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Redesign of the FYWP
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). 

The Department and Program’s prior focus in this respect was on English 101.  In 2006-2007, a common syllabus and new course requirements such as a required exit examination were successfully implemented.  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 and the FYWP then turned its attention to 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.  Based again on student and instructor feedback as well as analysis of exit exam results, a full implementation of the common approach in English 102 was conducted in Fall 2008.

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.  Whereas the current English 102 capstone exam is not currently used as such, in the future it could be used in the same way as the English 101 exam is used: students must obtain an acceptable score on the exam from two readers in order to pass the course. 
The final piece in the redefinition of the FYWP is the redesign of the developmental portion of the curriculum.  AY 2007-2008 saw two unsuccessful attempts at this redesign, neither of which made it out of the College’s Curriculum Committee.  In Fall 2008, Interim Director Brentar initiated a third attempt.  In this case, the proposal gained full approval from the University’s committees, culminating in the approval of the Faculty Senate in May 2009.

Briefly, the keys to the redesign of Developmental English are as follows: the deletion of the current courses, English 085 and 090, whose curricula were not unified and which historically had low student success rates; the institution of two new courses, English 099 and 100; and the revision of English 101 from 4 to 3 credit hours, with the addition of the University's Structured Learning Assistance program (a one-hour tutorial mandatory for low-achieving students).  

The majority of students who now enroll in English 085 and 090 would enroll in English 100, a 5-credit hour “stretched” version of English 101.  It will use English 101’s curriculum; the key difference between the two is that English 100 students will receive an extra hour of instruction each week, in tutorial form.  That tutorial will be taught by Teaching Assistants under the supervision of Writing Center Director Mary Murray McDonald.  Those students passing English 100 with the grade of “C” or better will then enroll in English 102.

Students with the lowest placement will enroll in English 099, a 2-credit hour tutorial which will be taught out of the Writing Center, again under Mary Murray McDonald’s supervision.  Students passing English 099 with the grade of “C” or better will then enroll in English 100.

The philosophy of FYWP centers on student success.  This concern lies not only at the heart of the redesign proposal--whose impetus is to create learning environments best suited for students to succeed--but also motivates the FYWP to find the best means of placing students in those environments.

Thus, coupled with the redesign proposal is the Department and Program’s emphasis on implementing improved means of placement into FYW classes.  To that end, in 2008-2009, the FYWP has conducted an Online Placement Pilot.  Currently, the primary means of placement into FYW classes is by standardized test scores, specifically either the ACT English Subscore or SAT score.  The Department and the FYWP assert, however, that a more accurate and hence valid means of placement is by the assessment of a writing sample.  

Based on that assertion, in Summer 2008 the FYWP instituted as a secondary means of placement the assessment of a writing sample.  Students without ACT/SAT scores or those who challenged their initial placement wrote essays.  Of those who previously had a standardized test score and who then wrote an essay, 58% were placed into a higher class than they had been by their standardized test score.

The decision was then made to conduct a placement pilot, in which juniors from three area high schools, Chardon, Bedford, and Berkshire, wrote essays during Fall 2008 in an online environment, using the iMOAT system, which was developed by a consortium of several universities, including MIT and the University of Cincinnati.  (It should be noted that placement by means of writing is now the standard throughout Ohio’s public universities; indeed, many of them use some online system to deliver their placement essay exam.)  

FYWP instructors read, scored, and commented upon these essays in early Spring 2009.  Overall, 83.25% of those students, if they were matriculating at CSU, would have been placed into either English 100 or 101.  Further, 8.09% would have been placed into English 102.  A large part of the FYWP’s aforementioned emphasis on student success is giving students the opportunity to complete the FYW sequence in one year.  The above statistic points precisely to that concern: over 91% of incoming students having the opportunity to complete the FYW sequence in one academic year would go a long way toward enhancing student success and, thereby, student retention.

One final piece in the Online Placement Pilot remains: the three high schools will shortly be forwarding us the ACT/SAT scores of the students who participated in the pilot.  Our assumption is that the placement based on those scores would be much lower than that based on assessment of their writing sample.  

Program Goals

Standing on the cusp of the 2009-2010 Academic Year, the FYWP’s main goal will be the implementation of the English 099 and English 100 curricula for Fall 2010.  

A synopsis of English 099 is as follows:

Course Prefix and Number:  ENG 099    

Course Title: Introduction to College Writing
Catalog Description: English 099: Introduction to College Writing (0-2-2). Prerequisite: Placement by ACT/SAT scores or English Placement Exam. This course combines class meetings and individual tutorials to assist students not prepared for traditional First-Year Writing course offerings, with topics based on the particular writing problems experienced by students enrolled in these courses.  A, B, C, D, F grading system. Students who complete ENG 099 with a grade of “C” or better are eligible enroll in ENG 100.
Course Goal: Students passing English 099 should demonstrate the ability to make clear, coherent expository prose that ideally is free of mechanical and grammatical error.
The goals of English 100 mirror in large the FYWP’s mission statement and in small the goals of English 101:

Course Prefix and Number: ENG 100

Course Title: Intensive College Writing I

Catalog Description: ENG 100: Intensive College Writing (4-1-5). Prerequisite: Placement by ACT/SAT scores or English Placement Exam, or completion of ENG 099. This course provides students with intensive writing instruction in the basic skills of expository and argumentative writing. Supplemental instruction is provided in the form of a tutorial component. Each Fall and Spring semester, a special section of ENG 100 is offered for students whose native language is not English.  Students passing ENG 100 with the grade of C or better will then take ENG 102.
Course Goal:  Students passing ENG 100 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.

These 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 FYWP’s attention was given to English 102 during the 2008-2009 Academic Year and focused on evaluating whether or not the specific learning outcomes of the revised English 102 course design were being demonstrated. 
With the financial support of the CLASS Dean’s Office, a group of instructors was established, 
As part of the full implementation of a common course design, an assessment strategy of reading and evaluating a sample of 100 capstone essays from English 102 students was put into practice. As data from only Fall 2008 are currently available, it is not appropriate to make any comparative analyses based on these capstone essays.
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 2009 capstone exam was not available at the time of this report.

ENG 101 Summary Data:



Fall 08

Fall 07

Spr 07

Fall 06
# of Students on Rosters:



637


683

426

561

# of Students who Passed the Course:

436


483

244

333

Percent Passing:




68.4%

70.7%

57.3%

59.4%

# of Students Receiving D or F
:


113

134

116 (incl. X)
142 

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

39

13

3 (excl. X)
13

# of Students who withdrew (W grades):

49

63

63

73

Attrition Rate
:




25.4%

28.8%

42.0%

38.1%

Current GPA for the course:


2.64

2.45

2.15

2.36

# of Students who wrote the Capstone:

523

594

314

414

# of Students who were successful on Capstone:
465

495

228

319

Percent Successful:



88.9%

83.3%

72.6%

77.1%

# of Students unsuccessful on Capstone:

58

99

86

95

# of Students who missed Capstone Final:

65

138

49

74  
In an effort to demonstrate the effectiveness of the revised English 102 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 reiterated that the data represent only a sample of 100 students and that data from the Spring 2009 capstone exam was not available at the time of this report.  It should also be reiterated that the English 102 Capstone is not an exit exam; instructors were free to use it as they pleased but were urged to allot at least 10% of the overall course grade to it.  Hence, the data below do not focus on pass versus fail; rather, they represent the correlation between capstone score and course grade. The aggregate score listed below is the sum of two scores which ranged through 4 (superior), 3 (exceeds expectations), 2 (meets minimal expectations) to 1 (does not meet expectations).

ENG 102 Capstone Data



Overall number of essays=101

Aggregate score (8 to 2)


8
7
6
5
4
3
2


# of essays




1
1
4
22
39
27
7

% of overall number of essays

.9
.9
3.9
21.8
38.6
26.7
6.9

Average GPA of students at each score
4.0
4.0
3.0
3.2
3.17
2.49
1.94

Findings

The data for English 101 suggest the following:

1) While 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 (25.4%), this number has shown a significant downward trend from Spring 2007 to Fall 2008.
2) Students continue to be successful on the capstone exam, with nearly 89% passing.
3) Student success seems to have leveled off in the 70% range; while not as high as the Fall 07 success rate, the Fall 08 success rate is still significantly higher than that seen in previous years. 

The data for English 102 suggest the following:

1) With a minor exception due to a small sample size, there is a high positive correlation between capstone score and course grade in English 102. 

Actions

The following action steps will be taken during the 2009-2010 academic year:

1) Implement the following new courses: English 099 and English 100. This more effective developmental writing curriculum should improve success rates in these courses as well as contribute to student success across the FYWP.

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

3) Based on pending data, recommend to new Director of First-Year Writing William Breeze that the Department and Program institute a system of placement into First-Year Writing courses by means of a writing sample delivered in an online environment. More accurate placements should result in improved success and retention rates across all FYWP courses.

� There were 670 students on the original rosters of the included sections. Of these, 33 are currently reported as having not been enrolled at CSU in the fall semester, and these students probably did not attend any classes and did not appear on the section grade sheets. These students have been excluded from the statistics. The N for the statistical calculations was, therefore, 637.





� Does not include students who received “D” in the course.





� 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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