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Recommendations
1. The UHD strategic plan should consider a comprehensive and mandatory system of intervention strategies for FTIC student success, reflecting best practices, linked together in mutually complementary ways. Each FTIC student should be exposed to at least one “high-impact” educational experience at the lower level (see pp. 24-26).
2. English faculty should move cooperatively, at their own discretion, to adopt or at least experiment with one or two pedagogical techniques in Freshman Composition II on a universal basis. The QEP should provide support for this undertaking (see p. 11).
3. History faculty should move cooperatively, at their own discretion, to adopt or at least experiment with one or two pedagogical techniques in U.S. History I on a universal basis. The QEP should provide support for this undertaking (see p. 12).

4. More effort should be devoted to better preparing students in developmental math and reading to make the transition to the college level (see p. 10).
5. UHD should consider creating a Testing Center where students can take proctored tests outside of their normal class period (see p. 35).
Introduction
As the UHD Quality Enhancement Plan (QEP) completes its second year of operation, we are pleased to report to the university community and the Southern Association of Colleges and Schools (SACS) that the QEP has substantially adhered to the plan’s budget commitments and timeline, and has made noteworthy progress in meeting the goals and targets of various initiatives discussed in the plan. The entire revised QEP document can be found at 

http://cms.uhd.edu/qep/QEP_web_page_files/PRINTREADY_QEP_08262006.pdf
In particular, several initiatives can be fairly described as flourishing, with results that have likely exceeded reasonable expectations at this time. For example, the Freshman Summer Success Program (FSSP) has expanded rapidly beyond the initial pilot that prompted its inclusion in the QEP. The Supplemental Instruction Program (SI) at UHD may be one of the largest such programs in the nation, with several data points and comments that indicate its popularity and success with students and faculty alike. Faculty response to the QEP Curriculum Development Grant Program has been robust—twenty projects will have been funded during the first two years of the program. The Dykes Library has acquired an admirable collection of contemporary books and journals related to teaching and learning. The QEP Council has convened regularly and the QEP Director has met frequently with the Provost to keep her informed of the status of the plan. Finally, one of the three designated bottleneck courses (College Algebra) has already been able to meet its target C or better passing rate (45%). In this document, we will devote a section to each of the major component initiatives of the QEP, describing its progress and current status. We will likewise discuss the assessment data collected relating to that initiative.
Fortunately, the QEP has been able to largely carry out its original assessment plan, which has proven to be rather cost effective. This efficiency has allowed the QEP to enhance its own assessment activities, as well as sponsor or contribute to other assessment activities at the university. As the QEP has evolved, it has also begun to partner with University College (UC) and the Achieving the Dream initiative (ATD) on other success strategies, primarily aimed at first-year students, which were not part of the original plan. We believe these strategies have the potential to grow into a locus within the university for addressing some of the serious issues, most notably retention, that impact the first-year experience at UHD and many other schools. In the post-QEP and ATD period, it will be important for the university to sustain and expand these strategies, as they exemplify practices that current research and expertise suggest are essential for improving student outcomes at inclusive commuter schools such as UHD. Indeed, we would recommend that UHD’s overall strategic plan devote attention to laying out a comprehensive and mandatory system of such strategies, with the capacity to accommodate all FTIC (first time in college) students. We shall elaborate on this recommendation in a later section, as well as our partnership activities with UC and ATD.
The UHD QEP chose a theme similar to several other schools, “Student Engagement Through Active Learning Strategies.” While this choice of theme may not be unique to UHD, it can nonetheless be viewed as fortuitous, as its relevance to the topic of student success has clearly not diminished in the intervening years since it was selected. The National Survey of Student Engagement (NSSE), which plays a key role in the QEP assessment plan, has become an increasingly important instrument for college assessment nationwide.  The director of NSSE, George Kuh, one of the two key references cited in the QEP document, continues to be a widely-quoted expert on the topic of improving student outcomes. And his basic message, as supported by NSSE data, remains quite consistent: Student engagement is vital, and student engagement must be achieved in the classroom. Kuh continues to stress the importance of multiple learning support and early warning systems, mandatory interventions for at-risk students, institutional commitment, and “high-impact” educational experiences. Many of the high-impact experiences Kuh advocates are integral elements of the QEP, such as SI, engaging pedagogies, and early socialization experiences (FSSP, Welcome Week). Several others, such as learning communities and first-year seminars, are also being supported by the QEP in partnership with UC and ATD. (It should be noted that even more items from Kuh’s list of high-impact experiences are prevalent at UHD independent of the QEP, including undergraduate research, service learning, and writing-intensive capstone courses.)
Vincent Tinto, the second of the QEP’s key references, also continues to be a respected and frequently-cited voice on the subject of college student success, with a particular concentration on low-income and underprepared students. Tinto’s counsel is very similar to Kuh’s, with perhaps a still greater emphasis on active learning techniques. In fact, one of Tinto’s starkest suggestions is that the activity structure of a class is more important than the size of the class. Tinto often singles out high expectations, SI, and linked classes as other effective strategies for improving student outcomes. Linked classes are another focus of the QEP’s emerging partnership with UC and ATD.
We will refer to Kuh’s and Tinto’s work often in this report, mainly (but not exclusively) quoting from the following three sources.

http://www.educationdynamics.com/retention%5Fconference/downloads/KuhNDSRKeynote.pdf
http://www.insidehighered.com/news/2008/06/04/retention
http://www.insidehighered.com/news/2008/05/20/board
All of this is not to say the QEP does not face significant challenges in reaching its final goals in the remaining three years of the plan, challenges which are to some degree shared by the ATD. Similar challenges will be faced when effecting any strategic plan that attempts to more fully align teaching and learning at UHD with contemporary best practices. Some of these challenges are intrinsic to all transformation efforts in higher education; campus cultures (or even subcultures) do not change easily or willingly, and inertia can be the bane of any large organization. Other challenges that have been pointed out at different times may be more specific to UHD and its complex mission in an austere environment. These include: strained administrative and student service capacities; faculty workload; and the shifting and sometimes asymmetric views about the proper role and public image of UHD, as expressed by the faculty and staff, the university constituency, and the state. In each section of this document, we will be careful to note the current deficiencies in the QEP pertaining to that particular area. We will then describe ongoing efforts or plans to remedy these deficiencies.
The Bottleneck Courses

The major focus of QEP activity over the past two years has been the so-called “bottleneck courses.” These are large-enrollment, high-attrition core courses whose learning outcomes are important for success in the broader undergraduate curriculum. The three courses selected as the QEP bottleneck courses were College Algebra (MATH 1301), Freshman Composition II (ENG 1302), and U.S. History I (HIST 1305). An overarching goal of the QEP is for students to demonstrate improved mastery of the learning objectives established for these courses. An underlying assumption of the QEP is that improved performance in these courses will have a positive impact on the university’s basic academic performance measures. See the following document for a list of learning objectives for each bottleneck course.
http://cms.uhd.edu/qep/QEP_web_page_files/Bottleneck_Learning_Objectives.pdf
Two main strategies were envisioned for improving student outcomes in these courses. First, the use of SI was to be increased or introduced (see below). Next, curriculum and faculty development would be pursued in order to enhance the level of active learning/student engagement in these courses. Each bottleneck course has a designated Lead Teacher who works with the regular departmental oversight committee for the course and interested faculty to implement these two strategies. Section outcomes surveys completed by instructors are to be used for gathering information about course outcomes (i.e. letter grades) and learning outcomes. A secondary component of the assessment of the bottleneck course initiative is gauging the level of active learning/student engagement in these classes. The instruments to be used for this purpose are the NSSE, plus a shorter in-house “active learning/student engagement” survey to be given to students in bottleneck course sections. The original description of the bottleneck course initiative in the QEP document can be found at
http://cms.uhd.edu/qep/QEP_web_page_files/active_learning_narrative.pdf
The discussion of the QEP assessment plan and the targets established for the various measures included in the assessment can found at

http://cms.uhd.edu/qep/QEP_web_page_files/assessment_goals.pdf
The assessment data collected up to now for the bottleneck courses, including the active learning classroom survey results for Spring 2007, can be found on the QEP web page (address on first page). Links are provided in the column of the master table labeled “Bottleneck Courses.” The active learning survey will be readministered in Fall 2008. The NSSE was administered again in Spring 2008, but results are not yet available. We now consider the current status of each bottleneck course.
College Algebra
Superior progress towards QEP goals for course and learning outcomes has been achieved in MATH 1301. The C or better passing rates for Fall 2007 and Spring 2008 were 48% and 41%, respectively, with a combined rate of 45%. This rate exactly matches the five-year target set by the QEP, and is a major improvement over the historical average of well below 40%. It also represents an increase of about 4 points from the prior year. Moreover, many of the QEP aggregate measures of learning outcomes for the bottleneck courses have shown a marked improvement in the past year over baseline measurements. These include the final exam average, the percentage of students passing the final exam with 70 or better, and the percentage of students scoring below 50 on the final exam. Other measures, such as the percentage of students with a recorded grade and the percentage of students taking the final exam, have remained stable. Outcomes measures for individual learning objectives are also promising, with mastery of 8 of 11 objectives showing improvement from Fall 2006 to Fall 2007, and mastery of four learning objectives exceeding the 50% QEP target rate (versus just one in Fall 2006). Faculty cooperation in submitting the section outcomes survey form and their final exams for rescoring has been close to 100%. Therefore, we are very confident in the reliability or our data.
Furthermore, the math department has revised the course curriculum and the final exam so that all of the declared QEP learning objectives are covered both in the course syllabus and on the final exam. This revision has also permitted the department to incorporate all of the state-recommended “competencies” into the course. Mastery did drop considerably on one of the learning objectives (C.2), which we feel may be due to a more rigorous approach to this subject in the current curriculum and lack of faculty fluency with this approach.
Although we have expanded the use of SI to support College Algebra to a fair extent (see below), it seems to be the consensus of the faculty that the revised curriculum is the major contributor to the improvements seen in the course. The revised curriculum is the byproduct of a new textbook, which was adopted in Fall 2007 after being extensively class-tested in 2006-2007. The new textbook employs a contemporary function-based approach, with much greater attention devoted to understanding mathematical notation, interpreting results in practical contexts, technology and mathematical modeling. In turn, these new elements in the curriculum appear to have prompted more faculty to bring collaborative or activity-based methods into their classrooms. 
Another excellent advantage of the new text is the sophisticated online homework and testing platform (MyMathLab) provided by the publisher. This rich electronic coursework environment includes numerous features, such as: a printable e-copy of the text with hyperlinks to worked examples and videos; an online gradebook allowing students to continuously monitor their grades; and a sizeable collection of algorithmically-generated, machine-graded homework and test problems similar to those found in the text. These online exercises contain email links to the instructor, a palette for entering mathematical notation, and many contain links to worked examples, as well. Instructors also have access to an online authoring tool for creating custom exercises. Last year, the QEP sponsored weekly brainstorming sessions for faculty to design custom problems to better tailor the online homework to our syllabus. The QEP employed an upper-level student to then program these problems using the authoring tool, and so far dozens of new problems have been created. The department continues to work to adapt the online environment to its unique needs.
By all accounts, faculty who have included the online homework as a significant part of course requirements have reported impressive (sometimes astounding) jumps in the ratio of students submitting homework assignments and their homework grades. Students are allowed to continue working on a problem until they get it correct (although the statement of the problem will vary after the student misses the answer a fixed number of times). It is clear this incentive has dramatically increased “time on task” for homework assignments; so much so that faculty became concerned students might start viewing the online homework as excessively burdensome. Students were therefore surveyed about the amount of time spent on the online homework and their impressions of its helpfulness. Approximately 59% of students reported spending 2-3 hours per week on the homework, and only 3% reported spending more than 6 hours per week. We regard these percentages as reasonable or maybe optimal. Roughly 73% either agreed or strongly agreed that the online homework helped them learn the course material, although 9% strongly disagreed with this opinion.
It will be curious to see if MyMathLab has improved various aspects of student engagement/active learning in College Algebra, as measured by the NSSE or our in-house active learning survey (see above). These aspects include use of email to communicate with the instructor and use of the Internet to complete assignments, both of which correspond to the 7th of the eleven basic learning objectives expressed for the QEP. These objectives can be found at

http://cms.uhd.edu/qep/QEP_web_page_files/QEP_Learning_Outcomes.pdf
We must say, the responses to the initial active learning survey (Spring 2007) left room for improvement.
College Algebra does enjoy some advantages that may allow it to progress more rapidly than the other two bottleneck courses. Improving student success in College Algebra and other lower-division math courses has spurred much recent activity nationwide, and hence there is a large body of literature and material upon which to draw. Plus, the math department has a long tradition of maintaining uniformity in its freshman algebra courses, including common textbooks for all sections, detailed departmental syllabi with testing and grading guidelines, comprehensive departmental final exams, and recommended homework assignments. The department also had a policy of collecting and disseminating outcomes data about these courses prior to the QEP. While this standardization was originally motivated for the purpose of quality control (due to the large number of adjunct faculty teaching these courses), it also permits the department to implement collective changes in these courses relatively quickly. Another advantage is that because all faculty are teaching from the same syllabus and text, they can easily share and reuse each other’s material. Naturally, this facility for reuse can greatly reduce the amount of work needed to modify an entire course, as faculty can collaborate on modifications.
We should point out that the nature of the College Algebra student body appears to be changing in advantageous ways. The percentage of FTIC students placing into College Algebra has risen by 8 points recently, from about 20% to about 28%. (Conversely, the percentage of students placing into developmental math has dropped by a corresponding amount.) Data consistently shows that students who place directly into College Algebra outperform those required to take developmental prerequisites. For example, in Fall 2007, students who placed or transferred into College Algebra had a C or better passing rate of 57.2%, while those who continued from the developmental prerequisite had a C or better passing rate of 33.7%. (The same phenomenon occurs to a lesser extent in U.S. History I, but not in Freshman Composition II, where students continuing from the prerequisite course perform as well as transfer students. However, the prerequisite course to Freshman Composition II is not developmental. In Fall 2007, students who placed or transferred into U.S. History I had a C or better passing rate of 63.4%, while those who continued from the developmental reading prerequisite had a C or better passing rate of 46.9%. These data raise the question of how we can better prepare students in developmental math and reading to make the transition to the college level.) 
Nonetheless, a considerable amount of work remains to raise outcomes in College Algebra to the level we now believe is possible, work that is likely to take every minute of the five years allotted to the QEP. In addition to continuing to develop new learning materials for the course, we must learn more about smoothing the transition from developmental math to College Algebra, as mentioned above. Moreover, we must better train faculty to teach novel aspects of the new curriculum. Such aspects include conceptual understanding, the appropriate use of technology, elementary mathematical modeling, and useful classroom activities. A focus group with current students was conducted in Spring 2008 (sponsored by ATD). We have not yet received the transcripts from this session, but we hope it too can inform future development efforts in the course.
Freshman Composition II

Course and learning outcomes in ENG 1302 have remained fairly static during the first two years of the QEP. Two bright spots in the data are a 3.5-point rise in the final assessment average score over the past year (75 to 78.5), and an uptick in the percentage of students in Spring 2008 completing the major assessment (70%). The major assessment for this course is a college-level research paper. If these trends remain positive, we can expect to eventually see improvement in other outcomes, as the research paper is by far the most important factor in determining student success in this course. Another bright spot are the results for sections supported by SI (see below). At any rate, in Spring 2008, both the C or better passing rate and learning outcomes mastery rate(s) were about 3 points below the QEP target of 60%. Faculty have become progressively more cooperative about submitting the section outcomes survey form, thus our current statistics are sufficiently reliable. 
However, faculty have not been willing to follow the grading rubric we designed for calculating learning outcomes mastery rates. At present, we are still estimating all of these rates as the percentage of paid students scoring 70 or more on the research paper. In order to implement the rubric (actually, a slightly more elaborate version of the rubric), beginning next year the English department is merging and simplifying the five original learning outcomes into the following three.
1. Read college-level sources for meaning and critical understanding
2. Produce a sustained, organized, and well-developed argument
3. Demonstrate the formal conventions of academic writing
In order to gather new baseline data regarding the learning outcomes and the validity of the grading rubric, the department selected 73 research papers at random from ENG 1302 sections this Spring. Both the instructors and two additional readers graded each of the papers for mastery of the objectives, according to the rubric. The following table shows the percentage of students mastering each of the three objectives, according to both instructors and readers. 

	Spring 2008
	Outcome 1
	Outcome 2
	Outcome 3

	Instructors
	77%
	51%
	71%

	Readers
	63%
	49%
	45%


Hampering the ability to institute universal innovations in this course may be the diversity in the curricula and methodologies used by the instructors who regularly teach the course. Beyond the research paper requirement, for which standards appear to be fairly uniform, the academic customs of the department permit autonomy in choosing class materials, assignments, grading criteria, and so forth (even for adjuncts). One can argue that such a predisposition fosters creativity and allows each faculty to make the best use of his or her personal expertise. On the other hand, it is likely not conducive to collaboration and the sharing of new ideas and materials, and could be used as an excuse for reluctance to change. In any case, in order to exploit the advantages of such a tradition, it is important for the department to quantitatively analyze and regularly discuss student outcomes gathered at the section level, in order to discover those techniques that show promise of eliciting improved results. The department can then move cooperatively, at its own discretion, to encourage other faculty to adopt or at least experiment with a few of these techniques. The QEP should provide support for this undertaking.
The assessment work of the QEP does allow for this sort of section-level analysis. And there has been notable readiness on the part of the faculty to innovate. To date, the QEP has funded four curriculum development projects related to the course, whose titles and type of support are listed here. The assessment reports for the first set of projects are due in Fall 2008.
	Titles
	Support

	“Peer Review Manual”
	Stipend

	“Composition Curriculum Development”
	Reassigned time, stipend, equipment


	“English 1302: Using Poetry in the Composition Classroom”
	Stipend


	“The In-Class Writing Laboratory”
	Stipend


It is a matter worth exploring whether electronic tools (software, online platforms, e-classrooms, etc.) can have an impact in ENG 1302 similar to that seen in MATH 1301. Since such tools could be adopted independent of the specific content of a given class, it is conceivable these tools might be adopted on a widespread basis. In Fall 2006, the QEP provided a small amount of funding when the English department invited a consultant (Valerie Balester from Texas A&M) to evaluate ENG 1302 and make recommendations. Dr. Balester met with the faculty, reviewed syllabi and course materials, and conducted a focus group with current students. One repeated recommendation in Dr. Balester’s insightful report is the following.
“A workshop model for at least some of the course [should be used] which allows plenty of in-class time to practice writing in the presence of helpful peers and teachers.”

An electronic classroom with the support of an SI seems to be the ideal setting for the workshop model.
U.S. History I
HIST 1305 became active in the plan in Fall 2007, as dictated by the QEP timeline, although some preliminary activity occurred in 2006-2007. Therefore the learning outcomes data we have collected up to now is essentially baseline. The C or better passing for the course in Fall 2007 was 58%, the final exam average was 73.7, and the percentage of students taking the final exam was about 76%. A rough calculation suggests the learning outcomes mastery rates would average 56%. However, we did not receive a sufficient number of section outcomes survey forms to be confident of these results. Moreover, final exams in the course are instructor-written, which somewhat affects the reliability of our estimate for the learning outcomes mastery rates. Nevertheless, the figures imply that we should be able to meet the QEP targets for passing rate (60%) and mastery rates (60%). The in-house active learning survey was performed in HIST 1305 in Spring 2007. Responses indicate that the level of student engagement/active learning in the course is below that of either MATH 1301 or ENG 1302.
The discussion in the prior section concerning instructor autonomy, its possible pitfalls and advantages, and the need for the department to sometimes act cooperatively applies equally to HIST 1305. If anything, there is a greater degree of instructor autonomy in HIST 1305 than ENG 1302 (which does not necessarily imply a greater degree of curricular diversity). Presently, there is not even a consistent overall assessment instrument on which to rely, again because final exams in the course are instructor-written. The department has also not been able to agree on revision of the course learning objectives, as promised in the QEP.
To remedy the assessment problem, instructors have agreed in Fall 2008 to devote a certain portion of the final exam to multiple choice questions, with a common subset of questions devoted to each learning objective (although the exact questions may vary from instructor to instructor). We can then efficiently measure the learning outcomes mastery rates in the same fashion as MATH 1301. 

A team of four faculty have agreed to loosely collaborate to experiment with curricular modifications and new teaching strategies in the course. The QEP will provide stipends or reassigned time to these faculty on a rotating basis to advance the experiments. One such experiment was carried out in Spring 2007. Two more projects will be initiated in 2008-2009. The titles of these projects and the type of support are listed here.

	Titles
	Support

	“Incorporating Clickers in HIST 1305”
	Stipend

	“Incorporating ‘Great Works’ of History into the Post 1877 US History Survey”
	Reassigned time


	“Vista Assessment”
	Reassigned time


Like in ENG 1302, it is a matter worth exploring whether electronic tools can have a similar impact to that seen in MATH 1301. There are various online platforms available, including of course the university-sponsored platform Vista. Publishers also make course management platforms available to textbook adopters, such as MyHistoryLab. This is an online courseware environment based on the same platform as MyMathLab.
Supplemental Instruction (SI)
SI is a widely used, well-documented academic support program that utilizes peer tutors both in class and at sessions conducted outside of class. At UHD, the “SI leader” assigned to a course section is a successful upper-level student who has previously taken the given course and then sits through the course again, attending all class sessions. The SI leader may assist the instructor with classroom activities, and provides additional help to students through regularly scheduled, out-of-class, study and review sessions. SI was selected as one of the primary interventions supporting QEP goals, mainly due to UHD’s extensive prior positive experience with SI and its value in aiding active learning in the classroom. Moreover, most of the necessary ingredients for a successful SI program were already in place at UHD prior to the QEP, including physical space for SI sessions and a Director of SI. The QEP envisioned redirecting SI resources toward improving outcomes in the bottleneck courses described above. The portion of the QEP narrative devoted to SI can be read at

http://cms.uhd.edu/qep/QEP_web_page_files/SI_narrative.pdf
While SI is indeed now used primarily to support the bottleneck courses, due to its popularity it continues to be used to support several other courses and programs as well; many such situations are described throughout this report. It is important to point out that an SI is provided for a section only at the request of the instructor.
The following table summarizes the use of SI in bottleneck and other courses, each long semester since the QEP began administering the program in Fall 2006. The number of “contacts” refers to the number of visits made by students to SI study sessions held outside of class. 
	
	Total Sections
	Bottleneck Sections
	SI Leaders
	Instructors
	Contacts

	Fall 2006
	32
	18
	20
	25
	1329

	Math
	15
	11
	
	11
	

	English
	11
	6
	
	9
	

	History
	2
	2
	
	2
	

	Other
	4
	
	
	3
	

	
	
	
	
	
	

	Spring 2007
	41
	22
	21
	31
	976

	Math
	22
	12
	
	13
	

	English
	11
	7
	
	9
	

	History
	3
	3
	
	3
	

	Other
	5
	
	
	6
	

	
	
	
	
	
	

	Fall 2007
	38
	20
	22
	28
	Data not yet available

	Math
	20
	12
	
	13
	

	English
	11
	5
	
	9
	

	History
	3
	3
	
	3
	

	Other
	4
	
	
	4
	

	
	
	
	
	
	

	Spring 2008
	40
	25
	27
	30
	Data not yet available

	Math
	18
	10
	
	11
	

	English
	11
	9
	
	8
	

	History
	6
	6
	
	6
	

	Other
	5
	
	
	5
	


Clearly, math faculty have been more willing to employ SI’s than the other bottleneck disciplines, probably because College Algebra instructors were more familiar with the nature of SI prior to the QEP (when SI was used mostly for developmental math and English, College Algebra, and Freshman Composition I). Moreover, it has been easier to hire math SI leaders, since there are more math faculty familiar with the program to assist with SI recruitment. Definitely, very few history instructors had exposure to SI before the QEP. We persist in efforts to educate faculty about the uses and benefits of SI and encourage more faculty to participate in the program.
One way we are attempting to educate faculty about SI is posting numerical results and comments from the faculty survey of SI conducted in Fall 2006 and Fall 2007 on the QEP web page (address on first page). These results and comments can be found in the Supplemental Instruction column of the master table, along with a copy of the survey instrument. Faculty comments contain useful tips for utilizing SI’s in the classroom and encouraging students to attend out-of-class SI sessions. They also express faculty opinions about the advantages and shortcomings of SI as well as possible improvements in the program. One recurring suggestion for improvement from the faculty is that SI’s be given more thorough training, namely about how to properly answer student questions and how to be more confident in dealing with students. Toward that goal, the Director of SI attended a workshop on SI training held at the University of Missouri-Kansas City in January 2008. The numerical results of the faculty survey are very positive.
Students were surveyed regarding SI in Fall 2006 and Spring 2008. Again, numerical results and miscellaneous comments are posted on the QEP web page in the Supplemental Instruction column. The numerical results show that student attitudes toward both the SI experience and the SI’s themselves are quite favorable, with improved scores on every question from 2006 to 2008. Unfortunately, the confusing question sequence on the survey and the fact that students often interact with SI’s in class makes it to impossible to accurately estimate the percentage of students who attend out-of-class SI sessions. (We plan to redesign the survey before we administer it again to better

measure this number.) Our own intuition and other anecdotal evidence suggest this percentage is relatively small, with just a small (but devoted) cadre of students who attend SI sessions regularly. This lack of student participation outside of class is has prompted us to encourage instructors to involve SI’s in classroom activities as much as possible. 
We have also experimented with scheduling SI sessions immediately following lecture to boost participation. In Spring 2008, we conducted two sections of College Algebra in special extended time periods, so that the SI sessions could be held in the same room as the lecture, after the lecture. Because of the extended time, students were blocked from registering for another class in the period directly following the College Algebra class, and the room could not be scheduled during this period either (therefore we knew it would be available). Students were required to stay for a 30-minute SI tutoring session at the end of the lecture. Students were quite cooperative; the focus of the tutoring sessions was the online homework assignments. The combined C or better passing rate for these two sections was 49%, versus 41% for all College Algebra sections. Furthermore, the final exam average for these sections was 72, versus 66 for all sections, and the online homework average for students taking the final exam was well above 90%.
One way we are assessing the effects of the SI program on student performance is by comparing course and learning outcomes for sections of the bottleneck courses using SI versus those which do not. The following two tables summarize these comparisons for some key outcomes for the past academic year. (We did not include data from 2006-2007 because the English data is incomplete, there is no history data, and the math data is skewed because the SI and non-SI sections used different textbooks and final exams that year.)
	Fall 2007
	Non-SI
	SI
	Non-SI
	SI
	Non-SI
	SI

	
	C or better

passing rate
	C or better

passing rate
	Major assessment average

	Major assessment average
	Percent completing final assessment
	Percent completing final assessment

	College Algebra
	48%
n=602
	49%
n=408
	67%
n=423
	69%
n=293
	70%
n=602
	76%
n=384

	Freshman Comp II
	45%

n=344
	73%

n=83
	79%

n=181
	78%

n=66
	53%

n=344
	80%

n=83

	U.S. History I
	67%

n=320
	53%

n=118
	73%

n=254
	75%

n=118
	79%

n=320
	65%

n=77


	Spring 2008
	Non-SI
	SI
	Non-SI
	SI
	Non-SI
	SI

	
	C or better

passing rate
	C or better

passing rate
	Major assessment average

	Major assessment average
	Percent completing final assessment
	Percent completing final assessment

	College Algebra
	36%

n=427
	48%

n=291
	61%

n=283
	69%

n=194
	66%

n=427
	73%

n=266

	Freshman Comp II
	54%

n=366
	63%

n=175
	78%

n=241
	79%

n=138
	66%

n=366
	79%

n=175

	U.S. History I
	Data not submitted
	Data not submitted
	Data not submitted
	Data not submitted
	Data not submitted
	Data not submitted


The variable n counts the number of students used in computing the corresponding statistic and may only represent a sample of the total enrollment in either the SI or non-SI sections, albeit a sizable sample. The major assessment for College Algebra is a comprehensive, departmental, multiple-choice final exam. The major assessment for Freshman Composition II is a college-level research paper. The major assessment for U.S. History I is an instructor-written final exam.
It is obvious from the data that the SI sections consistently outperformed the non-SI sections in all categories in math and English, and often the improvement is striking. The difficulty with trying to assess the effectiveness of SI at the section level is taking instructor characteristics into account. Since SI is voluntary on the part of the instructor, it is possible or perhaps likely that faculty requesting SI are those with a strong professional focus on teaching, who are already more receptive to contemporary best practices. These instructors may utilize SI as one of a variety of progressive techniques to improve student outcomes. Therefore, the differences we observe between SI and non-SI sections may be chiefly due to factors other than SI.
Another way to assess the effectiveness of SI is to track the performance of individual students who attend SI sessions, and compare this with the performance of those who do not. At first, however, we were recording the names of students attending SI sessions on paper, which made such tracking prohibitively time-consuming. In Spring 2008 we installed an ID card scanner in the SI tutoring area and now record this information electronically. We therefore plan to have comparison data at the student level for the next QEP report.
One aspect of the SI program assessment that is presently lacking is monitoring the effects of being an SI leader on the SI’s academic performance. One of the QEP learning outcomes associated with SI is ”SI leaders will strengthen their own academic skills in the subject area and boost their teaching and communication skills.” Although we created a survey to be administered to SI leaders at the end of their service in order to help measure this outcome, we have been careless in administering it so far. Starting in Fall 2008, we will redesign the survey so that it can be administered to every SI every term, whether or not the SI is returning.
While it is impossible to know for certain, it is our impression from national meetings where SI is discussed that UHD’s SI program is one of the largest in the nation. The number of sections and the variety of disciplines supported by SI testifies to UHD’s generous commitment to peer-tutoring as one of the academic hallmarks of the university. 
Curriculum and Faculty/Staff Development

Although a major focus of the QEP is the bottleneck courses, it is also an important goal to involve other faculty and departments in the plan, by increasing knowledge and interest in student engagement and contemporary active learning strategies throughout the broader university community. Helping to guide this part of the plan is the Active Learning Faculty Specialist (ALFS), appointed in Spring 2007. The portion of the QEP narrative devoted to this goal can be found at

http://cms.uhd.edu/qep/QEP_web_page_files/active_learning_narrative.pdf
Curriculum Development Grants
Beginning with 2006-2007, the QEP established a Curriculum Development Grant Program. This program solicits proposals yearly for reassigned time or stipends to develop or adapt reusable active learning curriculum materials for various courses, from faculty campus wide. Thus, the program functions as a complement to the established Organized Research and Faculty Development Grant Programs. Such a program had often been suggested by UHD faculty. The 2007-2008 call for proposals can be downloaded from

http://cms.uhd.edu/qep/QEP_web_page_files/Curriculum%20Grant%20Announcement.doc
Two rounds of calls have been made so far, and twenty-three grant proposals have been received. Of these, thirteen have been funded; the assessment reports for the first set of projects are due in Fall 2008. The following tables list the titles of the funded projects and their awards.
	2007-2008 Proposal Titles
	Award

	“Service-Learning: A Student Engagement Initiative”
	Reassigned time

	“Development and Implementation of Collaborative and Active Learning Strategies: Intervention Symposia in the Core Natural Sciences”
	Stipend



	“Interactive Laboratory Instructions for Visual Basic.NET”
	Reassigned time



	“Accounting 2301 Practice Set”
	Stipend

	“Science Teacher Education”
	Stipend

	“Construction of a Segmental Beam to Teach Prestressed Concrete”                                                                                                         
	Equipment


	2008-2009 Proposal Titles
	Award

	“Literary Assessment and Teaching Case Study”
	Equipment

	“Building Cognitive Skills Through Living History: The Causes of World War I”
	Stipend



	“Computational Differential Equations”
	Reassigned time

	“The Developmental Writing Curriculum and the Successful Student Model: Creating Long-Term Academic Success in English 1300”
	Reassigned time (funded through ATD)

	“Naturalizing Grammar in Developmental Writing”
	Reassigned time

	“Incorporating Audience Response Systems into STAT 3309 Coursework”
	Reassigned time and stipend

	“Online Discrete Mathematics Assessment”
	Reassigned time


The QEP budget allocates a small amount of money for invited speakers or specialists in active learning and student engagement. Because of the number and quality of curriculum development proposals received, we have so far chosen to spend this money instead on funding additional projects. We have not abandoned this part of the plan, however; because the ATD also allocates money for faculty development through invited speakers, we plan to share such costs with ATD in the future. The QEP budget also allocates funds for symposia to disseminate the results of QEP-sponsored activities and funds to help support New Faculty Orientation. Two symposia have been held so far, and attendance has been good. Links to the announcements for these symposia are given here.
http://cms.uhd.edu/qep/QEP_web_page_files/1st_UHD_QEP_Bottleneck_Course_Cover_Page.mht
http://cms.uhd.edu/qep/QEP_web_page_files/THE 2008 QEP FORMATIVE SUMMIT.mht
Streaming video of the 2008 symposium can be found on the QEP web page (address on first page), in the Active Learning Strategies column of the master table. New Faculty Orientation is discussed below.
The QEP also helped fund the in-house conference “Practical Ethics for the Classroom” in early 2008…description to be added in the next draft of this report.
In Fall 2008, the QEP plans to begin sponsoring a Faculty Seminar on Teaching and Learning Effectiveness, conducted by the ALFS. Although the exact structure of the seminar is yet to be determined, we intend to include mentoring new or almost new faculty as one element.
Faculty/Staff Travel

The QEP has funded travel for numerous faculty and staff to attend regional and national pedagogical conferences. So far, more than fifteen faculty/staff have traveled to about ten separate events.
New Faculty Orientation
The QEP has been assisting with the annual New Faculty Orientation day sponsored by UC by providing partial funding and making presentations on teaching and learning topics at the orientation. This year, we will give each new faculty a copy of the book “What the Best College Teachers Do” by Ken Bain. Next year, the QEP will become the main funding source for the orientation.
Transition Programs

With a statewide emphasis on a college-going culture in the public schools, increasingly more students are entering Texas colleges and universities insufficiently prepared for the academic rigor of higher education. Often the first in their family to attend college, these students arrive with multiple doubts about their abilities to succeed in such an unfamiliar environment. Moreover, they lack familiarity with the basic rules and regulations about such things as drop dates, GPA calculations, and the process for declaring a major. As one strategy to assist students in reaching their educational objectives, UHD piloted in 2006 the Freshman Summer Success Program (FSSP). Originally funded through an external grant, the FSSP is now a QEP initiative. 
This 5-day transitional program assists a cohort of entering freshman in successfully transitioning into the university. One goal of this program is to introduce students to academic coursework by having them participate in sample courses such as math, composition, and reading.  Other goals include having students understand the expectations of the university and become familiar with its resources and services. They have opportunities to work with faculty, academic advisors, financial aid counselors, student ambassadors, and supplemental instruction leaders. An extensive body of research shows that the students most likely to be successful are those who are engaged in their studies and form early connections with their university. Here is the link to the QEP’s narrative on transition programs. 
http://cms.uhd.edu/qep/QEP_web_page_files/enhanced_transition_narrative.pdf
The first day of this initiative includes parents and family members, recognizing their importance in students’ achieving academic goals. Reinforcement activities continue to occur throughout the first year geared to help students develop the skills needed for academic success and to acculturate them to the university experience. An emphasis on academic preparation and financial responsibility is key to ensuring students are equipped to thrive in a complex world and become contributing members of the community.

Program Highlights

· Host Saturday kick-off, introducing parents and freshmen to UHD, including financial fitness, strategies for student success, campus organizations, and the general education core.

· Introduce students to academic coursework, enabling them to work with UHD faculty in sample courses such as math, writing, and reading. 

· Schedule meetings with academic advisors, financial aid counselors, student ambassadors, and career counselors. 

· An understanding of available resources and services can reduce the anxiety arising from being in unfamiliar surroundings. 

· Include the family in the awards banquet culminating the week’s activities, recognizing the importance of parents’ involvement in students’ achievements.

· Award each participant a $100 certificate for the bookstore and register each in a drawing for special books and an MP3 Player. 
· Offer follow-up activities, including social gatherings and workshops on topics such as financial fitness.
· Establish a support network for these entering freshmen, increasing the likelihood that they will persist in achieving their educational goals and re-enroll in subsequent semesters.

Implementation

The Saturday kick-off includes a panel of upper-class UHD students, presentations/Q&A sessions on financial fitness, and commentaries by academic advisors on the core curriculum and on characteristics of successful students. Being engaged in curricular and co-curricular aspects of university life enhances students’ completion of their educational objectives. Therefore, representatives of the Council of Student Organizations set up promotional displays, talking with the students about opportunities to become involved in student activities. Guided tours of the campus and lunch follow. Parents attend the Saturday event, and some select to visit the academic classes with their sons and daughters in the following week. Research literature supports the benefits of parental involvement in first-year experiences. 

Students are divided into a Monday/Wednesday cohort and a Tuesday/Thursday one, returning on the designated days for academic classes such as math, composition, reading, communication, and technology. Additional activities include an introduction to the library, advising and registration sessions, presentations on university expectations, and financial aid processing. At the closing ceremonies on Friday evening, students are awarded $100 dollar vouchers for the bookstore, certificates of completion, and shoulder bags donated by a local business. Additionally, they participate in a drawing for one of two MP3 Players. Throughout the five days, we reinforce the opportunity for peer interactions by having student ambassadors and peer tutors participate in the program delivery. Student evaluations of the FSSP testify to the benefits gained. 

Academic Component

Faculty members participating in the FSSP are experienced in teaching in our Learners’ Community, a 3-semester program for entering freshmen. It offers an integrated web of resources, including linked classes and an SI element. In fact, several of the SI student leaders participate in the FSSP, ensuring an opportunity for peer mentoring. For each course, faculty develop curriculum to foster active learning. For instance, the math professors provide strategies for reading a text in their discipline and assign journal writings on what students had learned and how they would approach their first semester. 

Sample FSSP Classes 2007: 

Theme: “Crack the code … Unlock the mysteries of higher education 

and begin preparing for your future this summer.”

Speech

The communication class discussed the meaning of being an "educated" individual and the responsibilities that accompany having a college degree (e.g., leadership). The professor recommended the following:
· subscribing to the M-W free word a day; 

· reading the newspaper each day, especially the international news; and
· locating the countries in the news on a world map or internet resource.
The class also broke into groups and did a word-association exercise with "communication." Students were instructed to read their book on Egypt and decide upon a communication topic to explore for the next meeting. During the second class, they reviewed headlines, geography, and word of the day. Students then prepared, in a group, a presentation on a communication topic from their reading (e.g. burial practices, writing, and dress). PowerPoint slides added visual interest and helped with organization. Finally, each group presentation was videotaped.

Math

After reviewing attrition rates for college students, the professor emphasized the importance of prioritizing and time management. She then explained how to read a syllabus and distributed a “Math Survival Tips” sheet. Students created accounts in order to complete online exercises in factoring. In keeping with the FSSP theme, students learned about the Egyptian system of numeration and took a short quiz. To foster increased enjoyment of math, students were introduced to Sudoku which became the focus of the homework assignment. 

Reading

The professor encouraged the students to write their names in each of the two books they had received upon registering, thereby breaking the barrier to marking up the text. Then, they spent 20 minutes, pen in hand, reading silently and at will. Discussion of the process, not the content, followed: how well / comfortably they read; what they marked; how long their attention span lasted. For homework, they were to spend one honest hour reading at will in either of these books. The assignment on the second day of class was to write a paragraph describing oneself as a reader. After discussing completion of the homework and the in-class assignment, students learned about university expectations and explored options to address academic challenges they might encounter.

Enrollment

Beginning in July 2006 with 39 students, the program doubled in enrollment in 2007. This cohort included 55 entering freshman, 12 dual credit students from Davis High, and 15 rising seniors from Yates High School. (Participation of Yates students was part of a grant from the McNair Foundation.) At the end of the first year, 43.9% had earned a 2.0 or above GPA. 

Eighty-nine (89) students attended the 2008 FSSP held July 12th – 18th. They included dual credit students (Davis High and Waltrip High) and entering freshman. Of these, 58.4 % are female, and 41.6% are male. The demographics include the following: Hispanic female, 46.1%; Hispanic male, 30.3%; Black female, 9%; Black male, 4.5%; White male, 3.4%;White female, 2.2%; Asian male, 1.1%; Asian female, 1.1%; and Other, 1.1%. The theme for the 2008 FSSP was “Body, Mind, and Spirit…Let the Games Begin.” More information can be found on the website at
http://www.uhd.edu/academic/colleges/university/sbp/fssp08/
Learning Outcomes

The learning outcomes for the FSSP are the first six of the eleven basic outcomes expressed for the QEP. These outcomes can be found at
http://cms.uhd.edu/qep/QEP_web_page_files/QEP_Learning_Outcomes.pdf
An examination and analysis of the academic progress of the 2007 student cohort will provide a direct measurement for assessment. Pre- and post-tests distributed at the 2008 FSSP will be used as another measurement of the program’s success. The following questions are to be used:

· What should I consider when I’m deciding how many credit hours to take each semester?

· What are course prerequisites and why are they important?

· What is the purpose of the Texas Success Initiative (TSI)?

· Where is the Academic Support Center and why type of assistance does it offer?

· What are the benefits of maintaining a 2.0 or higher GPA?

· What is the process for officially dropping a class?

· What does the phrase “core classes” mean at UHD?
· What is the process for officially dropping a class?

· What does the phrase “core classes” mean at UHD?

Welcome Week
The Welcome Week Council includes members from all five colleges within UHD as well as members from key service areas such as the W. I. Dykes Library and the Academic Support Center. Although co-curricular activities predominate, an increasing emphasis is given to curricular events. In fact, the 2007-2008 evaluations of Welcome Week indicate student interest in workshops on study skills, time management, and test anxiety. The fall 2008-2009 schedule incorporates this request. Also, the “Dessert with Departments” will allow students to mingle with faculty and learn more various degree programs. The schedule is made available to the university community at the Welcome Week website www.uhd.edu/sae several weeks prior to the beginning of the semester. 

UHD Dykes Library “Active Learning” Collection
Another of the goals of the QEP is to develop an Active Learning/Student Engagement Resource Collection in cooperation with the UC and the W. I. Dykes Library. We anticipate faculty and staff will use this collection as a reference to enhance and inform efforts to promote student engagement and active learning. With QEP and UC funding, more than a dozen journals pertaining to teaching and learning have been acquired in the past two years, to supplement journals to which the library previously subscribed. In addition, nearly a hundred such new book titles have been acquired. The QEP ALFS is consulted on the purchases. The following links provide partial lists of the books and journals comprising the collection.
http://cms.uhd.edu/qep/QEP_web_page_files/QEP Title List 6 20 2007.htm
http://library.uh.edu/search/ftlist^bib235,1,0,120/mode=2
http://cms.uhd.edu/qep/QEP_web_page_files/QEP Journals 6 22 07.htm
The ALFS is currently planning methods for better promoting this excellent resource to faculty.
Other Student Success Initiatives
While there are several strategies that are known to be effective for improving outcomes for first-year students (especially low-income or underprepared students), the logistics or expense of each strategy makes it impractical to expand to the scale needed to accommodate all FTIC students. SI, for example, can be quite expensive, costing UHD about $1,000 per section, not including indirect costs. Linked classes and learning communities present severe scheduling difficulties, especially at commuter universities. Early warning systems are usually difficult to implement and operate proficiently, and probably end up only helping a fraction of the students they are intended to help. In some sense, adopting engaging pedagogies or curricula that encourage active or “integrative” learning can be considered the most economical of the proven strategies. Although the initial cost of this strategy may be high (creating the curriculum or training faculty), the recurring costs are low, because course materials and training can be reused. However, faculty are often resistant to altering curricula and familiar pedagogical methods, especially where workload constraints are tight and the incentive structure of the university may not be weighted toward such efforts.
Faculty and administrator attitudes can mitigate against comprehensive approaches to FTIC success in more subtle ways, as well. Kuh points out that colleges are often satisfied to know that the right kinds of intervention programs—say SI and learning communities—exist on their campuses, without asking the crucial follow-up question: How many students actually participate in these programs? This failure echoes the misperception that as long as optional intervention programs (or support services) are available, then a university is fulfilling its obligation toward at-risk students. What we often fail to take into account is that in general, for whatever reason, first-year students tend to not take advantage of such optional programs or services. As Kuh puts it, first-year students simply do not do “optional.” (Which suggests a nice definition of “active learning” —pedagogical techniques that discourage or prevent students from opting out.) And the at-risk students such programs or services are most likely to benefit are the least likely to choose them or seek them out. We often view this reluctance as some sort of intrinsic defect, rather than as a modifiable consequence of the factors that caused the student to be at-risk to begin with. This is because we mistakenly believe that we have already given students every chance to succeed, and unsuccessful students have problems that are beyond our influence. It is then natural to conclude that it’s wasteful to allocate additional money to such services or programs—they are frequently underutilized and this money could be better spent on other university functions. Ergo, the only effective means of improving student outcomes at the university is to raise admission standards and reduce the number of at-risk students enrolled. 
In a slightly different vein, Tinto sees another defect in many universities’ attempts to address their student success shortcomings: they adopt the “add a course” mentality. Thus college success courses are added to address FTIC retention problems, developmental courses are added to address academic preparation problems, learning communities are added to address academic engagement issues, and so forth. While all of these programs can have demonstrable merit, they are often disconnected from one another and are usually located at the margins of institutional academic life. They do not function together cohesively or complement and enrich one another, and therefore do little to reshape the prevailing character of the FTIC educational experience. Again, we seem to invest considerable resources toward improving outcomes for first-year students, particularly low-income or underprepared students, without much measurable benefit.
Not surprisingly, a principal recommendation of Kuh is that all students have at least two “high-impact” educational experiences, one in their freshman year and one later linked to their major. Kuh’s list of high-impact experiences includes the familiar FTIC success strategies discussed here, plus others geared toward upper-level students. Tinto, of course, implies we must connect these strategies together in such a way that they function synergistically to fundamentally alter the nature of the student’s academic experience, in order to treat the deeper roots of student attrition. 

Hence, UHD appears to face an operations research-style task when trying to arrange a comprehensive and mandatory system of intervention strategies for FTIC student success, reflecting best practices, linked together in mutually complementary ways. The central difficulty in this task is, as mentioned earlier, that each such strategy has natural limitations to its scope. We must therefore use a patchwork approach, fitting and overlapping enough small pieces to create sufficient capacity in total to feasibly accommodate the entire FTIC student body. At the same time, we must be able to mandate an appropriate “high-impact” experience for each student, taking diverse student circumstances and abilities into account.

It is by no means easy to imagine a broad solution to this problem. But if Kuh and Tinto are correct in their reasoning, we actually have little choice but to find a solution, if we are to improve FTIC student outcomes at UHD without drastically altering the inclusive mission of the university. Kuh and Tinto are, of course, well aware of the complexity these issues present to universities. They both emphasize the necessity for institutions to demonstrate the “will” and “seriousness” required to tackle them. As the UHD QEP is strongly predicated on the work of Kuh and Tinto, it seems we should be disposed to follow their advice, modified to our own unique institutional circumstances. This is why we suggest the problem should be addressed carefully in the overall strategic plan.
As noted earlier, the QEP has begun to explore additional approaches to the aforementioned problem (not included in the original plan) by sponsoring a number of initiatives in partnership with UC and ATD. Some of these approaches involve experimental intervention strategies, while others are designed to help initially place students into appropriate strategies. It is hoped, with the proper level of institutional commitment and external support, that these initiatives can eventually blossom into a full-fledged solution to the problem. We note that we remain well below the targets established by the QEP and the state for the one-year full-time FTIC retention rate. (The current retention rate is 56% whereas the QEP target is 70%. The state target is 67%. About 44% of FTIC students who are required to take developmental courses will become college ready within one year.) Let us now describe those further initiatives in which the QEP has been involved. 
Developmental Success Labs
All developmental courses at UHD have a uniform attendance policy and assign the grades A, B, C, IP, or F. The grade F is assigned to students who fail by violating the attendance policy or by not making a genuine effort to pass, in the opinion of the instructor. The grade IP (not a passing grade) is assigned to students who do not make a C or better but who do not violate the attendance policy and make a legitimate attempt to pass. Students who make F in a developmental course at UHD are placed on Developmental Probation. Students who make two consecutive F’s in the same developmental course are placed on Developmental Suspension and forced to sit out one long semester. Students placed on Developmental Probation for a particular subject are required to enroll in the Success Lab for that subject—either MATH 1201, ENG 1201, or RDG 1201. Students who make IP in a developmental course are placed on Academic Notice and are offered the opportunity to take the corresponding Success Lab.  The developmental probation/suspension policy at UHD was developed after considering several years of data regarding the number of developmental students making F or IP, their reenrollment rates in the subsequent semester, and their success rates upon reenrolling. We knew from this data that IP students were much more likely to reenroll and become successful than F students, without any intervention. Thus we decided that the Success Lab intervention would primarily benefit F students, and we knew we had the resources to accommodate the number of F students who typically reenroll. The idea for the Success Labs was adapted from Glendale Community College in Phoenix, Arizona.

A large majority of students placed on developmental probation have failed a developmental math course. Math Success Lab (MATH 1201) meets two hours per week and offers structured tutoring assistance based around the developmental course homework and other group or laboratory activities specially designed for MATH 1201. Additional topics include college success skills such as study skills, time management, goal setting, student success resources, and test-taking skills. A math instructor is assigned to each section in order to monitor, supervise, and provide college success skills instruction (with the help of Academic Advising); the tutoring is provided by peer tutors who attend each class meeting. The grading scale used is S, U, or IP (U and IP are not passing grades).

Although MATH 1201 was initiated before the QEP, we are using QEP funds to pay the peer tutors, through the SI program. The following tables document the outcomes for students enrolled in MATH 1201 since its inception in Spring 2006 (almost all of these students were on developmental probation). The last table shows course outcomes in the required developmental math course for students who would have been on Developmental Probation for math in Fall 2005. This data shows that prior to MATH 1201, approximately 17% of students who made F in developmental math and reenrolled the following semester would make a C or better. However, developmental probation students who take and participate in MATH 1201 will make a C or better 53% of the time. Altogether, since instituting MATH 1201, more than 32% of students who made F in developmental math and reenrolled the following semester have made a C or better. This is nearly double the prior rate. The tables that follow show course outcomes in the required developmental math course for students on Developmental Probation for math for the past several semesters.
	Spring 2006
	C or better
	IP
	F/W

	S in MATH 1201

(41 students)
	56%

23/41
	34%

14/41
	10%

4/41

	U/IP/W in MATH 1201

(64 students)
	13%

8/64
	13%

8/64
	74%

48/64

	Not enrolled in MATH 12011
(86 students)
	17%

15/86
	19%

16/86
	64%

55/81


1 Due to advising error or incompatible schedule.

	Fall 2006
	C or better
	IP
	F/W

	S in MATH 1201

(75 students)
	45%

34/75
	37%

28/75
	17%

13/75

	U/IP/W in MATH 1201

(46 students)
	4%

2/46
	17%

8/46
	78%

36/46

	Not enrolled in MATH 1201

(46  students)
	33%

15/46
	26%

12/46
	41%

19/46


	Spring 2007
	C or better
	IP
	F/W

	S in MATH 1201

(78 students)
	51%

40/78
	37%

29/78
	12%

9/78

	U/IP/W in MATH 1201

(74 students)
	18%

13/74
	20%

15/74
	62%

46/74


	Fall 2007
	C or better
	IP
	F/W

	S in MATH 1201

(50 students)
	46%

23/50
	46%

23/50
	8%

4/50

	U/IP/W in MATH 1201

(31 students)
	6%

2/31
	26%

8/31
	68%

21/31


	Spring 2008
	C or better
	IP
	F/W

	S in MATH 1201

(86 students)
	63%

54/86
	24%

21/86
	13%

11/86

	U/IP/W in MATH 1201

(60 students)
	17%

10/60
	22%

13/60
	62%

37/60


The table that follows shows course outcomes in the required developmental math course for students who would have been on Developmental Probation 2 for math in Fall 2005.
	
	C or better
	IP
	F/W

	Approximately 175 students 2
	17%
	52%
	31%


2 Developmental Probation and MATH 1201 were not implemented until Spring 2006.
Early Alert System

Since its inception, the QEP has been working in conjunction with Academic Advising and the English and Math Departments to develop an “early alert” system for students (primarily developmental) who are showing signs of being at-risk. We also want to use the system to monitor the number of students violating the developmental attendance policy. The initial attempt at such a system has been rather clumsy, since it involves a triplicate form to be filled out by the instructor for each student and then sent through the department offices to Academic Advising. Advisers then follow up by attempting to contact the student to offer counseling and support. Although we have had some success persuading instructors to use the form (about 400 forms were submitted in Spring 2008), in practice this system has proven to be too slow to be effective. By the time the forms reach Advising, many of the students have disappeared from campus altogether. Only a handful of students referred to advising have responded. Citing Tinto again, our system lacks the most important characteristic of an early alert system—it isn’t early. It is also difficult to track the ultimate progress of these at-risk students, to assess any benefits of the system. For these reasons, beginning in Fall 2008, we are switching to electronic forms which will be emailed directly from the instructor to Advising, with a copy submitted to the QEP. We hope this will speed the cycle up to make it more helpful.  
Software
One of the earliest goals of the QEP, in partnership with ATD and Enrollment Services, has been the development of databases of FTIC and new transfer student demographic information and academic progress at UHD (initially disaggregated by cohort year), as well as databases of prerequisite information about students enrolled in key courses (most particularly the bottleneck courses). One reason the QEP has joined with ATD on this project is that ATD is required (under the terms of the grant) to create and exploit such cohort tracking databases on an annual basis. The QEP employed two student programmers, one funded by ATD, in order to create an interface program for the databases that can be used to efficiently track cohorts of students through various key academic markers (such as completing certain courses). The program uses logical expressions that can be composed of many variables to disaggregate the FTIC and new transfer cohorts into an unlimited variety of subcohorts based on demographic or academic characteristics. It also uses logical expressions to define an unlimited number of target academic markers through which the subcohort can be tracked. The program then uses information from the database to compute the percentage of each cohort that has completed each academic marker. 
Likewise, the interface program can use logical expressions to filter the cohort of students enrolled in a particular course in a particular semester according to their prerequisite characteristics, and then examine the course outcomes for that subcohort. For instance, we can compute the passing rate of students in College Algebra who completed Intermediate Algebra at UHD, versus those who placed or transferred into the course. Or we can compute the passing rate of students in Freshman Composition II who are repeating the course at UHD, versus those taking it for the first time. Most of the statistics stated in this report regarding course outcomes (i.e. letter grades) were generated using this program. Another example of a large table of statistics generated using the program (“Table of FTIC Student Achievement, University of Houston-Downtown”) can be found at
http://cms.uhd.edu/qep/QEP_web_page_files/uhd_achievement_abstract_ftic.pdf
This table tracks the 1,196 FTIC students from Fall 2003 through 33 academic markers of student progress, ending with Fall 2006 (the table has recently been modified and updated for the 2004 FTIC cohort). The table is in the format of a “data square,” that is, the academic markers used in the table to measure progress are also transposed and used as academic characteristics to define FTIC subcohorts tracked in the table. Such a format can provide a very complex view of a subcohort’s academic progress. For example, not only can we quickly determine the percentage of FTIC student who become college ready (one of the academic markers defined in the table), but we can in turn determine the percentage of college ready FTIC students who complete the other academic markers defined in the report. Another table of statistics generated by the program (“Accuplacer Scores and Student Achievement at UHD”), also recently updated, played an important role in the structuring of the Cornerstone Program discussed later.
Linked Courses

Linked courses are surely one of the best known, most widely implemented, and best documented types of engagement strategies. Linked courses enroll the same group of students in two or more different classes, and the faculty teaching those courses work together to develop a curriculum that will bridge the two academic contents—allowing each to inform the other over the course of a semester with common assignments. Linked courses offer students the opportunity to work closely with classmates and instructors and make meaningful personal and academic connections. Linked courses also facilitate faculty collaboration, challenging instructors both to explore new teaching strategies and to consider their course content within the context of another academic discipline, thus expanding their vision of their own and other fields of inquiry.
Both Tinto and Kuh are proponents of linked courses, which are often packaged with other intervention strategies to form Learning Communities. Tinto warns, however, that linked courses must accentuate curricular relationships and opportunities for student collaboration, rather just dual enrollment, in order to be effective.
Currently UC, through the auspices of the UHD Learners’ Community with funding by the GEAR UP initiative, offers support for a selection of linked classes each semester. The QEP provides peer tutors for these classes, through the SI program.
Basic Skills Learning Communities

One type of linked course that Tinto finds especially promising is what he calls “basic skills” learning communities. This is where a developmental course is linked to a college level course which directly applies the skills (reading, writing, or math) taught in the developmental course. An entire class of students from a developmental section must co-enroll in the same section of a post-requisite college level course (although there may be students enrolled in the college level course not co-enrolled in the developmental section). Although such an arrangement violates the normal prerequisite sequence, the focus of teaching and learning in the developmental class are the relevant skills as they are actually practiced in the college level course. Tinto finds that such linked courses improve student performance and persistence in both the developmental and college level course, partly due to the natural benefits of linked courses, but also in part because students better understand the motivation for studying the required developmental skills. Moreover, the developmental course offers a greater level of academic support for the college level course than is typically available.
In Fall 2008, the QEP will begin experimenting with basic skills learning communities by sponsoring two such pilot linkages: one linking developmental reading with U.S. History I, and the other linking developmental English with History of Art. These linkages are meant to complement the Cornerstone Program described below; therefore students who enroll in the linked developmental sections will be required to have placement scores above the thresholds designated for that program.
UHD has already begun experimenting with a somewhat different type of basic skills learning community. Because UHD is a four-year institution, state regulations only permit us to offer six hours of developmental math (Beginning Algebra and Intermediate Algebra). This short developmental sequence (and a policy of continuous enrollment in developmental requirements) does have certain advantages: 52% of developmental math students at UHD will complete the sequence within three years, versus 23% in the overall database of ATD schools. In Fall 2007 and Spring 2008, we began offering developmental math students the opportunity to complete their developmental sequence in one semester, by enrolling simultaneously in linked sections of Beginning Algebra and Intermediate Algebra. Both sections were taught by the same instructor and were scheduled so that the students met at the same time four days a week. A peer tutor was provided to support in-class activities and the classes met in a computer lab classroom to allow students time to work on their online homework with the instructor and peer tutor available. We are using QEP funds to pay the peer tutor, through the SI program. Essentially, the first half of the semester was devoted to Beginning Algebra, with the final exam given at midsemester, and the last half of the semester was devoted to Intermediate Algebra. Students who did not pass Beginning Algebra were allowed to drop the Intermediate Algebra section, but continue coming to class and working individually to complete Beginning Algebra. By examining historical data relating placement scores to course grades in Beginning Algebra, we decided to limit enrollment to students who made 40 or better on the placement test (Accuplacer). We were able to examine the historical data using the tracking software tools developed by the QEP in collaboration with ATD. From the Fall 2007 pilot sections, 100% of students passed Beginning Algebra, and 75% passed both courses. In Spring 2008, again 100% passed Beginning Algebra, and 53% passed both courses. The class average in Spring on both the Beginning Algebra and Intermediate Algebra departmental final exams was 72, at least 14 points higher than the average for all classes. 

Based on the Fall 2003 FTIC cohort, only 25% of students with Accuplacer ≥ 40 passed Beginning Algebra in Fall 2003 and then passed Intermediate Algebra in Spring 2004. Of course, many of those students did not return in Spring 2004. Now, if we restrict our attention to those who actually returned to take Intermediate Algebra in Spring 2004, the passing rate was 51%.* Moreover, typically only 65% of Beginning Algebra students with Accuplacer ≥ 40 will pass in one semester. Indeed, typically only 75% will pass Beginning Algebra in two semesters (recall 100% of the pilot sections passed Beginning Algebra). This linkage was adapted from Brookhaven College in Dallas, Texas.
The two pilots of this initiative were funded by UC (except for the peer tutors). Beginning in Fall 2008, funding for the initiative will be provided by the QEP. About 20% of UHD’s FTIC cohort will have math placement scores in the range necessary to qualify for this intervention. Results of this caliber strongly imply the initiative should be expanded to accommodate more of these students.
*Based on the Fall 2003 FTIC cohort, only 42% of students with Accuplacer from 40 to 52 (the cutoff for Math 1300) will ever pass Math 1300, including repeats. Only 29% will pass Math 1300 on their first attempt.

The Cornerstone Program

Students who are placed on developmental probation for math, and are therefore subsequently required to take MATH 1201-Math Success Lab, often ask why they were allowed to fail their developmental math course first, before being permitted to enroll in the intervention that many find helpful. This question raises the perplexing issue of how to better identify at-risk students and provide some type of appropriate intervention, before they have wasted time and money and identified themselves through failure. Many universities have begun working on predictive models in order to facilitate such decisions. Because several of the variables likely to be useful in such a model (SAT and ACT scores, high school GPA, high school rank, placement test scores, financial aid level, etc.) are included in the QEP/ATD databases described above, it is natural that the QEP and ATD have begun jointly working on this issue. However, UHD does not currently require students to submit SAT or ACT scores, and sometimes only receives partial information regarding a student’s high school rank and GPA. Therefore, we have initially focused on placement test scores as a means of identifying severely at-risk students. Note: Every FTIC student is required to take math, reading and English placement tests (Accuplacer). Some of our findings relating placement test scores of the 2002 FTIC cohort to their college progress after five long semesters can be found in the report “Accuplacer Scores and Student Achievement at UHD” located at
http://cms.uhd.edu/qep/QEP_web_page_files/accuplacer_achievement.pdf
This report has recently been modified and updated for the 2003 FTIC cohort. The data in the 2003 report for developmental students is summarized in the following table. APSS, APEA and APRC are the acronyms for the Accuplacer writing, algebra and reading placement tests, respectively. Each column represents the subcohort of the 2003 FTIC developmental cohort that scored within the indicated range on the corresponding placement test. The percentages are the fraction of the column subcohort that achieved a given academic progress marker, as indicated by the row headings on the left. For example, we note that 36.36% of the FTIC students who scored from 20 to 30 on the APSS placement eventually passed developmental English (within five long semesters).
	English
	APSS

20-30
	APSS

31-40
	APSS

41-50
	APSS

51-60
	APSS

61-70
	APSS

71-79

	Passing developmental English
	36.36%
	62.86%
	67.24%
	76.32%
	83.78%
	88.64%

	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	College ready (completed all developmental)
	18.18%
	31.43%
	32.76%
	36.84%
	39.19%
	50.76%

	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Completed freshmen level English
	9.09%
	20.00%
	15.52%
	26.32%
	25.68%
	39.39%

	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Completed all three core subjects
(English, U.S. History, math)
	0.00%
	2.86%
	3.45%
	5.26%
	4.05%
	9.09%

	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Math
	APEA

20-30

(Beg Alg)
	APEA

31-40

(Beg Alg)
	APEA

41-52

(Beg Alg)
	APEA

53-72

(Int Alg)
	
	

	Passing developmental math
	16.50%
	24.12%
	42.13%
	80.99%
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	College ready (completed all developmental)
	16.02%
	24.12%
	41.62%
	78.51%
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Completed freshmen level math
	8.25%
	11.84%
	26.90%
	57.85%
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Completed all three core subjects
(English, U.S. History, math)
	4.37%
	4.39%
	12.18%
	23.14%
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Reading
	APRC

20-30
	APRC

31-40
	APRC

41-50
	APRC

51-60
	APRC

61-70
	APRC

71-77

	Passing developmental reading
	85.71%
	87.80%
	81.25%
	80.15%
	85.93%
	86.36%

	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	College ready (completed all developmental)
	14.29%
	41.46%
	34.38%
	33.09%
	48.24%
	51.14%

	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Completed U.S. History
	0.00%
	4.88%
	9.38%
	15.44%
	15.08%
	21.02%

	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Completed all three core subjects
(English, U.S. History, math)
	0.00%
	4.88%
	4.69%
	9.56%
	10.05%
	11.36%


It is easy to see, even without statistical analysis, the positive correlation between placement scores and student achievement, which is what one would hope. More important, there are certain thresholds where we see clear “jumps” in student achievement: at 70 for APSS, 40 for APEA and 50 for APRC, for instance. These achievement jumps suggest that students scoring below these thresholds may be good candidates for mandatory early interventions related to the given discipline. This observation forms the basis for the UHD Cornerstone Program, a joint initiative between QEP, ATD, UC and Student Affairs to be implemented in Fall 2008.
The program operates as follows. Developmental math students who score 30 or below on the APEA placement test will be limited to at most 11 semester hours and will be required to enroll in Beginning Algebra and a linked section of MATH 1201-Math Success Lab (see above), taught by the same instructor. Students scoring between 30 and 40 on APEA will be required to co-enroll in both Beginning Algebra and CSP 1101-College Success (a freshman seminar/college study skills course). Students scoring between 40 and 52 on APEA will be offered the option of enrolling in the linked sections of Beginning Algebra and Intermediate Algebra (see above). Students who score above 52 are placed into Intermediate Algebra.
The program is similar for developmental English and reading students who score 50 or below on the APSS or APRC placement tests.* They will be limited to at most 11 semester hours and will be required to enroll in Fundamentals of English or Reading, and either ENG 1201-Writing Success Lab or RDG 1201-Reading Success Lab (see above). Students scoring above 50 will be offered the option of enrolling in the linked sections of developmental English and History of Art, or developmental reading and U.S. History I (see above).
Altogether, we estimate about 150 students will participate in the Cornerstone Program in Fall 2008.

*The reader may notice that the placement test score cut-off used for developmental English students (50) does not correspond to the achievement gap threshold score observed in the data for developmental English students (70). This lower cut-off score was chosen to maintain consistency with the reading cut-off score.
Integrating Math Study Skills into College Success Classes

As noted above, students scoring between 30 and 40 on the math placement test will be required to co-enroll in both Beginning Algebra and CSP 1101-College Success (a freshman seminar/college study skills course). To enhance this intervention and facilitate the integration of math study skills into the college success class, in Fall 2008 the QEP in collaboration with UC and ATD will sponsor pilot linked sections of these two courses. Research suggests that college success classes more closely aligned with the students’ current course work may be more effective. The ATD has set up a Math Success Committee composed of developmental math faculty in order to assist with this linkage and help educate the college success faculty about math study skills.
Placement Test Readiness Classes
With the Cornerstone Program in place, the consequences of placement testing for students will become more far-reaching. Thus, the QEP will begin sponsoring Accuplacer Readiness Classes for math in conjunction with summer freshman orientation, starting in July 2008.
Developmental Math Final Exam Retesting

All developmental math sections at UHD are required to give comprehensive, departmental, multiple-choice final exams that count at least one-third of the course grade. Such high stakes testing, while useful for quality control and assessment purposes, generates a good deal of test anxiety among the students. It should be noted that in Spring 2008, about 10% of UHD’s undergraduate student body was enrolled in a developmental math course, either Beginning or Intermediate Algebra. Starting in Spring 2008, the QEP began sponsoring a pilot program allowing developmental math students from selected sections the option of taking their final exam twice, once during reading days and then again during their regular final exam period. Students were allowed to keep the highest of the two scores to count toward their course grade. Additional final exam review sessions were conducted to help students prepare for the early testing, and different but equivalent versions of the final exams were used. Immediately after completing the early exam, the student’s exam was scored and the graded multiple choice answer sheet was returned to the student (but not a copy of the test questions). Students were also provided with a handout listing textbook problems corresponding by number to each of the problems on the early exam. Since students were aware which problem numbers they had missed on the early exam, they were able to use the handout to find similar problems to review prior to retaking the exam.
Initial results from Spring 2008 were encouraging. In Intermediate Algebra, 75 students took the early exam, and of these 62 retested during the regular final exam period. The mean score on the early exam was 57.8, as compared to the overall final exam average of 57.6 for all students. The mean score on the retest was 63.0 for the students who retested, with an average increase of 8.3 points from the early exam, which is statistically significant with more than 99% confidence. Even more promising is the fact that 48% of the retesters improved their score by 10 points or more on the retest, 68% had a significant increase in score (6 or more points), and 74% had at least some increase in score. The average maximum test score for the 75 students taking the early exam was 66.3, which compares favorably to the overall final exam average of 57.6 for all students.
Results were more mixed for Beginning Algebra. In this course, only 33 students took the early exam, and of these 25 retested during the regular final exam period. (This lack of participation could be a noteworthy example of Kuh’s caveat that first-year students don’t take advantage of optional opportunities.) The mean score on the early exam was 53.9, as compared to the overall final exam average of 55.9 for all students. The mean score on the retest was 59.4 for the students who retested, with an average increase of 6.3 points from the early exam, which is also statistically significant with more than 99% confidence. Again, 48% of the retesters improved their score by 10 points or more on the retest, but only 56% had at least some increase in score. The average maximum test score for the 33 students taking the early exam was 60.2, which still compares favorably to the overall final exam average of 55.9 for all students.
We have decided to continue piloting this program in Fall 2008. Our initial success highlights an oft-cited unmet need at UHD, that of a Testing Center where students can take proctored tests outside of their normal class period.
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