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	1) Introduction/Context:

a) What information about your program/unit is important for the reviewers of your assessment report to understand? 
Cleveland State University’s Tutoring/Academic Success Center (TASC), as part of its academic assistance delivery system, instituted the Supplemental Instruction/Structured Learning Assistance (SI/SLA) program in fall 2008.  SI/SLA targets academically challenging (less than 75% of students earned a C or better in courses selected for SI/SLA) and high enrollment (100 or more students enrolled in one or more sections of the SI/SLA-targeted courses during the previous academic year which included the fall, spring, and summer terms of 2007-8) courses.  It employs peer facilitators, students who attend lectures and hold, three or four times a week, informal collaborative sessions that integrate course content with learning and study techniques.  SI/SLA differs in that students attend SI review sessions on a voluntary basis and they attend SLA review sessions on a mandatory basis unless they consistently demonstrate success in the SLA-supported course. TASC implemented the SI/SLA program in two phases.  Phase 1 (fall 2008) involved SI and phase 2 (spring 2009) used both academic support models (SI/SLA).  For fall 2008, SI-targeted courses included 2 sections of BIO 200, MTH 87, and MTH 167 and 1 section of ENG 85, ENG 90, ENG 101, HIS 101, HIS 111, HIS 215, MTH 88, MTH 168, PHY 115, and PSY 101.  For spring 2009, SI-targeted courses included BIO 200 (1 section), BIO 202 (2 sections), MTH 87 (2 sections), MTH 88 (1 section), MTH 116 (2 sections), MTH 147 (1 section), MTH 167 (4 sections), MTH 168 (3 sections), MTH 182 (1 section), PSY 101 (2 sections), SPN 101 (3 sections), SPN 102 (2 sections), and ENG 101 (1 section).   In addition, in spring 2009, we linked SLA to ENG 101 (1 section) and MTH 181 (1 section).  Therefore, this report assesses the impact of SI on student academic performance and course completion for the fall 2008 and spring 2009 terms and examines SLA after its debut in spring 2009. 
b) Has there been any change in the context of your program/unit that influenced student learning outcomes as well as the current report? 
Since SI began in fall 2008 and SLA followed it in spring 2009, the context of them remains unchanged.
c) Has the current assessment report included any of the recommendations made by review teams based on previous year report? 
A report from the previous year does not exist, because the SI/SLA program began in fall 2008.

	2. Goals:

a) What are the goals of your program/unit in terms of leading to or supporting student learning?  
The goals of SI/SLA are as follows:

(1)  Enhance the comprehension, analysis, critical thinking, and problem solving skills of students in SI/SLA-linked courses by integrating course content with study and learning strategies.
(2)   Reduce the attrition rate within SI/SLA-targeted courses.
b) How and when were student learning goals developed?  Who was involved in the process? 
In July 2008, the SI/SLA team (select members of the Undergraduate Studies staff) developed student learning goals from learning and retention research.
c) Have these goals been reviewed? If so, have they been modified based on student learning assessment data collected in your program/unit? Also, have the reviewers’ recommendations from the previous year report been addressed?  
In August 2009, the SI/SLA team will review SI/SLA goals.


	3. Outcomes:
a) What are the intended outcomes of your program/unit in terms of leading to or supporting student learning? 
(1)  Student will improve their academic success as demonstrated by 75% or more students earning a C or better in courses supported by SI/SLA.
(2)  Students will increase their course completion rates (or lower attrition rates) as demonstrated by less than 30% of students earning an F, W, and I grades in SI/SLA-linked courses.
b) How and when were these student learning outcomes developed for each goal listed in the section above? Who was involved?
 In July 2008, the SI/SLA team developed student learning outcomes from learning and retention research.

c) Have they been modified based on student learning assessment data collected in your program/unit? Also, have the reviewers’ recommendations from the previous year report been addressed?

Based on the learning assessment data, the SI/SLA team did not modify its outcomes.   A report from the previous year does not exist.


	4. Data Collection:
a) What direct and indirect methods did you use to measure the degree to which the learning (outcomes) of your students meets the goals of your program/unit? What assessment instruments/tools, methods, and processes did you use to collect student learning-related data?

Direct measures such as quizzes, projects, and presentations do not take place in SI/SLA review sessions.   Therefore, we could not and did not use direct measures to assess SI/SLA, because SI/SLA offers ancillary services.  We employed indirect measures including course grades and self-reports to gain an understanding of SI/SLA’s impact on student learning.
b) Were these instruments/tools, methods, and/or processes modified over the course of the previous academic year? If so, what are the actual change and the rationale behind it? Also, have the reviewers’ recommendations from the previous year report been addressed?
The SI/SLA team did not modify the measurement method.  



	5. Data Analysis & Findings:
a) How did your program/unit analyze the student learning assessment data collected? What are your findings/results? How do they compare to the findings/results from the previous academic year?
b) Have the reviewers’ recommendations from the previous year report been addressed?
To review the effectiveness of the SI/SLA program, we compared the success rate (75% or more students earned a C or better) and completion rate (less than 30% of students earned F, W, and I grades) in each SI-targeted course to its non-SI counterpart in the same and/or different term taught by the same and/or different instructor.  For example, in fall 2008, for ENG 101 and HIS 111, a different instructor in the same term was used to make the comparison or in spring 2009, for MTH 87, the same instructor taught both SI-targeted and non-SI courses during the same term so we used it to determine success and completion rates.  Comparisons depended on the availability of data.  The ideal comparisons would have been an instructor teaching an SI/SLA and non-SI/SLA course during the same term and a non-SI/SLA section in the previous term as well as a different instructor teaching that course during the same term.  
For fall 2008, the success rates in 6 of the 9 SI courses were considerably higher than their non-SI comparisons.  Unfortunately, in only 3 of the 9 SI courses (ENG 101, MTH 87, and PHY 115), at least 75% of students earned a C or better.  The percent of F, W, and I grades in SI-targeted courses were significantly lower than the non-SI courses used as comparisons (26% vs. 40%) and less than 30% of students earned F, W, and I grades in 7 of the 9 SI-targeted courses.  For spring 2009, 75% or more students earned a C or better in 8 of the 27 SI/SLA sections.   In 74% of the SI/SLA sections, less than 30% of students earned F, W, and I grades, an 11% increase as compared to the non-SI courses used in this study.  Moreover, in SLA-linked MTH 181, the success and attrition rates remained unchanged at 85% and 10%, respectively.  The SLA-linked ENG 101 experienced a lower success rate than its paired non-SLA linked section (40% vs. 57%) and its attrition rate was considerable higher than its counterpart (44% vs. 19%).  
We learned from SI/SLA participants’ survey responses that SI/SLA provided an intellectual setting that improved learning.  They described the SI facilitators as “knowledgeable”, “informative”, and “willing to help.”  In addition, the SI/SLA participants offered some suggestions for the program:  “Offer help sessions more often and at different times” and “have more students attend help sessions, because of its benefits.”  Overall, students in SI/SLA-targeted courses earned higher grades and withdrew less than those students in non-SI/SLA courses and had a positive perception of SI/SLA.


	6. Review of Findings:
a) How were faculty/staff/students in your program/unit involved in the process of reviewing the findings of your analysis of student learning assessment data?  Who was involved (e.g. curriculum committee, department, unit, etc.)? When did the review process take place?

b) Have the reviewers’ recommendations from the previous year report been addressed?

At the end of each term, the SI/SLA team provided copies of the final report to SI/SLA instructors and peer facilitators.  A report from the previous year does not exist.


	7. Follow-Up Actions:
a) Based on your review of findings, what changes have been made to the curriculum, activities, services, goals, and/or student learning outcomes in your program/unit? Also, include references to any changed made in terms of the student learning assessment activities, such as the kinds of student learning-related evidence collected, or the review process itself.

b) Have the reviewers’ recommendations from the previous year report been addressed?

The extent of SI/SLA’s impact on academic success and course completion varied across courses and sections.  TASC implemented SLA in spring 2009 to address student’s schedule conflicts and the sometimes erroneous beliefs that they do not need the extra help.  For fall 2009, TASC will expand the SI/SLA program, to 41 sections of SI and 13 sections of SLA.  With assistance, we believe students can experience greater success in rigorous academic courses.  



