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Introduction
During the past the last three years, the First-Year Writing Program at Cleveland State University has undergone significant changes in administration and curriculum.  These changes have included a redesign of ENG 101 and ENG 102 aimed at providing consistency across sections (known as the “shared” curriculum), increasing standards, and more effectively addressing the writing needs of students at CSU.  Capstone exams were also added to both courses, with the exam in ENG 101 functioning as an exit exam before students proceed to ENG 102.  The goals of FYW during AY 2009-2010 were to continue to strengthen the curriculum and instruction in ENG 101 and ENG 102, to develop the curriculum for new courses ENG 099 and ENG 100, provide strong leadership to and professional development for part-time instructors, and to increase the effectiveness of all aspects of the program in placing, instructing, and evaluating students.

First-Year Writing 2009-2010

Overview

Having established a stable, consistent curriculum in recent years, the First-Year Writing Program at Cleveland State is positioned to not only evaluate the effectiveness of that curriculum, but to review and revise many other responsibilities of the program.  While Randall McClure and John Brentar focused primarily on English 101 and 102 curricula, as well as a successful proposal for two new developmental courses (English 099 and 100), the focus this year was on student placement/assessment, faculty development, and programmatic evaluation.

The Director began AY 2009-2010 with the following goals:

1. Determine short- and long-term needs of the writing program

2. Review curricular changes made by Dr. McClure (Eng 101 & 102)

3. Develop curriculum for developmental writing courses (Eng 099 & 100)

4. Evaluate programmatic consistency

5. Establish professional development series for writing instructors

6. Determine feasibility of electronic placement testing and self-directed placement

· Items 2 through 4 and item 6 on this list were addressed in designated working groups (see “Working Groups” below).

· Item 2: The current English 101 and 102 shared curriculum is stable and reflects the goals of FYW as outlined by the Writing Program Administrators. Small changes included revising and reworking of major assignments in English 102 and a greater emphasis on technological and information literacy in both courses.

· Item 3: The proposal to replace English 085 and 090 with English 099 and100 has been approved and the curriculum for both courses was developed this year.

· Item 4: English 099 and 100 will bring further consistency to the FYW curriculum.  However, it is still necessary to review placement and exit procedures (capstones) to ensure that both are effective and proper measures of students entering and exiting our courses.

· Item 5: Budgetary restraints limit the breadth of professional development the FYW Program can offer.  However, part-time instructors were given opportunities for additional compensation in the following areas: pre-semester workshops, mid-semester workshops, working groups, and capstone evaluation.  Additionally, I have encouraged instructors to participate in eLearning workshops on using Blackboard and have set up special training on Blackboard for the part-time writing faculty.

· Item 6: Under current budgetary constraints, electronic placement (iMOAT), a goal of previous Directors, was found to be cost-prohibitive (requiring a $10,000 per-year license in addition to compensation for graders).  However, other placement options have been considered, including directed self-placement.  Furthermore, AP exam equivalencies were reviewed and amended.  Placement procedures will be focused on in AY 2010-2011.

· Additional item: The sum total of all changes made thus far, and those pending, should lead to a thoughtful, comprehensive assessment of the First-Year Writing Program.  From a curricular standpoint, a holistic assessment approach would look at every component of the program from initial placement to exit evaluation of students in English 102.  Additionally, holistic assessment should take into account instructor status and resources, campus resources for students, and facilities (instructional space, availability of technology, etc.).  Ideally, the programmatic assessment we do should have as its goal a campus visit by WPA evaluators in year 4 or 5 of my term as Director.  Long-term planning for this assessment was begun this year in the Programmatic Working Group (see below).  I have begun compiling data on FYW at CSU, including retention and pass rates, GPA means and mediums, course repeat rates, and grade frequencies/distribution.  This data will help guide our assessment questions: How do we define success in FYW at CSU?  What factors impact our success?  What changes can we make to increase our success?

Curricular Matters

During AY 2009-2010, the major goal of first-year writing has been to continue increasing success and retention rates among students by providing consistent, effective, and appropriate instruction by qualified, well-trained instructors.  The FYWP recognizes its place at the heart of the first-year experience for students and takes seriously its role in providing students at CSU with a gateway to their academic goals.  Further, FYW understands that clear, reasoned writing is integral to students’ academic success.  Thus, the guiding principles of the program are articulated in its mission statement:

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.

These goals are reflected in the current curriculum provided by FYW.  In addition to ENG 101 and ENG 102, FYW has been responsible for developmental writing at CSU since the summer of 2007.  Former program directors Randall McClure and John Brentar worked diligently to reform the developmental writing sequence to provide a more effective and responsive pathway for students to becomes better writers and to complete their general education writing requirement.  Fall 2010 will see the introduction of two new developmental courses, ENG 099 for lowest-placing students, and ENG 100, for students who are not quite ready for ENG 101, but who will still benefit from an intensive, credit-bearing, writing course.  The following are course descriptions for these two new courses:

ENG 099: Introduction to College Writing (1-1-2).  Prerequisite: Placement by ACT/SAT scores or English Placement Exam.  This course is a workshop course designed to provide individualized instruction for students working below the English 100 level by helping them become more confident and skillful college writers.  Students who complete ENG 099 with a grade of “C” or better are eligible to enroll in ENG 100. Credits earned in ENG 099 do not count toward graduation.

ENG 100: Intensive College Writing I (4-1-3).  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. ENG 100 and ENG 101 cannot both be counted toward fulfillment of the first-year writing requirement. Note: students who earn an A in ENG 100 or ENG 101 may take ENG 240 or ENG 241 in lieu of ENG 102. Students who exercise this option may count the credits earned in the alternative course toward fulfillment of the First-Year Writing requirement and the Writing Across the Curriculum requirement. Three credits earned in ENG 100 will count toward graduation.
ENG 101: College Writing I (3-0-3).  Prerequisite: Placement by ACT/SAT scores or English Placement Exam. This course instructs students in the basic skills of expository and argumentative writing. Each Fall and Spring semester, a special section of ENG 101 is offered for students whose native language is not English.  ENG 101 and ENG 100 cannot both be counted toward fulfillment of the first-year writing requirement. Supplemental instruction is available for this course by taking ENG 105. Note: students who earn an A in ENG 100 or ENG 101 may take ENG 240 or ENG 241 in lieu of ENG 102. Students who exercise this option may count the credits earned in the alternative course toward fulfillment of the First-Year Writing requirement and the Writing Across the Curriculum requirement.
ENG 102: College Writing II (3-0-3).  Prerequisite: Placement by ACT/SAT scores or English Placement Exam, or completion of ENG 100 or ENG 101. ENG 102 continues to cultivate and hone the skills acquired in ENG 100 or ENG 101, but also incorporates research and information literacy skills. Each Fall and Spring semester, a special section of ENG 102 is offered for students whose native language is not English. Supplemental instruction is available for this course by taking ENG 106. Note: students who earn an A in ENG 100 or ENG 101 may take ENG 240 or ENG 241 in lieu of ENG 102. Students who exercise this option may count the credits earned in the alternative course toward fulfillment of the First-Year Writing requirement and the Writing Across the Curriculum requirement.

Students entering CSU without transfer credits in writing will move through the first-year writing sequence as indicated below:

	ACT 15 and lower    SAT 370 and lower
	ACT 16-19                    SAT 380-460
	ACT 20-25              

SAT 470-580
	ACT 26 and higher        SAT 590 and higher

	English 099
	
	
	

	English 100
	English 100
	English 101
	

	English 102
	English 102
	English 102
	English 102


During AY 2009-2010, FYW has worked to ensure the successful implementation of the redesigned curriculum approved by the University Curriculum Committee in AY 2008-2009.  FYW will essentially be reinventing itself at the developmental level, and so a great deal of work has been done this year to create standard, level-appropriate curricula for the new developmental courses.  In conjunction with Mary Murray-McDonald and the writing center, who will be providing tutorial support to ENG 099 and ENG 100, we have chosen standard courses materials such as texts, supplemental online learning platforms, and assignments that will focus on the particular needs of students placing into each course (based on ACT/SAT scores or written examination).  The following is a brief outline of those courses:

Developmental Writing (ENG 099 & ENG 100): 

· In Fall 2010, ENG 085 & 090 will be replaced with ENG 099 (a two-hour tutorial for our lowest-placing students) and ENG 100 (an intensive version of ENG 101 that includes four class hours and one tutorial hour).  The courses are in place and the general curriculum has been designed.  We are currently finalizing the curriculum for these courses in conjunction with Mary Murray McDonald and the Writing Center.

· English 099 is a one-hour plus tutorial course for students entering CSU with the lowest ACT/SAT or placement scores.  Students will meet with an instructor in RT 302 for one hour each week to focus on sentence/paragraph issues, as well as short writing assignments.  Students are also responsible for attending eight tutoring sessions in the writing center to further supplement their work in the course.  Students are responsible for working through assignments in Pearson’s MyWritingLab and readings in Longman topics readers.  Classes are capped at twenty students.

· English 100 is an intensive version of ENG 101 designed for students who would typically be placed into ENG 090.  The course meets four hours a week and shares a curriculum similar to ENG 101 (and will count as the ENG 101 requirement for students passing with a “C” or better).  Additionally, students earning a 79% or lower will be required to complete weekly tutoring sessions in the writing center. Classes are capped at twenty students.

In addition to changes at the developmental level, the program has continued to strengthen ENG 101 and ENG 102 and to prepare for slight changes to those courses in AY 2009-2010.

English 101—College Writing I: 

· In Fall 2010, the new version of ENG 101 will be implemented.  The course will now be 3 credit hours with one hour of SLA (supplemental learning assistance) tutoring for students below an 80% average.  In addition to SLA, special sections of ENG 101 will continue to be offered for SERV (1), NNS (2), Learning Communities (5), University Scholars (1), and PSEOP (Magnificat-2).
English 102—College Writing II: 

· In Fall 2010, ENG 102 will remain much the same as it currently is but with greater focus on its status as an information literacy course within the general education requirements.
First-Year Writing as been successful in the last three years in transforming itself into an academically-stringent program that can effectively meet the needs of its students and the university as a whole.  Passing and retention rates have risen, if modestly, while the effectiveness, rigor, and quality of the curricula has increased.  This suggests that FYW can play an important part both in introducing students to academic work and in setting the bar higher for students at CSU, all without decreasing our students’ success rates.  With this in mind, the long-term goal of FYW is to continue to focus on comprehensive, holistic assessment of the program with the expectation of becoming a first-rate writing program in the state university system in Ohio.

Finally, it should be noted that the FYWP continues to invest in the university community. In the AY 2009-2010, six different instructors led “learning community” sections of our courses (ENG 090 and ENG 101).  In Fall 2010, we will offer eight of these courses in ENG 100 and ENG 101.  It should be noted that while no comparative assessment of “learning community” sections was made during the 2009-2010 academic year, these sections did participate in the capstone evaluation detailed later in this report. The FYWP plans to conduct assessment of “learning community” as part of its long-term assessment goals.  In addition to “learning community” courses, FYW continues to offer specialized courses targeted at at-risk students.  In 2009-2010, sections of ENG 085 and ENG 101 (taught by the Director) were offered for Project SERV (returning veterans), and a section of ENG 102 is currently being offered for these students in the summer.  We will continue these courses in Fall 2010 with a section of ENG 099 and a section of ENG 101.  Additionally, the courses we offer for non-native speakers continue to grow (NNS).  FYW offered three NNS courses in AY 2009-2010: two sections of ENG 101 and one section of ENG 102.  In Fall 2010 alone, we will offer the same number.  Lastly, the success of online writing courses has led to an increased demand.  These courses, typically populated by older and working students, offer students greater access to instruction in writing.  In the 2009-2010 AY, we offered thirteen web-based courses distributed across ENG 090, 101, and 102.  In Fall 2010, we will offer six web-based courses.  As the popularity of these courses increases, we see a need to continue to offer more and to continue training our best instructors to teach in an online environment.  Lastly, FYW continues to offer courses to students at the East and West Centers, as well as to PSEOP students at Magnificat High School, thus increasing our presence in the greater-Cleveland area.

Capstone Exams

The capstone exams have been successful in helping to maintain consistency across FYW sections and in evaluating both student development and curricular effectiveness.  After evaluating the ENG 101 capstone in Fall 2009, FYW has moved to using the final argumentative essay for the course as the capstone exam, which will remain pass/fail.  Capstone data for AY 2009-2010 is provided below and an updated scoring rubric is included as an attachment.  This three-point rubric provides much more accurate evaluation than the four-point rubric formerly used.

Working Groups 

As in previous years, we have successfully budgeted for working groups comprised of term and part-time instructors.  These groups allowed the Director to accomplish a greater number of tasks while also offering opportunities for part-time instructors to have greater influence on the direction of FYW.  The following groups focused on three crucial areas:

· Curriculum Development

Goals: The Curriculum Development working group was tasked to review the overall FYW curriculum including course goals, common syllabi, assignment sequences, and book choices, and make recommendations of those items in need of revision.  The Curriculum Development working group maintained communication with the Student Assessment working group to discuss the ways in which capstones are/should be incorporated into the curriculum.  Lastly, and most importantly, the group developed the common syllabi and assignments for English 099 and 100, to be taught starting Fall 2010.

· Student Assessment

Goals: The Student Assessment working group was tasked to review current methods of assessing student writing in FYW.  Tasks included revising rubrics to better reflect goals of individual assignments, evaluating and revising capstones (including selecting readings), and researching and making recommendations on portfolio assessment.   Additionally, the group examined current placement procedures and considered alternative methods.  The Student Assessment working group maintained communication with the Curriculum Development working group to discuss the ways in which capstones are/should be incorporated into the curriculum

· Programmatic Assessment

Goals: The Programmatic Assessment working group was tasked to review current methods of assessing the FYW program as a whole, from student placement through to the English 102 capstone.  The group determined what data is available and what is needed to accurately assess the effectiveness of placement procedures, course objectives and curricula, capstones/exit exams, instructor preparation, etc.  The Programmatic Assessment working group prepared the groundwork for formalized assessment procedures, including the future possibility of inter-institutional assessment and site visits by WPA evaluators.

Outcomes
Most of the attention given to English 101 during the 2009-2010 AY focused on increasing passing rates, ensuring that the shared curriculum was consistently and effectively implemented, and providing a capstone examination that more accurately reflected the process-oriented nature of writing taught in ENG 101, but also the genres students in the course are expected to learn.  The capstone exam was administered in its usual form in Fall 2009, as a two-hour summary and response to a provided article.  The Director and instructors generally felt that the process was unsound because it did not take into account the process-oriented writing taught in the course, nor did it address the genre awareness students are taught.  Thus, the capstone in Spring 2010 was changed to an argumentative essay written and revised in the last few weeks of class with the instructor’s assistance.  Overall, this attention to the writing process led to an increased quality in writing and increased passing rates (though not so high as to suggest grade inflation).

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 complete pass/fail data for AY 2009-2010 are tentative numbers provided by the registrar’s office.  More complete numbers will be available at a later time.

Summary Data (previous semesters):


F08
S 09
F 09
S 10



Number of Students on Rosters:



605
403
678
474


Number of Students who Passed the Course:

478
276
488
364

Percent Passing
:




79.0%
68.5%
72.0%
76.8%

Number of Students who Failed the Course:

127
127 
190
110


Percent Failing
:




21.0%
31.5%
28.0%
23.2%


Capstone Results, ENG 101

	
	Fall 2008 
	Spring 2009
	Fall 2009
	Spring 2010

	Enrolled
	605
	403
	678
	474

	Submitted essay
	520
	357
	562
	382

	Passed  essay
	462
	280
	398
	333

	Passed % submitted
	88.8
	78.4
	70.8
	87.1


Findings

The above data suggests the following:

1) The rate of students enrolled in English 101 at the end of a term who fail to take the capstone exam (thereby automatically failing the course) remains high and accounts for much of the discrepancy between students passing the exam (81.1% in Spring 2010) and those passing the course (76.8%).  

2) Revisions in the capstone process have led to both higher-than-usual capstone passing rates and overall passing rates (from 68.5% in Spring 2009 to 76.8% in Spring 2010) among students taking the exam, suggesting that the revised capstone more accurately gauges students’ abilities to produce quality academic writing when engaged a process of drafting, feedback, and revision.

3) Overall passing rates from Fall 2009 to Fall 2010 dipped somewhat from 79.0% to 72.0%.  However, overall passing rates from Spring 2009 to Spring 2010 rose from 68.5% to 76.8% making spring semester, normally heavily-populated with students retaking the course and much lower overall pass rates, much improved in AY 2009-2010.

4) While student performance on the exam has improved in the last four semesters, in particular with the greater success in Spring 2010 due to the more pedagogically-minded, revision-driven capstone, the overall pass rate for the course has only increased by a few percentage points.  Late withdraws, stopped attendance, and failure to complete the exam contribute significantly to failure rates in ENG 101 and more must be done to encourage course completion.

Actions

The following action steps will be taken during the 2010-2011 academic year:

· Begin a pilot for an electronic portfolio assessment in FYW.

· Begin process of bringing WPA team to campus for programmatic assessment.

· Begin work on inter-institutional assessment possibilities.

· Continue hiring practices that strengthen the FYW instructor pool.

· Establish communication with area writing programs (CCC, Lakeland, etc.) in order to respond more effectively to the needs of adjunct faculty and to transfer students.

· Establish electronic resource library and continue instructor professional development.

· Seek funding to provide additional computer-mediated classroom space.

· Implement more frequent instructor workshops in order to bring greater consistency to the FYW curriculum.

· Work on establishing in-house electronic placement testing. Implement electronic placement testing.

· Evaluate the effectiveness of new courses ENG 099 and ENG 100.

ATTACHMENT

Revised English 101 Capstone Exit Exam Scoring Rubric

Spring 2009

For a score of 3

Mechanics:

· four to six pages 

· two or more sources 

· clean copy—must be typed

· advanced sentence structure

· no mechanical or grammatical errors

Content and Verbal Expression:

· contains a clearly stated argumentative claim or thesis 

· clear summary of chosen sources including major argumentative points

· introduction containing the necessary background and definitions

· well organized; showing logical progression

· includes evidence and reasons supporting the thesis in their own words 

· examines the assumptions the support is based on

· supports the major claim(s) with re-conceptualization of the evidence in their own words

· explore opposing arguments and anticipate objections

· appropriate use of quotation and paraphrase from the source materials

· clear integration of support and non repetitive evidence

· evidence that the thesis is different from that of the sources

· persuasive argument that gives the reader pause to consider it

· superior content and verbal expression in sophisticated language (innovative and creative word choices)

For a score of 2

Mechanics:

· four to five pages (or shorter if exceptionally well-written)

· minimum of two sources

· clean copy—must be typed

· minor mechanics and grammar errors that do not detract from reading and understanding 

Content and Verbal Expression:

· contains a clearly stated argumentative claim or thesis 

· adequate summary of chosen sources 

· introduction containing the necessary background and definitions

· well organized; clearly defends thesis with some credence to opposition

· includes evidence and reasons supporting the thesis in their own words 

· examines the assumptions the support is based on

· supports the major claim(s) with re-conceptualization of the evidence in their own words

· appropriate use of quotation and paraphrase from the source materials

· evidence that the thesis is different from that of the sources

· persuasive argument that gives the reader pause to consider it

For a score of 1

Mechanics:

· less than four pages and poorly-written

· fewer than two sources (or none at all)

· hand-written

· mechanics and grammar makes it hard to read and understand; not proofread. 

Content and Verbal Expression:

· no argumentative claim or thesis

· poorly organized, no supporting points or support to the claim

· mostly quotes or paraphrases 

· no summary or definitions

· did not understand the author’s thesis or used it as their own

� Grades categorized as “passed”: A, A-, B, B+, B-, C, C


� Grades categorized as “failing”: D, F, U, UD, UF, X, I, NC
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