, significant progress has been made in developing a common approach to English 102.

During Spring 2008, the FYWP ran a 10-section pilot of English 102 based on a common syllabus and exit exam. Using the revised course objectives for both English 101 and 102 submitted as part of the new General Education curriculum at the University along with the textbook options for the common English 101 syllabus, the English 102 working group created a syllabus for this pilot that scaffolds assignments across 101 & 102. The sequence of assignments across the two courses now focuses on critical reading of academic prose and writing in response to assigned readings, with an emphasis in English 102 on reading and writing about multiple texts as well as conducting research to identify those texts. In addition, the working group developed and piloted a capstone exam, one that could be used in the future as an assessment instrument or course requirement. In the latter case, the English 102 exam could be used in the same way as the English 101 exam is used in that students must obtain an acceptable score on the exam from two readers in order to pass the course. While the results of the pilot are not available at the time of this report, it is likely that all instructors will be expected to use the common syllabus beginning in Fall 2008. 

Finally, it should be noted that the FYWP made a serious investment in community engagement during the 2007-2008 academic year. In addition to Dr. McClure’s involvement with the University’s High School Transformation/21st Century Skills Project, the FYWP played a significant role in the University’s first implementation of learning communities. In Fall 2007 alone, seven different instructors led “learning community” sections of English 101. The FYWP also developed course pairings with several other departments. In fact, a pilot group of twelve sections of First-Year Writing, including sections of both English 101 and English 102, will be paired with 100- or 200-level introductory courses in other departments beginning in Fall 2008
. It should be noted that while no comparative assessment of “learning community” sections was made during the 2007-2008 academic year, these sections did participate in the capstone evaluation detailed later in this report. Further, the FYWP plans to conduct some comparative analysis of “learning community” and “paired” sections during the 2008-2009 academic year.

Program Goals

The First-Year Writing Program came into being during Summer 2007 when both developmental writing courses—English 085 & English 090—became the Department’s responsibility and placed under the supervision of the Department’s new Director of First-Year Writing, Dr. Randall McClure. Since Freshman English stood as a University requirement and became a four-course area of responsibility, Freshman English was renamed the First-Year Writing Program and placed under Dr. McClure’s direction. A mission statement was therefore developed for the new FYWP:

The First-Year Writing Program at Cleveland State University recognizes the vital role that reading, writing, critical thinking and information literacy skills play in the success and retention of its students. Therefore, the instructional staff in the Program strives to create a learning environment in all courses that supports as it challenges its students to learn the skills necessary to be strong students, able professionals and respected members of our community. To do so, the Program relies on pedagogy rich in active and collaborative learning, a tutorial-based instructional design, and ongoing assessment leading to curriculum review and redesign. Instructors in the Program have worked together to articulate the course outcomes, sequence and placements that best suit the students at Cleveland State University. While the creators of the Program attended to its local needs, it should be noted they were mindful of important documents created by national organizations, such as the Council of Writing Program Administrators Outcomes Statement for First-Year Composition and the Association of College and Research Libraries Information Literacy Competency Standards for Higher Education.

The FYWP mission statement articulates the Program’s goals, and these goals are reflected in the language used to describe English 101 and 102 as part of the University’s new general education curriculum:

Course Prefix and Number: ENG 101

Course Title: College Writing I (previous title: English I)

Catalog Description: Prerequisite: Placement by ACT/SAT scores or English Placement Exam, or completion of ENG 085 or ENG 090. This course instructs students in the basic skills of expository and argumentative writing. Supplemental instruction is available for this course by taking ENG 105. Each Fall and Spring semester, a special section of ENG 101 is offered for students whose native language is not English.

Course Goal:  Students passing 101 should demonstrate adequate ability to read a text critically and to write a clear, coherent expository or argumentative college-level essay that ideally is free of mechanical and grammatical error.
Student Learning Outcomes: After completing this course, students should be able to:

· write effective argumentative and expository prose.

· read, understand, analyze, and respond to expository and argumentative prose.

· develop a thesis as well as unity and coherence in a piece of writing.

· write appropriately for the intended audience.

· choose appropriate diction, develop sentence structure and style, and understand the meaning of connotations and denotations.

· structure a paragraph, make transitions, and provide logical development.  

· revise, edit, and proofread.

Course Prefix and Number: ENG 102

Course Title: College Writing II (previous title: English II)

Catalog Description: Prerequisite: Placement by ACT/SAT scores or English Placement Exam, or completion of ENG 101. ENG 102 continues to cultivate and hone the skills acquired in ENG 101, but also incorporates research and information literacy skills. Supplemental instruction is available for this course by taking ENG 106. Each Fall and Spring semester, a special section of ENG 102 is offered for students whose native language is not English.

Course Goal: Students will demonstrate their ability to write expository and argumentative prose resulting from research.
Student Learning Outcomes: In addition to the competencies required in ENG 101, students in ENG 102 will develop:

· the ability to develop a research question.

· the ability to identify relevant resources.

·    the ability to evaluate these resources critically and utilize them successfully.

·    an understanding of what constitutes plagiarism and does not represent work attributable to others as his/her own.

· the ability to select an appropriate documentation style and use it consistently to cite sources.

· the ability to communicate effectively the results of this research in written form consistent with the practices and skills of college-level English (see ENG 101).

Taken together, the mission statement and course descriptions reflect a serious commitment to the teaching of writing skills and reading skills that students will be expected to demonstrate through the rest of their college careers and beyond.

Outcomes
Most of the attention given to English 101 during the 2007-2008 academic year focused on evaluating whether or not the specific learning outcomes of the revised English 101 course design were being demonstrated. With the financial support of the CLASS Dean’s Office, a working group of instructors was established, and this group reviewed sample assignments for each of the prescribed assignment types on the syllabus.  The group also revised the capstone exit exam to more accurately reflect the learning outcomes of the course as well as modified the evaluation rubric for the exam (see Attachment). This rubric was then tested in sessions that involved readings of actual student essays. Finally, the group modified the congruent “checklist” for students taking the exam to better inform them of the expectations that are the basis for the evaluation.

While a similar capstone strategy was piloted in English 102 as part of the experimental common course design, an assessment strategy of reading and evaluating a sample of 100 research papers from English 102 students was continued. Since the goals and outcomes of English 102 were rewritten, and since FYWP instructors were aware of the English 102 pilot and the revised English 101 common syllabus, requirements and exam, it is not appropriate to make any comparative analyses based on these research papers. The principal areas of weakness identified by the readers continue to be students’ inability to identify appropriate sources of information and, more importantly, to engage them in an acceptably sophisticated manner.

Methods
In an effort to demonstrate the effectiveness of the revised English 101 design, the department has collected and analyzed data related to student success rates in English 101 and on the capstone exam, and this data is presented below. It should be noted that data from the Spring 2008 capstone exam was not available at the time of this report.

Summary Data:





Fall 07

Spr 07

Fall 06







Number of Students on Rosters
:



683

426

561


Number of Students who Passed the Course:


483

244

333

Percent Passing:





70.7%

57.3%

59.4%

Number of Students Receiving D or F
:


134

116 (incl. X)
142 

Number of Students with Pending Grades (I or X)
:

13

3 (excl. X)
13


Number of Students who withdrew (W grades):

63

63

73



Attrition Rate
:





28.8%

42.0%

38.1%

Current GPA for the course:




2.45

2.15

2.36


Number of Students who wrote the Capstone:

594

314

414


Number of Students who were successful on Capstone:
495

228

319


Percent Successful:





83.3%

72.6%

77.1%

Number of Students unsuccessful on Capstone:

99

86

95


Number of Students who missed Capstone Final:

138

49

74
  

Findings

The above data suggests the following:

1) The attrition rate in English 101 (the percentage of students who enroll in the course and either withdraw or fail to achieve a passing grade) remains quite high (28.8%), though this number decreased more than 13% from Spring 2007 and close to 10% from Fall 2006.

2) Students continue to be successful on the capstone exam, with a 10% increase in student success from Spring 2007 and a 6% increase from Fall 2006.

3) Student success in the course rose 13% from Spring 2007 to a success rate of close to 71%, a success rate not seen in many years. 

While student performance on the exam and overall success in the course still needs to improve, the course itself is not solely to blame for its own success rates. For example, the FYWP is reconsidering the current placement system used in English and trying to revise the design of developmental writing courses. Two major proposals, one for a move to online writing-based placement in English and another for a “stretched” developmental writing course have been presented to the Department. It is likely that an online placement pilot will run and that both English 085 and English 090 will be replaced with a tutorial-based, intensive version of English 101 during the 2008-2009 academic year.

Last year’s report made note of considerable discussion among the FYWP staff on the appeal process for students unsuccessful on the capstone exit exam. This process allows instructors to appeal on behalf of students who failed the exit exam, but who, on the basis of their performance in the course, should in the instructor’s judgment pass the course. In Fall 2007, only 23 of 99 who were unsuccessful on the capstone passed the course on appeal (23%). This percentage is down from Spring 2007 in which 27 of the 87 students who were unsuccessful on the capstone passed the course on appeal (31%) and down significantly from Fall 2006 when 40 out of 95 students passed the course on appeal (42%). Whereas extensive research was conducted in Spring 2007 to examine the validity of these appeals, the drop in the number and percentage of successful appeals has negated the need for further research in this area. It is hypothesized this drop is the result of better understanding of the common syllabus and exam amongst the instructional staff combined with revisions to the exam that better reflect the syllabus and learning outcomes. Still, it is likely that the appeal process will be revised in Fall 2008 to limit appeals to one student per section. 

Actions

The following action steps will be taken during the 2008-2009 academic year:

1) Implement the common syllabus and capstone exam in all sections of English 102.

2) Continue the commitment to faculty training. Workshops like those held for English 101 instructors during 2007-2008 along with other professional development activities contribute to the success and retention of students in FYWP courses.

3) Continue the commitment to community engagement by assessing student work in “learning community” and “paired” sections of First-Year Writing.

4) Propose a pilot of online writing placement to improve the accuracy of placements into First-Year Writing courses. More accurate placements should result in improved success and retention rates across all FYWP courses.

5) Propose a revision to the developmental writing curriculum based on the scaffolded common approaches to English 101 and English 102. A more effective developmental writing curriculum should improve success rates in these courses as well as contribute to student success in English 101 & 102.

ATTACHMENT

Revised English 101 Capstone Exit Exam Scoring Rubric

Fall 2007

[A student’s exam must receive a score of “2” from two readers to meet the requirement for passing the course.]
The “4” essay 

· contains a superior understanding of the author’s thesis and purpose

· recognizes the author’s argumentative strategy, with abundant references to how the author presents and supports his/her argument

· formulates a clear and unique position in response to the author’s thesis and main points

· develops this position using abundant examples or supporting points

· shows the superior ability to use paraphrase and quotation appropriately

· shows the superior ability to use signal phrases to distinguish between the writer’s viewpoint and that of the author’s

· uses transitions and other devices without fail to achieve superior cohesion and coherence

· contains competent, intelligible, and varied sentence structures and syntax

· recognizes an appropriate level of formality for academic writing and without fail achieves that level

· is virtually free of grammatical and/or mechanical errors

The “3” essay 

· contains a clear and correct understanding of the author’s thesis and purpose

· recognizes the author’s argumentative strategy, with sufficient references to how the author presents and supports his/her argument

· formulates a clear position in response to the author’s thesis and main points

· develops this position using at least two examples or supporting points

· shows the consistent ability to use paraphrase and quotation appropriately

· shows the consistent ability to use signal phrases to distinguish between the writer’s viewpoint and that of the author’s

· for the most part successfully uses transitions and other devices to achieve cohesion and coherence

· contains competent, intelligible sentence structures and syntax

· recognizes an appropriate level of formality for academic writing and consistently achieves that level

· is generally free from serious grammatical and/or mechanical errors, although it may contain minor errors

The “2” essay

· contains a generally clear and correct understanding of the author’s thesis and purpose, although there may be an occasional minor misreading of the text

· generally recognizes the author’s argumentative strategy, but may give insufficient references to how the author presents and supports his/her argument

· formulates a generally clear position in response to the author’s thesis and main points, although there may be an occasional minor loss of focus

· underdevelops this position, using scant examples or supporting points

· shows the inconsistent ability to use paraphrase and quotation appropriately

· shows the inconsistent ability to use signal phrases to distinguish between the writer’s viewpoint and that of the author’s

· generally uses transitions and other devices to achieve cohesion and coherence, although there may be occasional breaks in coherence 

· contains generally competent, intelligible sentence structures and syntax, although there may be an occasional minor error in structure or syntax

· generally recognizes an appropriate level of formality for academic writing but inconsistently achieves that level, instead dropping into colloquialism and/or slang

· contains several grammatical and/or mechanical errors, but they do not hinder the reading of the essay

The “1” essay

· does not contain a clear and correct understanding of the author’s thesis and purpose

· does not recognize the author’s argumentative strategy and/or gives insufficient references to how the author presents and supports his/her argument

· fails to formulate a clear position in response to the author’s thesis and main points

· fails to develop this position, using negligible or no examples or supporting points

· fails to show any ability to use paraphrase and quotation appropriately

· fails to show any ability to use signal phrases to distinguish between the writer’s viewpoint and that of the author’s, so that the reader cannot distinguish the writer’s ideas from the author’s

· is mostly devoid of transitions and other devices to achieve cohesion and coherence

· contains incompetent, unintelligible sentence structures and syntax

· fails to recognize an appropriate level of formality for academic writing, consistently dropping into colloquialism, slang, and/or offensive language
· contains so many grammatical and/or mechanical errors as to render it unreadable
� To view the course pairings for Fall 2008, visit � HYPERLINK "http://www.csuohio.edu/english/firstyearwriting/coursepairings.html" ��http://www.csuohio.edu/english/firstyearwriting/coursepairings.html�. 


� For Fall 2007, there were 735 students on the original rosters of the included sections. Of these students, 52 were reported as having not being enrolled at CSU in the Fall 2007 semester, as they did not appear on the section grade sheets and likely did not attend classes. These students have been excluded from the statistics. The number of students for statistical calculations was, therefore, 683.


� Previously, this category included students with a course grade of “X” since many of these grades do result in non-passing grades. However, the grade of “X” is a pending grade; therefore, it was re-categorized for Fall 2007.


� Previously, this category included students with a course grade of “I” only.


� For the sake of this report, attrition rate is the percentage of students with the following grades: D, F and W.
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