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Overview

For the spring 2009 semester, I taught two sections of CRS.  A total of 38 students were enrolled in the two courses including 15 in the CRS 101S with a lab and 23 in the non lab section.  A total of 15 of students were repeaters who either failed or withdrew from CRS in fall.  Only 25 of the students who enrolled in the course completed the course.  One course repeater earned a D in CRS in the fall and re-enrolled in an attempt to improve her grade.  Course completers are those who had not reached the maximum number of absences by the withdrawal deadline, and who attended class (regardless of the number of times) after the deadline.  The remaining 13 students either withdrew from the course or stopped attending but did not withdraw, thus failing.  Of the 25 course completers, 17 had pre and post test scores for Reading Comprehension.  
Course Outcomes

Table I shows course outcomes for all 38 students who enrolled in CRS in spring 2009. Slightly more than half the students passed the course.  All of the students who failed were informed of their course standing either via individual conferences or the academic overview reports which were submitted to the Dean of Advising shortly after midterms.  These students chose, however, to remain in the course.  The following combination of factors contributed to these students failure in the course: 1) low test scores, 2) missing assignments, 3) absences, and 4) failure to apply feedback and suggestions (including meeting with me for extra support) to improve work. 
Because the spring semester tends to enroll a number of course repeaters, data for this sub group is also shown in the table.  More than half of the course repeaters were unsuccessful in the course meaning that they either stopped attending, failed or withdrew.  Of the 4 repeaters who withdrew, 2 were advised to withdraw due to excessive absences.  The other two students were advised to withdraw from the course because they were on track to fail due to of low test scores and failure to submit several assignments. 
Table I: Course Outcomes
	Outcome 
	Total

Spring 09
	Repeaters

Spring 09

	fail/stop
	6
	2

	Pass*
	20
	6

	Fail
	5
	2

	w/d
	7
	4

	 Total
	38
	14


*Pass indicates student earned a grade of D or higher.  

Pre and Post Test Scores 

The Reading Comprehension Placement Test uses a 120 point range with 3 proficiency levels.  Each proficiency level is indicated by a score range (Level I=51-77; Level II=78-98; Level III=99-120).  Earning a score in a certain range indicates a student’s mastery of a set of comprehension skills.  At Trinity, students who place 51 or above, regardless of the proficiency level, are placed into a CRS course without lab; students scoring below 51 are placed in a CRS course with a lab.    

Pre and post test scores were only available for 17 of the 25 course completers.  This included 6 course repeaters, 10 students who were new to Trinity in spring 2009, and one student who enrolled in fall 2008 but did not take CRS.  Table II compares scores for 6 course repeaters and 11 non-repeaters for whom pre and post test scores were available.  
All course repeaters showed score increases.  Five of the 6 repeaters placed into CRS with lab in the fall 2008.  This means they originally scored below the 51 (their average pre-test score was 37).  Four of the five course repeaters scored above this benchmark on the post test.  These students earned scores of 56.8, 55.9, 53, and 66.4.  The course repeater who was did not place into a lab section in the fall also experienced a score increase (from 56.7 to 79.3), which is a higher proficiency level.  Since many of the course repeaters did not complete the post test at the end of the fall semester, this report uses their pretest scores gathered prior to the fall 2008.  For this reason, it is difficult to draw conclusions about what influenced the score increases.   
On the other hand, the data shows a slight decrease in scores for non-repeaters.  Seven of the 11 non-repeaters showed score decreases while only four showed score increases for an average decline of less than 1%.  This decrease seems insignificant, but it is also unexplainable.  However, the change in the gap between scores of repeaters and non-repeaters is significant.  At the end of the course, the 26 point gap in pre-tests scores between these two groups had virtually diminished to 1.6.

Table II: Pre/Post Test Scores for Repeaters vs. Non-repeaters
	
	No. of Students
	Average Pre-test
	Average Post-test
	Average score increase

	Average % increase

	*Repeaters
	6
	37
	57.15
	20.15
	55%

	Non-repeaters
	11
	63.04
	58.75
	-4.29
	-.07%

	All
	17
	53.85
	58.19
	4.34
	17%


*For course repeaters, pre-test scores were from prior to the start of the fall 2008.
Table III compares pre and post test scores for students who were enrolled in the lab section and those who were not enrolled in the lab.  Fifteen students (including 9 course repeaters) were enrolled in the CRS course with a lab.  Pre and post test scores were only available for 6 of these students.  Five of the six lab students showed score increases, while one showed a 13% decrease.  Only 2 of the six lab students showed, however increased their score to the next highest proficiency level (scoring between 51 and 77); both of these students were repeaters.       

Of the 11 non-labs students who completed the post test, only 4 showed score increases. Three of the 4 students with increases were enrolled at Trinity in fall 2008 but either failed or did not take CRS.  Two of the repeaters whose scores increased were enrolled in CRS w/lab in fall 2008 but were not required to repeat the lab.
Consistent with the findings from the previous semester, the average score for non-lab students showed virtually not change, while the average score for lab students showed a significant increase.  
Table III: Scores for Lab vs. Non-lab Students
	
	No. of Students
	Average Pre-test
	Average Post-test
	Average score increase
	Average % increase

	Lab
	6
	35.18
	46.22
	11.03
	33%

	Non Lab
	11
	64.03
	64.72
	0.69
	1%

	All
	17
	53.85
	58.19
	4.34
	17%


Attendance 
Since class attendance is vital to student academic success, I decided to examine certain variables in relation to course attendance for course completers only.  I will note that the 6 students who failed because they stopped attending had at least 7 absences each.  Students who withdrew averaged 6 absences before withdrawing.
Table IV presents the average number of absences for course completers by course outcome. Students who passed CRS with at least C averaged fewer than 4 absences.  Those who passed with less than C averaged about 5 absences which was the overall class average.  Students who failed the course averaged 6.6 absences.  It should ne noted that attendance and participation were accounted for 10% of the course grade. 

Table IV: Absences by course outcome for course completers only
	
	No. of students
	Average # absences

	Students passing with C or higher
	6
	3.8

	Students passing with below C
	14
	4.9

	Failing students
	5
	6.6

	All 
	25
	5


The average number of absences for course repeaters was slightly higher than that of non-repeaters (Table V).  In fact, many of the repeaters who took CRS with me in the fall were asked to withdraw from the course then because of attendance issues.  Attendance continued to be an issue for about half of these students.  Family obligations, care of a child, and personal illness were common reasons given form most of the absences.  

Table V: Absences for Repeaters vs. Non repeaters 
	
	No. Students
	Average # absences

	Repeaters 
	9
	5.6

	Non-repeaters
	16
	4.6

	All 
	25
	5


The attendance results highlight an ongoing issue that is not exclusive to CRS: the impact of attendance in students’ academic success.  This is an issue that we need to continue to emphasize with our students not just in our classes but BEFORE they undertake university studies.  Also, these results are leading me to re-think the attendance policy for my course. Currently, students are not allowed to miss more than 1/3 of the course meeting times, which is consistent with the Trinity’s guidelines in the faculty handbook.  According to my spring 2009 syllabus, 10 absences led to an automatic failure, and this policy does not distinguish between excused and unexcused absences.  Given the likelihood of failure for students with more than 5 absences, I will consider the implications of an attendance policy that allows no more than 5 absences.  
Overall Academic Performance of CRS Students

One variable that had not been examined in previous semesters is the relationship between students’ performance in CRS and their overall academic performance.  Academic performance is measured using spring 2009 semester and cumulative GPAs (for most students, the two were the same since it was their first semester enrolled at Trinity). Data was collected for all students who enrolled in the course regardless of their course outcome.  

The results, reported in Table VI, are not surprising.  For students who passed CRS with C or higher, the average semester and cumulative GPA was slightly below 3.0 (equivalent to B-).  The average GPAs for students who passed with below C was 1.79 for the semester and 1.77 cumulative (equivalent to C-)
Students who failed because they stopped attending earned a semester GPA of 0.0.  It is likely that these students stopped attending all courses, not just CRS, but failed to withdraw from the university.  Also, most of these students stopped attending CRS before the midterm mark, and Midterm Overview Reports were submitted advising them to withdraw.  Even after being contacted by the Dean of Advising and/or their advisor, they remained on the roster for the entire semester.

Table VI: Average Semester and Cumulative GPA for students by course outcome
	Course outcome
	No. Students
	Average

Semester GPA
	Average

Cumulative GPA

	Passed with C or higher
	6
	2.84
	2.9

	Pass with less than C
	14
	1.79
	1.77

	Failed/stop attending
	6
	0
	0.30

	Failed
	5
	0.58
	0.67

	Withdrew
	7
	1.37
	1.44

	Total
	38
	1.44
	1.51


Overall academic performance was also examined for the subgroup of course repeaters.  The data for this subgroup is rather bleak, regardless of course outcome.  Despite the average score increase of 33% for course repeaters, the average semester and cumulative GPAs for this group are abysmal.  Table VII shows that even for those repeaters who passed CRS in spring 2009, average semester and cumulative GPAs were below 2.0.  Also, only one repeater passed the course with C or better.  This student was the only course repeater to earn a GPA above 2.0.  (She earned a semester GPA of 2.68 and a cumulative GPA of 2.792.)  She was also the only course repeater who was not on academic probation after the fall semester.  
Table VII: Average Semester and Cumulative GPA for Course Repeaters by Outcome
	Outcome
	No. Students
	Average

Semester GPA
	Average

Cumulative GPA

	Repeaters pass
	7
	1.56
	1.54

	Repeaters w/d
	4
	0.67
	0.79

	Repeaters fail
	2
	0.40
	0.62

	Fail stop
	2
	0
	0.69

	Total
	15
	0.96
	1.1


This data suggests that student performance in CRS is similar to their overall academic performance, and that student success in CRS is a likely predictor of overall academic success.  It would be worth exploring the implications this data.  
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