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STATE OF NEw JERSEY
DEPARTMENT OF HiGHER Epucatioy
CN sq2
TRENTON. NEW JERSEY 08@2s

OFFICE OF “HE CHANCEL . OR

MEMORANDUM

TO: Members. Board of Higher Educat%ﬂ Mm

FROM: T. Edward Hollander. Chancellor
SUBJECT: Basic Skills Council s Report on the EPfectiveness of Remedial Programs
DATE: March 8, 1989

{ am pleased to present to you the Basic Skills Council's report on the
"Effectiveness of Remedial Programs in Public Colleges and Universities. Fall
1984-Spring 1986.” As you will recall, the college Basic Skills Council was created in
1977 for two main purposes: first, to assess the skills preparedness (i.e., in reading,
writing and mathematics) of students entering New Jersey public cnileges and to assist
the colleges in identifying those students whose skills need improvement; and second, to
assess the effectiveness of our public colleges’ remedial programs. The present report
from the Council and its Assessment Advisory Committee addresses the latter purrose.
The report delineates strengths and areas of concern for each of 115 remedial programs,
based on data provided from 32 campuses. The institutional profiles which make up the
bulk of this report raise each program to a new level of public accountability.

While the report focuses primarily on institutional programs, it also makes three
major contributions to our understanding and monitoring of the collegiate remedial effort:

* First, reports in this series have been concerned with the general question of
whether collegiate remedial education is worthwhile. Clearly, the answer is
“yes." As you saw in last month's report on placement test results, between 33
percent (in verbal skills) and 60 percent (in elementary algebra) of the freshmen
entering our public colleges and universities statewide lack the skills needed to
begin college-level work in one or more areas. The Council's systemwide
overview demonstrates that underprepared students who complete their college's
remedial course sequence(s) have two to three times greater chance of being
retained within and hence profiting from higher education than students who need
but do not complete remediation, At many colleges, the retention of remediated
students even exceeds that of the non-remedial students. These patterns
reported here confirm the positive findings in the two previous effectiveness
studies,

° Second, the report introduces “provisional standards® on rumerical outcome
indicators that will be further refined and used for subsequent program reviews.

g
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+ Third, the report points out some administrative shortcomngs in student testing,
remedial enrollment and reporting which the institutions in question must address
immediately.

Background

This is the third in a series of reports that analyzes data from the outcomes of
remedial programs over a two-year period (Fall 1984-Spring 1986). No other state
provides such an extensive public analysis of the outcomes of all remedial programs in
every public college and university. The purpose of the Council's effort this year was
twofold: 1) to help the colleges to iraprove their remedial programs and 2) to develop a
set of reasonable outcome standards that future remedial effectiveness reviews would use
for instituticnal accountability. .

We recognize that achieving the twin goals of access and excellence ur our colleges
is highly dependent on maintaining successful remedial reading, writing, computation and
elementary algebra programs. Students admitted with low levels of skill in these crucial
disciplines cannot be retained and be successful in college without the skills improvement
provided by these programs. Typically one third of our entering freshmen statewide have
skills levels that would result in assignment to remedial reading and writing classes: and
in the county colleges, approximately one-half of the entering class have skills levels that
suggest the need for remediation in computation.. Successful upgrading of these students’
skills is the only way in which the foundation for academic excellence can be laid. The
colleges' efforts over this period (1984-86) have been substantial (11.699 students
enrolled in remedial reading, 10,331 in remedial writing, 11,473 in computation and 8,527
in elementary algebra), and I have asked the Basic Skills Council to be rigorous in its
reviews, The Council and its Assessment Advisory Committee have responded with the
detailed analyses in the present report.

Program Evaluation Design

The report breaks new ground for us in program evaluation. Previous reports gave
you information primarily at the systemwide level whereas this report presents an
in-depth analysis--program by program.

This approach has resulted in two important improvements over previous reports.
First, the Council's Assessment Advisory Committee has set "provisional standards" on
each of the main numerical outcome indicators used to judge the effectiveness of
programs, These standards extend the Board's current requirements for program
administration (i.e., testing and enrollment percentages) and set expectations for a
pattern of student outcomes marking a successful program. For example, standards were
set for passing rates in final-level remedial courses and for first college-level courses.
for the percentage of the cohort of students expected to be at or above a “C" average,
for retention and so forth, In all, 11 numerical standards were used in the program
evaluation process. (Attachment A provides you with an excerpt from the Council's
report which discusses the indicators and the standards set on each.) In addition. patterns
arnong indicators were discussed and a standardized format and language were agreed
upon for all reviews.
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The second improvement s the critic \l analysis of each of 115 programs that was
developed through a standardized jury revii w process. Using data and a nacrative report
provided by the colleges in conformity with the Council's guidelines. an Assessment
Committee member acafted a detailed analy ;is and critique of the programs within a
given college. This analysis was then subjected to a jury review in commttee. much hke
a dissertation defense. with the author of the analysis charged with both advocating on
behalf of the institution and with revising the document when the commttee found flaws
or omissions. This process was repeated as many times as necessary until the ~ommittee
reached consensus. Finally, the resultant draft was shared with the college prior to its
publication here. .

The program review design uses multiple indicators to assess the scholastic
outcomes of three groups of students relative to each other. The three groups reported
on in each institution were: 1) students'who did not need remediation: 2) students who
needed and successfully completed remediation (as defined by the respective ‘college); and
3) students who needed remediation but either did not start or did not successfully
complete it. The performance of non-remedial students in the system serves as the
standard against which the performance of remediation-completed students is measured.
Moreover. the addition of the provisional standards now provides an objective means for
making these relative comparisons. The “multiple indicators” concept of assessment
employed by the Basic Skills Council provides the Board with a sophisticated model with
which to judge the effectiveness of our remedial programs.

The indicators used in analyzing program performance can be divided into
administrative indicators and student outcome indicators. Selected results from each
group are summarized below.

Administrative Indicators

Standards Set By Previous Board Action. [n your 1983 “Resolution Concerning Basic
Skills Testing and Enrollment In Remedial Courses.” you effectively set standards
requiring placement testing of at least 90% of entering, full- and part-time students, as
well as the enrollment in remedial courses within two semesters of at least 90% of the
full-time students identified as needing remediation.

Placement Testing. In the early years of the program many colleges struggled to
meet the 90% target for the testing of full-time students. [n 1984. all colleges met this
standard. The testing of part-time students, however, was incomplete in several
institutions: the Basic Skills Council eports that 13 of 32 colleges did not test at least
90% of their part-timers in the fall of 1984.

I asked my staff to check recent available data on the placement testing of entering
freshmen; according to the most recent reports from the colleges (1987 unless otherwise
specified below), the following 13 colleges had not tested at least 90% of their part-time
students:

Atlantic {73%, 1986) Glassboro (80%)

Brookdale (88%) Kean (84%, 1986)

Camden (66%) Ramapo (74%)

Cumberland (89%) Rutgers-Newark (76%)

Ocean (74%) Rutgers-New Brunswick (8-1%)
Passaic (32%) Thomas Edison (50%)

Union (74%)
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Furthermore. two of the above institutions also missed the testing standard for
full-time students in 1987: Passaic (82%) and Rutgers-Newark (88%).

Remedial Eprollment Within Two Semesters. The Council ‘s report indicates that 1n
1984-86. 13 institutions fell short of the requirement to enroll at least 90% of therr
identified. full-time students in needed remedial courses in at least one skill area
(reading, writing and/or math computation). Again. [ asked my staff to review the mcst
recently available remedial enrollment data from each of the colleges (1987 unless
otherwise indicated below). Based on this. the follawing 14 collegaes had remedial
enrollment rates below the Board's 90% expectation for one or more programs:

Bergen writing (85%). computation (84%)
Brookdale .computation (63%)

Burlington ' reading (89%), computation (69%)
Camden reading (85%. computation (88%)
Cumoerland reading (88%)

Essex reading (81%), writing (87%)
Hudsen reading (86%), computation (84%)
Ocean writing (89%), computation (75%) -
Warren reading (25%), computation (54%)
Montclair (1986) reading (83%), computation (74%)
Ramapo reading (88%), computation (68%)
Rutgers-Camden reading (89%)

Rutgers-Newark computation (32%)

Rutgers-New Brunswick  computation (54%)

Reporting Deficiencies. Three institutions--Atlantic, Kean and Montclair--have
not yet submitted their 1987 report (" Annual Basic Skills Questionnaire’) from which the
above administrative data were drawn; these were due June 17, 1988. Moreover. the
quality and completeness of 1984-86 institutional reports on remedial program
effectiveness varied widely from institution to wstitution: although most reports were
prepared in accordance with Council guidelines. some were incomplete and others
contained contradictions and anomalies. All such instances are pointed out in the
individual program reviews contained in the Council ‘s report (see "Areas of Concern”).

[ will write to the presidents of the institutions that are under-testing students,
that are under-enrolling students who need remediation, and whose reports are not
prepared in accordance with Board and Basic Skills Council requirements. I will ask that
they develop corrective actions for these administrative and repnrting deficiencies.

Student Outcomes

The Basic Skills Council has set provisional standards on a variety of student
outcome indicators. These standards have been applied retrospectively in the Council's
report to the data for the 1984-86 cohort. These are summarized below:

11
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Student Cutcomes [ndicators (Bv Skill Area) Provisional Standaru

1)  Percentages of full- and part-time students 80% State/Rutgers/NJIT
passing final-level remedial course 70% County Colleges

2) Percentage passing first (subsequent)
college-level course in skill area, expressed
as percentage-point difference between
remedial completers/non-remedial students 5 points

3) Percentage attaining a GPA at or above
'C" (of the students retained in the fourth

semester). expressed as percentage point ) .
difference between remedial completers/ 15 peints State/Rutg/NJIT
non-remedial students 20 points County Colleges

1)  Retention rate. expressed as percentage
point difference between remedial completers/
non-remedial students 0 points

5)  Successful survival rate (SSR), a composite -
GPA and fourth-semester retention measure
(i.e., percentage attaining a GPA at or above
"C" out of the original group of students,
whether or not they were retained), expressed as
percentage point difference between remedial . 7 points State/Rutg/JdJIT
completers/non-remedial students 10 points County Colleges

Tables 1 through 4 (in Attachment B) display the distribution of college programs in
each of the four remedial skill areas with respect to the number of student outcome
standards met (retrospectively) in 1984-86. This is necessarily a crude analysis. for it
leaves out much information on the skills levels of the entering students: on the criteria
used to place students into remediation; on the relationships among indicators; on the
extent by which programs “missed” reaching a given pruvisional standard; and on the
numbers of students-affected at a given institution. Further, data on retesting, without
which it is difficult to complete the interpretation of these outcomes, was incomplete in
1984-86 and thus could not be used (see below). These arrays do tnake clear that many
programs met the majority of these standards. Nonetheless, at this stage there is
considerable room for improvemeat. [ believe that the Council's provisional standards
represent attainable goals for all remedial programs-~targets that can be reached for the
benefit of future cohorts of students.

I recommend that you pass the attached resolution which accepts the Council's
provisional standards as the Board's interim goals for remedial programs. and sets in
motion a one-year period of dialogue on the standards before they are adopted
permanently in 1990. The permanent standards would then be used to assess remedial
program performance beginning with the 1988-90 cohort of students.

12
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Retesting (Post-testing). The percentage of remedial completers who reach a
college's placement minimums on a standardized retest (post-test) 1s one of the
indicators needed in making conclusive judgments about the effectiveness of remedial
programs. You passed a resolution on February 20. 1987 that required colleges. beginning
in the fall of 1987. "to employ students" performance on an appropriate standardized
post-test as one of the multiple criteria required for all students to exit a remedial
course sequence.” Although the Counril's reporting guidelines asked colleges to report
on post-testing, note that the data treated in this report were compiled prior to the
Board’s directive. (The first group of entering students under the mandate is the Fall 87
cohort.) Because of this and due to the incompleteness of available data. the Council has
not as yet set a provisional standard on this indicator,

Four Semester Cohort Summary - ,
The primary value of this report to the colleges is the outside critique.prowded to
each individual program. For every college the Council's review delineates strengths.

areas of concarn, and suggestions for further research or inquiry where appropriate.

The multiple patterns delineated within these critiques do not lend themselves
easily to summary analyses. The Council’s report, nevertheless. paints the broader
picture of the large number of students who are tested. placed and enrolled in needed
remedial courses. Follow up of such students after four semesters has indicated retention
rates equal to or greater than non-remedial students. The Council’s report summarizes
this overview information for each of the skill areas. A summary of results for the
remedial writing programs statewide (1984-86) is included here to help illustrate the
general picture:

* Of the 10,331 students statewide who were enrolled in remedial writing courses.
9.424 reached the final level at their respective colleges and 7.251 passed.

¢ Students who passed their remedial writing courses were retamned at their
colleges in the fourth semester at a slightly higher rate (64% vs. 63%) than
non-remedial students. Students who did not complete needed writing
remediation. on the other hand. had only a 19% retention rate in the fourth
Semester.

* In the subsequent college-level English composition courses. the passing rate of
students who had completed remediation was within seven percentage points of
that of the non-remedial students (80% vs. 87%).

* After four semesters, remedial completers averaged 10 fewer credits earned than
non-remedial students (40 vs. 50).

* The mean GPA for remedial writing completers was above a "C" (2.20), only
four-tenths of a peint below that of the non-remedial comparison group (2.62).
The percentage of remedial writing completers whose GPA's were at or above a
“C"  as 19 percentage points below that of the non-remedial students.

13
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* Similarly, the successful survival rates (i.e.. a composite indicator that represents
the proportions of students in the original cohort who both were retained and had
at least a "C” GPA) o. .ae two groups differed by 11 percentage points.

* In every college sector, differences between the two comparison groups of
students had improved slightly over the 1983-85 cohort rates.

Slight improvements were also noted in the reading programs’ outcomes compared
0 1983-1985. Slight decrements were noted. however. in the nutcome data for
computation programs.

In general. the students who complete algebra remediation have higher retention
rates and GPA's than students who complete reading, writing or computation remediation
alone. These encouraging results may be attributable to factors unique to the algebra
cohort alone (i.e.. many programs enroll only the more “motivated” students-~those who
“need” the algebra for their major--and a relatively small proportion of remedial algebra
enrollees require remediation in other skill areas as well).

Concluding Comments

Remediation is not an easy enterprise, for either the colleges or the students.
Remedial educators are rarely organized into their own remedial departments; they are
often untenured and have limited visibility on thei. campuses; many are part-time. The
Basic Skills Council's report documents great effort and success in some college
programs and administrative in-attention and academic shortfalls in others. The report
reveals that our colleges are enrolling some 10.000 students in each remedial skill srea
and are successfully moving large proportions of these underprepared students to the
poirt where they can attain at least a "C" average in their college-level work. Without
these remedial programs. [ believe that the majority of these students would either leave
college or be acadeimically dismissed. Effective remedial education must remain a
keystone in our policy of access and excellence.

Evaluating educational programs is also a difficuit and complex process. Statewide
reporting on the outcomes of college remedial programs with as much precision as is
required by the Basic Skills Council is an effort currently unique to New Jersey. The
refined and collaborative model of public reporting on our remedial programs stands as an
example both for other states and for other programs at our colleges to emulate. [ thank
members of the Basic Skills Council and its Assessment Advisory Committee for the
extensive volunteer commitment of professional time and attention to detail that is
evident in their work.

Attachments

et
Ha.




STATE OF NEW -JERSEY

StarE BoARD oF HIGHER Ept:c\Tiox '

A RESOLUTION ADOPTING AS "PROVISIONAL" THE STANDARDS ON REMEDIAL ‘
PROGRAM EFFECTIVENESS SET BY THE BASIC SKILLS COUNCIL AND
REQUIRING COLLEGES TO RESPOND TO CONCERNS RAISED
IN THEIR RESPECTIVE PROGRAM REVIEWS

WHEREAS: The New Jersey Basic Skills Council is charged by the Board both to
assess the Basic Skills preparation of incoming students in Mew Jersey
public institutions of higher education and to evaluate the effectiveness
of college remedial programs that address the needs of underprepared
students: and »

WHEREAS: The Basic Skills Council has reported regularly on the ¢ffectiveness of
remedial programs in New Jersey public colleges and universities and
has found in general that the programs raise the skills levels of students
who compiete remediation to the point where they are retained within -
and can profit from higher education; and

WHEREAS: The Board's resolution of Febnfary 1987 directs the Council to "further
specify how the multiple outcome indicators can be used to evaluate the
effectiveness of remedial programs...”; and

WHEREAS: The Basic Skills Council. in its "Report on tiie Effectiveness of
Remedial Programs in Public Colleges and Universities, Fall 1984-Spring
:386," has responded by developing a thorough and fair “jury”
methodology for assessing remedial program outcomes which includes a
set of “provisional standards” on the numerical outcome indicators
collected for evaluation; now therefore be it

RESOLVED: That the Board adopts the Basic Skills Council’'s remedial program
effectiveness standards as provisional for the 1989-90 academic year:
and be it further

RESOLVED: That the Basic Skills Council and the Department of Higher Education
will dissemninate these provisional standards and seek comment on them
from the institutions; and be it further

RESOLVED: That in the 1989-30 academic year a set of refined standards will be
presented to the Board for permanent adoption as both review criteria
and as stated goals for remedial programs to meet: and be it further

RESOLVED: That the Board directs the Chancellor to call on each of the coileges to
respond to the concerns raised in the Basic Skills Council's individual
remedial program reviews and to bring into compliance any
administrative or programmatic deficiencies that m:ght exist with
respect to Board policy.

March 17, 1989

15




Attachment A

PROVISIONA.L STANDARDS FOR EVALUATING
REMED!AL PROGRAM EFFECTIVENESS

Assessrnent Advisory Committee. New Jersey Basic Si.ills Council
Review Cycle: Fall 1984 Cohort (Followed Through Spring 86}

Policy Administration

Students testud (percent of those required to be tested. all sectors). Full-time (FT) &
Part-time (P1): 90%. in accordance with Board of Higher Education policy.

- Students enrolled in remediation within two semesters (percent of those identified as

needing remediation, all sectors). FT: $0%, in accordance with Board of Higher
Education policy. PT: no standard set,

Note: The Assessment Committee has chosen not to apply this two-semester enrollment
standard in the case of elementary algebra. Algebra students at most colleges must first
satisfy a cornputation requirement: thus. the two mathematics skill areas can be linked in
a way that postpones enrollment in algebra remediation. Holding colleges to the
two-semester requirement in algebra would sesm unreasorable if large numbers of the
students must first take one or more computation courses. The committee is currently
studying the extent to which such - linkages™ exist.

Students present fourth semester who had not yet begun remediation (of those identified

as needing remediation. all sectors). FT: head count of 10 students. PT: no standard set.

Placement Criteria

NJCBSPT scaled scores below which students were placed into remediation (among the
multiple criteria used to ascertain skills preparedness). All sectors: Reading
Comprehension (NJCBSPT-RC), 161: Sentence Sense (-SS), 161: Essay. 8: Math
Computation (-MC), 165: Elementary Algebra (-EA), 167.

The above provisional standards for -RC. -SS. -MC and -EA are identical to the minima
uniforr:ly adopted (in 1982) by the county college presidents: thus. they represent some
measure of consensus among colleges in the largest sector. Further. each of these scaled
scores. corresponds to the “lack proficiency” cutoff established by the Basic Skills
Council. It should be kept in mind. therefore, that these cutoffs represent minimal (not
optimal) placement criteria,

Cut-scores on the NJCBSPT and the mix of criteria that can be used for placement
decisions are not dictated by Board mandate: rather, these choices are left to the
individual colleges to make, in keeping with the local missions and goals of the respective
institutions and the nature of the populations of students to be served. The committee s
purpose here was to establish a common frame of reference for commenting on the
appropriateness of whatever standards were used. [n its view, no institution should set
placement criteria below the "floor" levels set by the Council.

Gther revicw considerations: Were the same standards used for all students? Were the
exit criteria at least as rigorous as the college’s original placement criteria?

Bt
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Attachment A. cont.

Remedial Course Outcomes

Passing rate for final level of remediation (percent of those enrolled in final-level course.
FT & PT). County Colleges: 70%. State Colleges. Rutgers & NJIT: 80%.

Retesting (post-testing) of students who successfully completed their final-level remedial
course work (percent of those passing the final-level course who attained the mimimum
level on the retest/post-test, FT & PT combined). The committee has not as vet set a
pr2oisional standard on this indicator. Nonetheless. comment was made, where.
appropriate. along the following lires; Was tetesting/post-testing conducted and reported
for all areas? Were retests/post-tests administered to all students completing final-level
remedial courses? Did the institution repert data for the specified cohort or for some
mixture of cohorts? Is the proportion of students reported to have reacied the minimum
level especially high? Especially low?

Note that these data for the Fall 1934 cchort were submitted prior to the Board of Higher
Education's specific resolution on Post-testing. The first group of entering students
under the mandate is the Fall “87 cohort. Nevertheless. the 1984-86 reporting guidelines
called for the submission of data on post-testing.

Data on post-testing for these reporting purposes has little to do with the documenting of
individual student gains. The central question being asked is the same as that asked
during the criginal placement testing: did the students have the skills to succeed in
coilege-level courses? Since it makes more senee to think of these data as the aggregate
results of a second sitting of a placement test. the Basic Skills Council prefers the term
“retesting.” i

Subsequent Academic Performance

Passing rate for first (subsequernt) college-level course in skill areq, students who needed
and completed remediation vs. non-remedial students (percent of those enrolled for each
study group, FT only). The standard takes the form of the expected difference in
percentage points of remediated groups's performance below that of the non-remedial

group. All sectors: 5.

Curnulative GPA (fourth semester) greater than or equal to 2.0, students who needed and
completed remediation vs. non-remedial students (percent of each study group. FT oaly).
The standard takes the form of the expected difference in percentage points of the
remediated group's performance below that of the non-remedial group. County
Colleges: 20. State Colleges. Rutgers & NJIT: 15.

Retention rate, students who needed and completed remediation vs. non-remedial
students (percent of each study group present in the fourth semester. FT only). All
sectors: value for remediated group equal to that for non-remedial group.

The Basic Skills Council recognizes that this is a high standard. Moreover, absolute value
comparisons among institutions are especially misleading and should be avoided.,

Successful survival rate (based on cumulative GPA. fourth semester), students who
needed and completed remediation vs, non-remedial studenis (percent of each study
group. FT only). The standard is in the form of the expected difference in percentage
points of remediated group's performance below that of the non-remedial group. County
Colleges: 10. State Colleges. Rutgers & NJIT: 7.



* Attachment A. cont.

Additional Considerations

Relationship among the indicators. as the picture painted by each indicator consistent
with the story told by the other indicators?

Discrepancies among skill areas within an institution. Were there sizable differences
among the skill areas in the outcomes depicted by each of the indicators?

Longitudinal trends. In comparing these data to those submitted for the previous review
cycle (i.e.. Fall, 1983 entering cohort followed through Spring, 1985), were there readily
apparent directional trends?

Overadll complete, thorough and accurate data collection and reporting, in accordance
with the guidelines of the Basic Skills Council.




TABLE 1
READING

DISTRIBUTION OF REMED:AL PROGRANS BY NUNBER OF PROVISIONAL STANDARDS MET*

Student Outcome Indicators, Full-Time Stude~ts

1984--86
Atlantic
Bur:ington
Camden
Brookdale** Essex Bergen
Cumberland Gloucester Glassboro
Hudson Jersey City Kean
Passaic Mercer Middlesex
RU-Newark Montclair Ocean
RU-New Brunswick Morris Ramapo
Trenton** Raritan Valley Stockton
Salem Wm. Paterson Union RU-Camden
0 1 2 3 4 5

Number of Provisional Standards Met

‘Retest results are not included. In addition, this analysis does not take into consideration the
“starting" skills levels (§ the entering students, criteria used to place students into remediation,
relationships among various indicators, extent by which programs "met" or "missed" reaching a given
provisional standard, and numbers of students affected at a given institution.

**Data available for only three of the five indicators.
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TABLE 2
WRITING
DISTRIBUTION GF REMEDIAL PROGRAMS BY NUMBER OF PROVISIONAL STANDARDS MET*

Student Qutcome Indicators, Ful!-Time Students

1984-86

8rookdale**

Cumberland

Essex
Jersey City Hudson
Mercer Kean
Montclair NjIT . Atlantic Bergen
Morris Ramapo " Burlington Gloucester
Salem Raritan Valley Camden Middlesex
thion RU-New Brunswick Glassboro Stockton

Passaic Wm. Paterson Trenton™** Ocean RU-Camden
0 1 2 3 4 5

Number of Provisiona! Standards Met

*Retest resulis are not included. In addition, this analysis does not take into consideraiion the
"starting” skills levels of the entering students, criteria used to place students into remediation,
relationships among various indicators, extent by which programs "met" or “missed” reaching a given
provisional standard, and numbers of students affected at a given ‘institution,

**Data available for only three of the five indicators.
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TABLE 3

COMPUTATION
DISTRIBUTION GF REMED1AL PROGRAMS BY NUMBER OF PROVISIONAL STANDARDS MET*
Student Qutcome Indicators, Full-Time Students

1984-86

Burlington

Essex
Glassbore

Atlantic Hudson

Brookdale** Montclair

Gloucester Ocean y

Jersey City Passaic )

Morris Raritan Valley Camden

Cumberland Stockton Union Mercer
Salem Ramapo Trenton™* _Wm. Paterson Middlesex Bergen
0 1 2 3 4 5

Number of Provisional Standards Met

‘Retest results are not included. In addition, this analysis does not take into consideration the
"starting” skills levels of the entering students, criteria used to place students into remediation,
relationships among various indicators, extent by which programs "met” or "missed" reaching a given
provisional stundard, and nunbers of students affected at a given institution.

**Data available for only three of the five indicators.
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TABLE 4
ELEMENTARY ALGEBRA
DISTRIBUTION OF REMEDIAL PROGRAMS BY NUMBER OF PROVISIONAL STANDARDS MET*

Student Qutcome Indicators, Full-Time Students

1984-86

Bergen

Essex

Jersey City Burlington

Kean Camden

Mercer Glasshoro
Brookdale** Morris Middlesex
Cumberland RU-New Brunswick Raritan Valley
Hudson Passaic Salem RUI-Camden Montclair
Trenton** Ramapo Union RU-Newark Wm. Paterson

0 1 2 3 ! 4 5

Number of Provisional Standards Met

*Retest results are not included. 1In addition, this analysis does not take into consideraticn the
"starting” skills levels of the entering students, criteria used to place students into remediation,
relationships among various indicators, extent by which programs "met" or "missed” reaching a given
provisional standard, and numbers of students affected at a given institution.

**Data available for only three of the five indicators.
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»"}I' New .Jer‘sey Department of Humanities
LIl Institute of

Technology

December 16, 1988

Dr. T. Edward Hcllander
Chancellor of Higher Education
State of New Jersey

20 West State Street

Trenton, NJ 08625

Dear Chancellor Hollander:

I am pleased to send you and the Board of Higher Education
the New Jersey College Basic Skills Council’s Report on the
Effectiveness of Remedial Programs, 1984-86. This year’s report
creates a new format for gathering and analyzing information on
the basic skills testing, placement, and subsequent performance
of students in New Jersey’s public colleges and universities.

The report documents the efforts of the colleges to comply
with previous Board resolutions regarding the testing and
placement of entering students. In additior, it breaks new
ground in that it establishes provisional standards for each of
the criteria by which remedial programs are evaluated and shows
the extent to which individual colleges meet those high
standards. This innovative format will be followed in subsequent
Effectiveness Reports.

T would like to express my thanks to the Council’s
Assessment Committee for its long and careful work on this
report. Assessing the effectiveness of educational programs is a
Qifficult and complex process, and I think this report will serve
as a model for accurate and fair evaluation in future assessments
in New Jersey and in other states as well.

Sincerely,

P

Robert E. Lynch

Professor of English,

Chair, New Jersey College
Basic Skills Council

Newark. New Jersey 07102 )
(201) 596-3266 2 {
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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

The New Jersey College Basic Skills Council reports to the Board of Higher
Education on the status of the reading, writing, and mathematical skills of incoming
freshmen and on the effectiveness of remedial programs in the public cclleges and
universities. Statewide test results on the New Jersey College Basic Skills Placement
Test {NJCBSPT) have consistently shown that from 31 percent (in verbal skills) to 60
percent (in algebra) of entering college students lack proficiency in at least one skill
area. In order to monitor the effectiveness of remedial programs, extensive follow-up
data on these students are collected from each of the public colleges and universities.
This report contains an evaluation of each college’s remedial programs and represents
the work of the Council's Assessment Advisory Committee.

This report tracks the academic outcome of full-time students who entered our
public colleges in the fall of 1984 {over four semesters). The analysis combines measures
of the colleges’ administrative efficiency in testing and enrolling students in needed
remedial courses, reviews of placement criteria, and multiple statistical indicators of
remedial program effectiveness.

While a Sour-semester overview of each of the collegiate sectors is presented to
provide a sense of the broader picture, the primary purpose of this report is to delineate
strengths and areas of concern found during the review of each remedial program in each
of the thirty-two public colleges and universities. While many of the findings of the
four-semester overview are common to most programs, the individual program reviews
are the core of this report.

The present analysis differs from the previous reports in this series first in this focus
on the details of individual programs, and second, in the fact that uniform standards wwere
developed and used by the Basic Skills Council's Assessment Committee to guide its
standardized treatment of all remedial programs.

Assessment Design Choices and Caveats

Most data reported and policy issues raised in this report reflect conditions in the
colleges as of the spring of 1986 and consequently may not reflect the impact of any »
programmatic changes made by the colleges in the interim. The aext report in this series
will combine data reported for two successive cohorts of students, i.e., for the 1985-87
and 1986-88 periods, to provide a longitudinal analysis across two cohorts. In this report
on individual colleges, the committee commented on known changes between the 1983-85
and the 1984-86 cohorts where appropriate.

The remedial skill areas within each college, i.e., reading, writing, computation and
elementary algebra, were reported on and analyzed separately by a lengthy process of
committee discussion and consensus. Within each skill area this review presents a
comparison, using multiple measures. of three groups: students who did not need
remediation; students who needed and completed remediation; and students who needed
but did not complete remediation. The individual college profiles stress the comparison
between the first two groups of students whereas the four-semester overview treats all

three.
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The evaluation design chosen is not one of a “controlled” experiment, i.e., one that
withholds remediation from a randomly chosen needy group of students and compares
their result to a "remediated"” group. Such an "experiment” which would deny remedial
help to a substantial number of students who need it would prescnt obvious ethical, public
policy, and governance problems. Rather, our strategy is to gather meaningful data on
multiple indicators relating to most of the aspects relevant to a successful program. For
example, regarding those students placed by a college in a remedial course sequence, the
assessment is designed to produce answers to the following questions: \What percentage
pass the remedial course? If retests are given, what percentage attain the placement
criteria for the first college-level course? What percentage are retained in college for
four semesters? What are the grade point averages (GPA s} of retained students? What
percentage of these students have a "C" average (or better)? What percentage of these
students pass their first (subsequent) college-level course that requires the remediated
skill?

Judging the effectiveness of a Program on only one or two of these indicators would
not produce an accurate assessment of the college program. A pattern analysis of
individual programs, much like a “personality profile,” is required. Within such an
analysis, based solely on statistical indicators, a potential exists both for unwarranted
criticism and for unfounded praise. For example, do high remedial course passing rates,
among other possibilities, indicate effective instruction or lax grading standards? An
integrated analysis of retest competence and subsequent college-level course
performance can help answer such a question.

The percentage of remediated students reaching the colleges’ placement minimums
on the retest is one of the indicators needed in making judgments about the collezge
programs. Not all colleges provided such data on their students for this report. The
requirement to provide retest data has been a part of the Council ‘s reporting guidelines
for over six years.

The last report in this series (on the 1983-85 cohort of students) recommended that
all public colleges employ exit-testing for their remedial programs. It was further
recommended that appropriate standardized tests such as the NJCBSPT be used. If tests
other than the NJCBSPT were to be used, equating studies comparing the nominated test
to the NJCBSPT were to be done by the college according to guidelines issued by the
Council. Lastly, the Council’'s recommendation left open to colleges the option of
testing all exiting remedial students or a random, representative sample. After receiving
written feedback on the issue from the college presidents, the Board of rligher Education
passed a resolution (February 20, 1987) that required colleges, beginning in the fall of
1987, "...to employ students’ performance on an appropriate standardized post-test as
one of the multiple criteria required for all students to exit a remedial course sequence. "
The resolution stipulated that "the preferred post-testing instrument is the appropriate
sections of the New Jersey College Basic Skills Placement Test.” The resolution also
called upon the colleges to report what percentage of students exiting remediation
achieve the NJCBSPT score(s) which the college itself had determined as appropriate for
placement into the regular, college-level course.

Note that the data treated in this report (for the Fall 1984 cohort) were submitted
prior to the Board's specific resolution on post-testing. The first group of entering
students under the mandate is the Fall *87 cohort. Because of this, the Assessment
Committee has not as yet set a provisional standard on this indicator.
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Four-Semester Outcomes

Reading. Of the 11,699 students across all sectors who enrolled in needed reading
remedial courses, 10,139 reached the final level of their college's remedial sequence and
7,922 passed. Students who passed were retained in the fourth semester at the same rate
(64%) as their non-remedial peers. This finding is encouraging, since many would expect
that underprepared readers would leave college in greater proportion than non-remedial
students. In contrast, students .0t completing needed remediation in reading had only a
28% retention rate in the fourta semester. In the subsequent college-level Engiish
course, completers passed at an average rate of 83% compared to 87% of the
non—remedial students. After four semesters, remediation completers averaged ten
fewer credits eamed (40 vs. 50) than non-remedial students. Their mean GPA in the
fourth semester was above a "C" (2.23) but approximately four tenths of a point less than
that of the non-remedial students (2.61). In both their percentage of GPA's at or above a
"C" and in their Successful Survival Rate (SSR) in college, the remediation completers
were behind the non-remedial group. However, these differences in relative performance
between the two groups were smaller than those reported for 1983-85.

Writing. Of the 10,331 students statewide who were enrolled in remedial writing
courses, 9.424 reached the final level at their respective colleges and 7,25. passed.
Students who passed were retained at their colleges in the fourth semester at a slightly
higher rate (64% vs. 63%) than non-remedial students. Students who did not complete
needed writing remediation, on the other hand, had only a 19% reten.on rate in the
fourth semester. In the subsequent college-level English composition courses, the passing
rate of students who had completed remediation was within seven percentage points of
that of the non-remedial students (80% vs. 87%). After for semesters, remediation
completers averaged ten fewer credits earned (40 vs. 50) than non-remedial students. As
with students completing reading remediation, the grade point averages of the writing
completers were above a "C" (2.20) but fell four tenths of a point below that of their
non-remedial peers (2.62). The percentage of writing remediation completers whose
GPA's were at or above a "C” was 19 percentage points below that of the non-remedial
students. Similarly, the SSR's of the two groups differed by 11 percentage points.
However, it was noted that in every college sector the differences between the two
groups of students had improved over the 1983-85 cohort rates.

Computation. Of the 11,473 students who enrolled in needed computation
remediation, 9,691 reached the final level of their college’s computation offerings and
6,880 passed. The passing percentages were lower in computation than in reading or
writing. Students who passed were retained at a slightly higher rate (60%) in their fourth
semester than their non-remedial counterparts (58%). While encouraging as a pattem,
the fact that the retention rate for computation completers was four percentage points
lower than that of reading or writing completers suggests that more could be done to help
such students stay in college.

In a variety of subsequent college-level courses requiring some quantitative skill, the
students who completed computation remediation passed the courses at rates that
averaged within ten percentage points (72% vs. 82%) of non-remedial students in the
same courses. The analysis of the cohort completing computation was complicated by the
fact that at some nstitutions a portion of computation completers may also have taken
elementary algebra before taking the follow-up college math course, thus "mixing” the
cohort in unknown ways.
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After four semesters, students who completed computation remediation were, on
average, ten credits (38 vs, 48) behind their non-remedial peers. In addition, students
completing computation as a group maintained cumulative GPA's above a "C" (2.22) but
not as high as non-remedial students (2.56). It was noted that in both the percentage of
GPA's at or above a "C" and in SSR the present cohort of students was farther behind
their non-remedial peers than was the case with the 1983-85 cohort.

Elementary Algebra. Of the 8,527 students who enrolled in elementary algebra
remediation, 8,195 reached the final level of their colleges' course sequence and 5,964
passed. In every sector, the students who completed remediation were retained at the
fourth semester at a higher rate (72%) than students who never needed algebra
remediation (68%). The four-point advantage in retention rate of remediation-completed
over non-remedial students was the highest recorded among the four remedial areas.

The size of the cohort enrolled in elementary algebra (8,527) was much smaller than
the groups enrolled in the other skill areas because (1) many students must complete
computation requirements before enrolling in needed algebra remediation and (2) some
colleges exempt low-scoring students from algebra remediation based on students’ choice
of major (see Elementary Algebra as a Basic Skill section on the following page).

In their firs® (subsequent) college-level mathematics courses, algebra remediation
completers who were followed up averaged a 74% passing rate statewide, compared to
81% for non-remedial students in the same courses. The seven percentage point
difference was the same as that noted for writing remediated students in subsequent
English composition courses but a wider gap than the four percentage point difference
observed in reading. In addition, algebra completers averaged seven fewer credits earned
(44 vs. 51) than non-remedial students.

Students completing algebra remediation posted the highest four semester
cumulative GPA (2.43) observed for any of the skill areas and closest to that of the
non-remedial comparison group (2.61). Similarly, the percentage of algebra completers
posting GPA's at or above a "C" was the highest of the skill areas (76%) and came
closest (within six percentage points) to the non-remedial group (82%).

At both the county and state colleges, the SSR of the algebra completers exceeded
that of the non-remedial students. The favorable combination of higher retention rates
and strong GPA s for remediation completers made algebra the only skill area where this
reversal of the usual pattern occurred.

Recommendations

1.  This repo:i lists "areas of concern” for each college's remedial programs. These
judgments were produced after thorough analysis and consensus by the Council's
Assessment Advisory Committee. It is recommended that the Department of Higher
Education (DHE) call on each of the colleges to respond in writing to the concerns
raised in the profiles, especially in light of any changes that may have been
implemented on the campuses since the data in this report were submitted.




The standards set for acceptable performance by remedial programs on each of the
outcome indicators referenced in this report were labeled "provisional" by the
Assessment Committee. The Basic Skills Council recommends that the DHE seek
further input from the colleges to aid in refining the standards. The Council invites
the colleges both to contribute more fully to definitions of program performance
standards and to interpret more productively the significance of their own program
statistics. The Council invites a statewide discussion of standards and methods of
assessment.

Improvement in the areas of concemn identified in the college profiles will more
likely be forthcoming if faculty and remedial program directors can express their
initiative in seeking funding targeted for program improvement. The DHE's grant
programs have succeeded in providing such a vehicle for course improvement,
equipment acquisition, pre-college articulation, and the like but have, to date,
specifically excluded remedial programs and courses. The Council recommends that
the Department identify grant funding sources for which remedial programs will be
eligible. These sources should be separately earmarked for reading/writing and for
mathematics.

The Council's guidelines for the preparation oi institutional effectiveness reports
should be viewed as minimum evaluation requirements. The Council once again urges
colleges to conduct local research efforts that focus on areas needing improvement,
that serve to advance the effectiveness of student learning in established programs,
and that evaluate patterns over time to reveal more about the strengths and
weaknesses of individual programs. Such local studies should be formally presented
to the institution's Board of Trustees. The Council would welcome the receipt of
such reports from institutions for the purpose of sharing information among colleges.

Local institutional research focusing on the impact of remedial programs should be a
funding priority for campus administrators. However, in the course of preparing
individual college profiles for this report it often became clear that there are
research questions which transcend the individual campus. Examples of such
questions might include investigations of the optimum match between student
placement test score distributions and the number of course levels of remediation
required; the match between student learning styles and faculty-chosen modes of
instruction; or, the relation between "concurrent enrollment” and chance of
graduation. To study such issues on a large-scale basis, the Council recommends
that the DHE create a commissioned research fund on which the Basic Skills Council
could draw to hire consultants capable of conducting research of this type.

Faculty teaching basic reading, writing and mat.ematics courses should have access
to the latest research on effective teaching methods. The Council recommends that
the Board of Higher Education continue to foster statewide networks designed to
collect and exchange information on pedagogical methods.
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A. INTRODUCTION

Purpose

All full-time and most part-time students entering New Jersey public colleges and
universities are required to take the New Jersey College Basic Skills Placement Test
(NJCBSPT). Students whose scores fall below their college's placement criteria in
reading, writing, and/or computation must enroll in the appropriate remedial course.
Students needing remediation in algebra have the same requirement in most colleges,
although some colleges exempt students from algebra remediation if their major is not
math-intensive. All public institutions of higher education have remedial programs in at
least three of these four skill areas.

The purpose of this report, the third such four-semester analysis by the Basic Skills
Council for the Board of Higher Education, is to evaluate the effectiveness of these
remedial programs in New Jersey 's public colleges and universities. The report is based
primarily on data submitted by each of the colleges; it evaluates individual programs at
ir:ldividual colleges, not any college as a whole or the state-wide system of remedial
education.

This report tracks the progress of full-time students who entered our colleges in the
fall of 1984 over four semesters (through spring, 1986). Its completion was delayed by a
number of interrelated factors: (1) the colleges, due to changes in the reporting
guidelines, tended to submut their data later than usua!; (2) the February, 1987 resolution
of the Board of Higher Education directed the Basic Skills Council to " further specify
how the multiple outcome indicators can be used to evaluate the effectiveness cf
remedial programs and to develop a review process which will identify the programs that
are effective and those that need to be improved”; (3) the revised methodology and the
provisional standards for the indicators were a product of lengthy discussion in
committee; and (4) the introduction of the standards and a new reporting format required
that each of the profiles undergo substantial rewriting. Data for the next two cohorts of
students, 1.e., Fall 1985 and Fall 1986 entrants, have already been submitted by the
colleges to the Basic Skills Assessment Program. As reporting formats and methodology
will not change substantiaily, it is anticipated that the report to the Board on the
effectiveness of remedial programs for these two groups will be forthcoming in the next

academic year.

The data in this report reveal conditions as they were in 1984-86. Many colleges
indicated either in the descriptive narratives that accompanied these data (as part of the
institutional reports) or in their “pre-publication” review of the profiles that many of the
problems identified in this report (i.e., for the Fall 1984 cohort) have been addressed.
The iustitutional profiles in this report record the known changes and modifications where

appropriate.

For the first time, this report incorporates data on administration of the New
Jersey College Basic Skills Placement Test (NJCBSPT) and on the placement of students
into remedial courses. This information had previously been summarized in the report,
"Character of Remedial Programs in New Jersey's Public Colleges.” These indicators of
the efficiency with which an institution tests and successfully enrolls students in remedial
courses are treated along with the several indicators of program effectiveness (e.g.,
success rates in subsequent college-level courses) to produce an overall profile of each
program's performance.




In addition to including efficiency measures, this report differs from previous
effectiveness reports in two other significant ways. First, it uses these various indicators
to create a profile of a program's performance. By analyzing indicators both separately
and in concert, the Council portrays both the strengths of these remedial programs and
aspects of each program in need of improvement. Second, standards are associated with
each of the indicators. That is, for each indicator, a level below which a college's
program should not fall has been established, in some cases by the Board of Higher
Education (e.g., the 90% standard for testing of eligible students). Standards set by the
Council and its Assessment Advisory Committee are as yet provisional; they are to be
reviewed by all the colleges and the committee before they are made permanent
standards by the Council.

This report also includes graphs which capture a college's remedial program
performance across most indicators. They accompany the profiles which describe each
college 's programmatic effort in the four skill areas.

Diversity and Accountability

Each of the thirty-two institutions whose programs are evaluated has a distirct
mission and a heterogeneous student body with a wide range of basic skills prep=z;ation.
By carefully examining each college's programs using multiple indicators, the Basic Skills
Council recognizes that diversity of mission and program. It seeks to strengthen
individual programs through a collegial process of both citing strengths and
recommending areas for improvernent, based upon an interpretation of the data made by
the Assessment Committee through a process of consensus.

At the same time, the Council recognizes demands for accountability. The
percentage of students in need of remediation has not diminished since the mitiation of
basic skills testing ten years ago. Because of the magnitude of the effort by the colleges
and the investment of the state in remedial education, it is essential that each of the
thirty-two institutions be publicly accountable for its programs’ performance. This
report performs the complex task of painting a fair and accurate picture of each
college’s remedial programs; by doing so. the Council hopes to fulfill one of its important
missions, i.e., both to hold institutions accountable for the effectiveness of their remedial
programs and to advocate for the enhancement of remedial education in New Jersey.

Organization of this Report

This introduction is followed by: (1) a detailed description of the assessment design
used ir evaluating remedial program effectiveness; and (2) the major portion of the
report, the individual college profiles. The latter section begins with an explanation of
the review methodology used in committee, a list of provisional standards and a brief
description of how to read the graphs that accompany each of the remedial program
profiles.

Following the individual profiles is an overview of remedial program effectiveness
within sectors and statewide. Comprehensive data tables used in the evaluation of each
remedial program and in the compilation of sector and statewide results appear in
Appendix B. The report concludes with recommendations based on the analyses of
remedial program effectiveness.

-2




B. ASSESSMENT DESIGN

Evaluating any educational program is a difficult and complex process. The Basic
Skills Council’s goal of evaluating remedial programs in a consistent manner depends
upon formulation »f a common set of questions and definitions which yield useful data yet
permit recogritio.l of institutional idiosyncrasies and preserve institutional autonomy.
Nev ertheless. whea su many diverse programs at very different kinds of institutions have
to be assessed on the hasis of uniform procedures, program evaluation becomes a
formidable undertaking.

The Assessment Advisory Committee

Recognizing the complexity of the data collection and analysis involved in an
adequate and fair evaluation of the state’s post-secondary remedial programs, the Basic
Skills Council created the Assessment Advisory Committee to devise and conduct a
review of the effectiveness of the remedial programs at New Jersey public colleges. The
committee, composed of basic skills program coordinators and faculty, institutional
researchers and other administrative staff representing each sector of New Jersey public
higher education, refines and extends the assessment design each year.

Institutional Reports and Follow-Up

An annual report on remedial program effectiveness, which includes both a set of
tabular data and descriptive text, is required of each college. Successive institutional
reports in this series are prepared in accordance with detailed "Guidelines For
Preparation of Institutional Reports on Remedial Program Effectiveness” which are
issued by the Council each spring (see Appendix A). Each set of guidelines directs the
colleges to report on a defined entering cohort of students and to provide data on the
students' performance over four semesters. Further, the guicelines ask colleges to
analyze and report data separately for each of four basic skills areas: reading, writing,
computation and elementary algebra.

In addition, colleges are required to complete an "Annual Basic Skills
Questionnaire.” The questionnaire further probes institutional policies and the efficiency
of the testing, identification ard enrollment of skills-deficient students in remedial
courses, primaril; within the first academic year.

By design, the Council s report predominantly reflects group statistics submitted by
the institutions. However, most of the colleges’ reports also included detailed narrative
sections contaiming information such as the following: history of the program, placement
policies and procedures, remedial course descriptions, support services, staffing patterns.
college policies, unusual problems and difficulties, and a "self-analysis” of student
performance results. This additional information provided a valuable context for
interpreting the numerical data and for resolving discrepancies. The Assessment
Advisory Committee would like to stress the importance of the individual college
narrative descriptions in helping to understand the meaning behind the numbers.



The Research Cohort

The fundamental study group treated in this report is the "Fall 1984" entering cohor?
of students. Thus, students whose data are included in this report began coliege in the
summer or fall of 1984; these students were then followed through spring semeste™ of
1986.

The cohort definition is based on the Department of Higher Ed'cation's definitions
of the students renquired to be tested with the NJCBSPT. Degree-seeking students,
part-time students who register for a course that would result in the accumulation of 12
or more credits, regular, special and EOF admits, and transfer students who have not
received transfer credit for freshman composition and mathematics are among those
students required to be tested by each institution. However, all ESL/bilingual students
and students who have compieted ESL/bilingnal programs are excluded from the
"effectiveness” cohort. Thus, the basic skills programs in some institutions may serve a
sizable population of students whose data are not treated here.

It is important to keep in mind that the crucial unit of analysis here is programs, not
institutions and not individual students. A basic dilemma is whather cach program's
fuactioning is adequately reflecied in its reported data. A longitudinal analysis—-that 1s,
an analysis of more than one cohort of students--is the fairest and I 5t accurate way to
assess programs and the only way to spot possible trends. For this reason, the Assessment
Committee viewed data for the 1984 cohort alongside of comparable outcomes for the
previous (1983) cohort. Data for the earlier cohort have «uady been reported to the
Board (November 21, 1986 report on the "Effectiveness of Remedial Programs in New
Jersey Public Colleges and Univeisities, Fall 1983-Spring 1985").

Use of Multiple Indicators

Because no single measure could provide sufficieat information on the effectiveness
of remedial programs, it was decided to identify multiple outcome meastres which would
orovide evidence in context, even if it could only be interpreted cumulatively. If multipie
‘neasures for a program or programs form a consistent pattern, then adequate conclusions
on the effectiveness of remediation at the institu’ion can be drawn.

Our strategy, ther, is to gather data on multiple indicators which relate to aspects
that are relevant to a successful nrogram. For example, regarding those students placed
by a college in a particular remedial course sequence. the assessment is designed to
produce answers to the following kinds of questions: What percemage pass the remedial
course? Of students passing the remedial course, what percentage actually attain the
college-level placement criterion on the retest? What percentage of these students pass
their first (subsequent) college-level course that requires the remediated skill? What
percentage are retained in college for four semesters? What percentage of retained
scudents have a "C" or better average?

Judging the effectiveness of a program on only one or two of these indicators would
not produce an accurdte assessment of the college program. A pattern analvsis of
individual programs, much like a “personalit' profile," is required. Within such an
analysis, especially if based snlely on statistical indicators, a potential exists both for
unwarranted criticism and for unfounded praise. For example, do high remedial course
passing rates indicate, among other possibilities, effective instruciion or lax grading
standards? Only integrated analyses of retest competence and subsequent college-level
course performance can help answer such ques:ions.




Outcome Indicators: An Overview

The principal indicators to ascertain remedial program effectiveness can be divided
for convenience into four discrete sets:

1) policy administration (i.e., students tested, two-semester remedial e:rollments,
students present fourth semester and not yet enrolied in needed remediation);

2) placement criteria;

3) remedial course outcomes (i.e., passing rates in final-level remedial courses,
retest results); and

4) subsequent academic performance (i.e., passing rates in first or subsequent
college-level course in skill area, percents of students with cumulative GPA's
of "C" or above, retention and successful survival rates).

In addition to the indicators listed above, the committee reviewed other valuable
data (e.g., remedial course enrollments within four semesters, credits attempted and
earned for the fourth semester alone and also cumulatively, mean GPA's for tue fourth
semester along and cumulatively) which, although not expressly treated in each of the
remedial program profiles, nonetheless aided in interpreting the results and in recognizing
patterns (comprehensive data tables for each of the remedial programs appear in
Appendix B).

Each of the sets of indicators is described below.
Policy Administration

Students tested. The New Jersey College Basic Skills Placement Test (NJCBSPT) is
administered to students after they are admitted to public college but before they
register for courses. Colleges use the test scores for placement purposes, not for
admissions decisions. The indicator in this case is the percentage of students tested (of
those required to be tested). The Board of Higher Education requires that at least 90% of
the "required" students be tested.

Remedial enrollments within two semesters. To serve students well, colleges must
ensure that those who are identified as needing remediation enroll promptly in
appropriate courses. Insiitutions provide data on the number and percentage of students
who were identified as needing remediation and were enrolled in the appropriate remedial
course(s) within their first two semesters. The Board requires that at least 96% of the
full-time students who were identified as needing remediation begin the needed
remediation within two semesters.

The Assessment Committee has chosen not to apply this two-semester enrollment
standard in the case of elementary algebra. Algebra students at most colleges must first
satisfy a computation requirement; thus, the wo mathematics skill areas can be linked in
a way that postpones enrollment in algebra remediation. Holding colleges to the
two-semester requirement in algebra would seem unreasonable if large numbers of the
students must first take one or more computation courses. The committee is currently
studying the extent to which such "linkages" exist.
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Students present in the fourth semester who had not yet begun remediation. One
telling indication of the degree to which timely help is given to students who need the
help is the mumber of identified, full-time students in a skill area who were presentin the
fourth semester without having enrolled in appropriate remedial courses. These would be
skills-deficient students on campus whc had yet to begin the necessary remedial course
work four semesters after admission. An obvious goal would be to have no such students.

Placement Criteria

The colleges identify students in need of remediation in each skill area. Cut-scores
on the NJCBSPT and the mix of criteria that can be used for these decisions are not
dictated by Board mandate; rather, these choices are left to the individual colleges to
make, in keeping with the local missions and goals of the respective institutions and the
nature of the populations of students to be served. However, no institution should set
placement criteria below the "floor” levels set by the Council in its annual report on New
Jersey College Basic Skills Placement Test results.

Based upon its undersianding of the content and difficulty level of the NJCBSPT, and
upon recommendations of its two test-development advisory committees, the Council has
published general guidelines to assist in interpreting scores on each of its subtests
("Interp.cating Scores on the New Jersey College Basic Skills Placement Test,"
"Interpreting Mathematics Scores on the New Jersey College Basic Skills Placement
Test,” "Scoring the Essays”). Over the years. the Council has suggested minimum
proficiency standards on its test. As part of the "effectiveness” review, the Assessment
Committee comments on the appropriateness of NJCBSPT placement criteria that were
used, in keeping with the recommendations of the Council.

If colleges use placement criteria that are set toc low, some skills-deficient students
will be placed erroneously into college-level courses. Such overplacement is likely to
lead to either a high dropout/failure rate or to a subsequent lowering of college academic
standards, as instructors reduce their requirements to meet the lower skills level of the
students they encounter. Conversely, placement criteria that are set too high will resuit
in too many students being placed into remedial courses which they may not need. Many
New Jersey public colleges now have two or more levels of remedial courses 1n a skill
area and use the NJCBSPT rnt only to establish minima, but also for placement into these
remedial levels.

Remedial Course Qutcomes

Remedial course passing rate. Colleges report on the passing rates in the final-level
remedial course in a skills sequence. In general, a low passing rate indicates a problem
which should be investigated. It may be a warning about the quality of instruction, or it
may mean that the level of the course taught is too high for a large majority of the
students. (In this latter case, more class hours or a lower-level course may be
appropriate.) It may also signal the need to reexamine placement criteria and procedures
(i.e., some students may have been placed at a level higher than they could handle). On
the other hand, a high passing rate :-ay or may not be a good sign. It may indicate good
teaching at an appropriate level for .he students. However, it could also be a clue that
the course is too easy for a large number of students. Analysis of other indicators is
needed to resolve such jssues. Colleges should aim for the highest possible passing rates
in these remedial courses consistent with students attaining proficiency in the skill ares
being addressed.




Retesting (post-testing). Retest results on remediated students provide one of many
indicators of program effectiveness. In the absence of similar data for a comparable
control group, conclusions from such test results must still be open to several
interpretations. Moreover, if assessment were to be based solely on signific aint
differences between pre-test and post-test scores (i.e., student "gains"), almost all
remedial programs would appear to be effective.

Recognizing the problems inherent in interpreting pre- and post-test data, the
Assessment Committee has de-emphasized the use of "gain” scores. Instead, the focus
has been on the percentage of those completing remediation who reach the minimum
score level on the retest--that is, the percentage of "passing” students who attain the
scaled/standardized score (or algorithm of scores) on the NJCBSPT which was used among
other criteria to differentiate remedial vs. non-remedial students at the time of the
original placement testing. Thus, the central question being asked is the same as that
asked during the original placement testing: did the students have the skills to succeed in
college-level courses? Since it makes more sense to think of these data as the aggregate
results of a second sitting of a placement test, the Basic Skills Council prefers the term

"retesting.”

Since 1982, the Basic Skills Council has prepared reports for the Board of Higher
Education to document the success of remedial programs within the colleges. These
annual reports urge the Board to continue its support of remedial efforts in the colleges.
Because "post-test” data submitted by the colleges for previous reports were S0 sporadic
and varied, they did not present convincing arguments for program effectiveness.
Therefore, the Council recommended that a standardized test, such as NJCBSPT, be used
on a statewide basis. After consulting with the colleges, Chancellor Hollander prepared
the resolution requiring retesting which the Board passed in February, 1987. That
resolution reaffirms the responsibility of the colleges to provide effective remedial
programs for students identified as deficient in basic skiils. It emphasizes the importance
of multiple criteria 1n evaluating students and calls upon the colleges to reiest students,
as they move from remedial to regular courses, with the NJCBSPT (or an equated
substitute test). Specifically, it calls upon the colleges to report what percentage of its
remedial students achieve the NJCBSPT score which the collcge itself has determined as
appropriate for placement in the regular, college-level course.

The 1984-86 reporting guidelines called for the submission of data on retesting (see
Appendix A). Institutions were to report the test(s) used, the minimum score needed to
determine proficiency, the pre- and post-test means and standard deviations, as well as
the percentage of students who passed the final remedial level and reached the college's
minimum score on the retest. Not all colleges provided such data on their students.
Keep in mind, however, that the institutional reports reviewed here (for the Fall 1984
cohort) were submitted prior to the Board of Higher Education’s specific resolution on
post-testing. (The first group of entering students under the mandate is the Fall '87
cohort.) For this reason, the Assessment Committee has not as yet established a
provisional standard for the retest indizator.

Subsequent Academic Performance

Our approach to the evaluation of follow-up academic performance uses multiple
measures to compare each of three full-time student groups within the colleges.
Students who need and complete remediation are, on the one hand, compared with
students who did not need remediation. On the other hand, remediation-completed




students are compared with students who did not complete needed remediation. This is a
“relative” form of comparison in that it judges the performance of a college's remedial
program relative to the college's own standard--its non-remedial student outcomes. The
individual college profiles stress the comparison between the first two groups of students
whereas the four-semester overview treats comparisons among all three groups.

Passing rates for first (subsequent) college-level course in skill area. Colleges
reported the passing rates for both remediation-completed and non-remedial students
who took first college-level courses in English composition and mathematics from Fall
1984 through Spring 1986. Colleges were asked to accumulate data over several courses
and sections.

Grade Point Averages (GPA’s). Another indicator used to assess remedial programs
is GPA. The use of GPA as a measure of performance is based upon the notion that
students who have completed needed remediation should be able to eam satisfactory
grades in college-level courses in the semesters following remediation. The colleges
were asked to report GPA's for each of the three groups being s. iied, and both
cumulatively (i.e., for first tarough fourth semesters) aad for the Spring 1986 term alone.
For the students who were present in the spring semester, the colleges also reported the
percentage of students in each group whose GPA s were greater than or equal to 2.0 (the
equivalent of a "C" average, which is generally the minimum average required for
graduation from college).

Mean credits attempted and earned. 1he mean numbers of credits attempted and
eamned for each of the three study groups were reported by the colleges for both Spring
1986 alone and alsc cumulatively. Colleges were instructed to ex<lude credits earned by
examination, previous transfer credits and any credits for remedial/developmental
courses.

Retention rate. For each of the thr.e study groups, colleges reported the percentage
of students who returned in the fourth semester, based on the original cohort.

The rate of retention of an entering group of students is a traditional measure of the
health of =n insiitutin of higher education, but it must always be interpreted in light of
the mission and sector of the institution as well as in light of the objectives of the
students.

interpretation of retention rates for two-year colleges must take into consideration
their more varied missions and their more "open-door” admission policies relative to
four-year schools. Whiie many students seek associate-level degrees in New Jersey's
county colleges, a substantial number seek early transfer to a four-year school or desire
to complete only a few career-oriented courses. Early transfer of such students (r.e., at
the second or third semester) may be seen as a mark of the institution’'s success in
preparing t-ese students, but at the same time this success lowers the institution's
reported retention rates. On the other hand, a very low retention rate may indicate that
an inttitution is not meeting its students’ needs and that its policies and/or services
should be reviewed.

Students leave college for a variety of reasons; for example, poor grades, transfer to
other institutions, poor health, financial hardship and changes in career goals. Therefore,
in inspecting these data reported here, it is important to examine the retentic * rates of
the stuc'2nts who completed remediation relative to those of the students wh. did not
need remediation at the ame college.
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Successful survival rate (SSR). The successful survival rate (SSR) is a composite
measure designed to assess the relative success of an academic program by combining the
GPA variable and the retention rate. The rational for this indicator is that mere
retention is not sufficient. The successful survival rate for the four-semester cohort can
be illustrated as follows: if 100 freshmen enrolled in the fall and 80 remained four
semesters later; and of those 80, 65 had a cumulative GPA above 2.0, then the SSR would
be 65/100 or 65 percent. Note that this rate is lower than the retention rate (i.e., 80%)
because it asks the question: "How many students, as a percentage ¢f the original cohort,
both remained and had a "C" or better average?”

Full- and Part-time Status

For purposes of this study, definitiors of full- and part-time status are based on the
students’ initial enrollment s atus in the.r entering fall semester (i.e., Fall 1984 status as
recorded at the end of the institution's drop/add period). This initial status is " frozen,”
irrespective of any changes in that status that may have occurred later. Hence, some of
the students here defined as either full-time or part-time may, in fact, have switched
their status by the end of the four-semester study period.

The policy of the Board of Hligher Education concerning part-time students with
remedial needs is that such students should be enrolled in remediation within four
semesters. Since this report covers only a four-semester time span, subsequent academic
performance outcomes for part-time students were not required from the colleges.
Because of irregular enrollment patterns and lower course loads. part-time students who
have severe skills deficiencies may not complete remediation within two academic years.

The Council has previously reported (October 18, 1985 report to the Board of Higner
Education on the “Character of Remedial Programs in New Jersey Public Colleges and
Universities, Fall 1984") the results of a special follow-up study of skills-deficient,
part-time students. One finding in that study was tkat very few part-time students in
need of remediation actually attend college for four consccutive semesters.




C. THE COLLEGES

Preface to Reviews of Individual College Remeial Programs

In preparing this report for the 1984 cohort, the Council and its Assessment
Committee have ased the following groups for comparison: (1) students identified as
needing and completing remediation, (2) students identified as needing but not completing
remediation, and (3) students identified as not needing remediation. A number of
indicators were then examined in concert to arrive at a complete and fair assessment of
each remedial program. An indicator may be a simple measurement, such as the
percentage of students identified as needing remediation who were subsequently enrolled
in remedial course work. Alternately, the term may refer to a more complex
measurement, such as the difference between the performance of remediated students
and that of non-remed;al students in their first (subsequent) college-level course. No one
indicator can say much about a program’s success, but taken together and over time,
multiple indicators can reveal a great deal about its effectiveness.

In the past. the Assessment Committee has used such indicators, along with program
narratives, to provide descriptions--especially aggregate, sector-wide descriptions--of
the remedial prograns across the state. However, in its resolution of February 20. 1987,
the Board of Highe: Education called for a more rigorous evaluation of the programs on
an individual basis. The resolution reads in part:

RESOLVED: That the Chancellor direct the Basic Skills Council to furthcr
specify how the multiple outcome indicators can be used to
evaluate the effectivencss of remedial programs and to develop a
review process which will identify the programs that are
effective and those that need to be improved.

In response to the Board's call, the Committee endeavored to formulate specific
judgments about individual programs in each skill area at each institution rather than
simply to tabulate outcome measurements.

To arrive at these judgments, standards and interpretive principles had to be
established. One way to set numerical standards would have been to use the averages for
the state or for a sector. The Council and its Committee rejected this descriptive
approach since 1t fails to define success in any absolute terms. Moreover, such a relative
standard would he based upon the status quo. On the other hand. any other approach to
setting standards means adopting criteria that are subiective and therefore open to
attack as arbitrary. Yet when subjective criteria express genuine consensus, they are not
arbitrary: they define the true goals of a commmunity or institution, and they allow a
meaningful measurenent of progress towards those goals.

The key word in all this is consensus. and it was with consensus in mind that the
Council asked institutions last year to suggest appropriate performance standards as part
of their effectiveness submissions. This report, covering the 1984 cohort, employs
provisional standards devised within the Committee. These standards have already
undergone much debate and revision by the Assessment Committee and are employed
here as riasonable starting points. We believe they are not much different from the
performance goals any institution might <et for itself. A list of the provisional standards
follows this preface.
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Listed in this fashion, these provisional standards might seem little more than a
numerical checklist against which individual program statistics could be simply tabulated
as passing or failing. But such an approach is overly simplistic and would fail to draw the
integrated conclusions that the multiple indicator approach can provide. It would also
fail to place the outcome statistics within their crucial contexts--within the special
circumstances and missions that are described only in an institution's companion text. [t
is for just this reason that the Committee has interrelated multiple outcomes and has
formatted the program profiles under headings that address not statistics per se but the
implicit effectiveness questions the statistics are meant to answer. The common format
was used for each of the institutional program profiles.

Perhaps more important than either the provisional standards or the profile format,
however, is the review process itself by which the Committee drew conclusions about
program effectiveness. Above all, the process has been collaborative and
self-corrective. Each review began with a close examination of the program's data and
narrative by a single Committee member, who then prepared a first draft for the full
Committee's consideration. Assuming a role similar to a dissertation defense
committee, the full Committee in turn vigorously challenged the accuracy, thoroughness,
and fairness of the draft writer's conclusions. After substantial debate, consensus would
finally emerge, and the draft writer would be charged with making specific revisions to
the review document before returning it to the group again for debate and ultimate
approval. Several rounds of revision were frequently required for many program reviews.
In fact, in a typical full-day meeting, the committee managed to review only two or
three institutional reports.

This process was time-consuming, so much so that the conc'usions of this report may
be somewhat dated, referring as they do to features that migh. have been improved since
the period covered by the cohort under study (1984-1986). Nevertheless, the developinent
of the review methodology stands as an important contribution for the future. The
process has yielded extraordinary benefits. The distribution of reviews allowed for
diligent attention to the details of the program under study. It precluded the dominance
of any one person's particular biases. Furthermore, it led to the Committee's
re-examination of the indicators and standards used to evaluate programs. Indeed, the
multiple revisions to this year's "Annual Basic Skiils Questionnaire” (for the Fall 1987
entering cohort) and "Guidelines for Preparation of the 1986-88 Institutional Report on
Remedial Program Effectiveness” resulted from the debates over particular program
reviews. With these improvements and with the basic development of the review process
now accomplished, it is likely that future reports will be both more timely and more
use ful.

The Council and the Committee wish to stress to the Bozrd that though this frrm of
evaluation, which employs subjective assessment of objective data, is the best mode
available, it is certainly not infall’ble. While most reports from the colleges are thorough
and accurate, some are incomplete and still others possess internal contradictions which
cannot always be resolved. The conclusions that follow must be understood as reflecting
the honest attempt by diligent minds to interpret the institutional reports as received and
to recognize in each the signs of programmatic strength as well as the areas that might
be improved.

With the issuing of this report, so newly evaluative in its emphasis, the Committee
invites the colleges both to contribute more fully to statewide definitions of program
performance standards and to interpret more productively the significance of their own
program statistics. We invite a statewide discussion of standards and methods of
assessment.
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PROVISIONAL STANDARDS FOR EVALUATING
REMEDIAL PROGRAM EFFECTIVENESS

Assessment Advisory Committee, New Jersey Basic Skills Council
Review Cycle: Fall 1984 Cohort (Followed Through Spring ' 86)

Policy Administration

Students tested (percent of those required to be tested, all sectors). Full-time (FT) &
Part-time (PT): 90%, in accordance with Board of Higher Education policy.

Students enrolled in remediation within two semesters (percent of those identified as
needing remediation, all sectors). FT: 90%, in accordance with Board of Higher
Education policy. PT: no standard set.

Note: The Assessment Committee has chosen not to apply this two-semester enrollment
standard in the case of elementary algebra. Algebra students at most colleges must first
satisfy a computation requirement; thus, the two mathematics skill areas can be linked in
a way that postpones enrollment in algebra remediation. Holding colleges to the
two—semester requirement in algebra would seem unreasonable if large numbers of the
students must first take one or more computation courses. The committee is currently
studying the extent to which such "linkages" exist.

Students present fourth semester who had not yet begun remediation (of those identified
as needing remediation, all sectors). FT: head count of 10 students. PT: no standard set.

Placement Criteria

NJCBSPT scaled scores below which students were placed into remediation (among the
multiple criteria used to ascertain skills preparedness). All sectors: Reading
Comprehension (NJCBSPT-RC), 161; Sentence Sense (-SS), 161; Essay, 8; Math
Computation (-MC), 165; Elementary Algebra (-EA), 167.

The above provisional standards for -RC, -SS, -MC and -EA are identical to the minima
uniformly adopted (in 1982) by the county college presidents; thus, they represent some
measure of consensus among colleger in the largest sector. Further, each of these scaled
scores corresponds to the "lack proficiency” cutoff established by the Basic Skills
Council. It should be kept in mind, therefoe, that these cutoffs represent minimal (not
op*imal) placement criteria.

Cut-scores on the NJCBSPT and the mix of criteria that can be used for placement
decisions are not dictated by Board mandate; rather, these choices are left to the
individual colleges to make, in keeping with the local missions and goals of the respective
institutions and the nature of the populations of students to be served. The committee’s
purpose here was to establish a common frame of reference for commentirg on the
appropriateness of whatever standards were used. In its view, no institution should set
placement criteria below the "floor” levels set by the Council.

Otker review considerations: Were the same standards used for all students? Were the
exit criteria at least as rigorous as the college's original placement criteria?
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Remedial Course Qutcomes

Passing rate for final level of remediation (percent of those enrolled in final-level course,
FT & PT). County Colleges: 70%. State Colleges, Rutgers & NJIT: 80%.

Retesting (post-testing) of students who successfully completed their final-level remedial
course work (percent of those passing the final-level course who attained the minimum
level on the retest/post-test, FT & PT combined). The committee has not as yet set a
provisional standard on this indicator. Nonetheless, comment was made, where
appropriate, along the following lines: Was retesting/post-testing conducted and reported
for all areas? Were retests/post-tests administered to all students completing final-ievel
remedial courses? Did the institution report data for the specified cohort or for some
mixture of cohorts? Is the proportion of students reported to have reached the minimum
level especially high? Especially low?

Note that these data for the Fall 1984 cohort were submitted prior to the Board of Higher
Education's specific resolution on post-testing. The first group of entering students
under the mandate is the Fall '87 cohort. Nevertheless, the 1284-86 reporting guidelines
called for the submission of data on post-testing.

Data on post-testing for these reporting purposes has little to dn wiih the documenting of
individual student gains. The central question being asked is the same as that asked
during the original placement testing: did the students have the skills to succeed in
college-level courses? Since it makes more sense to think of these data as the aggregate
results of a second sitting of a placement test, the Basic Skills Council prefers the term
"retesting."”

Subsequent Academic Performance

Passing ~ate for first (subsequent) college-level course in skill areq, students who needed
and completed remediation vs. non-remedial students (percent of those enrolled for each
study group, FT only). The standard takes the form of the expected difference in
percentage points of remediated groups's performance below that of the non-remedial
group. Al sectors: 5.

Cumulative GPA (fourth semester) greater than or equal to 2.0, students who needed and
completed remediation vs. non-remedial students (percent of each study group, FT only).
The standard takes the form of the expected difference in percentage points of the
remediated group's performance below that of the non-remedial group. County
Colleges: 20. State Colleges, Rutgers & NJIT: 15.

Retention rate, students who needed and completed remediation vs. non-remedial
students (percent of each study group present in the fourth semester, FT cnly). All
sectors: value for remediated group equal to that for non-remedial group.

The Basic Skills Council recognizes that this is a high standard. Moreover, absolute value
comparisons among institutions are especially misleading and should be avoided.

Successful survival rate (based on cumulative GPA, fourth semester), students who
needed and completed remediation vs. non-remedial students (percent of each study
group, FT only). The standard is in the form of the expected difference in percentage
points of remediated group's performance below that of the non-remedial group. County
Colleges: 10. State Colleges, Rutgers & NJIT: 7.

43
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Additional Considerations

Relationship among the indicators. Was the picture painted by each indicator consistent
with the story told by the other indicators?

Discrepancies among skill areas within an institution. Were there sizable differences
among the skill areas in the outcomes depicted by each of the indicators?

Longitudinal trends. In comparing these data to those submitted for the previous review
cycle (i.e., Fall, 1983 entering cohort followed through Spring, 1985), were there readily
apparent directional trends?

Overall complete, thorough and accurate data collection and reporting, in accordance
with the guidelines of the Basic Skills Council.

-14-
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HOW TO READ THE GRAPHS

The narrative profile of the remedial programs at each college is accompanied by a
graph that depicts program performance (principally for full-time students) on eight
outcome indicators (see sample graph with annotations on next page). The graph shows
performance on each indicator relative to a (provisional) standard. These standards are
indicated by horizontal bars.

Standards for the first three indicators depicted (i.e., testing, two-semester
enrollment and final-level remedial course passing rate) are each fixed at a specific
percentage value. In contrast, standards for the last four indicators displayed (i.e., first
college-level course passing rate, retention, GPA and SSR) are defined relative to the
performance of the non-remedial student comparison group at a given institution (and
thus placement of the horizontal bar in these instances varies from program to program).
(Refer to the preceding section on provisional standards.)

In reading a graph, recall that the two-semester enrollment standard does not apply
in the case of elementary algebra. Further, a provisional standard for retesting ("retest
min") has not yet been set.

A key to the symbols used appears at the bottom of each page of graphs. A sample
graph with annotations follows.

91
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1984-86

ATLANTIC COMMUNITY COLLEGE

Policy Administration

Atlantic Community College tested 90% of 1ts full-time and 70% of part-time students.
These testing percentages for both full- and part-time students were lower than for the
1983 cohort (48% and 87% respectively), and in the case of part-t...e students fell short
of the requirement to test 90%.

Of the students needing remediation in reading, writing and math computation, the
college enrolled 96%, 94%, and 90% tespectively in appropriate remedial courses within
two semesters. These rates were higher than similar rates for the 1983 cohort and met
the Board's minimum standard of 90%.

No data were reported on the number of students who were present in the fourth
semester but not yet enrolled in required remedial courses; thus, the ccl'ege did not
fulfill the reporting guidelines of the Basic Skills Council. Further, the college
apparently did not offer remediation in elementary algebra.

Remedial Areas
Reading

Placement Criteria. In 1984, a scere of 166 on the NJCBSPT-RC was used as the
placement criterion, which met and was five points higher than the provisional standarc.
Forty-nine percent of full-time and 51% of part-time students were identified for
reading remediation.

Remedial Course Outcomes. Eighty-four percent (as co...pared to 80% for the previous
cohort) of full-tin.c students who enrolled in the final level of remediation in reading
passed the course. This met the provisional standard, as did the passing .ate of 7*% for
part-time students. No retest data - ‘ere previde  'us, the college did not fulfill the
reporting guidelines of the Basic Skil:s Council.

Subsequent Academic Perf mance. Nmety-three percent of remediated students,
compared to 78% of non-remedial students, passed the subsequent college-level course,
which met the provisional standard. This was the reverse of the typical patterr and a
positive indicator of the program's effectiveness.

Seventy-eight percent of remediated students and 86% of the non remedial students had
a cumulative GPA of “C" or above; the performance differential of eight percentage
points met the provisional standard. aterestingly, however, 63% of the students who did
not complete remediation and were present in the fourth semester also had a cumulative
GPA of "C" or above.

The retention rate at four semester for the remediated group (46%) was lower than the
retention rate for the non-remedial group {51%); thus, the difference did not meet the
provisional standard. It is worth noting that a large percentage (35%) of students who had
not completed remediation returned ir the fourth semester. The SSR for the remediated
group was eight percentage points lower than the SSR for tne non-remedial stude..ts (36%
vs. 44%). This difference met the provisional standard.
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In summary, the use of a comparatively high placement criterion in reading, the high
passing rate. in the remedial reading course, and the high passing rate for the remediated
students in the subser,uent college-level course were positive indicators of remedial
program effectiveness., However, the lack of retest and other key data made the
interpretation of these outcomes inconclusive,

writing

Placement Criteria. The placement criterion of 163 on the NJCBSPT-SS met the
provisional standard and was two points above it. That only 23% of the cohort (full-time
as well as part-time students) were identified by this placement criterion, however, was
surprising and seemingly inconsistent with the high percentage from the same student
body identified for remediation in reading.

Remedial Course Outcomes. Eighty-three percent of full-time students who enrolled in
the writing remediation course passed it. Of the part-time group, 73% passed. Both
rates met the provisional standard. No retest data were provided; thus, the college did
not fulfill the Council's reporting guidelines.

Subsequent Academic Performance. Seventy-two percent of the remediated students and
86% of non-remedial students passed the subsequent college course in writing. The
passing rate difference of 14 percentage points did not meet the provisional standard.
Sixty-five percent of the remediated students had a four-semester cumulative GPA of
"C" or above compared to 82% of the non-remedial students; the difference met the
provisional standard.

The retention rate (47%) for remediated students was slightly higher than the rate for the
non-remedial students (46%), and therefore met the provisional standard. Remediated
students as a group had a cumulative SSR of 31% versus 38% for the non-remedial
students; the performance gap met the provisional standard.

A positive result in the area of writing appeared to be the high passing rate in the
remedial course. On the other hand, the lack of retest results and the low passing rate
for remediated students in the subsequent college-level course raised questions about the
effectiveness of the remedial program in general and the passing standards in the
remedial course in particular.

Computation .

Placement Criteria. The college’s placement criterion of 165 on the NJCBSPT-MC met
the provisional standard. It resulted in 53% of the full-time cohort and 61% of the
part-time cohort being identified for remediation.

Remedial Course Qutcomes. Seventy-nine percent of the full-time students who were
enrolled in the remedial course in computation passed it. Seventy-two percent of the
part-time students also passed. Both rates met the provisional standard. No retest
results were provided; thus, the institution did not fulfill the Council s reporting
guidelines.

Subsequent Academic Performance. Seventy-seven percent of remediated and 81% of
non-remedial students passed the first (subsequent) college-level course. This difference
in passing rates met the provisional ~tandard.

Seventy-four percent of remediated students had a cumulative GPA of "C" or above,
compared to 91% of non-remedial students. The difference met the provisional standard.
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Remediated students were retained in greater proportion (56%) than were the
non-remadial students (47%), which met the provisional standard. The remediated group
exhibited a cumulative SSR of 42%, compared to 3% for the non-remedial group; the
difference met the provisional standard.

In sum, the high passing rate in the remedial course and favorable passing rate of
remediated students in the first college-level course were positive signs of
effectiveness. Unfortunately, the lack of retest data made it difficult to fully interpret
these outcomes.
Elementary Algebra
The college provided no data on elementary algebra.

Overview

Strengths

Atlantic Community College was able to test and enroll at least 90% of its full-time
students and had good passing rates in all of its remedial courses.

For writing and computation, remediated students were retained in greater percentages
than their non-remedial counterparts.

Students completing remediation in reading performed well in the first (subsequent)
college-level course.

Areas of Concern

Testing of part-time students 1agged behind the Board’s minimum requirement;
appropriate admimistrative procedures should be developed by the college to address this
problem.

The apparent lack of a remedial program in elementary algebra is of great concern.

The college did not furnish key data, and did not organize data that were submitted in
accordance with the standardized table layouts.

The lack of retest data in all skill areas made interpretation of the data that were
provided inconclusive.

Additional Suggestions for Further Inquiry

The college might assess the reasons for the relatively good retention and performance
rates among students not completing remediation, pe “icularly in reading.

Atlantic might consider whether the frequent programmatic changes referenced in the
institutional report were made with sufficient ieference to and feedback from the
effectiveness assessment data.

The college might examine the passing standards in the remed.al writing course, in light
of the weak performance of remediated students in the subsecuent college-level writing
course.
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BERGEN COMMUNITY COLLEGE

Policy Administration

In 1984, Bergen Community College tested 99% of the full-time and 93% of the
part-time students required to be tested, and thus satisfied the Board s minimum testing
requirement. The full-time testing rate was commendable. Moreover, similar high rates
were reported for the previous (1983) cohort.

Of the full-time students identified for remediation in English skills (a cours2 sequence
which integrated reading and writing instruction) and/or computation, 87% and 88%
respectively had enrolled in the remedial courses within two semesters. Neither rate met
the Board's minimum enrollment standard. In algebra, 15% of the identified, full-time
students had enrolled in remedial courses within two semesters (a two-semester
enrollment standard for elementary algebra has not been set).

Only three full-time students identified for Bergen's supplemental writing course (see
des<ription under Writing) persisted in the fourth semester without having enrolled in ire
course, which met the provisional standard. In the three other skill areas, however, the
numbers of such students who had yet to begin the ..ecessary remediation in the fourth
semester were higher: 14 for the integrated reau.ng/writing area, 19 for computation .nd
225 for elementary algebra. Each of these latter values did not meet the provisional
standard. The exceedingly high number in the case of algebra, although worrisome, was
largely an artifact of the record keeping system at Bergen. !

Remedia! Areas
Reading/Writing (English Skills I & Ii)

Placement Criteria. Bergen offered a two-semester course sequence in verbal skills,
with integrated reading and writing instruction. Upon successful completion of the
final-level course in the sequence, students then went on to college-level English
composition classes. The placement criterion used (for the upper-level remedial course)
was an average of 151 on the NJCBSPT-RC and -SS. This cutoff was consonant with the
provisional standards. Forty-five percent of the full-time and 33% of the part-time
students were identified for this skill area.

1Dye to a change in the general education requirements for degrees and certificates at
the college, not all of the students who were init.uily identified for elementary algcbra
(for purposes of reporting in accordance with the guidelines of the Basic Skills Council)
were required to take remedial courses in ulgebra. Whether a student actually "needed”
algebra was confirmed only in retrospect al the point of graduation; algebra was required
only if the student had elected college-lcvel math or certain sciences courses as the
means for satisfying the general education requirement. Since most students in the
cohort were not ready to graduate until after che four-semester reporting period, the
reported ‘number not yet enrolled in remediation by the fourth semester’ did not
accurately reflect those students who were in need of satisfying the remedial
requirement.




Remedial Course Outcomes. Of the students enrolled in the final-level course, 82% of
the full-time and 89% of the part-tine students passed. Both rates met the provisional
standard. No retest data were provided; thus, the college did not fulfill the repcrting

guidelines of the Basic Skills Council.

Subsequent Academic Performance. In the first (subsequent) coll<ge-level English
composition course, the passing rate f. the remediation-completed students (76%)
exceeded that of non-remedial students (72%); the difference met the provisional
standard. Sixty-five percent of the remediated students had cumulative GPA's of ' " or
above, compared to 83% of the non-remecdiated students; this 18 percentage- point
difference also met tie provisional standard.

Remediation-completed students returned in the fourth semester at a higher rate than
the non-remedial students (56% vs. 46%), whirh met the provisional standard. Moreover,
the S€R's of both groups were the same (37%), which met the provisional standard.

In summary, the available remedial course and follow-up outcomes for Bergen's

reading/writing program were uniformly positive. Unfortunately, the absence of retest
data made it difficult to fully interpret these positive signs.

Writing (Directed Studies in Writing)

Placement Criteria. "Directed Studies in Writing" was a one-credit, computer-assisted
and managed supplement to Bergen's college-level English Composition course, for those
students at the lower end of the college-level piacement range. Students whose scores on
the NJZBSPT-RC and -SS averaged to between 161 and 164 took this supplemental
course concurrently with English Composition I. Fourteen percent of the full-time and
11% of the part-time students in the 1984 cohort were identified for this extra help.

Remedial Course Outcomes. Of the students enrolled in Directed Studies in Writing, 73%
of the full-time students and 66% of the part-time students passed the course. The
full-time rate met the provisional standard land reflected a 13 percentage-point
improvement over results for the 1983 cohort) but the pari-time rate did not. No retest
data were provided; thus, the institution di¢ aot fuifill the Council's reporting guidelines.

Subsequent Academic Performance. The students who successfully completed this
supplemental course passed their next (subsequent) college-level course at a higher rate
than did the non-remedial comparison group (92% vs. 84%), which me: the provisional
standard and was a reversal of the typical pattern. These passing rates were high. The
college-level course used for this analysis was English Composition II, since this was the
course taken subsequent to completion of Directed Studies in Writing. Seventy-seven
percent of the remediated stucents had GPA s at or above "C," compared to 85% of the
non-remedial students. The difference in GPA performance (eight percentage points)
met the provisional standard.

The retantion rate for completers (61%) exceeded that for the non-remedial comparison
group (45%). which riet the provisional standard. In addition, the SSR for completers

(46™) was higher than that of the non-remedial students (38%), which met the provisicnal
standard and was a reversal o° the typical pattem.

In short, the follow-ug results for Directed Studies in Writing were positive.
S9J
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Computation

Placemeat Criteria. Bergen used : score of 168 on the NJCBSPT-MC to place its
students. This met the provisional standard and was three scaled-score points above it.
The criterion resulted in the identification of 63% of the full-time and 59% of the
part-time students in the 1984 cohort.

Remedial Course Outcomes. Seventy-one percent of both the full-time and part-time

students passed the 1emedial compuiativn course; the rates met the provisional standard.
No retest data were supplied, thus, the institution did not fulfill the Council's reporting
guidelines.

Subsequent Academic Performance. Of the remediated students who were followed in
the first (subsequent) college-level math course, 67% passed. This passing rate exceeded
that for the non-remedial students (62%); the difference met the provisional standard and
was a reversal of the typical pattern. Further, 73% of the completers had cumulative
GPA's at or above "C,” compared to 80% of ihe n.a-remedial students; this seven-point
difference also met the provisional standard.

Both the retention comparison (57% for remedial completers vs. 19% for non-remedial
students) and the SSR comparison (41% vs. 39% respectively) yielded positive results in
favor of the remediated students. Both sets cf outcomes met the provisional standards
and argued for a successful program. The absence of retest data, however, made it
difficult to interpret these positive signs.

Elementary Algebra

Placement Criteria. Bergen used for placement a score of 184 on the NJCBSPT-EA,
which met the provisional standard and was 17 scaled-score points above it. This high
standard matched the boundary between the Basic Skills Council's "appear proficient”
and "appear proficient in some areas” categories on the test. In 1984, the college
identified 89% of its full-time and 90% of its part-time students for remedial -algebra.
However, not all identified students were, in fact, required to takc the algebra covrse
(see footnote).

Remedial Course Outcomes. Of the students who enrolled in remedial algebrs. 66% of
the full-timers and 73% of the par.~timers passed the course. The part-time rate met
the provisional standa. but 2 full-time rate did not. No retest data wei e provided;
hence the college did not fulfil’ the Council's reporting guidelines.

Subsequent Academic Performance. The performance of the algebra-remediated group
of students in their first (subsequent) college-level math course did not compare
favorably to the non-remedial students (65% vs. 83% respectively passed the course).
The 18 percentage-point difference did not meet the provisi. nal standard. The small
sample (N=12) of non-remedial students chosen for tais follow up, however, raised
questions about the meaningfulness of the comparisor The cumulative GPA’s of the
remedial completers (82% at or above a "C") compare. . to those of the non-remedial
students (88%); the difference between the two groups « .t the ; rovisional standard.

Both the retention rate and SSR for the remedial completers exceeded the comparable
rates for the non-remedial students (64% vs. 46%, and 52% vs. 41%). Thus. outcomes on
both indicators met the provisional standards (and the SSR results were a reversal of the
typical pattern).




Overview

Strengths

Bergen should be commended for its high testing rate for full-time students. The
college's testing rate for part-time students also satisfied the Board's mimimum testing
requirement.

Retention of remediated students (all areas) exceeded that of the non-remedial students.

The available remedial course and follow-up outcomes for Bergen's reading/writing,
Directed Studies in Writing and computation programs were positive, almost without
exception. Indeed, the remedial completers outperformed the non-remedial students 1n
first (subsequent) college-level course passing rates (all three areas) and SSR's (two of
the areas). Although results for algebra were mixed, here too the GPA and SSR
comparisons were highly favorable. The preponderance of positive outcomes would
suggest a successful remedial effort across all areas. Unfortunately, the absence of key
data (and prublems with certain data that were submitted in the case of algebra) made 1t
difficult to fully interpret these positive 18NS,

Areas of Concern

The two-semester enrollment rates for identified, iull-time students in the
reading/writing and comput.tion areas dipped below the Board's 1 nimum enrollment
standard. Moreover, too many students in three of the remedial ajea- persisted in the
fourth semester without having begun the necessary remedial instruction. The institution
should address these shortcomings.

No retest data were submitted by the college. in addition, data submitted for the
subseqent college-level course follow up in algebra afforded a .neaningless comparnison.
Because of these limitatiors, the picture painted by the other indicators, although
favorable, was inconclusive.

Additional Suggestions for Further Inquiry

Data on the placement of students in the remedial algebra course were problematic (see
footnote). Tke institution's report indicated that "...not all of the students shown as
deficient are required to remove this deficiency.” In this regard, the fosmat requested by
the Basic Skills Council may hrve placed Bergen at a disadvantage since the cubmitted
figures likely were not reflective of the college's remedial efforts in algebra. The
institution might conduct a retrospective study to ascertain whether the students who
were required to take elementary algebra received timely remedial assistance.

The institutional report listed other areas that might be improved, including: "There 1s a
need for more careful record keeping for students who are given waivers and/or pass
challenge exams. There appear to be false counts in the didn't need remediation

group...” topefully the college is striving to remedy this deficiency.

In addition, Bergen r’'-ht reexamine the appropriateness of its placement criterion 1n
algebra, as suggeste - the author of the institutional report: "The huge numbeis of
students placed in aly ora remediation continue to raise a question about the cut-off
score. It is still the highest of any college, two-year or four-year, in New Jersey.
Further study is necessary..."
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BROOKDALE COMMUNITY COLLEGE*

Policy Administration

The percentage of full-time students tested (36%) met the 90% minimum requirement of
the Board. However, only 89% of the part-time students were tested, and this just
missed the minimum requirement. Of the students in the Fall 1684 cohort who were in
need of remediation, the college enrolled within two semesters 95% in reading, 46% in
writing, and 74% in computation. T. 2 figures for reading and writing met the Board's
minimum requirement but that for computation did nct and was 16 percentage points
below the standard. In addition. 41% of the full-time students identified for elementary
algebri were enrolled in remedial algebra courses within two semesters (no two-semester
enrollment standard has been set for algebra).

Ten identified students who had not begun remediation in reading, four i writing, 32 in
computation and 47 in algebra were present in the fourth semester. Thus, in reading and
writing, the college met the provisional standard. However, in the mathematics areas,
Brookdale missed the provisional staadard by a significant margin. The institution
reported that elementary algebra remediadon was recommended but not required of
students with low NJCBSPT scores. This policy may have been the reason for the low
enrollments in the algebra skill area.

Remedial Areas

Reading

Placement Criteria. Students were placed in remedial reading courses on the basis of
NJCBSPT-RC scores below 164 (which met the provisional standard) and additional
testing using the Nelson-Denny Reading Test which was done on the first day of class.
For the 1984 cohort, 42% of full-time and 38% of part-time stuvdents were identified fcr

reading.

Remedial Course Outcomes. Of the 394 students who enrolled in reading, 74% passed the
final-level course. Of the 177 part-time enrollees, 66% passed. The full-time passing
rate met the provisional standard but the part-time rate did not. Retesting using the
Nelson-Denny Test has been done since 1874. However, the college was unable to report
the data in aggregate form; thus, Brookdale did not fulfill the reporting guidelines of the
Basic Skills Council.

*Brookdale uses a unique “non- punitive” grading system (2.0 to 4.0) which is reflective of
its college-wide educational pnilosophy. A "D” (or 1.0) is not considered a passing grade
and is not assigned. To pass a course a student must earn a grade of at least a "C.”
Non-passing grades are not numerically reflected (as 1.0's or 0.0's) in the student’s CPA
as they would be at other institutions. Therefore, the GPA-based indicators (e.g. percent
at or above "C” and SSR) are not interpretable within the Committee’s frame of
reference. Thus, while the college fulfilled the reporting guidelines calling for data,
these data could not be used in this evaluation.
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Subsequent Academic Performance. Eighty-one percent of the students who completed
remediation in reading passed the first (subsequent) college-level course as compared to
82% for the non-remedial students, which met the provisional staadard. Brookdale's
GPA data could not be used in this evaluation (see footnote).

Of the students who completed remediation in reading, 53% returned in Spring 1986 as
compared to 49% of the students who did not nzed remediation, which met the provisional
standard. The college's SSR data could not be used in this evaluation (see footnote).

Writing

Placement Criteria. The placement criteria for writing, an NJCBSPT-SS score of 162
(which met the provisional standard) and a locally developed and scored writing sample,
resulted in the identification for remediation of 35% of full-time students and 30% of
part-time students.

Remedial Course Outcomes. The final level of remeuiation in writing was passed by 75%
of the full-time students and 71% of the part-time students. Both rates met the
provisional standard. Although retesting was conducted using a locally developed.
holistically scored essay, the data were not provided; thus, the college did not fulfill the
Council ‘s reporting guidelines.

Subsequent Academic Performance. Of the students who completed remediation in
writing, 77% passed the first college-leve! course, as compared to 82% for the
non-remedial students; the difference me. the provisional standard. Brookdale's GPA
data could not be used in this analysis (see footnote).

Students who completed remediation in writing returned in Spring 1986 at a rate of 53%,
which was slightly higher than the rate for students who did not need remediation (50%).
The difference in retention rates met the provisicnal standard. The college's SSR data
could not be used in this analysis (see footnote).

Computation

Placement Criteria. The college's placement criterion for computation, a score of 166
on the NJCBSPT-MC, met the provisiona: standard. Use of the criterion resulted in 46%
of the full-time and 51% of the part-time students being identified for remediation.

Remedial Course Outcomes. Of the 338 full-time enrollees in the final-level remedial
course, 70% passed. Among pari-time enrollees, 85% passed. Both rates met the
provisional standard. No retest data were provided; thus, the college did not fulfill the
Council's reporting guidelines.

Subsequent Academic Performance. Only 21% of the students who completed
remediation in computation passed the college-level math course as compared to 54% for
the non-remedial students (which did not meet the provisional standard). This
comparisor, ywever was difficult to interpret because the rate for remedial completers
was based on follow-up results for only 28 of the 238 full-time students who passed the
computation course. The college's GPA data could not be used in this analysis (see
footnote).

Fifty-eight percent of the students who completed remediation in computation returned
in the fourth semester as compared to 51% of the students who did not need remediation
(which met the provisional stz.ar'ard). The institution's SSR data could not be treated in
this analysis (see footnote).
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Elementary Algebra

Placement Criteria. An NJCBSPT-EA algebra score of 171 was used as the criterion for
placement, which met the provisional standard and was four points above it. Sixty-six
vercent of the full-time and 65% of the part-time students were identified for
remediation.

Remedial Course Outcomes. Sixty-four percent of the full-time students who were
identified for elementary algebra passed the final level of remediation. Of the 123
part-time enrollees, 63% passed. Neither percentage met the provisional standard. No
retest data were provided; thus, the college did not fulfill the reporting _aidelines of the
Basic Skills Council.

Subsequent Academic Performance. Only 40% of the students who completed
remediation in algebra passed the first (subsequent) college-level course, compared to
65% of the non-remedial comparison group. The difference in the passing rates did not
meet the provisiona) ctandard. Further, the fact that substantially less than half the
remediated students were able to pass the college -level math course should be of concern
to the college. Brookdale's GPA data could not be used in this evaluation (see footnote).

Seventy-five percent of the students who completed remediation returned for the fourth
semester compared to §3% of the students who did not need remediation. The high
retention rate for the completers met the provisional standard and exceeded it hy 22
percentage points. As in the other skill areas, the institution's SSR data could not be
used in this analysis (see footnote).

Overview
Strengths

The college has been effective in tusting its studer... .ud in enrclling high percentages in
remedial reading and writing courses.

Pass. g rates in remedial reading, writing and computation courses all met the provisional
standard.

The retention rates for remediation-completed students in all four areas excee led those
for the non-remedial students, and by a wide margin in the case of elementary algebra.

Areas of Concern

No data were furnished on retesting in any skill area, despite mention throughout the
institution's report that such testing was conducted in reading and writing, The absence
of these data added to the difficuliy of assessing the effectiveness of the remedial
programs.

The percentage of identified students who enrolled within two semesters in computation
did not meet the Board's minimum standard. Also, too many identified students were

present after four semesters without having enrolled in needed computation or algebra
courses. The institution should address these administrative weaknesses.

The enrollment rates in the remedial algebra area were low, apparently due to the

"recommended” nature of the remediation. Further, passing rates in remedial algebra for
those who did enroll were low. Perhaps of even greater concern, the passing rates in first
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(subsequent) college-level courses for the students who successfully completed their
remedial math requirements (albeit based on only 28 students) missed the provisional
standard by a wide margin. The entire set of college policies and practices regarding
elementary algebra should be reviewed by the college.

Additional Suggestions for Further Inquiry

Brookdale's unique grading system made it impossible to assess adequately two critical
indicators of effectiveness, namely GPA and SSR. Because the college's GPA and SSR
data were not meaningful to the committee (i.e., they could not be related to the
provisional standards), the effectiveness of Brookdale's programs could not be
ascertained. For purposes of reporting to the state, inuicators of student progress that
are built in accordance with the institution's own frames of reference must be developed
so that Brookdale's outcomes can be understood and evaluated. Brookdale's Academic
Progress regulation provides for a measurement of student progress based upon
comparisons of credits attempted versus credits earned, on a semester and cumulative
basis. Perhaps this rneasurement might serve as the basis for developing these important
indicators.
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BROOKDALE COMMUNITY COLLEGE

Remedial Program Profiles, 1984 Fuli-Time* Cohort
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BURLINGTON COUNTY COLLEGE

Policy Administration

In 1984, Burlington County College tested 97% of its full-time students and 95% of its
part-time students. Both rates met the Board of Higher Education’s minimum standard
of 90%.

Of the full-time students identified for remediation in reading, writing and computation,
the college enrolled 87%. 99% and 82% respectively in appropriate remedial courses
within two semesters. The enrollment rate for writing met the Board's two-semester
enrollment standard ot 90% whereas the rates foi reading and computation did not. In
addition, 41% of the full-time students who needed remedial algebra were enrolled in
algebra courses within two semesters (no standard has been set for !wo-semester algebra
enrollment).

Ninety-one full-time students (20%) who were identified for ren.ediation in reading and
were present in the fourth semester had rot yet begun the necessary course work. This
reyresented an increase from the previous cycle (i.e., 26 students, 7% reported for
1983-85) and did not meet the provisional standaru, For writing, only two such students
had not yet enrolled in the required cours~, which met the provisional standard; for
computation, the r ‘mber was 16 (4%), and for elementary algebra the nuniber was 58
(15%). Although the present but not enrolled’ figures for buth area. of mathematics
represented an improvement over the previous cycle (i.e., 42 students, 11% «ad 75
students, 19% respectively were reported for 1983-85), nevertheless they did not meet
the provisiona! standard of 10 or fewer such students.

Remedial Areas
Reading

Placement Criteria. A score of 167 on the NJCBSPT-RC was used as a cutoff for
placement 1n remedial reading, which met the provisional standard and exceeded it by six
points. This criterion resulted in 62% of the full-time cohozt and 54% of the part-time
cohort being identified for remediation.

Remedial Course Outcomes. Eighty-two percent of the full-iime and 80% of the
part-time cohorts who took remediation in read.ng passed the final-level course. Thzse
passing rates met the provisional standard of 70% or this indicator.

Alth, ' ‘he college conducted retesting in reading, data were not provided on the
percen »f students who reached the minimum level; thus, the college did rot fulfill
the guiacunes of the Basic Skills Council. (However, refer to the explanation given under
Overview-Areas of Concern.)

Subsequent Academic Performance. Sevenly percent of the remediated students passed
the first (subsequent) college-level vourse, compared to 68% for the no:.-remedial group;
the difference in performance between the two study groups met the provisional
standard. Fifty-five percent of the remedial completers attz 1ed GPA's of "C or
better, compared to 78% of the non-remedial students; the gap of 23 percer 1ge points in
relative performance did not meet the provisional standard.
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Remedial completers returned in the fourth semcster at a greater rate than did the

non-remedial students (60% vs. 39%). The difference in retention met the provisional
standard and exceeded it by 21 percentage points. As a result, and despite the weak
GPA's, remedial completers outperformed the non-remedial students 0. LSR (33% vs.
30%), which met the provisionai standard.

Writing

Placement Criteria. The college used as its placement criterion a cutoff score of 162 on
the NJCBSPT-SS, which met the provisional standard. This resulted in 53% of the
full-time and 47% of the part-time students being identified for remediation in writing.

Remedial Course Outcomes. Seventy-seven percent of the full-time students and 65% of
the part-timers who had enrolled in thz final-level course passed it; the full-time passing
rate met the provisional standard but the rate for part-time students did not. Data were
not furnished for retesting, even though the institution's report indicated that such
testing was conducted; thus, the institution did not fulfill the guidelinus of the Basic
Skills Council. (However, see explanation given under Overview-Areas of Concern.)

Subsequent Academic Performance. Seventy-two percent of the remediated students
passed the first (subsequent) college-level course, and a like percentage of the
non-remedial students also passed; the difference between the groups met the provisional
standard. On the GPA indicator, however, the remedial completers as a group fe!: 24
percentage points in performance below the non-remedial group (49% vs. 73%), which did
not meet the provisional standard. This relative performance, nonetheless, represented
an improvement of eight percentage points over that reported for the previous cohort.

A higher percentage of remediation-completed students (53%) than non-remedial
students (50%) returned in the fourth semester, which met the provisional standard. The
remediated group exhibited an SSR of 26% compared to 36% for the non-remed:al
students; the difference met the provisional standard, chiefly ov 1g to the high retentior
rate of the remedial completers.

Computation

Placement Criteria. The placement criterion used for computation, NJCBSPT-MC 169,
met the provisional standard end exceeded it by four scaled-score points. In 1984, as a
result, 60% of the full-time test-takers and 61% of the part-time ¢~5i-takers were
identified for remediation.

Remedial Course Outcomes. Of tt . students whn were enrolled in the final level of
remediation, 72% of the full-timers and 79% of the part-timers passed the course, and
both rates met the provisional standard. The college conducted retesting using a locally
developed test, and all completers met the minimu.n level on the (est. To the college's
credit, a regression equation was used to link scores o the local test with those on the
NICBSPT-MC; the minimum retest level reportedly translated to an NJCBSPT-MC
scaled score of 174, which was higher than the placement criterion used. However,
informaticn sufficient to determine the appropriateness of the regression equation was
not provided.

Subsequent Academic Performance. Full-time students who haw completed the remedial

course passed the first (subsequent) coliege-level math course at the rate of 63%. In
contrast, seventy-nine percent of the non-remedial comparison group passed the
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college-level ceurse. The 16 percenthge-point difference in pas ‘~g rates between the
+wo student groups did not meet the provisional standard. Remedial completers also fell
behind the nonr-:cmedial group in GPA. at or above “C” (52% vs. 73%), which rnissed the
provisional standard by one percentage point.

A higher percentage of the remediated students were present in the fourth semester as
compared with the non-remedial students (59% vs. 47%), which met the provisional
standard. Thirty-one percent of the remedial completers “survived successfully”
compared to 35% of the wn-remedial students; this four percentage point difference met
the provisional standard.

Elementary Algebra

Placement Criteria. An NJCBSPT-EA score of 168 (which met the provisional standard)

with NJCBSPT-}iC greater than 168 served as tne criteria foc placement into elementary
aigebra. Lsing these critena, 60% of full-time students and 67% of part-time students

were identified for algebra remediation.

Remedial Course Outcomes. The percentages of enrolled students passing the final-level
course were 72% for full-time students and 87% for pai.-timers; hoth percentages met
the provisional standard of 70% for this indicator. Only thirty-five percent of the
completers. however. met the minimum level on the retest, an in-houseinstrument
derived from the NJCBSPT-EA.

Subsequent Academic Performance. In the subsequent college-level course chosen for

analysis, 69% of the remediated students passed, compared to 80% of the non-remedial
students: the 11 percentage-point difference did not meet the provisional standard. Of
the students completing remediation, 61% attained a GPA of C” or above, compared to
- o of the non-iemedial students, the difference of 10 percentage points met the

provisional standaid.

Sixty-seven percent of remediation-completed students were present in the fourth
semester; the retention of these studcnts exceeded that of the non-remedial comparissn
group (19%) and thus met the provisional standard. The SSR of the completers (11%) also
exceeded that of the non-remedial students (34%) and met the provisional standard.

Overview

Strengths

The college succeeded in testing over 97% of its entering, ful-time students. It also
enrolled in appropriate courses within two semesters nearly all of those who needed
remediatior 1n writing. Burlington’s high testing rate for part-time students (95%) was

especially noteworthy.

Passing rates 1n final-level remedial courses were relatively high in all areas.

Across all skill areas, remediated students as a group were retained in greater
percentages than were the non-remedial students. Accordingly, SSR's compared

favorably as well.

Passing rates in first (subsequent) college-level courses, for completers of remedial
reading and writing programs, comnpared favorably to the passing rates for non-remedial

students.




Areas of Concern

Fewer than 90% of the full-tinie students who were jdentified for remediation in reading

and computation had

enrolled in appropriate remedial courses within two semesters.

Further, large numbers of identified students (in reading, computation and elementary

algebra) were present
course work. The coll

in the fourth semester without having begun the necessary remedal
ege needs to address this administrative shortcoming.

No retest data were furnished for reading and writing, despite the availability of such
data in the previous review cycle. Note thai the college had a major chemical fire 1n
August 1985; the institution reported that these recurds were among the iaterials
destroyed or lost as a direct result of the fire. The absence of these data made
interpretation of the cther indicators difficult and inconclusive.

Passing rates in subse
did not compare favor

quent college-level courses for remediated mathematics students
ably with the rates for non-remedial students.

~J
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BURLINGTON COUNTY COLLEGE

Remedial Program Profiles, 1984 Full-Time* Cohort
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CAMDEN COUNTY COLLEGE

Policy Administration

In 1984, Camden County College met the Board's minimum requirement for basic skills
testing: 94% of its full-time students and 92% of its part-time students were tested.
Moreover, similar testing rates v’ere reported for the 1983 cohort.

Two-semester enrollment rates ranging from 90 to 95 percent across the four shill areas
(for identified, full-time students in the 1984 cohort) were given on the Basic Skills
Council s "Annual Questionnaire.” Yet these rates were contradicted by data in the
institution's effec.veness report: only 42 to 79 percent of full-time students in the
cohort reportedly had eve - enrolled in remedial - Jurses within four semsters (in reading,
75%: writing, 79%; computation, 12%; and elementary algebra. 61%). Moreover. the
college provided the following counts of full-time, identified students per skill area who
were present in the fourth semester and had not yet begun the required remediation: in
reading, 105; writing, 124, computation. 300; and in elementary algebra, 281. These
excessively high numbers did not meet the provisional standard and should be of great
concern to the college.

Regarding the enrollment patterns in mathematic., the inst:tutional report stated “[that]
relatively few students are reported as having attempted computation. Tlis is because
our data at the time did not show students who tested out. The fact remains [however]
that many students attempt to delay math.”

‘The above :untradiction was part of a larger problem Camden had in adequately reporting
data in accordance with the guidelines nf the Basic Skills Council. In r ich of the four
skill areas, fo. instance, the college provided data on only an unspecified fraction of its
part-time students. These and other anomalies (mentioned below) were known to the
author of the institutional report: 'Camden has always had a problem in a discrepancy
between the Ns in the Questionn. re and the Effectiveness reports. The problem is that
we are not recording all scores, and not all students are tested. Further. we do not have
faith in the data base's ability to identify full-time versus part-time students.”

Remedial Areas
Reading

Placem- .t Criteria. The criterion used for placement in reading was an NJCBSPT RC
score of 166. which met the provisional standard and was five scaled-score points above
it. The college identified for reading 54% of its full-time students and 33% of an
unspecified fraction of its part-time student .

Reme-ial Course Outcomes. Seveu.y-one percent cf the {ull-time students and 69% of
the part-timne students passed the final-level remedial cour-e. the full -time rate met the
provisional standard but the part-time rate missed it by orie percentage point. {In cases
where students repeated the remedial course, final-attempt grades were us.d in
determining these passing rates.)

Camden's retest results. rather t»an being restricted to the specific cohort of interest,
included data for all students who happened to be taking the remedial course along with
students from the 1984 cohort (thus the rollege did not fulfill the Council’s reporting
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guidelines). This aside, only 66% of the students who passed the final-level course
reached the college's minimum on the retest. Whether this result might have been due in
part to the use of a high retest cutoff score could not be ascertained: the college
reported its minimum as a raw score and did not identify - particular NjCBSPT form
used.

>ubsequent Academic Performance. The remediated students passed their first
(subsequent) college-level course at a rate which was 7 percentage points lower than that
of the non-remedial students (63% vs. 70% respeclively); the difference did not meet the
provisional standard. On the other hand, 78% of the remedia.ed students had cumulative
GPA's of "C" or above, compared to 90% of the non-remedial students; this 12
percentzge-point difference met the provisional standard.

Completers of remediatinn returned in the fourth semester at a rate of 52%--two points
higher than that for the non-remedial students (50%). This met the provisional srandard.
On SSR, the remediated students fell just four points behind the non-remedial comparison
group (41% vs. 45%), and the difference met the provisional standard.

Writing

Placement Criteria Camden used an NJCBSPT-Composition (composite) score of 166 for
placement in writing (which was consonant with the provisional standards). Note,
however, that the college's composite scores were generated using local rather than
ETS-standard ‘ed Essay scores. In 1981, 53% of the full-time students and 10% of {(an
unspecified fraction of) part-time students were identified for remedial writing.

Remedial Course Ouicomes. Seventy percent of full-time and 72% of part-time
enrollees passed the final-level remedial writing course; both rates met the provisional
standard. (In cases where students repeated the remedial course. final-attempt grades
were used in determining these passing rates.) However, only 53% of the passing students
attained the ~~'"'ege’s minimum score on the retest. These results were difficult to
interpret on . nt of the problematic minimum score that was given: a 29 on the
"Writing” portion of the NJCBSPT (presumed to be a raw score on the NJCBSPT-SS).
Further, the retest data were not properly restricted to :. specific cohort of interest
(thus, the college did not fulfill the Council's reporting guidelines).

Subsequent Academic Performance. Sixty-four percent of the remediated students
passed the first (subsequent) college-level course. compared to 70% of the non-remedial
students; the difference missed the provisional standard by oue percer tage point. The
remedial completers fell only 8 percentage points behind the non-remedial group in the
percent attaining cumulative GPA's at or above "C" (81% vs. 89%), which met the
provisional standard.

Completers of writing remediation returned in the fourth semester at @. rate which was 7
percentage points higher than that for the non-remedial group (57% vs. 50%. which met
the provisional standard). Further. both groups performed comparably on the SSR
indicator (46% vs. 45%), which met the provisional standard.

Computation

Placement Criteria. Camden used an NJCBSPT-MC score of 165 (which met the
provisional ctandard) as its placement criterion for computation. In 1954, 16% of the
full-vime and 38% of the (unspecified fraction of) part-time students we.¢ 1dentified for
remediation. Students who tested in at the level of computation were also required to
take eleme ary algebra.

ERIC 5074

IToxt Provided by ERI



Remedial Course Outcomes. Students performed poorly in the final-level remedial
course: only 29% of full-time and 33% of part-time enrollees passed. These passing
rates did not meet the provisional standard. (In cases wnere students repeated the
remedial course, final-attempt grades were used in determining these passing rates.) The
remedial-course passing rates, assuming they were accurate, represented a serious
decline from the 59% (full-time) and 61% (part-time) reported for the 1983 cohort.
No! 2, however, that the 1984-cohort rates were inconsistent with other data (noted
below). These results, nonetheless, warrant examination by Camden's faculty.

The college's retest results were also both worrisome and problematic. As in the other
areas, these data for computation were not properly restricted to the specified research
cohort (hence the college did not fulfill the Council’s reporting guidelines). Still, the
available data suggested that only half (50%) of the students who passed computation
reached the college’ s minimum score on the retest. In contrast, the result reported for
the 1983 cohort was 100%. (The college's minimum score in both instan es, an
NJCBSPT-MC raw score of 19, likely corresponded to a scaled score of 165-1866, since
the raw-to-scaled score conversion for this test has remained stable over the years.) The
college acknowledged this discrepancy in its own report: "There is something
wrong...since all students earning a passing grade in basic math must by definition earn
passing grades on the post-test...”

Subsequent Academic Performance. All ¢f Camden's follow-up outcomes for
computation-remediat 'd students must be viewed with caution, since the number
reported in this category (256) greatly exceeded ihe number reported as having passed the
remedial course (57), and since the college reported no students as having satisfied
remedial course requirements through other means.

“Rem  1ted students” reportedly passed their f rst (subsequent) college-level course at
the ra.. of 66%, 3 percentage points higher than the rate the non-remedial students
(63%); this met the provisional standard and was a revers the typical pattern. In
view of the large number of remediated students who did nu. attain the college's retest
minimum,- this result was surprising and unexplained. Eighty-one percent of the former
group had cumulative GPA's at or above "C,” compared to 88% for the non-remedial
group; the seven percentage-point differznce met the provisional standard.

The remediated students returned in tne fourth semester at a higher rate (55%) than the
non-remed.al students (51%), which met the provisional standard. The SSR's for both
student groups were equal (15%). which met the provisional standard.

Elementary Algebra

Placement Criteria. For algebra, Camden used an NJCBSPT-EA score of 175, which met
the provisicnal standard and was eight scaled-score points above it. In 1984, 77% of the
full-time students and 10% of (an unspecified fraction of) the part-time students were
identified for elementary algebra.

Remedial Course Outcomes. Of the students who enrolled in the remedial cour , 66% of
‘oth the full-time and part-tirie students passed (which did not meet the provisional
standard). (In cases where students repeated the remedial course, final-attempt grades
were used in determining these passing rates.) Asin the other skill areas, retest results
were not properly restricted to the cohort of interest thence the college did not fulfill the
guidelines of the Bas t Skills Council). Only fifty-one percent of the students who passed
the remedial course attained the college’s minimum on the retest.

7.
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Subsequent Academic Performance. Surprisingly, remedial completers passed the first
(subsequent) college-level course at a higher rate then did the non-remedial students
(66% vs. 63%), which met the provisional standard and was reversal of the typical
pattern. Fighty-four percent of the remediated students had GPA's at or above " 5"
compared to 93% of the non-remedial students. the nine percentage-poir difference met
the prcvisional standard.

Students who completed algebra remediation returned in the fourth semester at a higher
rate than the non-remedi ! students (67% vs. 57%), ~hich met the provisional standard,
The former group had a higher SSR than did the latter (56% vs. 53%), which met the
provisional stundard and was a reversal of the typical pattern.

Overview
Strengths
The college was successful in testing over 90% of its full- and part-time stulents.

Remediated students in all four areas returned in the fourth semester m higher
percentages than non-remedial students.

The "subsequent” academic performance of remedial completers in all arcas, assuming
these data were accurate, compared favorably with the non-remedial stud.nts. The many
data anomalies, however, made it difficult to interpret thrse positive signs.

Areas of Concern

This college h~d a problem in arcurately gathering and reporting data in accordance with
the guidelines of the Basic Skills Council. Serious omissions, contradictions and
anomalies contained in Camden's repcrts hampered the assessment of remedial prograins
at this institution. For example, there was little agreement between data reported on the
Annual Questionnaire and those brought forward in the institution's effectiveness report.
The college fumi ned data on only an unspecified fraction of its part-tine students.
Data on retesting (all areas) were not restricted to the single cohort of interest. The
college’s NJCBSPT retest minima were reported in terms of raw scores. The number of
students followed in Camden’s "completed remediauun® group for computation greatly
exceeded the total number of students who satisfied remedial course requirements n this
area.

It should be pointed out that these and other reporting deficiencies wers known to the
author of Camden’s effectiveness report and are being arfdressed by the college. "We
now have a ...new Institutional Researcher ~d a staff of programmers. [The college's]
President...has made these basic skills repuis a priority. this means that beginning n
Spring 1988 we will have a data base that will enable us to produce reports that are full
and consistent,”

E- =ssively high numbers of students who were identified for remediation (all areas) had
no. enrolled in appropriate remedial courses by the fourth semester, even though they
still persisted at the college.

The remedial course passing rates in computation were very 1ow. This warrants
examinaticn by Camden'’s faculty.
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Additional Suggestions for Further Inquiry

. In each of the four areas, the college-level course performances a:d GPA's of the
' remediated students differed little from those of the non-remedial comparison groups
(ard in some instances the remediated groups outperformed the non-re. ..dial groups on
these indicators). These outcomes were especially surprising in light of *the low
percentages of remedial completers who reached the college's minimum suores on
retests. The college may wish to explore this paradox.
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CUMBERLAND COUNTY COLLEGE

Policy Administration

Cumberland County College tested 100% of its full and part-time students in 1984, a
commendable achievement. Moreover, similar testing rates were reported in 1983.

The college enrolled within two semesters 94% and 90% of its identified fall-time
students in appropriate remedial courses in writing and in computation respectively.
These rates met the Board’'s minimum enrollment standard. In reading, on the other
hand, only 86% of the full-time students who were identified for remediation had enrolled
within two semesters (which did not meet the Board's minimum enrollment standard). In
addition, 82% of the students identified for remedial algebra were enrolled in remedial
courses withm two semesters (a two-semester enrollment standard has not been set for
algebra). By the fourth semester, few full-time studer*s who needed remedial courses
had not yet enrolled in them (reading. 6; writing, 0, comyutation, 2; and .lg~bra, 2}, which
met the provisional standard in all areas.

Remedial Aress

Reading

Placement Criteria. An NJCBSPT-RC score of 165 was uscd as the criterion for
placement, both in 1983 and in 1984. Curiously, higher percentages of the entering class
(58% of full-time and 62% of part-time tudents) were identified for remedial reading in
1984 than n 1983 {46% ot full-time and 34% of part-time students), despit. a decline in
the number of students tested.

Remedial Course Outcomes. Of students enrolled in the final-level remedial course, 79%
of the full-time students and 75% of the part-time students passed the course (which met
the provisional standard).

The college reported aggregate retesting data for more students (101) than had enrolled
in and passed the final levei of reading remediation (approximately 76 students); hence
the college did not reprrt its retest data in accordance with the guidelines of the Basic
Skills Council. Nevertheless. the institution's report stated that 59% of the retested
students attained the college’s minimum score on the retest. In cantrast, 91% of the
comparable students in the 1983 cohort met the minimum score. Both the discrepancy in
the enrolled 1n (and passed?) vs. retested numbers in 1984 and the dramatic d~cline ip
retest results from 1983 to 1984 are reasons for concern and need to be addressed.

Subsequent Academic Performance. Follow-up academic ot.somes for the
remediation-completed gioup were mixed. While the remediation-complected group
passed the first (subsequent) college-level course at a rate comparable to that of the
non-remedial students (81% vs. 82% respectively, which met the provisional standard),
the GPA comparison vielded quite different results. Just over half of the remedial
completers (52%) had GPA's at or above a "C" compared with 88% of the non-remedial
group; the 36 percentage point difference missed the provisional .candard by a wide
margin. Further, the gau .n GPA performance between the two groups had widened
compared to that reported for the 1983 cohort (91% vs. 70% respectively for the two
study groups in 1983-85, a difference of 21 percentage points).
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Cumberland's remediation-completed group was retained in the fourth semester at a
higher rate than that of the non-remedial group (61% vs. 51%), which met the provisiona!
standard. The remedial completers as a group attained an SSR of 32%. compared to 45%
for the non-remedial students; the difference did not meet the r - - sional standard.

Writing

Piacement Criteria. An NJCBSPT-SS score of 165 (which met the provisional standard
and was four points above it) was used as the criterion for placement. The
NJCBSPT-Essay was not used for remedial Placement. Forty-three percent of the
full-time and 49% of the part-time students were identified for remedial writing courses.

Remedial Coursi Qutcomes. Of the students enrolled in the final level of remedial
wriling, 79% of the full-time students and 81% of the part-time students passed the
course. These passing rates met the provisional standard. As in the readiig area. the
college reported aggregate retesting data for more students (112) than had enrolled in and
passed the final-level remedial writing course (84 students); hence the college did not
report its retest data in accordance with the guidelines of the Basic Skills Council.
Nevertheless, 58% of the students reported on reached the college's minimum score on
the retest. This result was markedly lower than the 71% reported for the 1983 cohort.
These data and the reporting discrepancy mernt attention by the college.

Subsequent Academic Performance. Seventy-three percent of the remedial completers
passed the first {subsequent) college-level writing course. compared to 80% of the
non-remedial students; +»3 difference did not meet the provisional standard. On the
more general indicator of academic success, only 19% of the remediation-completed
students had GPA s at or above "C." as compared to 87% of the non-remedial students;
the 38 percentage point difference in performance between the two study groups missed
the provisional standard by a wide margin. Further, this CPA gap represented a decline
fron. he 18-point gap (75% and 93% respectively for the two groups) seen in 1983.

Remediation-completed students returned in the fourth semester at a higher rate than
non-remedial students (66% vs. 17%), which met the provisional standard. The remedias
completers as a group _..hibited an SSR of 32% compared to 41% for tiie non-remedial
students; the difference met the provisional standard,

Computation

Placement Criteria. The criterion used for placement at Cumberland was an
NJCBSPT-MC score of 165, which met the provisional standard. Forty-six percent of the
full-time and 53% of the part-time students were idsnufied for remediation.

Remedial Course Outcomes. Of the students eniolied in the final level of computation at
Cumberland, 71% of full-time and 75% of part-time students passed the course. These
passing rates met the provisional sta.dard. No data on retestir.g were reported for the
1984 cchiort, despite the availability of retest data for the previous cohort; thus, the
college did not fulfill the guidelines of the Basic Skills Council.

Subsequent Academic Performance. Only 42% of the students who completed
computation passed the first (subsequent) college-level course, compared to 72% of the
non-remedial students; the 30 percentage point d°" :rence missed the provisional
standard by a wide margin and represented a decline in performance from the 18
percentage point gap reported for the 1983 cohort. In keeping with this finaing, just over
half (52%) of the computation completers hai cu ilative GPA's at or above "C,”
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compared to 84% of the non-remedial students; the 32 percentage point difference in
GPA ‘s did not meet the provisional standard. Further, this gap had more than doubled
from the 14 percentage point difference reported for the previous cohort.

Unlike the pattern seen in the reading and writing areas at the college, in computation
the retention rate for the remediation-complet~d group fell short of that for the
non-remedial comparison group (48% vs. 51% respectively), which did not meet the
provisional standard. Not surprisingly, the SSR of the remedial completers as a group was
only 25%--18 percentage points lower than the SSR of the non-remedial group (13%); the
diffe :nce did not meet the provisional standard.

This consistent pattern of unfavorable results across the indicators--and especially given
the low passing rate in the first (subsequent) college-level math course and the lack of
retest data--suggested that the college should review seriously the efficacy of its

computation program.
Elementary Algebra

Placement Criteria. In 1984, an NJCBSPT-EA score of 168 (down from 174 in 1983), for
students whose NJCBSPT-MC was greater than 165, was used at Cumberland (which met
the provisional standard). Seventy percent of the full-time and 93% of the part-time
students were identified for algebra remediation.

Remedial Course Outcomes. Sixty-one percent of the full-time students in the
final-level remedial algebra course passed it, which did not meet the provisional
standard. Part-time students passed the re:nedial course at a rate of 70%, which met the
provisional standard. The percentage of students who reached the college's minimum
score on the retest was low (51%). As in the other skill areas where retesting was
reported, however, the retest data included an unspecified number of students who earncd
a grade of "D,” even though such students were 1equired to repeat the remedial course.
This made it ditficult to interpret the low percentage.

Subsequent Academic Performance. Only 53% of the students who completed algebra
remediation passed their first (subsequent) college-level math course, a rate that was 13
percentage points below that of the non-remedial comparison group (66°%) and which
there‘ore did not ineet the provisicnal standard. It should be noted that the college
reported on only 17 of the approximately 77 full-time students who passed the final level
of algebra remediation. Sixty-eight percent of the remediation-completed group had
cumulative GPA s at o* above "C.” compared to 72% of the non-remedial students: the
difference met the provisional standard.

As for retention. a pattern emerged that was similar to the one seen in the computation
area. Completers of remediation returned in the fou th semester at a low rate (35%)
compared to the non-remedial students (58%). the differcnce betwnen the zroups missed
the provisional standard by a wide margin. Not surprisiigly, the SSR for the
algebra-remediated group was also low (Z4%) relative to that for the non-remedial
students (41%) and did not meet the provisional standard, u.ese rates should be of concern
w© the institution, especially sinct: the SSR 's had declined consicerably from the 1983 to
the 1984 cohorts (41% and 56% rcspectively in 1983).

These data suggested that the remedial mathematics courses wern not serving students
well. The college might examine why higher percentages of its s.cmpleters of remedial
math courses left the institution than similar completers of remedial reading and
writing.




Overview
Strengths

Cumberland County College is to be commended for its consistently high testing rate for
both full- and part-time studenis.

Similarly, of the full-time students who were identi™ed for remedial assistance 1 writing
and in computation, the college su:reeded in encolung over 90% in appropriate remedial
courscs within two semesters. By ‘ie “uurth semester, nearly all students 1 all four skill
areas who were identified for remediation had begun the necessary remedial courses.

Passing rates in remedial reading, writing and computation courses all met the provisicnal
standard.

Students who completed remediation in reading and in writing returned in the fourth
semester in greater percentages than the non-remedial comparison groups. Further,
these retention _ates for remedial completers represented an improvement over those
reported for the previous (1983) cohort.

Areas of Concemn

A number of concerns surfaced during review of Cumberiand s data for the 1984 cohort,
Perhaps foremost was the apparent general decline in the academic performance of
remedial completers in all skill areas and across most indicators, as viewed with
comparable outcomes reported for the previous (1983) cohar*. The overall picture was
that of a set of remedial programs whose outcomes were dectining rather than improving
over time. This is causc for immediate attention. The institution should assess how much
of this picture was real and how rauch was attributable to data inconsistencics and
reporting changes.

In the reading area, the two semester enrollment percentage dropped below the Board s
minimum requirement for full-tiime students. The college shculd address this
administrative shortcoming.

No data on retesting were reported for compatation, despite the fact that these data had
been provided for the previous cohort. Retes! data that were submitted (other areas)
were not strictly compiled in accordance with tue guidelines of the Basic Skills Council.
This made all available outcomes and especially the apparent large decline in retest
performance from the 1983 to the 1984 cohort--a’'l the more difficult to assess.

Nonetheless, the fact that other academic outcomes (e.g.. passing rates in fire*
college-level courses and GPA data) for the 1984 cohort showed a | -allel decline trom
the rates reported the year before suggested that at least the downward trend of the
retest data, if not their magnitude was accurate. This requires attention by the cnllege.

In the mathematics aieas especially, the consistent pattern of unfavorable results across
the indicators--and given the low passing rates in the first (subsequent) college-level

courses--suggested that the remedial mathematics courses at Cumberland were not
serving students well.

~
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ESSEX COUNTY COLLEGE*

Policy Administration

in 1984, Essex County College tested 97% of its full-time students (and 99% in 1983),
which met the Board's 90% minimum {esting criterion. However, the testing rate for
part-timers was only 67% (which did not meet the Board's minimum criterion), down

frc 94% in 1983. Th= college reported that many more part-timers were, in fact,

teow .in 1984, but a computer error kept these results from being captured appropriately.

Essex enrolled in r :edial courses within two semesters 93% of the fuli-time students
identified for writing and 91% of those identified for computation, but only 72°% of those
identified for reading. The first two rates met the Board's minimum enrol!ment standard
but the latter did not. Sixty-eight percent of the full-time students identified for
remedial algebra were enrolled in remedial courses within two semesters (no .tandard has
been set for alyebra).

By the fourth semester. all but nine or fewer students each in three skill areas (writing, 0;
computation, 9; and elementary algebra, 0) who needed remediation and were still at the
college had begun the necessary remedial courses (which met the nrovisional standard).
Despite these favorable results, however, 40 full-time students identified for reading
returned in the fourth semester without having enrolled in a remedial reading course: this
did not meet the provisiondl standard.

Remedial Areas
Reading

Placement Criteria. Essex County College used an NJCBSPT-RC cutoff score of 168 (up
from 161 1n 1983), which met the provisional standard and was seven scaled-score pnints
above it. At .his level, 83% of the full-time and 79% of t1e part-time students were
identified fo; reading remediation.

Remedial Course Outcomes. Over 72% of fuii-time and 77% of part-time enrollees
passed the final-level of remediation. These rates met the provisional standard.
Sixty-seven percent of the students who passed the course and were retested met the
college ‘s .inimum score on the retest (Test of Adult Basic Education). Unfortunately,
retest results were from the Fall 1534 semester only; hence the college did not fulfill the
guidelines of the Basic Skills Council.

*In order to appreciate the scope of remediation at Essex County College, the following
supplementary information regarding the skill levels of the incominy (fall 1984) class is
provided. Of the over 1400 1.3w students enrolled in the fall of 1984, 20% were <lassified
as English-As-A-Second-Lunguage (ESL) students on the basis of the Bilingual/Foreign
sturdent placement test and were placed in an appropriate ESL course. Of the studerts
tested with the NJCBSPT, over 90% needed one or more remedial courses in English,
reading, or mathematics. Ove: two-thi Jds of those tested required multiple levels of
remediation in all subject areas, which would constitute at least one full year of
remediation. These figures, consistent over the last five years, underscore the
tremendous challenge of remediation at Essex County College.
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Sub:sequent Academic Performanc~ Students who completed their remediation passed
the first (subsequent) college-level course at a higher rate (83%) than those who did not
need remediation (67%). This met the provisicnal standard and exceeded 1t by 21
bercentage points. The percentage of students with a GPA at or above "C" was lower for
the remedial students than for the non-remedial students (65% vs. 91% respectively),
which did not meet the provisional standard.

Thirty-seven percent of the remediated students returned in the fourth s... .ester,
compared te only 8% of the non-remedial students, which met the provisional standard.
it chould be noted, however, that tt2 non-remedial group comprised only 11 returnr.
students. This accounted for the large difference jetwee the two groups i SSR: 23%

for the remediated students versus 7% for the non-remeq, | greup (which a. not meet
the p «visional standard).

Wnting

Placeiaent Criteria. The placement cutoff usew in writing was a score of 9 on the (locally
scored) NJCBSPT-Essay, which met the orovisional standard and was one pr 1t above 1t.

Sixty percent of the full-time and 57% of the part-time students in the cohort were
placed in remediation.

Remedial Course Outcomes. The final level of remediation was passed by 69% of the
full-time enrollees and 73% of the pari-time enrollees. The latter rate met the
provisional standard but the former missed it by one percentage point. Eighty-one
percent of those who complited remediation and were tested achieved the coilege's
minimum score or. the retest (a departmental sentence structure test). However, these

retest resulis were ror the Fall 1984 semester o -¢: hence the coliege did not fulfill t.e
guidelires of the Basic Skills Council.

Subsequent Acadermnic Performance. Only 48% of the remediated students passed the
first (subscquent) colleg: level writing course while 70% of the non-remedial students
passed the same course; the difference did not meet the provisional standard (cf. both
groups passed at a rate of 64% in 1983-85). However, the percentages of students with a
GPA at or above "C" were comparable for both study groups (70% for remedial

completers and 73% for non-1emedial students), whick met the provisional standard.

Students who completed remediation were retained for four semesters at a much higher
rate (45%) than those who did not need remediation (16%), which met the provisional
standard. However, only 41 non-remedial students niade u, the returning cohort. Chieily
due to the large difference in reteation between the group. e SSR for the remediated
stuaents exceeded that for the non-remediul students by 2u, centage points (31% vs.
11%), which met the provisional stndard and was a reversal of the typical pattern.

Computation

Placement Criteria. Essex County College used a cutoff score of 169 on the
NJCBSPT-MC. This met the provisional standard and was four scaled-score points above
it. Use of the criterion resulted in 81% of % {ull- time students and 81% of the
part-time students being identified for remed:ation.

Remediz! Course Nutcomes. In 1984-86, only 48% £ fuli-time enrolloes and 56% of
part-time enrollees passed the final-level course. These rates did not neet the 70%
provisional standard. ‘owever, of the students who passed and were re.ested, 86%
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reached the college 's minimum score on the retest. a departmental 30-item test.
Unfortunatel, these retest results were for the Fall 1984 semester vnly, hence the
college did not fulfill the guidelines of the Basic Skills Council.

Subsequent Academic Performance. Remediated students passed the first  Jsequent)
college-level « :.rse at tne rate of 63% while the non-remedial students passed the
course at the rate of 80%. The difference did not meet the provisional standard.
Seventy-eight percent of remeiiation completers had GPA's at o1 above "C” compared
to 91% of the non-remeaial students; the difference in percent between the two groups
met the provisicriiel standard.

As in reading and writing arcas, four- ~emester retention rates in cor.putdation were
higher for the remediated group (37% of completers returned in the fourth semester) than
for the non-remedial students (26% returned) and met the provisional standard.

Similarly, the SSR of the remediated students (28%) exceeded that of the non-remedial
students (.3%), which met the provisional standard and was a reversal of the typical
pattern

Elementary Algebra

Placement C...eria. A score of 168 on the NJCBSPT-EA (which met the provisional
standard) was used as the remedial algevra cutoff for :tudents whosc NJCBSPT-MC score
was above 168. The NJCBSPT-EA cutoff subsequently was raised to 176 for the Fall 1985
cohort. All students who were identified for computation were required to complete
remediation in algebra. Thus in 1984. 86% of the full ..:ne and 88% of the part-time
students were identified for remediation.

Remedial Course Outcomes, The passing rate in remedial algebra was 56% for the
fuil-time and 63% fur the par.-time students. These rates did not meet the provisional
standard. However, 83% of the students who both passed and were tested (N=25) reached
the college' s minimum score on the retest, a 30-item departmental test. As in the other
skill areas. the retest results were f.om the Fall 1984 semester only; hence the college
did not fulfill the guidelines of the Basic Skills Council.

Subsequent Academic Performance. Only 42% of the remediated gruup passed the first
(subsequent) college-level cousse in inathcmatics while 91% of the n- 1 -remedial group
(N=11) passed. The differerce did not meet che provisional siar.dard. Seventy-three
percent of the remediation- .ompleted students had GP2 's at or above "C” comnared to
91% of the (21) students in the non-remedial group. The uifference in GPA's met the
provisional standard.

Retention rates favored the remediated students, 59% of whom returned for the fourth
semester compared to only 20% o: the non-remedial students (which me. the provisional
standard). The SSR was 43% for the remediated group and only 17 for the non-remecial

students; this difference met the provisional stan’' rd and was a reversal of the typical
pattern,

Cverview
Strengths

Essex County College tested 97-99% of its full-time students over two consecutive
cycles of reporting.
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The college has been effective in enr2lling high percentages of its identified students in |
writing and computation courses within two semesters. Further, no students who needed
remediation in writing or elementary algebra and few who needed computation remamed
in the fourth semester without having begun remediation.

In writing, computation and algebra, the percent GPA's at or above "C" for the
reniediated groups compared favorably to those of the non-remedial students,

Students who completed remediation (all skill areas) outperformed the non-remedial
students in retention and SSR, and by a wide margin in mcst cases.

Completers of remediation in reading passed the first (sub zquent) college-level course at
a higher rate than the non-remedial students.

Areas of Concern

The testing rate for part-tine studerts may have dropped below the Board's minimum
requirement. The college should asc.ertain whether this was S0.

The low passing rates for the final-level remediil courses in computation and algebra
warrant attention by ‘he college. Only about half of the students passed these remedial
CfJUTSES.

The furnished ; .testing data (all skill areas), instead of being accumulated over the
four-semester period, were from a single semester only. This made interpretation of
these results difficult.

While remediated students in writing, computation and algr:bra had GPA levels that met
the provisional standard relative to non-remedial students, the passing rates for remedial
completers in the first (subsequent) college-level courses in these areas were low.

The cJllege fell below the Board's minimum \ vo-semester enrollment standard in
Peading. Of even greater ,cern was the large number of identified, full-time students
who were present at the coitege in the fourth semester but had not yet enrolled in the
necessary reading courses. The college should address this administrative shortcoming.

Additional Suggestior  yr Further Inquiry

The low retention rates of non-remedial students at Essex raised the possibihty of " false
positive” interpretation of the retention-based results for this institution (1.e..

fourth- semester return rates and SSR's for ihe remedial completers, relative to the
perfc 'mance of the non-remedial students). Moreover, the smell size of the

non-i .nedial student comparison groups (fourth-semester returnees) relative to the
larger numter of remedial completers made comparisons bxtween the two groups
problematic. The college may wish to explore these points further.

The colleg~ might look carefuily at the placement records of those students who needed
but did not complete remediation in ceading and writing. Paradoxically, such students
outperformed the remediated students on aearly all academic measures.
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GLOUCESTER COUNTY COLLEGE

Policy Administiation

Gloucester tested nearly all (99.8%) of its full-time students and 95% {up from 5% in
1983) of its part-time students, a commendable result which met the Board mandate for
testing. In reading (99%), writing (97%) and computation (91%), the college enrolled
within two semesters more than the required minimum of 90% full-time student: in the
necessary remedial courses. In the fourth semester, zero to five identified students per
skill area were present without having begun the necessary remediation; hence, the
college met the provisional standard in the three skill areas for which data were
reported. Data were not provided for elementary algebra; thus, the institution did not
fulfill the guidelines of the Basic Skills Council.

Remedial Areas
Reading

Placement Criteria. Gloucester used an NJCBSPT-RC score of 161 as its criterion for
placement. It identified 26% of the full-time students and 14% of the part-time students
for reading r2mediation. The criterion met the provisional standard but the percentages
of students identified were low.

Remedial Course Outcomes. The final level of remedial reading was passed by 64% of
the full-time and 29% (n=9) of the part-time enrollees. Although the part-‘ime rate met
the p.c. sional standard, the percentage fcr full-timers did not. Just over half (51%) of
those who passed the course reached the minimum on the retest. The college reportedly
followed a questinnable policy of permitting faculty .0 add four points to each re*est
score " to account for the standard error of rreasurement” of the test. This non standard
practice, while not reflected in the retest percentages reported here. did inflatz the
passing rates since the retest was used as an exit instrument at the college.

Subsequent Academic Performance. Ir the subsequent college-level English course 89%
of the reading completers passed, exvesding the 79% passing rate of the non-remedial
students. This met the provisional standard and was « reversal of the usual pattern. The
subsequent GPA percentage at or above “C" was not as high for the completers (56%) as
for the non-remedial students (74%), but the difference met the provisional standard.

Retention at four semesters, on the other hand, was higher for completers (67%) than for
non-remedial students (19%) and thus met th ; provisional standard. Owing to this high
retention rate, the completers also had an SSR (38%) which exceeded that of the
non-remedial students (36%) and therefore met the provisional standard. These reversals
of the typical patterns were positive indicators of effectiveness.

In summary, even with the low passing rates in the remedial courses and the problematic
retesting, other indicators--:etention, SSR, GPA, and passing rate in the subsequent
college-level course--pointed in a positive divection.



Writing

Placement Criteria. Gloucester used an NJCBSPT-English Composition (composite) score
of 185, by which it identified for writing remediation 55% of its full-time and 29% of its
part-time students. The criterion was consonant with the provisional standard.

Remedial Course Outcomes. Seventy-two percent of the full-time and 85% of the
part-time students passed the final level of remedial writing, and both rates met the
provisional standard. Sixty-seven percent of the students who passed the course met the
college's minimum on the retest. A-in reading (see above), faculty were permitted to
add four points to each retest score.

Subsequent Academic Performance. The same percentage (81%) of remedial writing
completers as non-remedial students passed the subsequent English composition course,
which met the provisional standard. Further, the GPA percentage at or above "C” for
the completers (65%) relative to the performance of the non-remediai students (77%) also
met the provisional standard.

Retention at four semesters was higher for cormpleters (59%) than for the nn-remedial
students (52%) and thus SSR's for the two groups were also comparabie (38% vs. 10%).
Data for both indicators met the applicable provisional standards. In short, the academic
indicators were uniformly positive for Gloucester's writing prr -am.

Computation

Placement Criteria. The college used an NJCBSPT-MC score of 165, which mrat the
provisional standard, along with ACT/SAT scores and high school transcript information
to identify students for remediation. Fifty -four percent of its full-time and 45% of its
part-time students were identified for computation.

Remedial Course Outcomes. Of the 269 full-time enrollees, 68% passed the computation
course. Seventy-eight percent of the part-timers passed. The percentage \or part-time
students met the provisional standard but the percentage for full-time students did not.
On the retest, 94% of the completers reached the college's minimum. Note that the
faculty were permitted to add four points to each of the retest scores (see "Reading"
section).

Subsequent Academic Performance. In the subsequent coilege-level math course, 63% ot
the completers passed compared with 75% of non- remedial students. The difference did
not meet the provisional standard. Further, the subsequen” GPA percentage at or above
"C" was lowe~ for completers (59%) than for non-remedial students (82%) and this
difference did not meet the provisional standard.

Fourth-semesier retention “~wever, strongly favored the completers nver the
non-remedial students (63% ,s. 50% respectively) and thus met the provisional standard,
As a result, the difference in SSR between completers (37%) und non-remedial students
(41%) was small (and it inet the provisiona! standard).

The indicators for computation presented a mixed picture. The high percentage reaching
the minimum: level on the retest was neither complemented by a strong percentage
passing the subsequent college-level math course nor by GPA's that approached those of
the non-remedial studeats.
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Elementary Algebra

Gloucester offered courses 1.. e. :emen .ary algebra but apparently did not require
remediation in that skill area (algebra placement was at the option of the student or upon
recommendation of the first college-level math instructors). No data were furnished;
thus, the institution did not fulfill the guidelines of the Basic Skills Council for this skill
area.

Overview
Strengths

The college is to be commended for i.. efficient testing aund enrolling of students in
remedial reading, writing and computation, and especially for the dramatic improvement
in part-time testing rate in a single year. Further, the ongoing changes and
improvements documented in the institution's report serve as evidence of the college's
commitment to provide remediation for both its full-time and part-time students.

Retention rates for remediation-completed students were higher across all reported skill
areas th:an the rates for non-remedial students.

The remedial writing area prescr‘ed a uniformly positive set of outcome measures, thus
making a compelling argument for the effectiveness of this program.

Areas of Concern

‘th2 college did not use the NJCBSPT for algebra placement, despite the longstanding
policy of the Board of Higher Education. Further, data were not provided on elementary
algebra, contrary to the guidelines of the Basic Skills Council. The self-selected nature
of the algebra courses that were offered at the college Lkely resulted in fewer students
being served. The mixed picture of indicators for the computation completers might have
been more positive had the studen.. gone on to complete algeura remediation prior to
enrolling in college-level math ~ourses. The entire set of college policies on elementary
algebra should be reviewed and v-ought into compliance with Board requirements.

The low percentages of students identified for reading should be examined by the college.

The coltege shuuld reconsider its policy of permitting faculty to add four points to each
student's retest score.
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HUDSON COUNTY COMMUNITY COLLEGE

Policy Adminis’ -ation

Hudson County Community College test.d 100% of its students who were required to be
tested, both full- and part-time, in 1983 and in 1984, which satisfied the Board's
minimum standai1 of 90%. This performance is commendable. Moreover, the college
enrolied in necessary remedial courses within two semesters all full-tir.e students who
needed remediation in reading (100%) and virtually all ir. :iting (99%); these percentages
met the Boasd's minimum enroliment standard for full-time studeats. Only 86¢ of the
full- time students identified for computation were enrolled in appropriate remedic math
courses within two semesters; this rate, an improver:ent over the 1983-84 enrollment
rate of 82%, nevertheless did not meet the Board's minimum standard. Fifty-two
percent of the students identified for elementary algebra enrolled in the required
remedial course within two semesters, an improvement from the 36% reported for the
1983 cohort (a two-semester enrollment standard for algebra has not been set).

Of the full-time students identified for remedial reading and/or writing instruction, zero
were present in the fourth semester without having taken the required remedial courses
(which met the provisional standard). However, 47 full-time students needing
computation and 10 needin,, elementary algebra were present fourth semsster and yet had
not begun the necessary remedial work; the latter value met the provisional standard but
the former di- not.

Remedial Areas
Reading

Placement Criteria. In 1984, Hudson raised its placement cutoff score in reading from
161 to 160 on the NJCBSPT-RC. The latter criterion met the provisional standard and
was five scaled-score points above it. Fifty-five percent of both the full-time and
part-time students were identified for remedial instruction in reading.

Remedial Course Outcomes. Of the students enrolled in the final-level remedial reading
course, 54% of the full-time and 67% of the part-time students passed the course.
Ne.ther rate met the provisional standard. Moreover, both rates reflected a decline from
the 1983-cohort results (cf., 67% of full-time and 73% of part-time enrollees n
1383-85). Forty-nine percent of the students who passed the final-level course attained
the college's minimum score on the retest.

Subsequent Academic Performance. Remediated students in the 1984 cohort passed the
first (subsequent) college-level course at a higher rate than the non-remedial students
{78% and 74% respectively), which met t. - provisional standard and was a reversal of the
typical pattern. Further, this passing rate . - remediated students was an improvement
over the 59% reported foi the 1983 cohort. The . -~-entage of remediated students with
a cumulative GPA of “C" o~ above was 28 percentage . ~*~ 'ower than the rate ©_,
non-remedial students (31% +s. 79%); the difference did not meet wic pirovisional
standard.



A markedly highe~ percentage ¢f remedic ted than of non-remedial students returned in
the fourth semester (69% vs. '0%), which met the provisional standard. It should be
noted that the nun-reriedial retention rate was quite low. The SSR for the remediated
students was three percentage points higher than the rate for the non-remedial student
comparison 2roup (5% vs. 32" respectively), which met the provisioral standard and was
a reversal of the typical pattern. This reversal was due at least in part to the low
retention of the non-remedial comparison group.

Writing

Placement Criteria. In writing, as in reading, the placement criterion was raised for the
1984 cohort: from 161 to 164 on the NJCBSPT-SS. The revised cu jcore met the
provisional standard and was three scaled-score points above it. In 1984, 55% of the
full-time and 54% of the part-time students were identified for remedial writing.

Remedial Course Outcomes. Of enrollees in the fina! level remedial writing course, 51%
of the full-time students (down from 68% for the 1983 cohort) and 67% of the part-time
students (same rate as the 1983 cohort) passed the course. Neither rate met the
provisional standard. Fifty-three percent of the students who passed the final-level
course attained the coliege's minimum score on the retest.

Subsequent Academic Performance. The writiug-remediated students as a group
performed nearly as wel' 4s the non-remedial students in their rate of passing the first
(subsequent) c>llege-level writing course (70% and 72% respectively), which met the
provisional standard. This passing rate for remediated students reflected improvement
over the 1983-cohort results (i.e., only 60% in 1983-85). However, the cuinulative
academic performances of the two groups, as measured by the percentages attaining at

ast a "C" average, were dissimilar: 53% for remediated students vs. 79% for the

remedial comparison group. The difference between the groups in GPA attainment

«d not meet the provisional standard.

Remediated students returned in the fourth semester at a higher percentage than the
non-remedial students (58% vs. 19%), which met the provisional standard. SSR s for the
two groups (31% and 30% respectively) were comparable (which met tne nrovisional
standard), chiefly because of the low retention of the non-remedial students at the
college.

Computation

Placement Criteria. The placement criterion of 169 on the NJCBSPT-MC (raised from
the 168 used for the previous cohort) met the provisional standard and was four
scaled-score points above it. Sixty-nine percent of the full-time and 62% of the
part-time stucents were identified for cemputation.

Remedial Course Outcomes. The final level remedial course passing rates, 55% for
full-time students and 52% for pari-time students, did not meet the provisional
standard. Moreover, the part-time rate reflected a drop froin the 67% reported for the
1983 cohort. Forty-nine percent of the students who passed the final-level course
attained the college's minimum score on the retest.

)
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Sibsequent Academic Performance. Remediated students passed the first (subsequent)
college-level math course at the rate of 70%, compared to 75% for the non-remedial
students; the difference met the provisional standard. The performance of remediated
students on this indicato was an improvement over the 55% rate reported for the 1983
cohort. As to the relative GPA's, 60% of the remedial-completers had GPA's at or
above a "C," compared to 85% of the non-remedial students, the difference did not meet
the provisional standard.

Students who completed remediation had a higher 1ate of retention than the non-remedial
students (58% vs. 35%), which met the provisional standard. It should be noted that the
non-remedial retention ra.e was quite low; nevertheless, the retention rate of the
remediated students had improved from the 47% reported for the previous cohort. The
SSR for remediated students was six percentage points higher than that for the
non-remedial students (35% vs. 29%); this met the provisional standard and was a reversal
of the typical pattern. This reversal was due at least in part to the low retention of the
non-remedial comparison group.

Elementary Algebra

Placement Criteria. Students whose NJCBSPT-EA scores fell below 168 (which met the
provisional standard and was one scaled-score point above it) were identified for
elementary algebra if they were in curricula that required algebra. This cutoff was one
point higher than that used in 1983. Only 19% of full-time and 17% of part-tune students
were identified for elementary algebra.

Remedial Course Outcomes. The remedial course passing rates for the 1984 cohort, 64%
for full-aime students and 61% for part-timers, did not meet the provisional standard.
However, 88% of the students who passed the remedia! course reached the college's
minimum level on the retest, an improvement from the 58% reported from the 1983
cohort.

Subsequent Academic Performance. All results should be viewed with caution because of
the small sizes of the study groups. The passing rate in the first (subsequent)
college-level math course for the remediated students (71%, n=7) was 12 percentage
points lower than the rate fot non-remedial students (83%, n=12); this difference, an
improvement over the 29 percentage-point difference reported for the 1983 cohort,
nonetheless did not meet the provisional standard. Only 42% (n=12) of the
algebra-remediated students had a cunlative GPA at or above a “C" as compared to
9U% (n=10) of u.e non-remedial students; this difference of 48 percentage points did not
meet the provisional standard.

The retention of remedial compl ters (71%, n=17) exceeded that of the non-remedial
studente (480, n=21), which met the provisional standard. The SSR for the remediated

group (2)%) was 14 percentage points lower than the rate for non-remedial students
(43%); the difference did not meet the provisional standard.

Overview

Strengths

For several consecutive years, Hudson County Community College succeeded in testing
100% of the students required to be tested, both full- and part-time. This performance is
commendable.
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The college enrolled in appropriate remedial courses within two semesters all full-time
students who needed remedial assistance in reading, and virtually a}* who needed
remediation in writing.

In all four skill areas, students who completed remediation were retained in mu.u higher
percentages than the non-remedial comparison groups.

In reading, the passing rate in the first (subsequent) college-level course was higher for
the remediated students than for the non-remedial studenss, a reversal of the typical
pattern and a positive sign of strength. In writing and in computation, the college-level
course passing rates for the remediated groups near'y matched the comparable rates for
the non-remedial comparison groups.

A comparison of results from the 1983 and 1984 cohe .s revealed improvements on at
least some key indicators in each of the skill areas. In addition, placement cutoffs had
been raised in each area.

A high percentage cof stucents who passed the final-level remedial algebra course met the
college’s minimum score on the retest.

Areas of Concern

In computation, the college fell short of the Board of Higher Education’s requ......ent to
enroll withi two semesters at least 90 of identified, part-time students in appropriate
remedial courses. Moreover, = full-* ve students who needed computation persisted in
the fourth semester without having begun the necessary remedial coutse work. These
shortcomings shou.1 be addressed by the college.

Passing rates for the final-level remedial course in each of the skill arz2as were Jow.
Further, these had declined from the rates of the previous cohort.

In all four areas, the performances of remediated and non-remedial students on the GPA
indicator did no¢ compare favorably. This was especially true in elgebra.

Additional Suggestions for Further Inquiry
In each of the areas (and for thc remediated students), the apparent dispanty among

college-le ! course passing rate, GPA and retesting results might be investigated by the
college.
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MERCER COUNTY COMMUNITY COLLEGE

Policy Administration

Mercer County Community College tested 100% of both its full-time and part-time
students reaniring testing in 1984, thus satisfying the Board's minimum testing
requirement of 90%. This performance is commendable.

In reading, writing and computation, the percentages of full-time. identified students (of
those tested) who were enrolled in needed remedial courses within two semesters met the
Board's minimum enrollment standard (reading, 98%; writing, 96%; and computation,
95%). Seventy-seven percent of the students identified for elementary algebra enrolled in
remedial algebra courses within two semesters (a two-semester enrollment standard for
algebra has not been set).

Of the full-time students identified for reinedial writing and/or computation, only eight
and three respectively were present in the fourth semester without having enrolled in
appropriate remedial courses; these numbers met the provisional standard. On the other
nand, 12 full-time students identified for reading and 27 identified for algebra had not
yet begun their necessary remediation in the fourt" semester. These latter values did not
meet the provisional standard.

Remedial Areas
Reading

Placement Criteria. In 1984. a cutoff score of 163 on the NJCBSPT-RC was used for
placement. This criterion met the provisional standard and was two scaled-score points
above it. In addition, the Degrees of Reading Power test was used to adjust remedial
placements into one of two levels. Forty-five percent of both full-time and part-time
students were identified for reading.

Remedial Course Outcomes. Seventy-six percent of the full-time and 74% of the
part-time students passed the final-level remedial course; these passing rates met the
provisional standard. Passing the retest, a locally developed “College Reading
Assessment Test,” was a condition for passing the course. Hence 100% of the studen:s
who passed the course reached the college’s minimum on the retest. Note that Mercer's
retest results, rather than veing restricted to the cohort of interest, included data for all
students who happened to be taking the remedial course along with students from the
1984 cohort (thus, the college did not fulfill the guidelines of the Basic Skills Council).
Nevertheless. on account of the college's "100% passing” policy, this technical
shortcoming did not affect interpretation of these results.

Subsequent Academic Rerformance. Sixty-eight percent of the remediated students
passed thie first (subsequent) college-level course. as compared to 88% of the
non-remedial g.oup. Thi. 20 percentage-point difference did not meet the provisional
standard. The percentage of remediated students with GPA's greater than or equal to
"C" {54%) was 18 percentage points below that of the non-remedial comparison group
(72%). which met the provisional standard. Note that Mercer included "incomplete” and
"withdrawal" grades in its calculations of passing rates and GPA's.
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A higher percentage of remediated than non-remedial students returned in the fourth
semester (57% vs. 53%), which met the provisional standard. SSR's were 31% for the
remediated greup and 38% for the non-remedial group; the difference met the provisional
standard.

Writing

Placement Criteria. In 1984, the college's primary criterion for placement into remedial
writing was a scaled score of 165 on the NJCBSPT-SS (which met the provisional standard
and was four scaled-score points above it). For students whose -SS scores fell within the
range of 156-164 (inclusive), an NJCBSPT-Essay score of 8 was also used (which met the
provisional standard). Two levels of remedial writing were offered. Remedial instruction
in writing was required of 38% of the full-time students and 39% of the part-time
students.

Remedial Course Outcomes. The passing rates in the final-le el remedial course were
74% for full-time and 75% for part-time students. These rates met the provisional
standard. Mercer administered a Iocally developed “5entence Skills Test” on a pre-and
post-test basis. Exit testing also included a local writing sample which was scored
holistically. Passing the retest was a condition for passing .ne course. Hence 100% of
the students who passed the course reached the college’s minimum on the retest. Note
that Mercer’s retest results, rather than being restricted to the cohort of interest.
included data for all students who happened to be taking the remedial course along with
students from the 1984 cohort (thus, the college did not fulfill the guidelines of the Basic
Skills Council) Nevertheless, on account of the college's "100% passing” policy, this
technical shortcoming did not affec¢ interpratation of these results.

Subsequent Academic Performance. The nine percentage-point gap between the
remediated and non-remedial student groups in percent passing first (subsequent)
college-level courses (71% vs. 80%) did not meet the provisional standard. Similarly, the
27 percentage-point difference between the two groups in percent GPA s at or above
"C" (46% vs. 73%) did not meet the provisional standard. Note. however, that Mercer
included "incomplete” and "withdrawal” grades in its calculations of passing rates and
GPA's.

The college 's retention rate for rermediation-completed students compared favorably
with the non-remedial group (54% vs. 51%), which met the provisional standard. The
remediated group had an SSR of 24%, compared to 38% for the non-remedial group; the
difference did not meet the provisional standard.

Computation

Placement Criteria. Students were placed into computation if they scored less than 165
on the NJCBSPT-MC (which met the provisional standard). Beginning in 1985, students
who alsc kad an NJCBSPT-EA score between 156 and 167 were placed into a special
remedial course that integrated computztion and algebra. Forty-six percent of the
full-time students and 52% of the part-time students were identified for computation.

Remedial Course Outcomes. In 1984, 70% of full-time and 80% of part-time students
passed the remedial cnurse; both rates met the provisional standard. One hundred
percent of the students who passed the course reached the college's minimum score on
the retest. As in the other disciplines, passing the retest was a condition for exiting the
course. Note that Mercer's retest results, rather than being restricted to the cohort of
interest, included data for all students who happrned to be taking the remedial course
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along with students from the 1984 cohort (thus, the college did not fulfill the guidelines
of the Basic Skills Council). Nevertheless, on account of the college’s "100% passing”
policy, this technical shortcoming did not affect interpretation of these results.

Subsequent Academic Performance. Mercer's remedial completers passed the first
(subsequent) college-leve. mathematics course at a rate of 59%, as compared to 73% for
the non-remedial group. This 14 percentage-point difference did not meet the
provisional standard. Fifty-six percent of the remediated students had GPA's at or
above "C," as compared to 72% of the non-reinedial group. This 16 percentage-point
difference met the provisional standard. Note that Mercer used "incomplete” and
"withdrawal” grades ir: its calculations of passing rates and GPA's.

Both retention and SSR results met the provisional standards. The remediated students
returned at & higher rate than the non-remedial students (56% vs. 53%). The remediated
students as a group had an SSR of 30% whereas the rate for non-remedial students was
38%.

Elementury Algebra

Placement Criteria. Students scoring below 167 on the NJCBSPT-EA wer~. identified for
remedial algebra. Beginning in 1985, students whose NJCBSPT scores fell below 165 on
the NJCBSPT-MC and between 156 and 167 on the -EA section were placed into a course
that integrated computation and clgebra. Of the tested students, 60% of full-time anc
74% of part-time students were identified for remedial instruction in algebra.

Remedial Course Outcomes. Passing rates for the final-level remedial course were 6%
for full-time students and 70% for part-time students; the part-time rate met the
provisional standard but the rate for full-time students did not. Passing the retest was a
condition for passing the course. Hence 100% of the students who passed the course
reached the college’s minimum on the retest. Note that Mercer's retest results, rather
than being restricted to the cohort of interest, included data for all students who
happened to be taking the remedial course along with students from the 1984 cohort
(thus, the college did not fulfill the guidelines of the Basic Skills Council). Nevertheless,
or account of the college's "100% passing” policy, this technical shortcoming did not
affect interpretation of these resulits.

Subsequent Academic Performance. The algebra-remediated students passed the first
(subsequent) college-i~vel math course at the rate of 66%, compared to 80% for the
non-rerredial students. Tius 14 percentage-point difference did not meet the provisional
standard. On the GPA indicator. 61% of remedial completers had GPA's at or above
"C,” compared to 72% of non-remedial students, the 11 percentage point difference met
the provisional standard. Note that Mercer used "incomplete” and "withdrawal” graces
in its calculations of passing rates and GPA’s.

The retention rate was higher for the remediated group (63%) than for the non-remedial
group (58%), which met the provisional standard. The SSR for remediated students fell
only three percentage points below that of the non-remedial comparison group (39% vs.
42% respectively), which met the provisional standard.

Overview
Strengths

The college should be commended for its consiste ‘ly high testing rates for both full and
part-time students.
rauy




Further, of the full-time students who were identified for remedial assistance in reading,
writing and/or computation, the college suc ;eeded in enrolling over 90% in appropriate
remedial courses within two semesters. By the fourth semester, few students who had
been identified for remedial writing and/or computation had not begun the necessary
remedial courses.

Remediated students in all four areas returned in the fourth semester in higher
percentages than non-remedial students.

Results for the reading, computation and elementary algebra programs were mixed.
Nevertheless, the favorable retention, GPA and SSR patterns in these areas were positive
signs of effectiveness.

The level of detail provided in Merce.: County Community College's research report is
evidence of a strong commitment to remedial program evaluation and research.

Areas of Concemn

Too many full-time students identified for reading and/or elementary algebra were
present in the fourth semester and had not yet begun the necessary remedial courses.

Data on retesting (all areas) were not restricted to the single cohort of interest, contrary
to the guidelines of the Basic Skills Council. Although this technical shortcoming did not
adversely affect interpretation of the data discussed here, the college should seek to
remedy this reporting deficiency.

The performance differentials between remediated and non-remedial students n first
(subsequent) college-level course passing rates (all disciplines) was an area of concern
which emerged from the data reviewed here. These results would argue that a sizable
proportion of students who passed Mercer's remedial courses did not have the skills
necessary to succeed at the college level. This is an area that the institution should
explore.

In writing, three of the four "subsequent academir performance” indicators (i.e., first
college-levei course passing r~tes, GPA"s and SSR 's) gave performance differentials ihat
did not meet the provisional standards. This was especially surprising in light of the 100%
retest data. The institution should reexamine the extent to which the writing program
was serving the needs of underprepared students.

Additional Suggestions for Further inquiry

In each of the four areas, passing the retest reportedly was a condition for passing the
course (i.e., 100% of the students who passed the final-level remedial courses attained
the coilege's minimum scores on the retests). Yet in no area were the high retest data
supported by favorable passing rates in first (subsequent) college-level courses. This
pattern raised questions about exit criteria generally and about the appropriateness of the
locally developed retest instruments (at least the designated minimum scores)
specifically. The college may wish to explore this paradox.
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1984-86
MIDDLESEX COUNTY COLLEGE

Policy Administration

In 1984, Middlesex County College tested 99% of its full-time students, a commendable
performance which met the Board's minimum testing standard. However, the college
tested only 74% of its part-time students, which fell short of the Board's m*nimum
expectation of 90%.

The college succeeded in enrolling in remediation within two semesters 98% of the
full-time students identified for reading, 99% of those identified for writing, and 97% of
those identified for computation; these percentages all met the Board's minimum
enrollment standard. In addition, the college enrolled within two semester:, 317 of its
full-time students who were identified for algebra remediation (no two-semester
enrollment standard has been set for algebra). By the fourth semester, zero identified.
full-time students in the reading a.id writing areas and only one in computation and two
in algebra were present without having begun the necessary remedial courses; these
four-semester values all met the provisional standard.

Reading

Placement Criteria. Middlesex used an NJCBSPT-RC score of 162 as its placement
criterion, which met the provisional standard. At this score level, 44% of the full- time
cohort and 28% of the part-time cohort were identified for remediation.

Remedial Course Outcomes. Seventy-eight percent of the full-time ai«d 87% of the
part-time students passed the final level of remediation; both rates met the provisional
standard. Fifty-eight percent of the 325 students who passed the final-level course that
was taken by most students (RDG 011) met the college’s minimum level on the retest.
An additional, final-level reading course (RDG 007) was also reported on. In this course,
only 19% of the 105 exiting students reached the college’s retest minimum. The latter
results were recognized as ~...a matter of concern to the college” in the institution’s
report.

Subsequent Academic Performance. In the first (subsequent) college-level course in the
skill area, 74% of the remediation- completed students passed, compared to 77% of the
non-remedial students; the difference met the provisional standard. Of the students
completing remediation, 63% had cumulative GPA's at "C" or ahove, compared to 82%
of the non-remedial group; the difierence met the provisional standard but represented a
decline from the previous cohort (69% vs. 82% respectively in 1983-85).

Fifty-six percent of remediation-completed students returned in the fourth semester,
compared to 53% of non-remedial students. this performance met the provisional
standard. The SSR of the completers (35%) was nine percentage points below that of the
non-remedial students (44%), which met the provisional standard.

Writing
Placement Criteria. Middlesex used an NJCBSPT-SS score of 162 (which met the
provisional standard) in combination with a review of the NJCBSPT-Essays of the

students with borderline multiple-choice scores. Use of these criteria resulted in
identifying for remediation 34% of the full-time and 23% of the part-time students.
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Remedial Cuurse Qutcomes. Of the full-time students enrolled in the final-level
remedial writing course, 72% passed and 86% of part-timers passed the same course.
Both percentages met the provisional standard and represented improvement over the
previous (1983-85) cohort. On the retest, 55% of the exiting students reached the
college’s minimum score level.

Subsequent Academic Performance. In the first (subsequent) college-level English
Composition course, remediation-rompleted students passed the course at a rate
comparable to that of the non-remedial students (74% vs. 76% respectively), which met
the provisional standard. Sixty-two percent of the remedial completers attained a
cumulative GPA of "C” or beiter compared to 80% of the non-remedial students. The
18-percentage-point difference met the provisional standard.

The remediation-completed students had a 60% retention rate in the fourth semester,
eight percentage points higher than the non-remedial students (52%), which met the
provisional standard. The differerce in SSR's between the two study groups was small
(38% vs. 41% respectively) and met the provisional standard.

Computation

Placement Criteria. Middlesex used a score of 166 on the NJCBSPT-MC as its placement
criterion. which met the provisional standard. Forty-six percent of the full-time and
41% of the part-time students were identified for remediation. Of concern, however,
was the fact that students enrolled in certificate or diploma programs were not required
to take remedial courses in computation. Thus, a sizeable number of skills-deficient
students likely were exempted from remediation at the college.

Remedial Course Outcomes. The full-time cnrollees passed the computation course at a
rate of 70%, and 82% of the part-time students passed. Both rates met the provisional
standard. Fifty-five percent of the computation completers met the college s minimum
score level on the retest.

Subsequent Academic Performance. In the first (subsequent) college-level course, 67% of
the remediation-completed students passed compared to 73% of the non-remedial
students. The difference in perforinance between the two study groups missed the
provisional standard by one p.rcentage point. Sixty-four percent of the remedial
completers had GPA s at or above "C" compared to 82% for the non-remedial students;
the difference et the provisional standard.

At Middlesex, students who completed the computation course returned in the fourth
semester at a slightly higher rate (58%) than the non-remedial students (565%), which met
the provisional standard. The SSR s of the two groups differed by eight percentage
points (37% for completers vs. 15% for non-remedial students), which inet the provisional
standard.

Elementary Algebra

Placement Criteria. Middlesex's algebra criterion was an NJCBSPT-EA score of 167,
which met the provisional standard. However, a mere 10% of the full-time students were
identified for algebra remediation, because the college's algebra requirement pertained
only to students in math-related majors. Moreover, the college did not identify
part-time students for algebra remediation (i.e., no data for part-time students were
fumished), reportedly because no part-time students enrolled in curricula that required
algebra. The college should recxamine its placement policies in remedial mathematics.
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Remedial Course Outcomes. Of the identified, full-time students who enrolled in the
algebra course, 80% passed (which met the provisional standard). Minety-fuur percent of
the remedial completers reached the college s minimum score on the retest--a much
higher percentage than those reported in reading, writing and computation programs.

Subsequent Academic Performance. In the first (subsequent) college-level math course,
70% of the algebra completers passed, compared to 76% of the non-remedial students;
the six-point difference missed the provisional standard by one percentage point. The
percentages of students whose cumulative GPA was "C” or above "C" were 67% for the
remediation~-completed students and 81% for the non-remedial students; the
14-percentage-point difference in performance between the two groups met the
provisiona! standard.

Retention of remediation-completed students at four semesters cxceeded that of the
non-remedial students (69% vs. 59% respectively), which met the provisional standard.
The SSR's of the two groups were comparable (46% for completers, 17% for
non-remedial students) and thus met the provisional standard.

Overview
Strengths

The college tested 99% of the full-time students required to be tested, a commendable
performance. Further, students who were identified by the college as needing
rermediation (all areas) enrolled in appropriate remedial courses in a timely fashion.

Retention rates were higher for the remediation-completed groups than for the
non-remedial students in all skill areas.

In all four remedial areas, passing rates in remedial courscs and the GPA and SSR
outcomes were uniformly positive.

Retest results in algebra were high, 94% of the students who passed the remedial course
reached the college’s minimum score on the retest.

Areas of Concern

The testing rate for part-time students fell short of the Board s minimum requirement by
a wide margin. This administrative shortcoming should be addressed by the institulion.

Students enrolled 1n certificate or diploma programs were not required to take remedial
courses in computation. Further, just 10% of the full-time cohort was identified as
needing algebra remediation--a low figure attributable not to the placement test scores
of entering students but to the institution’s policy on requiring algebra only of students in
math-related majors. In addition, no part-time students were identified for remedial
algebra. The entire set of placement and enrollment policies in remedial matheinatics
should be reviewed by the college.

A general area of concern was the low percentage of students who achieved the college s
minimum scores on the retests in the areas of reading, writing and computation. For
example, approximately 81% of the 105 students who passed one of the final-level
remedial reading courses (RDG007) did not attain the college’s minimum score on the
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retesl. These data raised questions concerning the effectiveness of the remedial courses
in the three areas, despite other positive outcomes. As was noted by the writer of the
Middlesex County College Effectiveness Report, "...the results on the retest also show
that there is still room for improvement in making the remedial courses more effective. "
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1984-86

COUNTY COLLEGF CF MORKIS

Policy Administration

In 1984, Coun.y College of Morris tested 91% of its full-time and 97% of its part-time
students. Both rates satisfied the Board of Higher Education’s minimum testing
requirement. Moreover, the part-time testing rate had improved cunsiderably over the
79% reported for the previous (1983} cohort.

In each of the apphcable skill areas, the college enrolled in apnropriat2 remedial courses
within two semesters over 90% of the full-time students who were identified for
remediation (in reading. 97%. in writing, 98%, and in computation, 95%). which met the
Board's minimum enrollment requirement. In addition, 92% of the full-time students
identified for remedial algebra had enrolled in the remedial course within two semes.ers
(a twe-semester enrollment standard for algebra has not been set). By the fourth
semester, 8 identified, full-time students for reading, 12 for writing, 22 for computation
and 35 for algebra had not enrolled in the necessary remedial instruction. the value for
reading met the provisional ctandard but the threec others did not.

Remedial Areas

Reading

Placement Criteria. The college used as its placement criteria for reading a score of 165
on NJCBSPT-RC (which met the provisional standard and was four scaled scere points
above it) and an Essay score of 7. The criteria resulted in 22% of the full time and 8% of
the part-time students being identified for remediation.

Remedial Course Outcomes. Of the students who took the final level remedial course,
66% of the full-time and 68% of the part-time enrollees passed. Neither rate met the
provisional standard. Despite statements in the institution's report that retests were
administered by the faculty, no data on retesting were provided. Key term data also
were missing from the institution’s report. Thus, the college did not fulfill the reporting
guidelines of the Basic Skills Council.

Subsequent Academic Performance. Renediated students passed the first (subsequent)
college-level course at a rate comparable to that of the non-remed.al students (87% and
86% respectively), which met the provisional standard. These passing rates were high. In
addition, 64% of the remedial completers had cumulative GPA's at or above "C.”
compared to 77% for non-remedial students, the 13 percentage - point difference met the
provisional standard.

Remediation-completed students were retained at a higher rate (63%) than the
non-remedial students (58%), which met the provisional standard. Moreover. the five
percentage-point difference in SSR's between the two groups (10% and 15°% respectively)
also met the provisional standard.

In summary, favorable results were obtained on each of the "subsequent” academic
indicators, arguing for a successful rumedial effort in reading. The abserice of retest and
other data, however, made it difficult to interpret these positive signs.




Writing

Placement Criteria. Students with an NJCBSPT-English Composition (composite) score
below 165, and with either an SAT-V score below 350 or grades in high school English
courses below "C," were identified for remedial writing. These criteria resulted in only
26% of the full-time and 9% of the part-time students being identified for writing
remediation. These percentages were low. The college should reconsider its use of high
school grades in this manner as a determinant of skills preparedness.

Remedial Course Outcomes. Sixty-two percent of the full-time students enrolled in the
final-level remedial course and 58% of the part-time enrollees passed; these rates did not
meet the provisional standard. Alt':ough retests were administered at the end of the
remedial program, results of this testing were not reported. Moreover, key term data
also were nol provided by the institution. Hence the college did not fulfill the guidelines
of the Basic Skills Council.

Subsequent Academic Performance. Eighty-seven percent of the writing-remediated
students passed the first (subsequent) college-level writing course, as compared to 86% of
the non-remedial students; the difference met the provisional standard. However,
completers of remediation did not fare as well or. the GPA indicator: 58% of the
remediated students had cumulative GPA's at or above "C,” compared to 79% of the
non-remedial students; the difference (21 percentage points) missed the provisional
standard by one percentage point.

The retention rate for remedial completers (62%) was higher than that for non-remedial
students (60%) and thus met the provisional standard. Due to the relatively weak GPA's
of the remedial completers, the SSR for this group (36%) d.d not compare favorably to
that for the non-remedial students (47%). The difference in SSR's (11 percentage points)
missed the provisional standard by one percentage point.

Results for the writing program were mixed. Qutcomes were favorable on two of the
four "subsequent” academic indicators (i.e., passing rates in the first college-level course
and retention). The missing term and retest data made it especially difficult to interpret
these positive signs.

Computation

Placement Criteria. Students with an NJCBSPT-MC score below 165, and with either an
SAT-M below 350 or grades in high school math courses below "C," were identified for
remediation in computation. The NJCBSPT-MC criterion (in isolation) met the
provisional standard; nevertheless the college identified only 21% of its full-time
students and 12% of the part-time students. These identification rates were low, perhaps
stemming from the college's questionable practice of exempting from remediation
students whose grades in high school math courses were “C" or above. (The mstitution's
eport confirmed that "the arithmetic component of CCM s remedial/developinental
program...is mandated for some students on the basis of their performances vun the
NJCBSPT.") Placement policies for remedial mathematics were in need of
reexamina‘ion. The college indicated that its placement criteria were modified for the
1985-87 cohort.

Remedial Course Outcomes. The passing rates in the final-level remedial computation
course, 64% for full-time tudents and 63% for part-time students, did not meet the
provisional standard. The college's report stated that "formal post-testing was




instituted, commencing with theFall 1984 semester, for all the students who pass MAT
011." Nevertheless, no retest data were provided by the institution. Key term data also
were not furnished. Hence the college did not fulfill the Council's reporting guidelines.

Subsequeni Academic Performance. The first (subsequent) college-level course passing
rate for computation completers (25%) was impossible to interpret, cn a.count of the
extremely small sample size (4 full-time students, out of a possible 2?0 who passed the
finai-level remedial course) on which this follow up was based. Fifty-six percent of
computation completers (compared to 78% for the non-remedial group) had GPA's at or
above a "C"; the 22 percentage-point difference in GPA performance between the two
student groups did not meet the provisional standard.

The retentio. rate for completers of computation (62%) was higher than that for the
non-remedial group (58%), which met the provisional standard. The SSR for the
remediated group was 35%, compared to 45% for the non-remedial group; the difference
met the provisional standard.

In summary, results for the computation program were mixed. Of principal concern,
aside from the low identification rates, was the absence (or adequacy) of key follow-up
data, which made it impossible to meaningfully assess the progran’s effectiveness.

Elementary Algebra

Placement Criteria. On face value, Morris's NJCBSPT-EA placement score of 172 met
the provisional standard and was five scaled-score points above it. However, placement
decisions were also based on high school grades (i.e., “C” in high school math cou 5e5).
SAT-M scores (of 400) and students’ choice of major. Consequently, the percentages of
students identified for remediation in algebra were low: only 1C 5 of full-time and 5% (or
23) part-time students. Thus placement policies for remedial mathematics were in need
of reexamination. The college indicated that its placement criteria were revised for the
1985-87 cohort.

Remedial Course Outcomes. The percentages of students who passed the final-level
remedial course, 67% full-time and 20% (n=5) part-time enrollees, did not meet the
provisional standard. Despite the fact that retesting was "conducted for all students who
pass the particular Basic Algebra course,” no data on retesting were reported. Moreover,
key term data also were missing from the institution’s report. Hence the college did not
fulfill the Council's reporting guidelines.

Subsequent Academic Performance. For the "passing rate in first (subsequent)
college-level course follow up, Morris reported data on only 2 remediation-completed,
full-time students (out of a possible 86 who passed the final-level remedial course).
Therefore, these data were not sufficiently representative to yield a meaningful
companson. Eighty-one percent of the algebra completers present in the fourth semester
(n=53) had cumulative GPA 's at or above a "C,” compared to 73% of the non-remedial
students. The difference in percent GPA's met the provisional standard and was a
reversal of the typical pattern.

Completers of algebra remediation were retained at a rate comparable to the
non-remedial students (62% and 61% respectively), which met the provisional standard.
Similarly. the SSR comparison yielded positive results (30% and 11° respectively); the
difference: 1n performance on this indicator met the provisional standard and was a
reversal of the typical pattern.
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The available outcomes for the remedial algebra program were positive. However, the
absence of critical data and the problematic placement criteria made it difficult to
interpret these positive signs.

Overview
Strengths

In 1984, County College of Morris succeeded in testing over 90% of the students requiring
testing. Moreover, the part-time testing rate reflected considerable improvement over
the previous (1983) cohort's results.

Further, of the students identified for remediation (all areas), high percentages were
enrolled in the appropriate remedial courses within two semesters. Feuw students who
were identified for reading had not yet taken the appropriate remedial courses by the
fourth semester.

Students who completed remediation (all areas) returned in the fourth semester at higher
rates than the non-remedial students.

Completers of remedial reading and writing programs passed their first (subsequent)
college-level courses at high rates.

In reading, each “subsequert"” academic indicator argued for a successful remedial
effort. Unfortunately, the absence of key data made it difficult to fully interpret these
positive signs.

Results for the algebra program were mixed. That the remediated group s performances
exceeded those of the non-remedial students on both the GPA and SSR indicators
(reversals of the typical patterns) were strong indications of effectiveness. Critical data
omissions, however, made this interpretation inconclusive.

Areas of Concemn

Serious data omissions (and problems with key data that were submitted) hampered the
assessment of all remedial programs at this institution. The college did not furnish fourth
term GPA and SSR data. The institutional report stated that retesting was conducted by
the faculty in all remedial areas. but no such data were submitted for review. In the
computation and algebra areas. follow-up data for the first (subsequent) college-level
courses were furnished on only a very few students who passed the final-level remedial
courses (4 students and 2 students respectively). These reporting difficulties should be
addressed by the college.

The college should investigate policies and practices which yielded low percentages of
identified students in writing, computation and algebra. These low rates ..ay have
stemmed, at lzast in part, from the college's juestionable practice of exempting from
remediation students whose grades in high school courses were "C” or above.
Consequently, a large proportion of the student body was under-identified for and thus
under-served by the remedial programs. The college should reconsider 1ts use of high
school grades as a determinant of skills preparedness.

It was unclear from the college's report whether computation was strictly required of all
students. (The college indicated that its placement proceduces for matheinatics were
revised for the 1985-87 cohort.)
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Too many full-time students dentified fur 1emediai writing, computation and/or
elementary algebra had no: enrclled in the necessary remecial courses by the fourth

semester, even though they still persisted at the college.
The passing rates in the remedial courses in all skill areas did not meet the previsional
standard.
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1984-86

OCEAN COUMTY COLLEGE

Policy Administration

Ocean County College tested nearly all cf its full-time eatering students in both 1983
(99%) and 1984 (97%), which met the Board s minimum testing requirement. However,
the college ‘s testing rate for part-time students dropped from 98% (of 627 students) in
1983 to only 57%. (of 226 students) in 1984; the latter percentage did not meet the
Board's minimum requirement. Such a dramatic drop should be of concern to the
college.

In writing, 97% of 1dentified, full-time students were enrolled in remediation within two
semesters (which met the Board's minimum standard). However, less than the
Board-mandated 90% of 1dentified, full-time students were enrolled within two semesters
in reading (85:0) and computation (86%). Eleven full-time students each in both reading
and computation areas remained in the college for four semesters without having begun
their required remedial courses (which missed the provisional standard by 1 student in
each case). In writing, on the other hand, the college reported zero such students (which
met the provisional standard).

No data on elementary algebra were submitted by the college for the 1984-86 review
cycle, despite the availability of algebra data for the previous (1983-85) cohort. the
college did not fulfill the reporting guidelines of the Basic Skills Council.

Remedial Areas
Reading

Placement Criteria. Ocean used an NJCBSPT-RC score of 161 (which met the
provisional standard) plus an in-class diagnostic test for placing students in remedial
reading courses. This resulted in the identification for remediation of 16% of the
full-time and 53% of the part-time students.

Remedial Course Outcomes. The final-level remedial reading course was passed by 78%
of the 373 full-time, and 75% of the 71 part-time, students who were enrolled. Both
rates met the provisional standard. Ocean did not report any retest data; thus, the
college did not fulfill the Council's reporting guidelines.

Subsequent Academic Performance. In the first (subsequent) coilege-level course. 78% of
the reading-remediated students passed, compared to 82% of non-remedial students; the
difference met the provisional standard. Niuety-three percent of the remedial
completers had GPA s at or above "C"--a remarkable improvement compared to the 67%
level reported for the 1983 cohort. In 1984, the comparable rate for the non-remedial
students was 97%; the difference in GPA rates for the two study groups met the
provisional standard.

Remediated students were retained 1n the fourth semester in greater proportion (61%)

than the non-remedial students (56%), which met the provisional standard. The SSR of
remediated students (57%) exceeded that of non-remedial students (54%), which met the
provisional standard and was a reversal of the typical pattern. Moreover, the SSR for

remediated students represented a 14-point increase over the 1983 rate.




Writing

Placement Criteria. The college used the following combinations of criteria for
placement in remedial writing: NJCBSPT-Essay 9 (which met the provisional standard)
with NJCBSPT-SS 145 (which did not meet the provisional standard and was 16
scaled-score points below it); or NJCBSPT-SS 150 (which did not meet the provisional
standard and was 11 points below it) with NJCBSPT-Essay in the range 7-8 (which met
the provisional standard); or NJCBSPT-Essay 6 (which did not meet the provisional
standard and was two points below it). With these cutoffs, Ocean identified for
remediation only 20% of its 935 tested, full-time -iudents and 30% of its 67 part-time
students. These identification rates were low. The placement criteria employed by
Ocean seemingly under-identified the need for writing remediation at the college. A
sizeable percentage of students (perhaps 20-30% of the freshmen) who performed below
the provisional standards on the NJCBSPT were, in effect, exempted from remediation at
this college.

Remedial Course Outcomes. Of the students who were identified for writing
remediation, 76% of full-time enrollees and 67% of part-time enrollees passed the
final-level course; the rate for full-time students met the provisional standard but the
rate for part-time students did not. No retest data were reported; thus, the college did
not fulfill the guidelines of the Basic Skills Council.

Subsequent Academic Performance. In the first (subsequent) college-level course, only
72% of writing-remediated students passed compared to 79% of non-remedial students:
the difference did not meet the provisional standard. Moreover, given the observed laxity
of placement standards in writing, the latter group's passing rate likely did not afford as
useful a comparison as at other institutions.

In 1984-86, a high percentage (88%) of remediated siudents had GEA s at or above "C."
The comparable figure for the 1983 cohort, however, was 55%. Such a large jump in only
a year's time raised questions about grading practices and about the consistency of data
calculations and reporting from year to year.

Ninety-six percent of the non-remedial group (1984 cohort) had GPA's at or above "C";
the difference between the two comparison groups met the provisional standard. To the
program's credit, remediation-completed students were retained in greater proportion
(60%) than their non-remedial counterparts (53%), which met the provisional standard.
As seen in the reading area, the SSR for remediation-completed students (53%) slightly
exceeded that of the non-remedial students (51%), which met the provisional standard.

Computation

Placement Criteria. Ocean used an NJCBSPT-MC score of 161 as its criterion for
remedial placement; the cutoff did not meet the provisional standard and was four
scaled-score points below it. As a consequence, only 32% of full-time and 46% of
part-time students were identified for computation. The rate for full-time students
especially was low; the college under-identified students in need of computation
assistance.

Remedial Course Outcomes. Of the 263 full-time students who enrolled in computation,
73% passed. which met the provisional standard. In contrast, 81% of the part-time
enrollees passed, which met the provisional standard and was 11 percentage points above
it. As in the other skill areas, data on retesling were not provided; hence the college did
not fulfill the Council’s reporting guidelines.
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Subsequent Academic Performance. In the first (subsequent) college-level mathematics
course, just over half (54%) of the remediated students passed compared to 78% of the
non-remedial students; the difference did not meet the provisional standard and was 12
percentage points below it. Even in the absence of retest data, this low subsequent
college-level course passing rate suggested difficulty with the com.putation area in
1984-86. Paradoxically, the college reported that 94% of these computation-remediated
students had GPA's at or above "C." Yet for the fourth semester only (i.e., term data),
this percentage was reportedly 78%--inconsistent with the cumulative figure. Further,
the college reported only one year earlier (i.e., for 1983-85) that only 69% of remedial
completers had cumulative GPA's at or above "C." The anomalies called into question
the accuracy of these data.

Only 52% of remedial completers were present at the fourth semester, compared to 56"
of the non-remedial students, which did not meet the provisional standard. The SSR for
remediated students was 19% and for non-remedial students it was 54%; the difference
met the provisional standard.

Elementary Algebra
The College did rot report data for this skill area, despite the availability of such data
for the previous (1983-85) cohort. No explanation for the omission was given by the
college.

Overview
Strengths
The college tested 97% of its entering, full-time cohort.
Of the three skill areas for which data were furnished, the reading program appeared (0
be the most successful. Most of the outcomes for reading were positive. However, the

absence of retest data made it difficuit te interpret these positive signs.

Completers of remediation in reading and in writing were retained in higher percentages
than the non-remedial students.

The improvement from 1983-85 to 1984-86 in SSR for reading-remediated students is
noteworthy.

Areas of Concemn

The testing rate for part-time students was especially poor. The college should raise its
part-time testing rate in accordance with Board policy.

The placement criteria n writing and computation areas were set too low, giving rise to
an under-identification of students who needed remediation at the college.

Too many students identified for remediation in reading and computation were not
enrolled in appropriate remedial courses, especially within the first two semesters.

No data were reported for elementary algebra, despite the existence of courses in this
skill area and the availability of these data for the previous cohort. Further, no
explanation was given for this omission.
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No retest data were reported for any skill area, which made interpretation of the other
outcomes difficult,

The retention rate and the passing rate in the first (subsequent) college-level course for
completers of the computation program did not compare favorably to the rates for the
non-remedial students. These outcomes warrant attention by the college.

Ocean repeatedly has had difficulty in adequately reporting its basic skills data. Further,
sharp (and unexplained) inconsistencies were readily apparent in the data submitted year
to year.

“"Developmental” courses may have been college-credit bearing at this institution, in
opposition to Board of Higher Education policy.
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1984-86

PASSAIC COUNTY COMMUNITY COLLEGE*

Policy Administration

Passaic tested 91% of its full-time students but only 61% of its part-time students. In
1984, the full-time rate met the Board's requirement (and it did so in 1983 as well);
however, the part-time rate did not, and it represented a decline from the 92% part-time
rate that the college reported for the 1983 cohort. It is noteworthy that the part-time
students requiring testing increased at Passaic from 182 in 1983 to 353 in 1984. The
college succeeded in enrolling in required remediation within two semesters over 90% of
its full-time students in reading (92%), writing ($7%), and computation (90%), all of which
met the Board's minimum standard. Sixty percent of the full-time students who needed
remedial algebra enrolled in appropriate algebra courses within two semesters (no
two-semester enrollment standard has been set for elementary algebra). By the fourth
semester, only two or fewer students in each skill area (including elementary algebra)
were still present without having begun the necessary remediation; the numbers met the
provisional standard.

Remedial Areas
Reading

Placement Criteria. Passaic used an NJCBSPT-RC score of 165 (which met the
provisional standard and exceeded it by four points) to identify 85% of its full - time and
73% of its part-time students for remediation.

Remedial Course Outcomes. Of the 160 full-time students enrolled in the final level of
reading, just half (50%) passed. Part-timers passed at a similar rate (53%). Although
neither rate met the 70% provisional standard, it bears mentioning that the college
defined passing as a grade of "C" or better. Of the students who passed the course, only
52% reached the college's minimum on the retest (Stanford Diagnostic-Reading
Comprehension test).

Subsequent Academic Performance. Sixty-two students who completed reading

remediation were reported on for their first (subsequent) college-level English course and
iust over half (56%) passed, compared to 81% (n=47) of the non-remedial students. The
difference did not meet the provisional staadard. However, in the more general indicator

*It is important to note two special circumstances regarding Passaic County Community
College. First, Passaic in general suffered from such a severe atlrition problem during
the years of this study that the sizes of the various comparison groups frequently were so
small as to make any interpretation of the results unreliable. The majority of the
students identified for remediation left the college without having finished remedial
work. For example, of the 218 students who needed reading remediation and who had not
completed it by the end of the third semester, only 8 (4%) returned in the fourth
semester. Second, the basic skills cohort reported on here constitutes only approximately
half of the actual class; the balance were ESL/bilingual students, and it would be
impossible to get a balanced view of Possaic’s special challenge and effort without
studying that sizable component as well.
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of academic performance--the percentages having a GPA at or above "C"--the gap in
performance between the remedial completers (59%) and the non-remedial students (69%)
met the provisional standard.

[t should be noted that while the completers who returned in the fourth semester
comprised a relatively small group (n=16), the non-remedial students (n=29) were an even
smaller group. The completers had a slightly higher retention rate (58%) than the
non-remedial students (55%); thus, the difference met the provisional standard. The S$%
of the completers (34%) was similar to the non-remedial students (38%) and the
difference met the provisional standard.

The high attrition among students who did not complete remediation at the college (96%
were no longer present by the fourth semester), and the large size of this group relative

to the total cohort (218 of the starting 351), affected the interpretation of data for this
college. For those students who completed remediation, there was a mixed pattern of

results across the indicators. Low passing rates in the remedial course, low percentages
reaching minimum on the retest, followed by marginal success for the group as a whele in
the subsequent college-level English course, were tempered by the relatively favorable

GPA's for those who persisted four semesters.

Writing

Placement Criteria. Passaic used an NJCBSPT-SS score of 165, (which met the
provisional standard and was four points above it) and a local score of 9 on the
NJCBSPT-Essay (which was one point above the provisional standard) to 1dentify 92% of
its full-time students and 77% of the part-timers for writing remediation.

Remediel Course Outcomes. Of the 211 full-time students in the final level of writing,
only 50% passed (however, it should be kept in mind that passing was defined by the
college as a grade of "C" or better). The part-timers had a 41% passing rate. Neither
rate met the provisional standard. Two-thirds (66%) of those who passed the course
reached the college’s minimum cn the retest.

Subsequent Academic Performance. As in the other skill areas, all results should be
viewed with caution because of the small size of the study groups by the fourth
semester. In the first (subsequent) college-level English composition course, only 39%
(n=97) of the remediation-completed students passed, comparcd with 100% (n=19) of the
non-remedial students. The difference did not meet the provisional standard, Yet on the
GPA measure, the completers were closer (63% at or above "C") to their non-remedial
counterparts (79% at or above "C") and the difference met the provisional standard.

The fourth semester retention rate for completers (53%) fell below that of non-remedial
students (58%) and thus did not meet the provisional standard (however, the non-remedial
comparison group here numbered only 14 students). The SSR for the completers (33%)
also fell below that of the non-remedial students (46%) and the difference did not meet
the provisional standard.

Despite difficulties with interpreting these data due to the small sizes of the study
groups, there was reason to be concernied about various outcomes: the passing rates n
remedial writing courses, the low passing rate for remedial completers in the subsequent
English composition course, and the low retention rates of the remudiated students
relative to the non-remedial students.

84—



Computation

Placement Criteria. Passaic placed students into computation remediation if their
NJCBSPT-MC score fell below 165; this criterion met the provisional standard. The
colle ¢ identified 93% of its full-time students and 83% of its part-time students for
remediation.

Remedial Course Qutcomes. The passing rate for full-time students was 62% and for
part-timers it was 63% (though passing was defined by the college as a grade of "C" or
better). Neither rate met the provisional standard. Those who passed, however, showed a
75% rate of reaching the college’s minimum on the retest. The retest minimum (on the
NJCBSPT-MC) was set five scaled score points above the placement criterion.

Subsequent Academic Performance. In the first (subsequent) college-level math course,
the remedial completers passed at a higher rate (69%) than the non-remedial stuc nts
(60%) and the differential met the provisional standard. Again, one must be cautious
because the non-remedial group numbered only 10 students. These passing rates, albeit
based on small groups, were a reversal of the typical pattern. The same pattern reversa.
was evident in the perceatages of GPA's at or above "C": the completers (62%)
outperformed the non-remedial students (57%) and thus the relative pvrformances met
the provisional standard.

The completers' retention rate (60%) fell short of the rate for non-remedial students
(70%) and did not meet the provisional standard. However, keep in nund that the
non-remedial group numbered only seven students. On SSR. the two groups performed
comparably (37% vs. 40%) and the difference met the provisional standard.

The relatively high minimum exit standard (and low remedial coursc passing rate) yielded
students as a group whose GPA's and whose passing rates in the college-level math
course surpassed those of the non-remedial students. These positive outcomes were
offset by the small group size, lower retention rate and SSR's of the
remediation-completed group.

Elementary Algebra

Placement Criteria. Passaic used a combination of an NJCBSPT-MC score of at least
165 and an NJCBSPT-EA score of 176 (which was nine points above the provisional
standard) to place students. While this is a relatively high cut-score on the algebra
portion of the NJCBSPT, only 4% of the full-time students (n=15) and 2% of part-timers
(n=5) were idenw.7ied as needing elementary algebra. Note that 93% of the full - time
cohort was placed in comnputation, thus, of 351 full-time students tested only 10 students
in the entire cohort did net need any mathematics remediation.

Remedial Course Outcomes. The previous cautions on small group size apply especially
to the algebra group. Of 12 full-iime students who enrolled. 83% passed the final-level
course (and all of the 4 part-timers passed)(and passing was defined by the college as a
grade of “C" or better). These passing rates met the provisional standard. No retest
data were reported; thus. the college did not fulfill the Council s reporting guidelines for
this skill area.

Subsequent Academic Performance. Only three remediation completed students (and 10
non-remedial students) were tracked into the college-level math courses. Witn so few
students passing through the elementary algebra course and even fewer remaining at the
college for four semesters (n=2), analysis of these data was pointless.
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Overview

Strengths

The college's testing rate for full-time students met the Board's requirement of 90% for !
at least two consecutive review cycles. Further, it goes to the credit of Passaic County
Community College that despite the fact that an overwhelming majonity of students

entering the college were found to be skills-deficient in on¢ or more areas. the college

succeeded in enrolling over 90% of its students in appropriate remedial courses within the

first two semesters.

Retention rates for completers of reading remediation exceeded those of the
non-remedial students.

Completers of remedial computation surpassed the non-remedial students in passing rates
for the subsequent college-level math courses and in percentage of GPA's at or above a
"C." These are positive signs of effectiveness.

The college's narrative report was thorough and it posed many recommendations for
internal improvements. This suggests that the institution is keenly aware of the concerns
poirted out here.

Areas of Concern
Retest data were not reported for clementary algebra, whichb made the assessment of the

program, particularly in view of the extremely small sizes of the follow-up student
groups, next to impossible.

The general attritiun at Passaic was so severe as to reduce the follow-up study groups to
sample sizes that afforded meaningless cemparisons.

The college needs to improve its testing rate for part-time students.

Passing rates in the final remedial courses in reading, writing and computation did not
meet the provisional standard.

Completers of remediation in reading and writir . ssed their subsequent college-level
courses at rates far below those of the non-rem. .t students,

Additional Suggestions for Further Inquiry

According to the institution’s report. program administrators and faculty at Passaic have
proposed a number of initiatives to ad¢  ss such things as compliance with the Board's
testing rate for part-time students, remedial course passing rates, follow-up
college-level course perform-nce. data base improvements and research. The college
should consider following through on these recommendations.

The institution should continue to explore ways to keep students at the college long
enough to complete remediation.
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1984-86

RARITAN VALLEY COMMUNITY COLLEGE

Policy Administration

Raritan Valley Community College (fori.erly Somerset County College) tested nearly
100% ¢ full-time students and 97% of its part-time students in 1984, a commendable
perforniance. The college enrolled in remediation within twc semesters 95% of the
full-time students who needed reading, 91% of those who needed writing, 81% of those
who needed computation and 90% of those who needed elementary algebra. Among these
enrollment rates, only that for computation did not meet the Board's expectation of 90%
(note, however, that no two-semester <nrollment standard has been set for algebra). No
students (in any of th: areas) were ..esent in the fourth semester without having begun
the needed remediation.

Remedial Areas
Reading

Placement Criteria. The placement criterion used, 162 on the NJCBSPT-RC, met the
provisional standard. Thirty-seven percent of the full-time group and 38% of the
part-time group were identified for reading remediation.

Remedial Course Outcomes. Eighty-seven percent of the full-time students passed the
final level of remediation in reading (met the provisional standard) but only 60% of the
103 part-time students passed. The latter passing rate did not meet the provisional
standard. Eighty-five percent of those who passed the course met the college’s mimmum
on the retest, even though the retest scores did not affect the students’ final grade.

Subsequent Academic Performance. Ninety-two percent of the students who completed
remediation in reading passed the first college-level course as compared to 97% of the
non-remedial students. The difference met the provisional standard. Of the
remec.ation-completed students, 34% attained GPA's of “C” or better as compared to
90% for the non-remedial group. A substantial increase over the previous year in the
percent above “C" was noted for both study groups. These GPA figures are high for both
groups and the difference in performance between the two groups met the provisional
standard.

Only 36% of the students who completed remediation in reading returned in the fourth
semester as compared to 39% of the students who did not need remediation. This
difference in retention rates did not meet the provisioral standard. The low retention
rates depressed the SSR's for both completers (30%) and non-remedial students (36%),
but the difierential met the provisional standard.

Writing
Placement Criteria. The placement criterion for writing was an NJCBSPT-SS score of

162, which met the provisional standard. It resulted in the identification for remediation
of 34% of the full-time and 29% of the part-time students.
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Remedial Course Qutcomes. Eighty-one percent of full-time students and 79% of
part-timers passed the final level of writing remediation. Both rates met the provisional
standard. Fifty-one percent of the remediated students met the college’'s minimum
score on the retest, even though the retest results were not used in the students final
grade determination.

Subsequent Academic Performance. Of the students who completed remediation in
writing, 87% passed the first college-level course as compared to 96% for the
non-remedial students. While both rates are high, the difference fell short of the
provisional standard by four percentage points. Seventy-eight percent of the
remediation-completed students attained GPA's of a "C” or better as compared to 86%
for the non-remedial group. The percent above "C" for completers represented an
increase of 12 percentage points over 1983 and the difference in performance of the two
groups met the provisional standard.

Thirty-four percent of the remediated students returned in the fourth semester as
compared to 39% of the students who did not need remediation. This difference in favor
of the non-remedial students did not meet the provisional standard. Remedial completers
as a group exhibited an SSR of 27% compared to 33% for the non-remedial students. The
SSR differential met the provisional standard.

Computation

Placement Criteria. The placement criterion used for computation was a score of 165 on
the NJCBSPT-MC, which met the provisional standard. As a result, thirty-four percent
of full-time students and 55% of part-time students were identified for computation
remediation. The college began offering computation courses in the fall of 1985;
therefore, this cohort likely represented only a fraction of the students who otherwise
would have been identified for remediation.

Remedial Course Outcomes. Only 63% of full-time enrollees and 57% of the part-time
enrollees passed the final level of computation remediation. These rates did not meet the
provisional standard. Of the students who passed, however, 86% met the college’'s
minimum level on the retest.

Subsequent Academic Performance. The students who completed remediation in
computation passed the first college-level course at a higher rate than the nen-remedial
students (95% vs. 85% respectively, met the provisional standard). This follow-up was
based on only 22 (of a possible 123) students; thus, caution is in order. Sixty-one percent
of the remediation-completed students attained GPA s of “C" or better as compared to
86% for the non-remedial group. This difference did not meet the provisional standard.

Of the students who completed remediation in computation. 41% returned in Spring 1986,
compared to 32% of the students who did not need remediation. The retention rates,
which favored completers over the non-remedial students, met the provisional standard.
The SSR's for both groups were low (25% and 29% respectively), but the difference
between them met the provisional standard.

The favorable retest results combined with the high passing rate in the subsequent math
course weie two compelling indications of program effectiveness. The lower subsequent
GPA'sof the completers, however, suggested that carry-over effects into the general
curriculum were slight.

Cu
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Elementary Algebra

Placement Criteria. The criteria for placement were an NJCBSPT-EA score of 167
(which met the provisional standard) with an NJCBSPT-MC score greater than 165.
Application of these criteria, however, resulted in relatively low percentages of students
identified for remediation: 23% of full-time students and 28% of part-time students.
The college should investigate the circumstances that produced the low percentages.

Remedial Course Outcomes. Only 62% of the full-iime and 70% of the part-time
enrollees passed the final level of remediation in elementary algebra. The full-time rate
did not meet the provisional standard but the part-time rate did. Eighty-four percent of
the students who passed the course reached the college s minimum on the retest.

Subsequent Academic Performance. Ninety-six percent of the students who completed
remediation 1n algebra passed the first college-level course as compared to 86% for the
non-remedial group. The high passing rate of the completers is noteworthy. The
performance differential met the provisional standard and exceeded it by 15 percentage
points. Eighty-one percent of the remediation-completed students attained GPA's of
"C" or better as compared to 88% for the non-remedial students (met the provisional
standard and exceeded it by 13 percentage points).

Of the students who completed remediation. 83% returned in the fourth semester as
compared to only 24% of the students who did not need remediation (met the provisional
standard and exceeded it by 59 percentage points). This represented a significant
increase for the completers over the 1983 cohort data (and a decrease for the
non-remedial group). In SSR, the performance of the completers (59%) also exceeded
that of the non-remedial students (23%)(which met the provisional standard), an unusual
pattern attributable to the dramalic gap in retention between the two groups and
favorable GPA's of the remediated students.

In summary, the outcome indicators almost uniformly presented a compelling argument
for a successful algebra program for those in the cohort who were identified as needing
remediation.

Overview
Strengths
The college was effective in testing and enrolling students in appropriate courses.

The passing rates for students in remedial reading and writing courses wete high.

The passing rates were high in first (subsequent) college-level courses for those who
successfully completed their remedial math requirements.

The GPA gap between the remediated and non-remedial student study groups was small in
the areas of reading, writing and algebra.

The retention rates for remediation-completed students in the two mathematics areas
exceeded the rates of the non-remedial students. The same was true for successful
survival rates.

Outcome ndicators in the algebra area werc nearly all positive, thus arguing convincingly
for a successful remedial effort.
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Areas of Concern

In reading and writing, remediated students were retained in smaller percentages than
their non-remedial counterparts. The college might lock into the factors which
contributed to this.

The percentage of students identified for algebra remediation appeared low considering
the criteria used for placement. The college might look into whether additional criteria
were employed (e.g., were the math-related majors the only students who were required
to enroll?).

The passing rates in the remedial ccmputation and algebra areas did not meet the
provisional standard. The students who passed, however, performed well subsequently.
This pattern suggests apprepriately high standards in the remedial courses. The college
might address ways to raise the passing rates while maintaining the standards.

Additional Suggestions for Further Inquiry

The percentages reaching the college's minimum on the retest were uneven across the
skill areas, with writing being significantly belosv the others in this regard. The college
may wish to examine whether counting the writing retest as part of the final grade mught
have a favorable effect, since such a practice would encourage maximum motivation
among test-takers.
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1984-86

SALEM COMMUNITY COLLEGE

Policy Administration

In 1984, Salem tested all of its full-time students and 94% of its part-time students (and
also 99% and 93% respectively in 1983), a commendable effort that exceeded the 90%
minimum requirement of the Board. Of students who needed remediation, the college
succeeded in enrolling over 90% 1n appropriate remedial courses within two seiresters in
writing (97%) and computation (91%) but not in reading (86%). The latter percentage did
not meet the Board's minimum requirement of 90%. In addition, 100% of the students
who needed remediation in algebra were enrolled in remedial algebra courses within two
semesters (no two-semester enrollment standard has been set for elementary algebra).
By the fourth semester, orly five or fewer full-time students per skill area who had not
yet enrolled in required remediation were present. These numbers met the provisional
standard.

Remedial Areas

Reading

Placement Criteria. Salem used an NJCBSPT-RC score of 163, below which students
were identified for remediation. The criterion met the provisional standard (and was two
points above it) and resulted in the identific.ation of 46% of fuli-time and 25% of
part-time test-takers.

Remedial Course Outcomes. Sixty-five percent of full-time and 67% of part-time
enrollees passed the final leve! of remediation in reading. Neither passing rate met the
provisional standard. The college did not furnish data on retesting; hence it did not fulfil}
the Council's reporting guidelines.

Subsequent Academic Performance. In the subsequent college-level course, 82% of the
reading completers passed compared to 78% of the non-remedial students. The supcrior
performance of the cempleters over the non-remedial students met the provisional
standard. However, the cumulative GPA's of the completers did not to match those of
non-remedial students. Only 52% of the completers had GPA's at or above "C”
compared to 84% of the non-remedial students; the 32 percentage point difference did
not meet the provisional standard.

The retention rate at the fourth semester for the completers (18%) exceeded that of the
non-remedial students (41%), which met the provisional standard. Because of the great
difference in GPA s, however, the completers did not perform well on the SSR indicator
relative to the non-remedial students (25% vs. 37%) and the difference did not meet the

provisional standard.

The outcomes were mixed for the reading program. Favorable passing rates in first
(subsequent) college-level courses and fourth-semester retention rates for remediated
students were not accompanied by GPA's that were comparable to those of the
non-remedial students.

Writing

Placement Criteria. Salem used an NJCBSPT-SS score of 163 (which met the provisional
standard and was two points above it) to identify 47% of its full-time and 30% of its
part-time students for remediation.
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Remedial Course Outcomes. Of the students in the final writing level, 65% of full-timers
and 69% of part-timers passed. The~e rates did not meet the provisional standard and
were lower than those reported fo. ..e 1983 cohort (72% and 83% respectively). No
retest data were provided; thus, the college did not ful“ill the Council's reporting
guidelines.

Subsequent Academic Performance. Seventy-five percent of the students who completed
remediation in writing passed the first (subsequent) college-level course as compared to
77% for the non-remedial students; the difference met the provisional standard.
However, it also represented a considerable drop from the passing rates of 96% for
completers and 80% for non-remedial students reported for the 1983 cohort. Forty-seven
percent of the remediation-completed students attained GPA’s at or above "C"
compared to 90% for the non-remedial group. The difference between these two groups
(43 percentage pointsj did not meet the provisional standard. Moreover, this difference
was greater than the 13 percentage point gap reported for the previous year.

Fifty-seven percent of k2 students who completed remediation in writing returned in
Spring 1986 as compared t5 48% of the students who did not need remediation, which met
the provisional standard. Qwing to the wide gap in GPA’s, the SSR for the completers
(26%) was not compzrable to that for the non-remedial group (43%); the difference did
not meet the provisional standard.

The mixed pattern of results for writing was similar to that for reading: favorable
retention and success in the first (subsequent) college-level course for completers as
compared to non-remedial students, but a correspondingly poor relative performance on
the GPA indicator.

Computation

Placement Criteria. The college used an NJCBSPT-MC score of 161 (which did not meet
the provisional standard) plus an in-house test to identify for remediation 39% of jts
full-time and 25% of its part-time students. These identif‘cation rates were low.

Remedial Course Outcomes. Only 61% of full-time enrollees passed the final level of
remediation in computation, which did not meet the provisional standard. Eighty-three
percent of the 18 part-time enrollees passed, which met the provisional standard and
represented an improvement from the previous (1983) cycle's part-time passing rate of
64%. No retest data were provided; thus, the college did not fulfill the Council's
reporting guidelines,

Subsequent Academic Performance. Sixty-seven percent of the students who completed
remediation in computation passed the first college-level course as compared to 84% for
the non-remedial students; the difference did not meet the provisional standard. Further,
the drop from the 90% rate for remedial completers (vs. 89% for non-remedial students)
reported for the previous (1983) cohort is an area which merits attention. Forty-five
percent of the remediation-completed students attained GPA's of "C" or better as
compared to 84% for the non-remedial group. The gap of 39 percentage points did not
meet the provisional standard. Such wide gaps in the performances of the two groups
should be investigated.

Forty-two percent of the students who completed remediation in computation returned in
Spring 1986 as compared to 48% of the students who did not need remediation. The
difference did not meet the provisional standard. In addition, the rate for remedial
completers represented a decline of 15 percentage points froin the previous cohort:
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reasons for the drop should be of interest to the college. On the SSR indicator, the
remediated group (19%) did not perform well compared to the non-remedial students
(40%); the difference did not meet the provisional standard.

In summary, use of a low NJCBSPT-MC placement criterion, and follow-up outcomes
which all fell short of the provisional standards, point to a program that was in need of
improvement.

Elementary Algebra

Placement Criteria. The college's NJCBSPT-EA cutoff of 168 (which met the
provisional standard and was one point above it) plus an in-house test were used to
identify for remediation 53% of full-time and 66% of part-time students. Included in
these percentages were 46 full-time and 32 part-time students who were not strictly
required by their programs to take elementary algsbra.

Remedial Course Outcomes. Of the students enrolled in the final-level course, 66% of
full-time and 65% of part-time students passed. Neither rate met the provisional
standard and the full-time rate represented a drcp of 11 percentage points from the level
reported for the 1983 cohort. No retest data were supplied; thus, the college did nu*
fulfill the Council's reporting guidelines.

Subsequent Academic Performance. Eighty-six percent of the students who completed
remediation in algebra passed the first college-level course as compared to 96% for the
non-remedial group. Although these passing rates were high, the differen.. between
them did not meet the provisional standard. It should be kept in mind, however. that
non-remedial students performed so well in this course (36% passed) that the comparison
with remediation-completed students may not have yielded a fruitful criticism.
Seventy-two percent of the remediation-completed students attained GPA's of "C” or
above as compared to 77% for the non-remedial students. This GPA performance met
the provisional standard (and was 15 percentage points above it).

Fifty-one percent of the students who completed remediation returned in Spring 1986 as
compared to 39% of the students who did not need remediation. This large difference in
favor of the completers met the provisional standard. Not surprisingly, the SSR of the
completers as a group (37%) exceeded that of the non-remedial students (30%), which not
only met the provisional standard but was also a reversal of the typical pattern.

The majority of indicators suggested that the program was effective. However, the
absence of retest data made it difficult to interpret these positive signs.

Overview
Strengths
The college is to be commended for its consistently high ra‘es of testing both full- and
pari- time students. Further. the college succeeded in enrolling most of its students in

appropriate writing and mathematics remedial courses within two semesters.

Passing rates for remedial completers in first (subsequent) college-level courses were
high in all areas except computation.

Retention rates for completers of all skill areas except computation exceeded thuse of
non-remedial students.
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Most outcomes for the algebra program, especially the SSR of completers (which
exceeded that for the non-remedial students), were positive. The absence of retest data,
however, made it difficult to interpret these positive signs.

Areas ¢f Concem

The college should raise its two-semester enr-llment rate fc reading to at least the 90%
minimum requirement of the Board.

The computation program at Salem employed low placement criteria, Further, each of
the follow-up indicators of academic performance for students who completed
computation did not meet the applicable provisional standard. The college has reason to
be concerned about the effectiveness of this program,

No data were provided on retesting, despite the implicit suggestion in the institution's
report that at least some retesting was conducted (e.g., "...Faculty are not uniformly
using a standardized pre- and Post-test procedure for remedial courses...we will report
that data on next year's report.”). The absence of these data made it difficult to
interpret outcomes on the other indicators.

The college needs to take a close look at the outcomes for the 1984 cohort compared to
the performance of the 1983 cohort in all skill areas. Low passing rates in hoth remedial
and subsequent college-level courses which were getting even lower are a cause for
concern. Favorable retention rates for the remediation-completed students relative to
the non-remedial students did not look as favorable when viewed next to the rates for the
remediation-completed group of one year earlier. SSR's especially were not only low but
lower than those reported for the previous year, and in three of the remedial areas, (i.e.,
reading, writing and computation) the remediated students performed much below the
ron-remedial students on this indicator. These downward trends raised questions
concerning the attention being devoted to the programs,

The treatment of placement criteria and standard-setting in Salem's report highlighted
areas of confusion that may have given rise to unnecessary year-to-year fluctuations.
The college should re-examine how its placement criteria are set and the extent to which
faculty are permitted to adjudicate the placement decisions.

"
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SUSSEX COUNTY COMMUNITY COLLEGE COMMISSION*

Policy Administration

In Fall 1984, Sussex County Community College Commission was responsible for testing
and tracking only part-time students, full-time students were tested and reported on by
other institutions (see footnote). Sussex tested 165 part-time students, which
represented 100% of the students required to be tested. This commendable performance
met the Board's minimum testing requirement.

The college enrolled in remedial courses within two semesters 37% of the part-time
students who were identified for reading/writing, 55% of those identified for computation
and 54% of those identified for remedial algebra (no provisional standard has been set for
part-time students). One hundred percent of the (part-time) students who needed
remediation in reading/writing (N=35) began the necessary remedial courses within four
semesters, which met the provisional standard set for full-time students (again, no
provisional standard has been set for part-time students). After four semesters, 12
students identified for computation and 20 students identified for remedial algebra
remained at the college without having enrolled in the necessary remedial courses.
Considering that all students were part-time. !.ae college was successful in providing
timely remedial courses to the students who needed them.

Remedial Areas
Reading/Writing

Placement Criteria. In 1984, Sussex offered a combined reading/writing course for
students scoring below 165 on the NJCBSPT-RC (which met the provisional standard) and
below 7 on the NJCBSPT-Essay (which fell short of the provisional standard by one
point). Of those tested, 21% were identified for remediation.

Remedial Course Outcomes. The passing rate for the course was high: of the 35 students
who took the course. 88% passed (which met the provisional standard). Further, 980 of
those who passed the course achieved the college s minimum score on the retest.

*In 1984, Sussex County Communitly College Commission wus responsible for the testing,
remediating, and tracking of only its purt-time students. Full-time students enrolled in
the County College of Morris and were reported with that institution’s data. Moreover,
data on ac idemic (" follow-up”) indicators for part-time swudents were not cualled for in
the Basic Skills Council’s reporting guidelines. Hence this ussessment was limited to
policy administration, placement and remedial course outcomes for the college’s
part-time cohort. Beginning in Fall 1986, when Sussex was given authority to grant
degrees in business und liberal arts, the college begun testing and remediating the
full-time students in the new degree programs, ulong with serving its part-time
population. I[n addition, through a contract with Upsala College (Wirth Cumpus), Sussex
now provides testing and remediation for Upsala’s full- and part-time students. It is
anticipated that follow -up data on full-time students will be provided in future reports.

134

-98-




Subsequent Academic Performance. Results for part-time students were not called for in
the Council's reporting guidelines. Moreover, data for Sussex students were included in
the statistics reported by other institutions (see footnote).

Writing

The institution did not offer a separate remedial course in writing (see Reading/Writing
above).

Computation

Placement Criteria. Using a score of 165 on the NJCBSPT-MC as the cut off (which met
the provisional standard), 44% of the students were identified for remediation.

Remedial Course Outcomes. Eighty-eight percent of the 48 enrollees passed the
computation course, which met the provisional standard. Of those who passed, 96%
attained the college's minimum score on the retest.

Subsequent Academic Performance. Results for part-time students were not called for 1n
the Council's repcrting guidelines. Moreover, data for Sussex students were included in
the statistics reported by other institutions (see footnote).

Elementary Algebra

Placement Criteria. In algebra, the placement criterion used was an NJCBSPT-EA score
of 167 (which met the provisional standard) for students whose NJCBSPT-MC score was
above 165. Thirty-five percent of the cohort (57 students) were identified for remedial
algebra,

Remedial Course Outcomes. Seventy-eight percent of the 36 enrollees passed the course,
which met the provisional standard. Ninety-nine percent of the students who passed
attained the college's minimum score on the retest.
Subsequent Academic Performance. Results for part-time students were not called forn
the Council's reporting guidelines. Moreover, data for Sussex students were 1ncluded 1n
the statistics reported by other institutions (see footnote).

Overview
Strengths
Sussex succeeded in testing. 100% of the students required to be tested. This performance
was commendable. Further. all students identified for remediation in reading/writing
began the necessary remedial courses within four semesters.
Remedial course passing rates were high in all skill areas.

Retesting results in the three skill areas were high: virtually every student who passed
the remedial courses attained the college's minimum scores on the retests,
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Areas of Concern/Additional Suggestions for Further Inguiry

For reasons explamned above, a comparison of the academic perforinance and retention of
students completing remediation with students not needing remediation could not be
made (and thus the effectiveness of the commission s remedial programs could not be
ascertained). The college anticipates that it will be testing and tracking larger numbers
of full- and part-time students in the future. This will provide the indicators necessary
in order to measure the effectiveness of the basic skills programs at Susses
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UNION COUNTY COLLEGE

Policy Administration

In 1984, Union County College tested 95% of the full-time and 73% of the part-time
students requiring testing. The full-time testing rate met the Board s minimum testing
requirement but the part-time rate did not.

Of the full-time students identified for remediation, Union succeeded in enrolling within
two semesters 93% in reading, 90% in writing and 94% in computation; these rates
satisfied the Board s mimmum enrollment standard. In addition, 86% of the students
identified for elementary algeb.a had enrolled in a remedial algebra course within two
semesters {a two-semester enrollment standard has not been set for algebra). Moreover.
only seven identified, full-time students present in the fourth semester had not yet begun
the necessary remediation, which met the provisional standard.

Despite these favorable enrollment values. however, toe many full-time students
identified for reading (18), writing (24) and/or computation (11) had not yet begun their
necessary remediation by the fourth semester; each of these latter values did not meet
the provisional standard

Remedial Areas
Reading

Placement Criteria. The college used a score of 164 on the NJCBSPT-RC as its criterion
for placement, which met the provisional standard and was three scaled-score points
akove it. This resulted in 59% of the full-time and 51% of the part-time students being
identified for remediation.

Remedial Course Outcomes. Of the full-time students enrolled in the final-le.el reading
course, 72% passed the course. Only 64% of the part-time enrollecs passed. The passing
rate for full-time students met the prov.sional standard but the part-time rate did not.
In addition, the full-time rate represented an improvement of ten percentage points over
the 1983-cohort results. Curiously, Unior .ed a locally developed essay as its retest in
reading (no rationale was given for thi aliar practice). Seventy percent cf the
students who passed the final-level course «.tamed the college’s minimum score on the
retest.

Subsequent Academic Performance. Students who completed reading remediation at
Union performed nearly as well as the non-remedial students in the first (subsequent)
college-level courses (91% and 94% respectively). the three percentage-point difference
met the provisional standard. These passing rates were high. On the broader academic
indicator, however, 53% of the remedial completers had cumulative GPA’s at or above
"C," compared to 78% of the non-remedial students; this 23 percentage -point gap in GPA
performance did not meet the provisional standard.

Remediated students returned in the fourth semester at a highe1 rate (61%) than their
non-remedial counterparts (57%), which met the provisional standard. The remedial
completers posted a cumulative SSR of 34%, compared to 14% for the non remedial
students; the difference met the provisional standard.
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Writing

Placement Criteria. Placement in remed:al writing at Union was accomplished using a
cut-score of 166 on the NJCBSPT-SS. This criterion met the provisiona! standard and
was five scaled-score points above it. In 1984, 44% of the full-time and 37% of the
part-time test-takers were identified for remediation.

Remedial Course Outcomes. Of the students enrolled in the final-level remedial course,
72% of the full-time and 57% of the part-time students passed the course. The passing
rate for full-time students met the provisional standard but the part-time rate did not.
Of the small sample (n=62) of remedial students who passed the course and were retested
using a holistically scored, in-house essay, 64% of these students attained the college's
minimum score. The defined minimum score was a “five,” seemingly well below the
"seven” and "eight" that are standardly used on similar essays (or at least the
N]JCBSPT-Essay).

Subsequent Academic Performance. Remediated students passed their first (subsequent)
college-level course at the rate of 89%, compared to 95% for the non-remedial students:
the difference missed the provisional standard by one percentage point. Both passing
rates were high. It should be kept in mind that non-remedial students performed so well
in the first college-level course (95% passed) that the comparison with
remediation-completed students may not have yielded a fruitfu! criticism. On the other
hand, compieters of remediation fell 25 percentage points behind their non-remedial
vounterparts in the percent cumulative GPA's at or above "C- (51% and 76%
respectively); this difference also did not meet the provisional standard.

Completers of remediation returned in the fourth semester at a higher rate than the
non-remedial students (58% vs. 56%), which met the provisional standard. The SSR for
the remediation-completed students was 29%. compared to 43% for the non-remedial
students. The 14 percentage-point difference in SSR's did not meet the provisional
standard.

Computation

Placement Criteria. Union placed students in computation using a cut-score of 165 on
the NJCBSPT-MC, which met the provisional standard. Fifty-six percent of the
full-time and 55% of the part-time students were identified for remediation in
computation.

Remedial Course Outcomes. Remedial course passing rates were as follows: 70% for
full-time and 68% for part-time enrollees. The rate for full-tinie students met the
provisional standard but the part-time rate did not. Of the students who passed the
final-level remedial course and were retested. 92% attained the college’s minimum score
on the retest.

Subsequent Academic Performance. In light of the high retest results, it was paradoxical
that the performance of remedial completers in the first (subsequent) college-level
course was weak relative to that of the non-remedial students. Only 73% of the
remediated students passed the college-level math course, compared to 92% of the
non-remedial students; the 19 percentage-point difference did not meet the provisional
standard. Whether this result was due in part to the small sample size (n=45 remediated
full-time students who vere followed, out of approximately 340 who passed




the final-level remedial course) remained unknown. Nevertheless, only 54% of the
remediated students had cumulative GPA’'s at or above “C," compzred t¢. 77% of the
non-remedial students; the 23 percentage-point difference in the two percentages did not
meet the provisional standard.

The retention rate for completers of computation (59%) iwas higher than that for the

nor-remedial students (55%), which met the provisional standard. Remediated students
collectively had an SSR of 32%, compared to 42% for the non-remedial students. The
difference in SSR s met the provisional standard.

Elementary Algebra

Placement Criteria. In 1984, an NJCBSPT-EA score of 167 (which met the provisional
standard) was used for remedial algebra placement at Union. However. a mere 11% of
the full-time students and 16% of the part-time students were identified for remedial
algebra--low percentages attributable not to the placement test scores of entering
students but to the institution’s policy on requiring algebra only of students in
math-related curricula.

Remedial Course Outcomes. The final-level remedial course passing rates were 65% for
the full-time students and 61% for the part-timers. Neither passing rate met the
provisional standard. Moreover, the rate for part-time students reflected a decline of 11
percentage points fromn the previous (1583) cohort’s results. Fu.ly 100% of the students
who passed the course and were retesteu attained the college " minimum score on the
retest.

Subsequent Academic Performance. The passing rate in the first {subsequent)
college-level math course for remediated students, was 90%, four percentage p: ‘nts below
the passing rate for non-remedial siudents in the saine ccurse (94%), the d:fference met
the provisional standard. These pascing iates were high. Note that the passing rate for
remediated students was based on a sample of only 10 fui-time studeats {vut of
approximateily 60 who passed the final-level remedial course). As to the broader
acadeniic indicator. 83% of the remediated students attained a cumulative GPA at or
sbove “C", iust two pern rntage points he.ow the performance of the non-remedial
comparison group. Ti.e difference in percentaes met the provisional standard. Further,
the percent :umulative GPA for remedial completers represented an improvement of 19
perceniage points over the 1%83-cohort results.

Surprising.,, students whe completed algebra remediation retuined in the fourth semester
at a rate of 50%, comparad to 54% for non-remedial students; the difference did not
meet the provisional standard. Largely due to the relatively strong academic
performance of the reme.iated group, however, the SSR's of the two study groups
differed by only eight percentage points (which met the provisional stardard), as follows:
40% for remediated students and 48% for non-remedial students.

Overview
Strengths

Union was successiul in testing its full time students and enrolling over 5906 in needed
remediation within two semesters.

In reading, writing and computation, retentior of remediated students exceeded that of
the non-remedial students.

Iiy
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Passing rates in first (subsequent) college-level courses for completers of remediation In

reading, writing and algebra were high and nearly matcned those of the non-remedial
students.

Outcomes for the algebra program were mixed, Nevertheless, the percentage of
algebra-remediated students with GPA's at or above "C" was comparable to that for the
non-remedial students. This result, along with the favorable retest, SSR and

college-level course performance data, argued for the effectiveness of remedial
instruction in algebra.

Areas of Concern

The testing rate for part-time students did not meet the Board's minimum tesuing
requirement. Moreover, too many identified, full-time studeats who returned n the

fourth semester had not yet begun their necessary remediation in reading, writing and
computation. The college should address these shortcomings.

In reading, writing and computation. the passirg rate in the final-level remedial course
for part-time students did not meet the provisional standard whereas in each case the
rate for the full-time students did. The part-time passing rate in algebra not only fell
short of the provisional standard but reflecizd a decline from the 1983-cohort results.

The college should examine why its part-time students in particular experienced
difficulty passing the remedial courses.

Retesting practices in reading and writing warrant attention. The use of an essay as a

retest for reading needs to be reevaluated, as does the seemingly low minimum score used
in writing.

Despite other favorable outcomes, students who completed remediation in algebra did not

persist at a rate comparable to the non-remedial students. This should be of concern to
the college.

The percentages of students identified for algebra remediation were low. The college
should reexamine its remedial placement policies in mathematics.

Additional Suggestions for Further Inquiry

Remedial completers in reading and in writing had high passing rates in the first
(subsequent) college-level courses (i.e., in English composition) but their GPA and SSR
outcomes relative to the non-remedial students were less favorable. The paradox of
demonstrating strong subsequent performance in a particular college-level course on the

one hand and an apparent lack of carry-over to college-level courses generally on the
other is an area that the college may wish to explore.

Similarly, it might be instructive to examine why completers of computation as a group

had strong retest results on the one hand but only a weak passing rate in the first
(subsequent) college-level course (relative to the non-remedial students) on the other,
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1984-86

WARREN COUNTY COMMUNITY COLLEGE COMMISSION ™

Policy Administration

In 1984, Warren County Community College Commission tested 100% of the full-time and
79% of the part-time students required to be tested. The full-time testing rate, a
commendable achievement, met the Board's minimum testing requirement but the
part-time rate did not. The students required to be tested included in-county and
out-of-state attendees only (i.e., the in-state but out-of-county attendees were tracked
by the respective institutions in which the students enrolled) and thus the cohort reported
on was small (a total of 98 full-time and 75 part-time students).

Of the full-time students who were identified for remediation in reading/writing and in
computation, 100% reportedly were enrolled in appropriate remedial courses within two
semesters. (Two-semester enrollment data for elementary algebra, as called for in the
Basic Skills Council's Annual Questionnaire. were not provided by the institution). Yet
these data were inconsistent with the four-semester enrollment data furnished for the
same skill areas (reading/writing: 13%, n=23; computation: 21%, n=28). Moreover. the
Commission reported that one student identified for remedial reading/writing, two
identified for computation and i0 identified for remedial algebra returned in the fourth
semester without having begun the necessary remedial courses, each of the three values
met the provisional standard.

No narrative report to accompany the data tables was submitted for the 1984 cohort;
thus, the commission did not fulfill the Council's reporting guidelines. "he lack of
descriptive statements was an especially serious shortcoming because review of the
submitted data raised several key questions which could not be resolved. For example,
some question remained about whether the Commission offered its own remedial courses
in 1984-86. Where the actual teaching occurred bears on whether follow-up data was at
all meaningful and on which institution--the Commission or the contracted
colleges--should have reported it.

*Warren County College Commission was chartered in 1981 us an ugency to provide
higher education to the citizens of Warren County. It offers remedial, non-credit and
sume college credit instruction, but contracts for the delivery of most credit-bearing
courses with neighboring colleges (i.e., County College of Morris, Ramag . College of New
Jersey, Raritan Valley Community College and Union County College). While partial
outcome data on Warren's remedial students were provided for this report, the parallel
(comparison) outcomes for the non-remedial students, who were by definition at other
colleges, were not available. Moreover, in the absence of a descriptic text, questions
remained about the meaningfulness of follow-up data. Therefore, the overall
effectiveness of the remedial programs could not be ascertained. This review
concentrates instead on the Commission's testing, plucement, enroilment and remedial
course outcomes for 1984-86.
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Remedial Areas
Reading & Writing

Placement Criteria. The college offered combined reading and writing remediation and
used an NJCBSPT Total English score of 161 and an Essay score of below 7 to place
students into remediation. These criteria were consonant with the provisional standards,
Twenty-three percent of full-time and 36% of part-time students were identified for
remediation,

Remedial Course Outcomes. Of the 10 full-time students enrolled in the final-level
remedial course, 80% passed. Seventy-five percent of the 8 part-time students passed.
These passing rates met the provisional standard. No retest data were provided: hence
the commission did not fulfill the reporting guidelines of the Basic Skills Council,
Subsequent Academic Performance. The partial outcome data submitted by the
Commission could not be reviewed (see footnote).

Writing
Separate remedial writing courses were not offered in 1984-86 (see Reading).
Computation

Placement Criteria. Warren used an NJCBSPT-MC score of 165 to identify for
remediation 29% of its full-time and 34% of its part-time students. The criterion met
the provisional standard.

Remedial Course Outcomes. Half (50%) of th. 6 full-time students who were enrolled in
the remedial course and all three of the part-time enrollees passed the course. Data on
retesting were not submitted; thus, the Commission did not fulfill the Council's reporting
guidelines,

Subsequent Academic Performance. The partial outcome data submitted by the
Commission could not be reviewed (see footnote).

Elementary Algebra

Placement Criteria. The commission used an NJCBSPT-EA score of 166 (which missed
the pre+isional standard by one scaled-score point) below which to place students into
remediation. Of the students tested, 68% of the full-time and 63% of the part-time

students were identified for remedial instruction in algebra.

Remedial Course OQutcomes. Few students who s ere identified for remediation enrolled
in the remedial course (i.e., only 12 full-time and 3 part-time enrollees). Of these, only
25% of the full-time and 33% of the part-time students passed the course. These rates,
albeit based on exceedingly small numbers of students, did not meet the provisional
standard. No retest data were submitted; thus, the commussion did not fulfill the
Council's reporting guidelines.

Subsequent Academic Performance. The partial outcome d.ta submitted by the
Commission could not be reviewed {see footnote).

14
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Overview

Strengths

The commission tested 100% of the full-time students who were required to be tested, a
commendable achievement.

Areas of Concemn

Warren, a three-year old institution at the beginning of the 1984 reporting period, did not
meet the Board of Higher Education's minimum requirement for the testing of part-time
students. Further, remedial course enrollment data were inconsistent and, in the case of
elementary algebra, incomplete.

Neither retesting results nor data on the academic status of the bulk of Warren's
students--i.e., those non-remedial students who were enrolied at contracted
colleges--were provided by the Commission. In addition, the descriptive text to
accompany the data tables (as per the Council s reporting guidelines) was not furnished.
These were serious shortcomings which made it impossible to understand ard to evaluate
the remedial programs.

Despite the small size of the remedial groups (a maximum of 12 students), passing rates
in the remedial math courses were low.
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WARREN COUNTY COMMUNITY COLLEGE COMMISSION
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1984-86

GLASSBORO STATE COLLEGE

Policy Administration

Glassboro State College tested over 99% of its full-time students and 97% of its
part-time students in both 1983 and 1984, which satisfied the Board's mimimum standard
of 90%. This performance is commendable. Similarly, for at least two consecutive years
Glassboro has done well enrolling full-time students within two semesters in required
remedial cousses in reading, writing, and computation {(94-97% of those identificd for
remediation 1n each skill area were enrolled within two semesters, and these 1ates met
the Board's minimum standard for full-time students). Eighty-seven percent of the
full-time students who needed remedial algebra were enrolled within two semesters in

app)ropnate algebra courses (no two-semester enrollment standard for algebra has been
set).

Only three students each for reading and for writing had not yet begun their required
remedial course work in the fourth semester, which met the provisional standard in the
two areas; for computation. the number was eight, which also met the provisional
standard. For algebra, 11 students (one student more than the provisional standard) had
not yet enrolled in required remediation by the fourth semester.

Remedial Areas
Reading
Placement Criteria. Glassboro used 168 as its NJCBSPT-RC placement score; this met
the provisional standard and was seven points above it. This criterion resulted in 16% of
the full-time cohort and 33% of the part-time cohort being identified for remediation.
Remedial Course Outcomes. Eighty-four percent ot the full- time students and 73% of

the part-time students passed the final level of remediation. The rate for the full-time
students met the provisional standard but the part-time rate did not. Of 375 students

who passed the final-levet remedial course, 87% attained the minimum level on the retest.

Subsequent Academic Performance. For the 1984 cohort, 90% of the
remediation-completed students passed the first college-level course, compar~d to 92
of the non-remedial students. the difference met the provisional standard. The passing
rates for both groups w:re high. The two study groups differed by 10 percentage points
on percent GPA at or above "C" (77% for completers vs. 87% for non-remedial stadents)
and the differenc2 met the p-ovisional standard.

Seventy-two percent of remediation-completed students were present after four
semesters, compared to 68% of the non-remedial students. which met the provisional
standard. And on SSR, not surprisingly, the two study groups differed by only four
percentage points (55% for completers vs. 59% for the non-remedial group) which .net
the provisional standard.

In sum, the reading program at Glassboro gave several indications of effectiveness. ".. ¢

placement criteria were sct at a relatively high level, and students not only were enrolled
in the required courses but they performed successfully upon exit from remediation.
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Writing

Placement Criteria. In writing, Glassboro set its placement criteria at 165 on
NJCBSPT-Total English with Essay greater than or equal to 7; or NJCBSPT-Total English
168 with Essay 6; or Essay 6. The "Essay 6" criterion. if used in isolation, would not have
met the provisional standard. Otherwise, these criteria were consonant with the
provisional standard. They resulted in 28% of the full-time and 30% of the part-time
test-takers being identified for writing remediation.

Remedial Course Outcomes. Eighty-four percent of the full-time, and 71% of the
part-time, students in the 1984 cohort passed the final level of remediation. The rate for
the full-time students met the provisional standard but the part-time rate did not. Of
212 students in the 1984 cohort who passed the final-level remedial writing course, 86%
reached the minimum score on the locally developed essay retest.

Subsequent Academic Performance. For the 1984 cohort, 79% of the remediated students
passed the first college-level course in writing; however, 94% of the non-remedial
students passed the same course. The 15 percentage pcint differential between the two
groups did not meet the provisional standard. On the GPA indicator, 73% of remediated
students had a GPA at or above a "C" compared to 85% for the non-remedial students:
the difference of 12 percentage points met the provisional standard.

Seventy-five percent of the remediation-completed students were present at four
semesters, compared to 69% of the non-remedial students, which met the provisional
standard The SSR of writing-remediated students as a group was 54%, and of the
non-remedial students, 58%; the four percentage point difference met the provisional
standard.

Cutcomes for the writing program at Glassboro presented mixed signs of program
effectiveness. A cause for concern was the rate at which the remediated students passed
the first college-level course, compared to the rate for the non-remedial students.

Computation

Placement Criteria. In computation, Glassboro set its placement criteria at a combined
score of 335 on the NJCBSPT-MC and ~EA, with a score of 170 on the NJCBSPT-MC
alone. The NJCBSPT-MC criterion met the provisional standard (and was five points
above it). In 1984, the college identified for remediation 33% of its full-time cohort and
40% of its part-time cohort.

Remediul Course Outcomes. Eighty-nine percent of the full-time students and 72% of
the part-time students passed the final level of remediation. The rate for the full-time
students met the prcvisional standard but that for the part-time students did not.
Eighty-three percent of the students who passed the computation course reached the
minimum score on the retest.

Subsequent Academic Performance. For the 1984 cohort. only 80% of the remediated
stucents passed the first college-level course compared to 95% of the non-remedial
students. This 15% differential between the two groups did not meet the provisional
standard. Seventy-eight percent of the remediated students exhibiied a GPA at or above
"C" compared to 84% for the non-remedial students, which met the provisicnal standard.
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Sixty-nine percent of the remediated students had returned in the fourth semester, nearly
matching the retention of the non-remedial students (70%), the difference fell short of
the provisional standard by one percentage point. Fifty-four percent of the remediated
students "successfully survived” compared to 58% for the non-remedial group, this
differential also met the provisional standard.

On most indicators, therefore, the computation program at Glassboro provided positive
outcomes. The lower relative performance of remediated students in first college level
"quantitative” courses, however, is an area which the college might investigate.

Elementary Algebra

Placement Criteria. Glassboro used an NJCBSPT-EA score of 174 as its placement
criterion in elementary algebra. This criterion met the provisional standard and was
seven points higher than it. The criterion resulted in the iduntification of 59% of the
full-time and 58% of the part-time cohorts.

Remedial Course Outcomes. Eighty-four percent of the full- time students and 86% of
the part-time students in the 1984 cohort passed the final level of remediation. The
passing rates for both groups met the provisional standard. Of the 374 students who
passed remedial course and were retested, 96% attained the college’s minimum score.

Subsequent Academic Performance. Eighty-seven percent of the remediated students
passed the first college-level course compared to 97% of the non-remedial students.
Although both passing rates were relatir ely high, the 10% diff~rential did not meet the
provisional standard. Eighty-two per.cnt of the remediated students achieved a
cumulative GPA of “C" or better compared to 86% of the non-remedial students, which
met the provisional standard.

For the 1984 cohort, 75% of the remedial completers returned in the 4th semester
compared to 73% for the non-remedial students, which met the provisional standard. The
SSR of the remedial completers (62%) nearly matched that for the non-remedial students
(63%) and the difference met the provisional standard.

Based on the above, the algebra program at Glassboro, like each of the other progr ms in
turn, provided evidence of its effectiveness. One arza which the college might look into
was the relative performance of students in the first (subsequent) college level course
requiring algebra. It should be kept in mind, however, that non-remedial students
performed so well in this course (97% passed) that the comparison with
remediation-completed students may not have yielded a fruitful criticism.

Overview
Strengths
Glasshoro State College did a commendable job of testing and placing its students in the
required zemedial courses. The figures for both the 1983 and the 1984 cohorts were

consistently high.

The institution s retest results were high in all four remedial areas, as were the passing
levels in the remedial courses.

The fact that comparable proportivns of algebra-remediated and non remcdial students
achieved grade point averages at or above "C" was an especially positive indicator for
mathematics remediation.
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It is noteworthy that remediated students in all areas "successfully zu.vived” at rates
that compared favorably with those of the non-rcmedial students: Glassbora's foui
remedial programs measured well on this and other indicators.

Areas of Concern

The performance differential between remediated and non-remedial students n first
college-level courses was an area of concern which emerged from the da*a reviewed
here. This differential would indicate that a proportion of students who passed remedial
courses in writing, computation and algebra remediation did not have the skills necessary
to succeed in the respective college-level courses. This is an area that the college should
explore.
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GLASSBORO STATE COLLEGE
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JERSEY CITY STATE COLLEGE

Policy Adm.inistration

Jersey City State College tested 99% of its entering, full-time students and 98-99% of
its entering, part-time students over at least two consecutive reporting cycles. This
performance is commendable.

In 1984, the number of full-time students who enrolled in the required remedial courses
within two semesters was not consistently high across programs. Wh.'e virtually all (98%)
students identified as needing assistance in writing enrolied in remedial writing classes
(which met the Board s minimura standard of 90%), just 79% of identified students in
reading enrolled within the twy semesters, which did not meet the standard. [dentified
students who enrolled 1n algebra remediation within two semesters increased from the
1983 cohort to the 1984 cohort (87% and 95% respectively) but those enrolled in
computation decreased by the same amount (90% in 1983 to 82% in 1984). The
two-semester enrollment percentage in computation for the 1984 cohort did not meei the
Board's requirement (no two-semester enrollment standard has been set for algebra).

Twenty full-time students who were identified for remediation in reading were present in
the fourth semester without having enrolled in the necessary remedial courses, this value
did not meet the provisional standard. It should be noted that the "present but not
enrolled” students in reading comprised 5% of the identified, full-time cohort in 1984, an
improvement from the 12% reported for the previous (1983) rohort. In the other three
skill areas (writing, computation and ele;nentary algebra), the college met the provisional
standard on this indicator.

Remedial Areas
Reading

Placement Criteria. The reading program at Jersey City State College cffered, in
essence, two levels of reading remediation for students who scored below 161 on the
NJCBSPT-RC; the criterion met the provisional standard. An additional, in house test
was used to confirm placement decisions. The first level, "Reading For College,” was a
two-semester course from which students could exit after one semester if they met the
program's exit criteria. Such exiting students, howet er, were required to enroll in the
second-leve’ course. “Reading and Study Skills.” Additional, integrated support courses
in reading were offered to students on an elective basis. In 1984, 63% of the full-time
and 66% of the part-time students were identified for remediation in r~adiny,.

Remedial Course Outcomes. Students passed their final-level remedial courses at rates
of 85% for full-time students and 87% for part-time students; bot. nassing rates met the
provisional standard. Sixty-four percent of the retested students .ttained the miniinum
level on the "departmental assessment” instrument used.

Subsequent Academic Performance. Seventy-nine percent uf reading-1emediated
students and 85% of the non-remedial student: passed their first (subsequent)
college-'zvel English course. Although th.s performance gap fell short of t'.e provisional
standard by one percentage point, it revresented an improvement from the 18-1oint gap
reported for the 1983 cohort. Further, although the remediated students wiose data were
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used for this comparison had completed remediation prior to enrolling in the subsequent
course (as per the guidelines of the Basic Skills Council), college policy did not require
completion of "Reading and Study Skills" prior to enrolling in college-level courses.

Eighty-one percent of the studen.s who completed remediation in reading had GPA s at
or 2bove "C," compared with 88% for the non-remedial students; the seven
percentage-point gap met the provisional standard.

As is typical across the state, the remediated students were retained at a higher rate
than non-remedial students (68% vs. 59%), which met the provisional standard, Similarly,
the remedia.ed students as a group exhibited a uigher SSR than the nun -remedial group
(55% vs. 52%), which met the provisional standa- .

Writing

Placement Criteria. The writing program at Jersey City State College used an in-house |
evaluation of the NJCBSPT-Essay (a cut off score of 8 out of 10 points, which met the
provisional standard) along +.*th a one-hour, in-house writing sample for placement in the
writing course. This resulted in 31% of the full-time and 41% cf the part-time students
being identified for remediation.

Remedial Course Outcomes. The percen-ages of students who passed the final level of
writing remediation, 62% for full-time and 60% for part-time students. did not meet the
provisional standard of 80%. However, correspondence from the college casts doubt on
the accuracy of these passing rates. Retest data were reported for all students who
passed the course, and 100% of these students reached the college s minimum leve} on
the "departmental assessment” essay test. This retesti..2 percentage for the 1984 cohort
reflected a sizable increase over that reported for the 1983 cohort (43%).

Subsequent Academic Performance. In the subsequent college-level course, 76% of
remediated students and 87% of non-remedial students passed; the 11-point performance
differential did not meet the provisional standard. On GPA at or above "C." a gap of 17
percelitage points in performance between the “tudy groups was found (68% vs. 85%),
which did not meet the provisional standard.

As in reading, the students who completed Lhe necessary remediation were retained ata
higher rate than non-remedial students (65°5 vs. 58%), which met the pravisional
standard. The remediated students “successfully survived” at a rate of 11%, compared to
49% for the non-remedial students; the perforimance gap between the groups met the
provisional standard.

Computation

Placement Criteria. Students who scored below 168 on the NJCBSPT-MC were placed
into the remedial mathematics program, which met the provisional standard. This
resulted in 51% of full-time and 77% of part-time test takers being identified for
remediation.

Remedizl Course Qutcomes. Eighty percent of the enrolled, full-time students passed
the final-level course, which met the provisional standard. However, only 61% of
part- time students passed. The part-time passing rate did not meet the provisional
standard and also represented a decline of 9% from *he 1983 cotiort. The college retested
all students who passet! the course (using a "departmental assessment” test) and 100% of
the studeiits attained the minimum level on the instrument. This retest level represented
a sizable improvemenl! from the 63% repcrted for the 1983 cohort.
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Subsequent Academic Performance. In the first (subsequent) coilege-level mathematics
course, 59% of computation-remediated students passed the course compared with 7
non-remedial students, the performance differential of 18 percentage points did not meet
the provisional standard. However, 73% of the remediated students and 85% of the
non-remedial students had GPA s at or above “C"; the gap of 12 percentage points met
the provisional standard for this indicator.

Reteation of computation-remediated students dipped below that of the non-remedial
students \o'% vs. 62%), which fell short of the provisional standard by one percentage
point. On SSR, the performance of the remediated students was eight percentage points
below that of the non-remedial studei s (44% vs. 52%), which alsc fell short of the
provisional standard by one percentage point.

Elementary Algebra

Placement Criteria. A score of 177 on the NJCBSPT-EA (with the NJCBSPT-MC score
between 168 and 180) was used as a cut off below which students were placed into
elementary algebra at Jersey City State College. This cut off not only met the
provisional standard but was 10 scaled-score points higher than it. In 1984, 86% of the
full-time and 96% of the part-time students were identified for algebra remediation.
Further, all students who were identifiec as needing remediation in computation were
required to complete remediation in elementary algebra.

Remedial Course Outcomes. The percentages of students passing remedial algebra
increased over the two reporting cycles for both full-time (from 80% to 93%) and
part-time (from 60% to 85%) students, and both outcomes for the 1984 cohort met the
provisional standard. However, these passing rates did not reflect students who came to
the algebra course by way of completing computation. No retesting data were submitted
for antary algebra; thus. the college did nc. fulfill the reporting requirements of the
Basic Skills Council.

Subse uent Academic Performance. Follow-up academic indicators revealed a widening
in the gap between non-remedial and remediated students in first (subsequent)
college-level course performance over two cycles. Non- remedial students passed the
college-level course at the rate of 90% (up from 72% in 1983}, while remediated students
passed at only 62% (down from 67% in 1983), the performance differential for the 1984
cohort did not weei the provisionai standard. The cumulative GPA at or above "C”
figures for the 1984 cohort, on the other hand. indicated that remediated students fared
nearly as well as the non-remedial ‘:udents (84% v-. 89%), and the difference in
performance met the provisional standard.

Remediated students returned in the fourth semester at a level just beneath that of the
non-remedial students (62% vs. 66%), which did not meet the provisional standard.
Fifty-two percent of the remediated students ‘survived successfully” as compared with

59% of the non-remedial students, the difference between the -.tes met the provisional
standard.

Overview
Strengths

lersey City State College is to be commended for its consistently high testing rate for
both full- and part-time students.
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Similarly, of the full-time students who were identified as needing assistance in writing,
the college succeeded in enrolling 98% in appropriate remedial courses within two
semesters.

The number and diversity of remedial and supplemental courses in reading offered by

Jersey Ci.y suggests that the reading preparation issue has been given considerable
atter:tion.

Students who needed and completed remediation in reading and in writing were retained
in greater proportions than the non-remedial students.

The college furnished retesting data for 100% of the students who completed the writing
and computation sequences, and students who passed the writing &nd computation courses
all reached the minimum level on the retest.

Areas of Concern

Studer.. enrollment in appropriate remedial courses in reading and computation was a
problem which the institution should address.

The low remedial course passing rates in writing (assuming they are accuratd) and passing
rate for part-time students in computation warrant investigation.

No data were furnished on retesting in algebra, thus making interpretation of the other
algebra data difficult.

In both areas of mathematics, remediated s*udents were not retained at a rate at Jeast
-qual to that for the non-remedial students.

The low passing rates in first (subsequent) college-level courses in all areas, despite high
percentages of writing and computation students who reached the minimum score on the
respective retests, is another area that merits attention.

Students were receiving two elective degree credits for completion of the upper-level
remedial writing course, ir spposition to Board of Higher Education policy which does not
allow the awarding of cegree credits for remedial courses. The institution should
ascertain whether a fraction of this course dealt with material at the college level.

155
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KEAN COLLEGE OF NEW JERSEY

Policy Administration

Kean College tested 97% of its full-time and 80% of its part-time students in 1984, and
similar testing rates were reported for the previous cohort. The testing rate for
full-time students satisfied the Board of Higher Education’s minimum testing
requirement whereas the part-time rate did not.

Of the full-time students who wer. identified «> needing remedial instruction in reading
and in writing, 96% and 99% respectively had enrolled in the appropriate remedial courses
within two semesters; both rates met the Board's minimum enrollment standard for
full-time students. The college did not offer separate remedial courses in computation.
Ninety-five percent of the full-time students who were identifed for remedial algebra
enrolled in elementary algebra courses within two semesters (a two-semester enrollment
standard for algebra has not been sei).

In writing, there were no remedial students present in the fourth semester who had not
enrolled in a remedial writing course. Five full-tiine students still needing remediation in
reading and eight still needing remediation in elementary algebra were present in the
fourth semester. Each of these fourth-semester figures met the provisional standard.

Remedial Areas

Reading

Placement Criteria. Kean College used the Nelson- Denny test for placement in reading
and the NJCBSPT-RC only for confirmation. Thus the institution did not use the
NJCBSPT-RC as 1ts primary placement instrument in reading and was alone among
colleges in the state in this practice. The criterion-used was a 12.5 grade equivalent
score on the Nelson-Denny test. It would have been useful to know the NJCBSPT-RC
equivalents of this placeinent criteric ... but these were not provided. Twenty-seven
percent of the full-time and 10% of the part-time students were identified for reading.

Remedial Course Outcomes. Of the students enrolled in the final-level remedial coursc,
85% of the full-time and 90% of the part-time students passed; both rates met the
provisional standard. Ninety-seven percert of the students who passed the final-level
remedial course in reading attained the .ollege's minimum score on the Nelson- Denny
retest. However, retest results, rather than being restricted to the cohort of interest,
included data for students from additional cohorts who happened to be taking the
remedial course concurrently with students from the 1984 cohort. Hence the college did
not fulfill the guidelines of the Basic Skills Council.

Subsequent Academic Performance. The passing rate in the first (subsequent)
college-level course for remediated students was similar to that for the students who did
not need remediation (85% vs. 87%), which met the provisional standard. The percentage
of remediated students with a cumulative GPA of "C" or above (65%) was 15 percentage
points lower than the rate for t' . who did not need rcmediation (80%); the difference,
though it met the provisional Jard, reflected a decline in relative pecrformance from
the six percentage-point differeuce reported for the previous cohort.
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Remediated students returned in the fourth semester at a higher rate (74%) than
non-remedial students (65%), which met the provisional standard. The SSR for
remediated students (48%) was four percentage points lower than that for the
non-remedial students (52%), which met the provisional standard. Note, however, that
remediated students in the 1983 cohort had a higher relative SSR than non-remedial
students (58% vs. 534% respectively).

In summary, Kean's remedial reading program exhibited signs of effectiveness: the high
remedial course passing rate, the high percentage of students (aloeit of mixed cohorts)

who reached the college's minimum level on the retest, and the comparable performance
of non-remedial and remediated students in the first (subsequent) college-level course.

Nevertheless, in the absence of a fully interpretable placeme.it criterion, these positive

signs were also difficult to interpret. Further, results on the GPA and SSR indicators had
declined relative to the previous cohort.

Writing

Placemcnt Criteria. The college used as its placement criteria an NJCBSPT-Essay score
of 8, or an Essay score of 7 with a score of 166 on the NJCBSPT-SS. These criteria met
the provisional standard (and the NJCBSPT-SS criterion was five points above it).
Thirty-four percent of full-time and 38% of part-time students were id=ntified for
remedial instruction in writing.

Remedial Course Outcomes. The passin; rate for full-time students in the final-level
remedial course was 88%, an improvei...nt over the 75% reported for the previous (1983)
cohort. Part-time students passed at a rate of 84% (80% in 1983). 3oth passing rates
met the provisional standard. The retest data were not limited to the 1984 cohort; hence
the college did not fulfill the guidelines of the Basic Skills Cour <il. In addition, retest
results were repo-ted for two different minimum scor:s on a lucally developed essay.
Wher a score of "8" was empi~yed, 67% of the students who passed the course reached
the minimum. Similarly, a score of "7" yielded 88% reaching the minimum. Neither
score can be related clearly to the NJCBSPT-Essay placemen: criterion.

Subsequent Academic Performance. The passing rate for remedial students in the first
(subsequent) college-level writing course was 13 percentage points lower than the rate
for the non-remedial students (76% vs. 89% respectively). The difference 1id not meet
the provisional standard and represented a decline in performance from the previous
cohort,

The percentage of remediated students with a cumulative GPA of "C" or above was 20
percentage points lower than that of the non-remedial students (64% vs. 84%), which did
not meet the provisional standard. Moreover, the performance of remediated students 1n
this respect had dropped considerably from the previous cohort {(64% in 1984 vs, 72% in
1983). Performance declines of this magnitude within such a short period of time warrant
investigation by the college.

Remediated students as a group returned in the fourth semester ai a higher rate than
non-reme dial students (76% vs. 64% respectively), which .net the provisional standard.
The remediated students had an SSR that was six percentage points below that of the
non-remedial students (48% vs, 54% «2spectively), which met the provisionai standard.




The writing program exhibited mixed signs of effectiveness. The poor relative
performance of remediated students in the first (subsequent) college-level wri‘ing course
and the decline 1n GPA results for this group may stem from the number of students who

smpleted the remedial writing course without demonstrating minimum proficiency on
the institution's retest.

Computation

Kean College did no* offer remedial courses in computation. The college might
reexamine how it meets the needs of students who arrive underprepared in basic
mathematics.

klemertary Algebra

Placement Criteria. For non-math majors, the college used as its remedial placement
criterion an NJCBSPT-EA score of 168, which met the provisional standard. A lower
score, 164, was used as the criterion for students in math-related curricula; however, all
such students who scored below 175 on the NJCBSPT-EA were required in addition to
take interinediate algebra. These criteria resulted in the remedial identification of 38",
of the full-time and 67% of the part-time students. The two sets of criteria and the fact
that some students took an additional algebra course but were not followed separatcly
made interpretation of the outcomes for this coYort problematic.

Remedial Course Outcomes. The remedial course passing rate for the full-time students
was 79%, an improvement over the passing rate of 70% reported for the previous (1983)
cohort. Similarly. part-time students passed at a rate of 73% (vs. 64% in 1983).
Nonetheless, both rates missed the provisional standard of 80% The college used a local
test for retesting, and in the absence of any information on its equivalency with the
NJCBSPT-EA, it was difficult to interpret the fact the 84% of the remediated students
reached the college's minimum score. Moreover, these retest results were net restricted
to the Fall 1984 cohort; hence the college did not fulfill the Council's reporting
guidelines.

Subsequent Academic Performance. The passing rate for the remediated students in the
first (subsequent) college-level nath courses (60%) was 21 percentage points lower than
the rate for the non-remedial students (81%). This difierence did not meet the
provisional standard and also reflected a decline in remediated student performance of 11
percentage points in one year's time. This sharp drop in performance between two
successive cohorts is cause for concern. Seventy-one percent of the remediated students
had a cumulative GPA of 'C' or above as compared to 80% of the non-remedial students.
the nine percentage point difference between the two groups met the provisional
standard.

Remeriated students as a group had a higher fourth-semester retention rat. than the
non-remedial students (72% vs. 67% respectively), which met the provisiona: standa. .
Largely due to this higher rate of retention, re:nediated and non-remedial student groups
also had comparabie SSR's (51% and 51% respectively), which met the provisional
standard.

The two sets of placement criteria (with course requirements depending on major) and the
uncertainty surrounding interpretation of the retesting results made interpietation of the
algebra outcome. difficult. Thu low passing rate for remediated students in first
(subsequent) college-level courses might signal the need for a distinct remedial effort in
computation.
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Overview

Strengths

Tne college was successful in testing a high percentage of its full-time students and in
promptly placing the students needing remediation into appropriate remedial courses.

In all three areas, remediated students were retained in higher percentages and had
higher SSR 's than their non-remedial counterparts.

The college had high passing rates in its remedial reading and writing courses. Further, in
the case of reading, retest results and the follow-up data on remediated students gave
positive signs of the effectiveness of this program.

Areas of Concemn

The testing rate for part-time students at Kean College fell shc rt of the Board of Higher
Education’s requirement. The college should address this shortcoming.

Data on retesting were not restricted to the single cohort of interest, contrary to
reporting guidelines of the Basic Skills Council. This made interpretation of these data
less precise.

Abrupt downward shifts in remediated student performance between 1983 and 1984
cohorts were uncovered in the course of this review (i.e. GPA & SSR results in the case
of reading, GPA results in writing, first college-level course passing rates in writing and
in elementary algebra). Reasons for these apparent declines should be investigated by the
college.

In writing, the weak performance of remediated students in collnge-level writing courses
(and as measured by the more general GPA indicator) suggests the need to reexamine the
writing program at the college.

In algebra, the dual sets of placement criteria, tne fact that some students were required
to take intermediate algebra but were not followed up separately, and the uncertainty
surrounding the retest results all made interpretation of the program outcomes difficult.
The weak subsequent performance of remediated students in first college-leve’ math
courses would suggest that the local retest instrument (or at least the minimum score
used) was inappropriate.

Moreover, the follow-up results in mathematics might signal the need for a distinct
remedial effort in computation. The college should reexamine the ex’ent to which its
remedial programs are serving the needs of underprepared students in mathematics.

Additional Suggestions for Further Inquiry

The college might recxamine its use of the Nelson-Denny test for primary placement in
reading.

Given that an NJCBSPT-Essay score of 8 was used for writing placement (i.e., in cases
whe re placement was based on the Essay score alone), use of 7 as the minimum score on
the retest essay appeared probiematical. The college might look into whether this could
account for the poor relative performance of writing-remediated students in subsequent
college-level courses. In addition, the college might reexamine its use of an essay alone
fcr retesting in writing.
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KEAN COLLEGE

Remedial Program Profiles, 1984 Full-Time* Cohort

READING
100 ‘:L-’ & ‘
90 | i —t—
P * .
60 s tad Q
E 2 I_
.- T

c 9 g

40
E
30
N
20
10
i
TEST ENROLL PASS RE-  PASS RETURN GPA>2 SSR
(2SEM) FINAL  TEST 1STCOL- (4 SEM)
LEVEL MN  LEVEL
COURSE
COMPUTATION
100
90
-]
80
E
70
R o
c 50 NO :..MEDIAL COURSE OFFERED
40
E
30
N
29
T 10
[
TEST ENROLL PASS RE- PASS  RETURN GPA22 SSR
(2SEM) FINAL  TEST 1STCOL  (4-SEM)
LEVEL  MIN  LEVEL
COURSE
KEY —— PROVISIONAL STANDARD OF PERFORMANCE
<> STUDENTS TESTED
o REMEDIAL STUDENTS
o) NON-REMEDIAL STUDENTS
N/A  NOT AVAILABLE

* RETESTING ("RETEST MIN.") MAYINCLUDE PART-TIME STUDENTS

-125-

O

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

100

70

60

40

10

100

80

70

60

10

167

—_q

1984-1286
WRITING
L ®
- 1 [ Q
-t o
¢ ¢
4 -
> @
TEST ENROLL PASS RE- PASS RETURN GtA22 SSA
(2 SEMm) FINAL TEST 1STCOL- (4-SEM)
LEVEL MIN LEVEL
COURSE

ELEMENTARY ALGEBRA

®

—T— © i

1
[ 4

TEST ENROLL PASS RE  PASS RETURN Gpa22 SSR
(SEM) FINAL  TEST 1STCOL (4 SEM)

LEVEL M'H LEVEL
COURSE

NUMBER PRESENT (4-SEM) BUT NOT ENROLLED

PROVISIONAL STANDARD £ 10 STUDENTS
READING 5
WRITING 0
COMPUTATION
ELEMENTARY ALGEBRA 8




1984-86

MONTCLAIR STATE COLLEGE

Policy Administration

Montclair State College tested over 98% of its full- and part-time students in both 1983
and 1984, which satisfied the Board's minimum standard of 90%. In 1984 the testing
levels reached 100%. This performance is ccmmendable. Further, Montclai: enrolled
within two semesters over 90% of full-time students needing remediation in reading
(99%), writing (93%) and computation (94%), which met the provisional standard in the
three areas. Eighty-three percent of the full-time students who needed reinedial algebra
were enrolled in appropriate remedial courses within two semesters (no two-semester
enrollment standard has been set for algebra). By the fourth semester, only seven
identified students in reading, two in writing, three in computation and six in algebra had
not yet enrolled in the necessary remedial courses. These nunibers all met the provisional
standard.

Remedial Areas
Reading

Placement Criter:a. In 1981, Montclair State College's cutoff sccre on the
NJCBSPT-RC was 166. This criterion met the provisional standard and was five points
above it. At this level, 35% of the full- time cohort and 17% of the part-time group were
identified for reading.

Remedial Course Outcomes. Of the students enrolled in reading remediation, 89% of the
full-time and 78% of the part-time students passed. The full-time rate met the
provisional standard but the part-time rate missed it by two percentage points. No data
were presented on retesting, ti.us, the institution did not fulfill the reporting guidelines of
tune Basic Skills Council.

Subsequent Academic Performance. Studc-ts who comnpleted remediation in reading
passed their subsequent college - level course at the same rate (99%j as those who did not
need remediation, which met the provisional standard. These passing rates were
unusually high. The college-level course used for this comparison was Introduction to
Literature. The percentage of remediated students with GPA's of "C" or above was
lower (77%) than that for non  uedial student, (92%) but met the provisional standard.

Seventy-five percent of the students who needed and cormpleted remediation returned for
the fourth semester, compared to 73% of the non-remediated students (v.hich met the
provisional standard). The remediated students as a group exhibited an SSR of 384,
compared to 67% for the non-remedial students. the difference did not meet the
provisional standard. The difference between the two student groups in GPA's at or
above "C" (noted above} accounted for the difference in the SSR 's.

Writing
Placement Crite.ia. The cutoff score used in writing, an NJCBSPT-Total English score
of 160, was mconsonant with the provisi..al standard and below the level recornmended

by the Basic Skills Council. A this level, only 15% of the full- time students and 23% of
the part-timers were identified for reme.diation.

Y~
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Remedial Course Outcomes. Of the 204 full-time s‘udents enrolled n the final level of
remediation, 95% passed the course. Eighty-six percent of the part-time students passed
it as well. Both passing rates met the provisional standard. No retest data were
pre-ided; therefore, the institution did not fulfill the Council s reporting gudelines.

Subsequent Academic Perf mance. The difference in the first (subsequent, ‘lege-level
writing course passing r es between students who completed remediation an. hose who
did not need it was negligible (98% vs. 99.5%). which met the provisional standard. These
passing rates were unusually high. and similar results were reported for the 1983 cohort
as well. However, the difference in GPA percentage at or above "C" (66% for
remediated vs. 90% for non-remedial students) did not meet the provisional standard.

In contrast to the pattern in the other skill areas, students who completed writing
remediation were retained at a lower rate (66%) than those who did not need remediation
(72%); hence the difference did not meet the provisional standard. Similarly, the
remediated students "survived successfully” at a rate 21 percentage points below tha. of
the non-remedial students (44% vs. 65%), which did not meet the provisional standard.

Computation

Placement Criteria. In 1984, Montclair State College used two different cutoff s ores on
NJCBSPT-MC for placement in computation: a score of 161 for students in math-related
majors (which did nct meet the provisional standard) and 165 for all others (which met tne
provisional standard). As a result, 1"% of the full-time students and 40% of part-timers
were identified for remediation in computation.

Remedial Course Outcomes. Ninety-one percent of the full-time and 85% of the
part-time students who enrolled in computation passed the final-level course; both
passing rates met the provisional standard. Although the college apparently administered
retests, no data were provided on this testing effort. Thus, the college did not fulfill the
Council 's reporting guidelines.

Subsequent Academic Performance. Remediated students passed subsequent
college-level courses zt the same rate (99%) as non-remediated st idents, which met the
provisiona! standsid. These passing raies .ere unusually high. Although 70% of the
remediated students received a GPA of "C" or better, this was 20 percentage points
below the rate for the non-remedial group (30%) and thus did not meet the provisional
standard.

Retention rates were favorable for the remediated group (74%) as compared to the
non-remedial students (72%) and met the provisional standard. However, the remeciated
group had an SSR of 32% compared to 65% for the non-remedial group, the difference did
n>t meet the provisional star ~d,

Elementary Algebra

Placement Criteria. Montclair used two different cutoffs on the NJCBSPT-EA to
determine remedial placement in algebra: a score of 172 was used for math and
math-related majors and a score of 176 was used as the cutoff for all other majors. Both
scores met the provisional standard (and were five to nine points above 1it). Fifty-seven
percent of the full-time students and 88% of the part-timers were identified for
remediation in elementary algebra.

Remedial Course Outcomes. The passing rate in remedial -1gebra was 85% for the 1984
cohort, which represented a decline of 13 percentage point. from the 1983 rate.
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Part-time students passed at a rate of 8a., (85% for the 1983 cohort). Both full and
part-time passing rates met the provisional standard. Although the institution arnarertly
conducted retesting in its algebra classes, no data wert piovided hence, the college did
not fulfill the Council's reporting guidelines.

Subsequent Academic Performance. Over 99% of both the remediated group and the
non-remedial group passed a subsequent course in mnathematics, which met the
provisional standard. These passing rates were unusually high, and similar cesults were
reported for the 1983 cohort. The percentage of students with GPA's at or above "C"
was lower for the remediated group (82%) than for the non-remedial group (93%), but the
difference met the provisional standard.

Fourth-semester retention rates were higher for the remediated group (80%) than for the
non-remedial group (74%) and th''s met the provisional standard. The SSR's for the two
groups differed only slightly (65% for the remediated group vs. 69% for the non-remedial
students) and met the provisional standard.

Overview
Strengths

Montciair State College is to be commended for its consistently high testing rates for
both full- and part-time students.

Similarly, the college succeec 4 in ¢ roiling almost all of its full- time students in
appropriate remedial courses within the first two semesters.

Retention rates at the college were high for both the remediated students and those who
did not n--:d remediation. In all areas eacept writing, remediated students were retained
in higher percentages than non-remedial students.

Areas of Concern

No data were furimshed on retesting in any skill area, duspite the availability of such data
for the previous (1983) cohort. The absence of retest da‘a made it difficult to interpret
the unusually high passing rates in all remedial and first {subsequent) ccllege-level
courses.

The college used a plecenient criterion for writing that was below the level recommended
by the Basic Skills Council.

Results for the writing prograsm at Montclair State College we.e mixed; nevertheless, ! is
prograin appeared to warrant attention. For example, the college should investigate why
students who ¢t *  ed the remedial program were not retained at a rate at least
comparable to the .remedial students.

Additional Suggestions for Further Inquiry

The college might explore the records of those students who were retained without
completing remediation in reading. Although the number was small (21 in 1984), ‘hese
students showed outcomes sunilar to the 1emediated students on many of the
effectivencss indicators. The college might investigate the circumstance. which helped
such reading-deficient students pass college-level cou'ses.

The collcge night exaimine the passing rates of non-remedial and remediation completed

l{lC students in courses o:her than English composition that rety heavily on writing.
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RAMAPO COLLEGE OF NEW JERSEY

Policy Administration

Ramapo increased its testing rate of full-timie studeats from 91% in 1983 to 100% in
1984. This performance is commendable. Testing of part-time students. however,
slipped from 90% (N=46) in 1983 to only 16% (N=49) in 1984. The 1981 testing rate for
part-time students did not meet th - Board s minimum requirement of 90%.

The college enrolled within two semesters 87% of the full-time students who needed
reading, 82% of those needing writing, and 78% of those necding computation. The
Board's two-semester minunum enrollment expectation of 90% was not met in any of
these skill areas. Fifty-seven percent of the full-time students who needed remedial
algebra were enrolled 1n .emedial courses within two semesters (no two-semester
enrollment standard has been set for elementary algebra). J3y the fourth semester. all but
four or fewer students per skill area who needed remediation and were still at the college
had begun the necessary remediai courses. Therefore. the coliege met the provisional
standard for numbers of students present in the fourta semester t-'t not vet enrolled in
remediation.

Remedial Arcas
Reading

Placement Criteria. In 1984, Ramapo used a score of 168 on NJCBSPT-RC.. This
criterion met the provisional standard and was seven points above it. This resutted in
51% of ful'-time and 47% of part-time students being identified for remediation.
Remedial Course Outcomes. Ot the 116 full-tume students enrolled in the final level of
reading. 82% passed the course. in addition. 70% of the part-time students (N=10) passed
the final level. The full-time rate met the provisional standard but the part-time rate
did not. However. the latter was based on a very small number of students Of the
students who passed the course, 73% achieved the college’s minimura score on the
retest. The retest percentage was an improvement fromn the 5% reported for the 1983
cohort.

Subsequent Academic Performance. In the first (subsequent) college -level cuurse. 977 of
the remediation-completed students passed compared to 96% of the non-remedial
students. The passing rates for both groups were high and the diffe ence between ther.
met the provisional standard. Seventy-one percent of the remedial cc.npleters had
GPA s at or above "C,” compared tc 81% for the non-remedial students, which et the
provisional standard.

The retention of compleiers (88%) greatly exceeded that of the non-.unicdial students
(42%) and thus met the provisional standard. [t should be noted that this non- remedial
retention rate is quite low. In a reversal of the typical pattern, the SSR of the
completers (62%) exceeded that of the non-remedial students (347%). which met the
provisional standard. This reversal was due at least in part to the low retention of the
non-remedial comparison group., Nevertheless, the reading program displayer positive
results on several of the "non-retention based” indicators.

14,
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Writing

Placement Criteria. Ramapo used an N, CBSPT-Essay score of 8, below which students
were placed into remedial writing, which met the provisional standard. This resulted in
50% of full-time and 47% (N=23) of part-time students being identified for remediation.

Remedial Course Outcomes. Seventy-seven percent of the full-time students and 78% of
the part-time students passed the final level of writing remediation. Both rates did not
meet the provisional standard. No retest data were provided: thus, the college did not
fulfill the Council's reporting guidelines for this skill area.

Subsequent Academic Performance. In the first {subsequent) col'ege-level writing
course, rerredial completers and non-remedizl students passed at nearly the same rates
(91% and 96% respectively), which met the provisional standard. The passing rates for
both groups were high. As to the percentages of students with GPA"s at or above a "C,"
however, the completers (68%) did not perform as well as the nop -remedial students
(84%). and the difference missed *he provisional standard by one percentage point.

As in the reading area, the fourth-semester retention rate of tre completers |75%)
exceeded that of the non-remedial students (48%) by a wide margin (and met the
provisional stendard). Simiiarly, the typical SSR pattern was reversed: the SSR for
completers (51%) exceeded that for the non-remedial students (41%), which met the
provisional standard. Note that the interpretation of the retention and SSE. indicators
was ¢'ouded by the low retention rate of the non-remedial comparison group. This
combined with the absence of retest data made analysis of this prograin's effectiveness
problematic.

Computation

Placement Criteria. Ramapo's placement criterion was an NJCBSPT-MC score of 169.
which met the provisional standard and was four peints above it. It resulted in 20% cf
full-time and 33% (N=186) of part-time students being identified for remediation.

Remedial Course Qutcomes. Of the 59 full-time students errolled in the course, 6%
passed, and both part-time students (N=2) passed. The full-time rate did not meet the
80% provisional standard. On the retest, 100% of the students who passed the course
reached the college s inimum score.

Subsequent Academic Performance. In the first {subsequent) college-level math course,
71% of the computation completers passed, compared to 92% of the non-remedial
students. The difference did not meet the brovisional standard. Onlv seven remedial
completers, however, comprised the follow-up groap; consequentl, the sample may not
have been representative of the computatic.t-completers as a whole. In terms of GPA's
at or above a "C,” the performance of the completers (63%) was only 14 percentage
points below that of the non- remedial students (77%), which met the provisional stan-~rd.

The retention rates fit neither the pattern of other skill areas at Ramapo nor that of
typical programs throughout the state. Remediated students retui.ed in the fourth
semester at a rate of 33% compared to 64% for the non-remedial students. This did not
meet the provisional standard. Moreover, the large difference in retention rates should

-131-1 67




be of great concern to the college. Not surprisingly, herefore, the SSR for completers
(21%) was not even half that for the non-remedial students (50%), which did not meet the
provisional standard.

In conclusion, all indicators of academic performance except the GPA indicator did not
meet the applicable provisional standard. despite the high retest results. These results
warrant attention by the college.

Elementary Algebra

Placement Criteria. Ramapo placed students into remedial algebra if they had
NJCBSPT-EA scores below 178; this mret the provisional standard and was 11 points above
it. Fifty-seven pe. :ent of full-tims ;tudents and 47% of part-time students were
identified for remsdiation. Note. however, that the college identified 91% of its
full- time students for remediation in 1983, and with a lower placement criterion in effect
(i.e., NJCBSPT-EA 175). This anomaly was not explained.

Remedial Course Outcomes. The remedial algebra course was passed by 7% of full-time
students and 43% (N=7) of part-time students. Neither rate met the provisional
standard. However, of those who passed the course, 1 1% attained the college’s
minimum score on the retest.

~bsequent Academic Performance. Algebra completcrs pasc 1 their subsequent
colcse-level math course at a rate (8320) below that of non-remedial students (96%),
which missed the provisional standard by two percentage points. Nevertheless. these
passing rates were high. In the pervent GPA at or ahove "C.” the remcdiated studer.is
(71%) did not fare as well as the non-remed; il students (90%j. and the difference did not
meet the provisional standard.

The retention rate for algebra-remediated students (88%) was strikingly higher than that
of non-remedial students (22%), which met the provisional standard. Thus. the SSR of the
remedial completers {50%) exceeded that of the non-remedial studen's (20'.). whi.h et
the provisional standard and was 37 percentag: points above it.

The algebra program presented mixed results. Retest results and fourth-scinester
retention were high but the percent GPA at or a* uve "C” for the co.npleters did no fall
«itinn the provisional standard. Although the passing rates in the subsequent
college-le’ -1 math course did not meet t} : provisional standard. it shculd be kept in mind
that non-remiedial students perfori~ed sn well 1n this course (06% passed) that the
comparison with remediation-comple 2d students may not have yielded a fruitful
criticism.

Overview
Strengths
The testing rate for full-time students was at 100%. This performance is cornmendable.
Further, the college succeeded in enrolling in remedial courses (ali areas) within four
semesters almost all identified students who were presen..
The retention rates and SSR's of remediated students in reading, writing and algebra

evceedec those of the non-remedial studentc. [i should be kept in mind. however, that
retention rates for the non-remerdial cumparison groips were quite low.

Y o~
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One hundred percent of the students who passed the final-level computation and
elementary algebra courses reached the college's minimum on the retest.

Over 90% of the students who completed remediation in reading and in writing passed
their first (subsequent) college-level course.

Areas of Concemn

Testing of part-time students lagged behind the Board's minimum requirement; less than
half (46%) of the 49 part-time students were tested. The college should address this
administrative shortcoming.

While only a few students were present at the fourth semester who had not yet begun
their needed remedial work, too many students had not enrolled by the two-semester
point. Ramapo should develop appropriate admin.strative procedures to ensure the timely
enrollment of students in the necessary remedial courses.

The percentage of students identified for algebra remediation dropped inexplicably from
94% in 1983 to 59% in 1984, Jespite upward movement in the placement cutoff score used.

The computation skill area appeared to warrant atiention by the college. Moreover. the
relatively poor retention of remedgial completers in computation should be of great
concern to the college.

While retest data were submitted for the reading and mathematics areas, none were given
for writing. The absence of these data made it difficult to assess the effectiveness of the
writing program.
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RICHARD STOCKTON STATE COLLEGE

Policy Administration

Richard Stockton State College tested all but one of its 721 full-time students (99.8%)
and 100% o. its 17 part-time students in 1984, which satisfied the Board's minimum
testing standard of 90%. Testing rates of 100% were reported in 1983 as well. This
performance is commendable. Similarly, for at least two consecutive years, ail students
(100%) who were identified for basic skills courses at Stockton were enrolled in the
necessary ccurses within two semesters, and these rates met the Board's minimum
enrollment standard for full-time students. Note that the coli2ge’s policy was that
students "must demonstrate [basic skills} competency by the end of their first academic
year at Stockton or face dismissal from the college.” Consequently, no identified,
full-time students who had not yet taken the necessary developmental courses remained
in the fourtn semester (which met the provisiona! standard).

Stockton's basic skills (BASK) curriculum was structured differentl; than at other
colleges. Apart from the "College Writing” (B.\SK 1101) course, each of the two other
courses, both in title and in content. fit only loosely into one of the Council s namec skill
areas. A "Study Skills ar. Critical Thinking” course (BASK 1102--see Reading, below)
combined instruction in argument and logic, time organization. preparation of
assignments, note taking, study skills and critical reading. “Quantitative Reasoning”
(BASK 1103--see Computation, below) concentrated on computational shills. basic
geometry, some algubra and statistics. and quantitative applications drawn fyom various
content areas. A separate remedial algebra course was not offered.

Students who t | any BASK course were required “to demonstrate competency by the
end of their secund semester by receiving satisfactory scores o » appropriate
section(s) of the NJCBSPT.” To prepare for this final competency « .1, such students
were "strongly encouraged to use the tutorial services available at the Shills Center.” A
centi.l assumption underlying Stochton's BASK curriculum was that "success depends
upon how the program is perceived by students, faculty, and administrators” and
therefore "1t must be embedded as deeply as possiple into the college experience.” As a
logical clonsequence, the college awarded “full academic credit” for each of the BASK
courses.

11n 1986, Chancellor Hollapder appointed a panel of consultants to examine whether the
awarding of graduat.on credits for BASK courses wus .n keeping with Board of Higher
Education policy. Based on a review of extensive course m: erial, the consultants
concluded that "the content of BASK 1101 (College Writing) und BASK 1102 (Critical
Thinking) justifies the graduation credits each of those vourses carries; however, BASK
1103 (Quantitative Reasoning)...should not carry graduation credit.” The college
accepted these and other recommendations und has since revised its mathematics
curriculum.




Rermedial Areas
Reading (Study Skills and Critical Thinking)

Placement Criteriz. A combined raw score (sum) of 64 (out of 85 possible) on the
NJCBSPT-RC and -SS was the criterion used for placement into BASK 1102. The
institution's use of raw scores in its placement algorithm was problematic, since only
scaled scores are interpretable from year to year (i.e., raw scores may shift with each
new forra of the test). In 1984, 42% of the full-time and 12% cf the part-time students
were identified for this course.

Remedial Course Outcomes. Of those who took thr ~ourse, 93% of the full-time students
and both part-time students (100%) passed; the rates me; the provisicnai standard. These
data included students who failed the actual course but then passed the second-semester
competency exam. Students were retested with the Nelson-Dz..y test. Although
Stockton fur~ished partial retest data, the percentage of passing students who attiined
the college's minimum score on the retect was not given; hence e college did not fuifill
the guir'=lines of the Basic Skills Council.

Subsequent Academic Performance. Ninety-five percent of the remedial ¢ mpleters who
enrolled in the first (subsequent) college-level course passed it, as compared to 92% for
the non-remedial students; the difference met the provisional standard and was a reversal
of the typical pattern. These passing rates were high. Further, the college-level -ourse
passing rate for remediated students was an improvemeant over that reported for tae 1983
cchort (86%). Seventy-four percent of the remediated students ha1 cumulative GPA's at
or above "C" compared to 86% for the non-remedial students; the difference of 12
perctntage points met the provisional stendard. These GPA percentages (both groups)
surpassed the 1983-cohort levels (69% and 84% respectively).

The retention rate at four semesters for remediation-completed students (78%) exceeded
that of the non-remedial students (69%), which met the provisional standard. Remedial
completers as a group had an SSR of 57%, compared to 59% for the non-remedial
students; the difference met the provisional standard.

Writing

Placement Criteria. All students whose NJCBSPT-Essay scores fell below 7 were placed
into the BASK writing course. In addition, those students whose Essay scores equaled 7
were placed in if their combined raw scores on the NJCBSPT-RC and -SS totaled 64 ur
greater (out of a possible 85). Fance the primary criterion for most students was an
Essay score of 8 (which met the provisional scandard) Note, however, that students with
Essay scores equal to 7 and combined raw scores of 63 or less on -RC and -SS were
placed into a writing-intensive section of “Study  'ls and Critical Thinking” and were
not required to take the BASK writing course. In the absence of any descri.ive
information and separate follow-up data, it was impossible to ascertain the degree to
which students who enrolled in this special section were given the writing help they
needed.

The college s use of raw scores was problematic, cince only scaled scores are
interpretable from year to year (i.e., raw scores may shift with each new form of the
test). Fifty-five percent of the full-time students and 41% o .he part-t....c students
(n=17) were iaentified for the BASK writing course.




Remedial Course Qutcomes. Niaety-three percent of the full-time enrollees and ail
(100%) of the seven part-time enrollees passed the remediai writing course, both rates
met che provisional standard, These data included students who failed the ac.ual course
but chen passed the second-semester competency exam. Retesting was conducted using a
locally developed essay test but only partial data were provided (missing was .he
percentage of passing students who attained the college's minimum score on the cete*).
Thus, the college did not fulfill the guidelines of the Basic Skills Council.

Subsequent Academic Performance. Remedial completers passed the first (subs.quent)
college-level course at a rate of 2%, almost identical to the rate for the nou rcinedial
students (93%); the diffzrence met the provisional standard. These passing rates were
high. Seventy-seven percent of the remediated students had GPA's at or abcve "C,”
compared to 85% for the i >n-remedial students; the difference of eight percentage
points met the provisional s - ¢ard.

Rates of retention through the fovrth semester were essentially the same for the two
study groups (which met the provisional standard): 71% for completers of the BASK
writing course and 73% for non-remedial students. The differe:.ce of five percentage:
points in SSR between the remedial completers (57%) and the non - remedial comparison
group (62%) met the provisional standard.

Computation (Quantitative Reasoning)

Placement Criteria. The placement criterion used, a raw score of 22 on the
NJCBSPT-MC {approximately equivalent to a scaled score of 169) et the provisional
standard and was four scaled-score points above it. However, the college s use of raw
scores was problematic, since only scaled scores are interpretable from year to year (i.e.,
raw scores may shift with each new form of the test). Of the students who were tested,
37% of the full-time and 24% (n=17) of the part-time studentc were identified for
"Quantitative Reasoning.”

Remedial Course Jutcomes. Ninety percent of the full-time enrollees and all (100%) of
the four part- ume enrollees passed the remedial course. Both rates met ti.e provisional
standard. These data included students who failed the actual course but then passed the
second-semester competency exam. A variety of "retest” instrumnents were used,
including the California Achievement Test, the NJCBSPT-EA and -MC. Sixty-four
percent of the students who passed the course attained the college s minimuin score on
the NJCBSPT-MC.

Subsequent Academic Performance. Of the remedial completers who went on to the first
(subsequent) college-lzvel course, 89% passed. This passing rate wads seven pe..entage
points lower than the rate for the non-remedial students who took the samne course (36%),
the difference did not meet the provisional standard. It sho.ld be kept in mind, however,
that the non-remedial students performed so well in this course that the comiparison with
remediation-completed students may not have yielded a fruitful criticisin. In addition,
the course used in this follow-up analysis was "Information Systems and Programming”,
passing rates likely were not as reflective of the need for quantitative skills as those in a
bona fide mathematics course would have been.

Seventy percent of the remediai completers had cumulative GPA's at or above & "C,”
compared to 87% of the non-remedial students. The 17 percentage-point differential
between the two groups did not meet the provisional standard.
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Among che students who completed remediation in computation, 77% returned in the
fourth semester. Seventy-one percent of the non-remedial students returned, and the
differezce met the provisional standard. The SSR for remedial corapleters was 54%,
compared to 62% for the non-remedial compariso. group; the difrerence of eight
percentage points missed the provisional standard by one percentage point.

Elementary Algebra

The college did not offer a separate .emedial course in elementary algebra (see
“"Quantitative Reasoning"). Of interest, however, students who passed the "Quantitacive
Reasoning” course were retested with the NJCBSPT-EA (ameng other instruments used).
The raw mean score reported on this retest, a 12 (n=203) was equivalent to a scaled score
of 162-165 (depending on the test form used). This means both tha. the mean retest
score for successrul completers of the course was 2-5 scaled-score points below the
NJCBSPT-EA placement criterion provisional standard and that it corresponded to the
“lack proficiency” category of the Basic Skills Council. This result. albeit based on only
a single indicator. would argue that the "Quantitative Reasoning” course was not giving
the students an in-depth grounding in elementary algebra. Stockton has since revised its
remedial mathematics curriculum (see foatnote).

Overview
Strengths

Richard Stockton State College did a commendable job of testing and placing 1ts students
in the required remedial courses. The figures for both the 1983 and the 1984 cohorts
were consistently high.

In each of the three areas, remediated students returned in the fourth semester in higher
percentages than the non-remedial comparison groups.

The "Study Skills and Critical-Thinking" ad “College Writing” courses showed positive
signs of effectiveness. For inst. 1ce. on each of the four indicators of subsequent
academic performance. the remediated students compared favorably with the
non-remedial students. However, the partial rotest data made it difficult to interpret
these positive signs.

Areas of Concern

The institution should reconsider its non-standard use of NJCBSPT raw scores rather than
scaled scores in its placement criteria (all areas).

In two of the areas ("Study Skills and Critic. Thinkir.g" and writing), only partial data
were submitted on retesting. The lack of A - data made it difficult to interpret the
unusually high passing rates in the BASK and first (subsequent) college-level courses.

Questions were raised concerning the edequacy of the first (subsequent) college-level
course cata ibmitted by the institution. In all three skill areas, data were reported for
only a small fraction of the remedial completers. For example, of the 370 full-time
stude s who passed the remedial writing course, results were available for only 128
(35%). Not knowing the fate of the other 242 students and the degree to wluch the giv en
data were representative complicated interpretation of the unusually high passing rates.
In addition, the college should r¢ sonsider its choice of college-level follow-up course 1n
mathematics.
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The lack of a rem..dial effort focused on reading skills is of great concern. The college
should reexamine how it meets the needs of underprepared students in reading.

Various concerns surfaced about the nature of mathematics remediation at Stockton.
The gap in GPA's between non-remedial and remediation-completed students and the
suggestive NJCBSPT-EA retesting data pointed to the need for the college to reexamine
how well its approach {7 math remediation was serving its underprepared stulents. The
college has since addressed this problem and has revised its mathematics curriculum.

Additional Suggestions for Further Inquiry

The "one semester only” model of remedial course work followed by (for those who fail
on first attempt) one additional semester of independeui tutoring would seem to place a
heavy burden on student tutors. A follow- up investigation of the students who do not
pass the competency exam in the second semester may be instructive for the college.

Stockton might examine the extent to which the "writing-intensive” section of "Study
Skills and Critical Thinking” served the writirg needs of the sn.... number of stu_er's
who were placed into it.

o
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1984-86

THOMAS A. EDISON STATE COLLEGE*

Policy Administration

All students in the 1984 cohort were defiried by the college as part-time (see footnote).
Of the 77 part-time students required to be tested, 90% were tested, which met the
Board's mmmimum requirement. While no¢ provisional standard has been established for
the enrollment § part-time students, Thomas Edison enrolied withiu four semesters 70%
(7 of 10) in required reading, 67% (4 of 6) in writing, 71% (10 of 14) in computation, and,
55% (21 of 38) in elementary algebra . Enrollment of these students, by the nature of
Thomas Edison college, occurred at other institutions around the state. Only four or
fewer part-time students per area who were identified for remediation had not begun the
necessary course work by the fourth semester (which met the provisioral standard for
full-time students; no standard has been set for part-time studeats). . clementary
algebra 17 past-time students were present in the fourth semester without havin,
enrolled 1n the necessary remedial work {which did not meet the provisional stand *rd for
full-time students; no standard has been set for part-time students).

Remeadial Areas
All Areas

Placement Criteria. The college set its placement scores at the median of the scores

used by the other eight state colleges. This resulted in the following placement criteria:
an NJCBSPT-RC score of 165 for reading (which met the provisional standard and was

four points above it), an NJCBSPT-SS scor: of 16+ (which met the provisicnal standard

and was three points above it) and an NJCBSPT-Essay scure of 7 (which did not meet the
provisional standard) for writing, an NJCBSPT-MC score of 166 for computation (which
met the provisional standard) and an NJCBSPT-EA score of 176 for elementary algebra
(which met the provisional standard and wa: nine points abo.e it). Application of these
criteria resulted in 14% of the students being identified for reading, 9% for writing, 20%
for computation and 55% for elementary algebra.

Remedial Cource Outcomes. In all four rumedial areas, 100% of the studcnts who
enrolled in the final level of remediation (N=7, 4, 10 & 21 respectively) passed. No retest
resvlts were supplied by the college, course. were taugnt elsewhere and Cdison students
were included in the data reported by other colleges.

*Thomas A. Edison State Coliege of fers externai degrees to mid-ce-eer adults. Ther: is
no instruction given at the college. Students enroll in classes at other :olleges to satisfy
remedial und degree requirements. Other procedures for awarding academic credits (e.g.,
portfolic evaluation and testing) are also used. Students are definc.. us part-time only.
Most students enter the college with at leust 30 credit hours from vther colleges.
Consequently, the majority of the entering students ar. not. by Board policy, required to
take the NJCBSFT. Ldison students are included ir. the data reported by other colleges.
In addition, data on academic ("follow-up”) indicators for part-time students were not
called for in the Basic Skills Council’s reporting guidelines. The college’s primary
responsibilities regarding skills-deficient students are to test, pluce, and certify
completion of necessary remedial courses.




Subsequent Academic Performance. Results for part-time students were rot called for in
the Council's reporting guidelines. Further, data for Edison studer.ts were included in the
statistics reported by other institutions.

Overview

Strengths

Given that the testing of students was cor<ucted on site in Trenton, at many other
colleges throughout the state, and also at everal out-of-state institutions (there was no
residency requirement), the fact that Thomas Edison met the Board's minimum
requirement for testing part-time students is especially noteworthy.

No more than four part-time students each in reading, writing, and computation who
needed remedial work remained for four semesters without entrolling in the necessary
remedial courses.

Areas of Concem

Although the numbers of students wer. small, timely enroilment tn needed ren:zdial
courses (even though offered "at a distance”) should be a priority for this institution.
Four-semester remedial enrollments for its part-time adults who needed remediation
hovered around 70% in each area except elamentary algebra, where it was only 55%.
While ro provisional standard for part-time students has heea set. the college should
encourage its algebra-deficient students to enroll in remedial courses as early as possible.

175
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THOMAS EDISON STATE COLLEGE

Remedial Program Profiles, 1984 Full-Time* Cohort
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1984-86

TRENTON STATE COLLEGE

Policy Administration

In 1984, Trenton State tested 100% of both it: full-time and part-time students, a
commendable achievement. The college met the board mandate of enrolling within two
semesters at least 90% of full-time students needing remediation in each of the
applicable skil: reas (reading, 9.%; writing, 95%; computation, 87%). Further, 98% of
the students icew.1fied for remedial algebra were enrolled in algebra courses within two
semesters {(no two-semester en-ollment standard has been set for algebra). Decpite these
strong two-semester enrollmer.. , howeer, 11 full-time students identified for reading
and 13 full-time students identified for elementary algebra were present in the fourth
semester without having begun the required remediation: these numbers did not meet the
provisional standard. The college met the fourth-semester provisional standard in writirg
and computation.

Remedial Areas
Reading

Placement Criteria. The NJCBSPT-RC score below which students at Trenton State
were plared into remediation was 166. This met the provisional standard and exceeded it
by five points. The criterion resulted in 30% of full-time students and 6% of /he five)
gort~time students being identified for remediation.

Remedial Course Outcomes. Ninety-three percent of the full-time students and all (of
the three) part-time students who enrolled in the final level of remedial readiag passed
the course, which met the provisional standard of 80%. The retest results showed that
7% ot the students who passed the course reached the college’s minimum level on the
retest.

Subsequent Academic Performance. In the subsequent college-level composition course,
the performance of the remedia.on-completed students (95% passed) was nearly
identical (o0 that of the non-remedial students (36% passed) and thus met the provisional
standard. The high passing rate for the remediated student in the college-level course
was outstanding. Remedial completers returned for the fourth semester at a rate (78%)
above that of non-remedial students (76%), which et the provisional standard.

Both the percentages of students with GPA s at or above "C” and the cumulative SSR's,
although submitted by the institution, were calculated incorrectly (thus the college did
not fulfill the gwdelines of the Basic Skills Council). These two indicators, therefore,
could not be used in this analysis. Without these data the assessment of the program was
incomplete.” Nevertheless. passing rates on bcth remedial and college-level courses as
well as retention rates were positive signs.

Writing

Placement CUriteria. In 1984, Trenton State used an MJCBSPT-Essay score of seven below
which students were placed into writing remediat.an, this cut off score met the
provisional standard. The result was 25% of the full-time students and 6% of the five
part-time students were :dentified for remediation. The critericn had been lowered from
- score of eight in 1983.
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Remedial Cot'cse Qutcomes. The final level of writing remediation was passed by 95% of
the full-time students and all (of the three) part-timers, which met the 80% provisional
standard. In the retest, 67% of the students who passed the course met the college's
minimum srore.

subsequent Academic Performance. In the s:bsequent college-level composition course,
97% of the remedial completers passed, comy.red to 95% of the non-rewiedial students,
an outstanding performance which met the provisional standard, A higher percenta- of
remediation completers (77%) retumed in the fourth semcster than did non-remeaial
students (74%). which met the provisional standard.

Both the percentages of students with GPA's at or above """ and 2 cumulative SE™'s,
although submitted by the institution, were calculated incozrectly (tnus wne college ..
not fulfill the yuidelines of the Basic Skills Council). These two indicators, thecefore,
could not be used in this analysis. As in the reading program, however, the data that
were available on passing rates and retention were positive.

Computation

Placement Criteria, Trenton used an NJCBSPT-MC score of 171 (six scaled score points
above the provisional standard) as its criterion for placement. As a result, 32% of its
full-time students (N=331) and 12% of its part-time students (N=10) were identified for
computation remediation.

Remedial Course Outcones. Of the 321 full-time and eight part-time students in the
final level, 8§1% and 75% respectively passed the course. The rate for the full-time
students met the provisional s*andard but the part-time rate did not (however, the sample
size far the latter was low). On the retest, 85% of the swudents who passed the course
reached the college's minimum level.

Subsequent Academic erformanc-~. Students completing computation remediation
passed their subsequent college-1 vel mathematics course at a lower rate (85%) than
non-remedial students (92%); the difference did not meet the provisional stanc.rd. The
retention rate of the completers (81%), however, was above that of non-remedial
students (75%) and therefore met the provisional standard.

Both the percentages of students with GPA's at or above "G" aad the cumulative SSR 's,
although submitted by the institution, were calculated incorrectiy {thus the college did
not fulfill the guidelines of the Basic Skills Council;. These two indicators, therefore,
could not be used in this analysis. Without these data, the assessinen. f the program was
inconclusive.

Elementary Algebra

Placement Criteria. An NJCBSPT-EA cut off score of 176 (nine scaled score points
above the provisional standard) was used v place students into elementary algebra
remediation at Trenton State. Forty-eight percent of the full-time students (and 12% of
part-timers, N=10) were identified for remediation.

Remedial Course Outcomes. Of the 481 full-tirie students enrolled in the .inal -level
remedial course 9% passed, while 75% of the part-time st. dents passed (of 5 enroiled).
Both percentages Jid not meei the 80% pr visional stan” «rd, On the algebra 1wtest, 83%
of the students who passed the course attained the vullege's minimum score.
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Subsequent Academic Performance. As in the computation area, the completers had high
passing rates in the subsequent college-!evel math course (87%) but not as high as the
non-remedial students { 1%); the difference did not meet the provisional standard. The
fourth-semester retention rate of the completers (33%) wes higher than the non-remedial
students (75%) and therefore met the provisional standard.

Both the percentages of ¢ udents with GPA's at or above "C” and the cumulative SSR ’s,
although submitted by the institut.on, were calculate} incorzectly (thus the college did
not fultill the guidelines of the Ba<i~ Skil.s Cruncil). These two indicators, therefore,
could not be used in this analysis. As in the computation area, the data available--first
college-level course passing rates and retention--were positive.

Overviéw
Strengths
The 100°% testing rate reported for both full- and part- time students was commendable.

The college succeeded in enrolling within twu semesters over 90% of its full-time
students in the required remedial courses in ail skill areas.

Passing rates in the remmed:al reading and writing courses w~re high and were
accompanied by equally high passing rates for the completers iu their first (subsequent)
college-level composition courses.

Fourth-semester retention rates for completers exceeded those ut non-remedial students
in every skill area.

Areas of Concern

Too many full-time students who had been identified for remediation :n rcading and
algebra were present 1n the fourth semester withvut having enrolled in remedial courses.

Data fror. the college on percent GPA at or greater than "C" and cumulative SSR were
incorrectly calculated and consequently had to be omitted from these analyses. Without
these datz, interpretations of the other indicators for each of the programs were
inconclusive.

Additional Suggestions for Further Inquiry

The drop in the NJCBSPT-Essay placement criterion from i983 to 1984 might be
reviewed by the college.
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WILLIAM PATERSON COLLEGE OF NEW JERSEY

Policy Administration

William Paterson tested all of its 1,041 full-time and 104 part-time studerts who .ere
required to be tested. This performance is commendable. Further, the college succeeded
in enrolling within two semesters over 30% or its identified, full-time students in the
appropriate remedial courses iv. all areas (reading, 93%, writing, 97%; computation, 90%;
and elementary algebra, 92%); the rates  reading, writing and computation satisfied the
Board s minimum requirement (no two-semester enrollment standard has been set for
algebra). By the fourth semester, zero full-time students in writing and only seven in
elementary algebra were present without having enrolled in the necessary remedial
courses (which met the provisional standard). However, 19 students identified as needing
reading and 16 students who needed «omputation had not yet begun remedial course work
hy the fourth semester. The numbers for the latter two areas did not meet the
provisional standard.

Remediai Areas
Reading

Placement Criteria. In 1984, William Paterson used multiple criteria to determine
reading placement: an NJCBSPT-RC score of 166 (whict met the provisional standard
and was five scaled-score points above it}, or an SAT-V sc = of 400 with NJCBSPT-RC
166-168, or a Nelson-Denny raw score of 87. The proce s resulted in 31% of the
full-time and 25% of the part-time students being placed into rearding remediation.

Re..iedial Course Outcomes. Eighty-two percent of both full- ard part-time students
passed the final remedial level of reading. Both passiag rates met the provisional
standard. Of the students who passed, 92% met the cellege's minimum score on the
retest.

Subsequent Academic Performance. In the suusequent English composition course,
remediation-compleied students passed at a rate (83%) comparable to that for the
nun-remedial students (37%), the difference met the provisional standard. Fifty-five
percent of the completers had cumulative GPA"s at or above "C" compared to 79% for
the non-remedial students: this difference c:d not meet the previsional standard.

Retention of the remediation-completed students (73%) was higher than that of
non-rerradial students (67%) and met the provisional standard. On ths SSR measure. the
pecformance of completers (10%) did not compare favorably to that of the non remedial
students (52%?, and the difference did not meet the provisional staadard.

Writing

Placement Criteria. The cullege emp.oyed an NJCBSPT-Cssay score of 6 or less or an
NJCBSPT-Essay score equal to 7 with an NJCBSPT-SS score of 168 (which met he
provisional standard). Of the full-time, tested students, 33% were identified for .riting
remediation, and 34% of the part-tiine students were similarly identified.

I8
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Remedial Course Outcomes. The final-level remedial writing course was passed by 88%
of the enrolled, full-time students and 78% of the part-time students, The former rate
met the provisional standard but the latter did not. Ninety-sev. 1 percent of the exiting
students met the college’s criterion on the retest.

Subsequent Academic Performance. In the subsequent Englisb composition course, 77%
of the remediation completers passed, compared to 88% of the non-remedial students.
The difference did not meet the provisional standar. Further, the remediation-
completed students did not achieve GPA's at or above "C" at a level comparable to that
of the non-remedial students (55% vs. 79% respectively); the difference did not meet the
provisional standard.

On the other hand, remediation completers were retained in the fourth semester at a
higier level (72%) than the non-remedial students (67%), which met the provisional
standard. As in the reading area, the lower relative GPA's of the completers meant that
the group’s SSR was also lower than that of the non-remedial students {40% vs. 53%); and
the difference in performance between the groups did not meet the provisional standard,

In summary, resuits for the writing program at William Paterson were mixed. Despite the
favorable remedial course passing rates, the high percentag: of students who attained the
college's minimum on the locally scored retest and the relatively strong retention rate
for remedial completers, other academic indicators (e.g., passing rates in college-level
courses and GPA's) point to a need for the college to review its program.

Computation

Placement Criteria. Students were placed into computation at the college if the.r
MJCBSPT-MC -~nre fell below 167. This criterion met the provisional standard and was
two points above it. As a result, 29% of the full-time students and 31% of part-timers
were identified for remediation.

Remedial Course Outcomes. Eighty-seven percent of the enrolled, full-time students and
85% of the part-time students passed the computation course. Both rates met the
provisional standard. Ninety-seven percent of the exiting students met the college's
minimum score on the retest.

Subsequent Academic Performance. In the first (subsequent) cullege-level math course,
76% of the remedial completers passed, compared with 89% of the non-remedial
students. This diffcrence did not meet the provisional standard. Moreover, the percent
GPA's at or above “C" for the completers (58%) was not cornparable to that for the
non-remedial students (76%) and did not meet the provisional standard.

Despite these negative results, completers of remediation were retained at a higher level
(75%) than the non-remedial students (66%). which met the standard. Largely owing to
the high retention, the SSR of the comnleters (44%) met the provis:onal standard with
respect to that of the non-remedial students (50%).

The computation program presented a mixed pattern of results. While remedial course
passing rates, retention and retest competency were high, remediated students  success
in the subsequent college-level math courses and the relative GPA at or above "C"
performance for this grou;. raised quest” s about the effectiveness nf this program.

183
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Elementary Algehra

P’acement Criteria. William Paterson used an NJCBSPT-EA score of 175 (which met the
provisional standard and was eight points above it} for placement of those students in
math-related major programs. Twenty-three percent of the full-time and 32"» of the
part-time test-takers were identified for remediation.

Remedial Course Outcomes. Of the full-time students who were enrolled in remedial
algebra, 81% passed the course, and 73% of the part-time students also passed. The
full-time rate met the provisionz: standard but the part-time rate (N=29) did not.
Eighty-five percent of the exiting students a: .iieved the college's minimum score nn the
retest.

Subsequent Academic Performance. In the first (subsequent) college-level math course.
the passing rate for the algebra completers (81%) was comparable to that for the
non-remedial stud-nts (84%) and met the provisional standard. Even more tellir.g (and a
reversal of the typical pattern), the completers as a group displayed a higher percentage
of GPA's at or above "C" (76%) than did tae non-remedial students (71%). Not only did
this GPA compa.ison meet the provisional standard, but such a pattern reversal is &
compelling indicator of programmatic effectiveness.

Similarly, remedial completers outperformed non-remedial students on the retention
(76% vs. 68%) and SSR (58% vs. 18%) ind‘cators. In both cases, the p-  rmance of the
remedial completers as a group met the provisicnal standard and excec... it by a sizable
margin.

The follow-up results argue for a successful elementary algebra program at William
Paterson College.

Overview
Strengths:
William Paterson College is to be commended for its high testing rates for full- and
part-time students. Further, the college enrolled within two semesters over 90% of its
identified, full-time students in the necessary remedial courses in «ll areas.

Remedial courses passing rates and retest results were high in all four areas.

Retention rates for the remediat.on-completed groups cxceeded the norn-remedial
comparison groups in vvery skill area.

Outcomes in the elementary algebra area were uniformly positive, thus arguing
convincingly for a successful remed al effort for those students placed in the prog, ~m.

Areas of Concern

In the reading and computation areas, too many of the identified students were present in
the fourth semester without having begun the necessary remedial course work.

In writing and in computation, the perform.nces of the remediated students in the first

(subsequent) college-level courses, on GPA and on SSR did no. compare favorably to
those of tne non-remedial students.

1586



Additional Suggestions for Further Inquiry

The college might explore the reasons for the large difference in GFA between
remediation-completed and non-remedial ctudents in reading, writing, and computation.

In so doing, the institution might look at the algebra program as a potential source of
ideas for success.
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WILLIAM PATERSON COLIL.EGE

Remedial Program Profiles, 1984 Full-fime* Cohort
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RUTGERS, THE STATE UNIVERSITY--CAMDuN

Policy Administration

In 1984, Rutgers University's Carnden campus tested 97% of its full-time students
required to be tested, which satisfied t..e Board of Higher Education’s minimum testing
requirement. Of concern, however, only 54% of the part-time students were tested,
which did not meet the Board's requirement.

At the two-semester point, 65% of the full-time students identific ' for reading and 57%
of those identified for writing were enrolled in the appropriate remedial cour-es. Neither
rate met the Board's minimum enrollment standard. Seventy-five percent of the
ful’-time students identified for algebra had enrolled in a remedial algebra course within
two-semesters {a two-semester enrollment standard for algebra has not been set). Few
students persisted in the fourth semester without having begun the necessary remedial
courses: in reading, 7; in writing, 4; and in elementary algebra, 9. Each of these
four-semester values m_t the provisional standard.

Note that for the "subsequent” follow-up indicators in reading and writing {discussed
below), the definition used by Rutgers for completion of remediation was enrollment in
college-level English 101, even though a student may not “ave actually taken a remedial
course. Thus, the follow-up results for "completers” apparently reflected a mived
population of students, only some of whom passed the required skills courses and some of
whom perhaps circumvented remedial instruction. This definition raised questiuns about
the meaningfulness of all verbal skills follow-up data reported by the University.

Remedial Areas

Reading

Placement Criteria All students scoring below 171 on the NJCBSPT-RC {which met the
provisional standard and was 10 scaled-score points above i‘} and below the 50th
percentile on the McGraw-Hill Reading Test were identified for remediation.
Descriptive information on the latter instrument would have been helpful to the
committee, since students who met either criterion were exempted from remediation.
Unfortunately, these details were not reported. In 1984, 24% of the full-time and 19% of
the part-time students were identified for reading.

Remedial Course Outcomes. Ninety-eight percent of the identified, full-time enrollces
{end both pari-time enrollees) passed the final-level remedial course. which met the
provisional standard. Data on retesting were not provided, thus, Rutgers- Camden did not
fulfill the reporting guidelines of the Basic Skills Council.

Subsequuisi Academ.c Performance. Students who completed remediation passud their
LIst fsubsequent) college-level course at a rate of 86%, compared to 89% for
non-remedial students. the differenr,e met the provisional standard. The percentages of
remediated and non-remedial studei:ts with GPA's at or above "C” were equal (87%),
which met the provisional standard. ( riously, 100% of the 10 students who did not
complete remediation in reading also had GPA's at or above "C.")




et

Remediated students returned in the fourth sernester at the same rate as the
non-remedial comparison group (68%), which me. the provisional standard. Further, the
SSR of remedicted students was 60%. while that of the non-remedial students was 59%:
the difference mei the pruvisional standard. (Note, however, that the 17 students
reported in the "remediation not completed” category also had an SSR of 59%).

Writing

Placement Criteria. Students with a score below 168 on either the NJCBSPT-RC or -SS
were placed into a remedial writing course. The NJCBSPT-SS cutoff met the provisional
standard and was 7 percentage points above it. In addition, it was reported th t "if the
class work [in the first week] does not confirm the results of the NJCBST [sic students
can be re-assigned...” In 1984, 27% of full-time and 37% (n=27) of part-time students

were identified for writing remediation.

Remedial Course Outcomes. Of the students enrolled in the Tinal-level remedial course,
84% of full-timers and 71% (n=7) of part-timers passed. The passing rate for full-time
students met the provisional standard but the part-time rate (albeit based on a small
sample size) did not. No retesting data were provided; thus, the University did not fulfill
the Council's reporting quidelines.

Subsequent Academic Performance. Students who compieted remediation passed their
first (subsequent) college-levei rourse at the rate of 929%. compared to 89% of the
non-remedial students' the difference met the provisional standard. The percentage of
remediation-completed students with GPA s at or above 'C" was 80%. compared to 91%
for non-remedial students; this gap of 11 percentage points in performance between the
two ¢ '1ps also met the provisional standard.

Rem. students returned in the fourth semester at a higher rate than the
non-rer  ial students (75% vs. 67%), which met the provisions! standard. The SSR of
remediated students nearly matched that of the non-remedial students (60% vs. 61%),
which met the provisional standard.

Computation

Rutgers-Camden did not cffer a separate com.putation course. Whether any computaticn
instruction was embedded within the remedial algebra sequence (see Elementary Algebra,
below) could not be ascertained from the scant documentatic . submitted for review.

Elementary Algebra

Placement Criteria. Scores below 168 on the N;CBSPT-EA (which met the provisional
standard) and 165 on the NJCBSPT-MC were used to place students into remedial
algebra. How these criteria worked :n combination and whether computation topics were
covered in the remedial algebra sequence were ..stated in the University s brief report.

Remedial Course Outcomes. The percentage of full-time students who passed the
final-level remedial course was 69% (n=39), *+hich did not meet the provisional standard.
Further, this passing rate reflected a decline from the 1983-cohort level (82%. n=38).
The three part-time enrollees (100%) passed. No retesting data were provided; thus, the
University did riot fulfill the Council's reporting guidelines.
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Subsequent Academic Performance. Students who completed the remedial algebra
sequerice passed their first (subsequent) co:lege-level course at the rate of 75% (n=12),
which nearly matched the rate for the non-remedial comparison group (76%, n=37) and
thus met the provisional standai... The percentage of GPA's at or above a "C" for
reinediation-comp'eted students (87%, n=23) compared favorabiy to that for
non-remedial students (90%), and the difference met the provisional standard.

Students who completed remediation were retained at a rate of 85%, compered to 70%
for the non-remedial students (which met the provisiona! standard). The SSR for
remediated students was 74% (n=27), compared to a non-remedial rate of 62%, this
difference met the provisional standard and was a reversal of the typical pattern.

Overview
Strengths
Rutgers-Camden mei the Board's minimum testing requirement for full-time students.

In algebra, results oa the available follow-up indicators suggested that the remedial
program was successful. The GPA, SSR and retention comparisons were especially
compelling. Unfortunately, in the absence of retest data this interpretation w1s
inconclusive.

Cutcomes in the reading and writing areas appcared favorable, "remediated” students
seemingly perfou.ed comparably to the non-remedial students on cach of the follow up
indicators. However, the University's non-standard definition of remedial cc "pletion
and the absence uf retest data made it impossible to fully interpret these results.

Areas of Concern

Oniy 54% of the part-time s adents were tested in 1984. The University should raisc its
rate to at least 90%. in keeping with Board of Higher Education policy.

{n reading and writing areas, the two-semesier enrollment rates for full- time students
fell short of the Board's minirnum enrollment standard by a wide margin. The campus
needs to monitor more closely the enrollment of identified students into appropriate

remedial courses.

No retest data were r.ported for any skili area. The absence of these results made it
aspecially difficult to wterpret: 1) the w isually high remedial -course passing rates for
full-time students i reading and writing, and 2) in the case of algebra, the decline in the
remedial-course passing rate from 1983~ { » 1984-cohort reports.

The apparent University practice of defining remedial completion in English retroactively
by searching the data base for students who took college-level writing courses, even
though such students 1ay never have enrolled in or passed the remedial courses, is of
great concern. This definition raised questions about the meaningfulness of all reading
and writing follow-up data reported by the University.

The text which accompanied this institution's data tables (as per the Council’s reporting
guidelines) was too brief. The lack of descriptive detail was an especially serious
shortcoming because review of the submitted data raised several key questiors which
could not be resolved (e.g., how reported placement criteria actually were uscd, whether
or not computation was included in the remedial algebra courses).
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Additional Suggestions for Further Inquiry

In reading, the SSR's for the three student groups (i.e., students who compicted
remediation those who did not complete remediation, and non-remedial students) all feli
within a point of one another. Further, the small number of students who did not
complete reading all had GPA's at or above "C.” The University may wish to explore
these curivus findings.
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RUTGERS, THE STATE UNIVERSITY--NEWARK

Policy Administration

The 1984 cohort reported on here was 113 full-time and approximately 43 part-time
students larger than in 1983, reflecting the institution’s reorganization which combined
the day and evening colleges into one unit. Rutgers-Newark tested 93% of its full-time
freshmen required to be tested. which met the Board of Higher Education’s minimum
testing requirement, Of its 104 part-time students. however, less than half (47%) were
tested. This latter rate did not meet the Beard's minimum testing requirement and was
reason for concern.

Of the full-time students identified for the institution’s integrated reading and writing
course, 98% had enrolled in this remedial course v ithin two semesters; this met the
Board's minimum enrollment standard. Further, 92% of the students identified for
elementary algebra had enrolled in the institution’s remecial math course within two
semesters (a two-semester enrollment standard for algebra has not been set). Only one
full-time student 1dentified for remedial English and six identified for elementary algebra
persisted in the fourth semester without having enrolled in the appropriate remedial
courses; each of these values met the provisional standard.

Note that for the "subsequent” follow-up indicators in verbal skills (see below), the
defimtion used by Rutgers for completion of remediation was enrollment in college-level
English 101, even though a student may not have actually taken a remedial course. Thus,
the follow-up results for "completers” apparently reflected a mixed popuiation of
students, only some of whom passed the 1equired skills courses and some of whom perhaps
circumvented remedial instruction. This definition raised questions about the
meaningfulness of all verbal skills follow-up data reported by the University.

Remgcdial Areas
Reading/Writing

Placement Criteria. Rutgers-Newark offered a two-semester remedial sequence in
verbal skills (reading and writing instruction combined). Placement was conductcd using
a combination of six criteria: NJCBSPT-Essay (local) score of 8 (which met the
provisional standard), NJCBSPT-SS raw score of 24 (translated to a scaled score of 166,
which met the provisional standard and was five scaled-score points above itj, TSWE 4{9.
SAT-V 400, and high school rank in upper half. The institution stated that it was "aware
of the problem of using the [NJCBSPT] raw rather than the scaled score, and will correct
it."

In 1984, those 1dentified as needing remedial English comprised only 9% of the full-time
and 22% of the part-time entering students. In contrast, 18% of full-time and 25% of
part-time stu”.nts in tt 1983 cohort were similarly identified, using the same criteria.
This shift in identification rates was unexplained.

Remedial Course Outcomges. Of the 47 full-time students enrolled in the final-level
remedial reading/writing course, 83% passed (which met the provisional standard). Three
of the sex e part-time enrollees (43%) passed. No data on retesting were furnished by
the institution; thus, Rutgers-Newark did not fulfill the reporting guidelines of - 1e Basic
Skills Council.
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Subsequent Academic Performance. Seventy-two percent of the remedial completers
(n=43) passed the first (subsequent) college-level English composition course, compared to
89% of the non-remedial students. This 17 percentage-point gap in performance between
the two groups did not meet the provisional standard {cf. the 1983 cohort, where 33% and
95% respectively passed the English composition course). The percentage of remedial
completers with GPA's at or above "C" was 66%--17 percentage-peints below that of
non-remedial students (83%). This difference in GPA's, though it did not meet the
provisional standard, nevertheless reflected improvement over the 34 percentage-point
GPA gap reported for the 1983 cohort

Ninety-five percent (n=43) of the remediated students returned in the fourth semester,
compared to 81% of the non-remedial students (which met the provisional standard). The
former group exhibited an SSR of 63%, compared to 67% for the latter; tne difference
met the provisional standard.

Writing

Rutgers-Newark did not otier a separate remedial course in writing (see Reading/Writing,
above).

Computation

The institution offered a two-semester mathematics sequence which integrated
arithmetic and algebra (see Elementary Algebra, below).

Elementary Algebra

Placement Criteria. Scores of 167 on the NJCBSPT-EA (which met the provisional
standard) and 168 on the NJCBSPT- MC (which met the provisional standard and was three
scaled-score point above it) were used to determine mathematics placement at
Rutgers-Newark. Thirteen percent of the full-time and 56% (n=39) of the part-time
students were identified for remedial mathematics.

Remedial Course Outcomes. The final-level remedial course passing rate for full-time
students was high (94%) and met the provisional standard. The rate for part-time
students (64%, n=11), however, did not. No retest data were reported; thus, the
institution did not fulfill the reporting guidelines of the Basic Skills Council.

Subsequent Academic Performance. In the first (subsequent) college-level mathematics
course, 92% of the remedial completers passed, compared to only 64% of the
non-remedial students: this 28 percentage-point difference met the provisional standard
and was a reversal of the typical pattern. Further. the percentage of remedial
completers with GPA's at or above "C" was 83%, compared to 82% for the non-remedial
students (which met the provisional standard).

Surprisingly, however, only 78% of the remedial completers were retained 1n the fourth
semester, compared to 82% of the non-remedial students; this difference did not n.eet
the provisional standard. The SSR for the remediation-completed group (64%) nearly
matched that for the non-remedial group (67%), which met the provisional standard.

Apart from the retention data, these outcomes seemed indicative of a strong algehra
program. The absence of retest data, however, made it difficult to fully interpret these
positive signs.

o 1 9 J
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Overview

Strengths

Rutgers-Newark met the Board's minimum testing rate for full-time students. Furcther,
the institution succeeded in enrolling nearly all of the identified, full-time students in
appropriate remedial courses (both areas) within two semesters.

In mathematics, results on all available indicators (perhaps with the exception of
retention) suggested that the remedial program was successful. The college-level course
passing rate and GPA comparisons werc especially compelling. Unfortunately, in the
absence of retest data this interpretation was inconclusive.

Areas of Concern

In 1984, less than half of the part-time students required to be tested were tested. The
institution should increase its testing of part-time students, at least to the 90% minimum
level established by the Board of Higher Education.

No retest data were reported for either skill area. The absence of these results made it
especially difficult to interpiet the unusually high remedial-course passing rates for
full-ti:ne students. .

The apparent Umversity practice of defining remedial completivn in English retroactively
by searching the data base for students who touk college-level writing courses, even
though such students may never have enrolled in or passed the remedial courses, is of
great concern. This definition raised questions about the meaningfulness of all verbal
skills follow-up data reported by the University.

Additional Suggestions for Further Inquiry

Rutgers-Newark might investigate why its remedial identification rates: 1) shifted
abruptly from 1983 to 1984, and 2) were lower than comparable percentages reported for
the New Brunswick campuses.

The institution may -nsh tn examine why completers of remediation in mathematics
returned in the fourth semester at a lower rate than the non-remedial comparison group.
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RUTGERS, THE STATE UNIVERSITY--NEW BRUNSWICK

Policy Administration

In 1984, Rutgers-New Brunswick tested 95% of its 4,486 full-time students required to be
| tested, which satisfied the Board of Higher Education's minimum testing requirement. In
| contrast, a mere 138 part-time students were required to be tested, yet only 21% were
| tested. The part-time testing rate missed the Board's minimum expectation by a wide

margin and reflected a sharp decline from the 87% reported for the 1983 cohort.

At two semesters, 55% of the full-time students identified for reading and 92% of those
identified for writing had enrolled in remedial courses; the rate for writing met the
Board's minimum enrollment standard but that for reading did not. In addition, 62% of
the full-time students identified for remedial algebra had enrolled in the remediel math
sequenci within two semesters (a two-semester enrollment standard for algebra has not
been set).

\

|

|
Excessively high numbers of full-time students who were identified for remediation in
each skill area had not enrolled in appropriate remedial courses by the fourth semester,
even though they still persisted at Rutgers-New Brunswick. In the reading area, there
were 296 such students; in writing, 38; and in algebra, 276. These counis of full-time,
identified students who had not received the needed remedial instruction by the fourth
semester missed the provisional standard by a wide margin. Moreover, similar high

counts were reported for the 1983 cohort.

According to the institution's effectiveness report, “the number of students who actually
completed remediation in reading is under-represented [in these results], because data on
summer ' 84 enrollment is not available.” Further, the advisory nature of placements into
reading (see Reading, below) might have been a contributing factor to the low reading
enrollments. (Note that in 1985, placement into a revised reading program became
mandatory for skills-deficient students) For algebra, the enrollment data likely
reflected the fact that Douglass and Rutgers Colleges then had no mandatory math
requirement. (The institution's report projected that such a requirement would be in
place for the 1986 cohort.) Note that for the "subsequent” follow-up indicators in
reading and writing (discussed below), the definition used by Rutgers for coinpletio:: of
remediation was enrollment in college-level English 101, even though a student may uot
have actually taken a remedial course. Thus, the follow-up results for "completers”
apparently reflected a mixed population of -tudents, only some of whom passed the
required skills courses and some of whom perhaps circumvented ruinedial instruction.
This definition raised questions about the meaningfulness of all verbal skills follow-up
data reported by the University.

Remediai Areas
Reading (Reading Workshop)

Placemont Criteria. Remediation in reading was treated as a support service for the
remedial writing courses. "Support services for students in the developmental program
included classes in reading skills as well as individual tutorials as supplements to the
writing courses. For all students who received a score of 165 or less on the
NJCBSPT-RC, enrollment [concurrently] in a Reading Workshop (...graded P/F) was
strongly recommended.” Note that the placement criteria reported in the institution’s
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effectiveness report were rot consistent with those reported in the corresponding
"Annual Questionnaire.” In contrast to the NJCBSPT-RC 166 ("below which") criterion
given above (which met the provisional standard and was five scaled-score points above
it), the following combinations also were reportedly used for remedial plecement in
reading: -RC 167 with an SAT-V of 460, or -RC 170 with an SAT-V of 410, In 1984,
18% of the full-time and 38% (1=29) of the part-time students were identi'ied for the
Reading Workshop.

Remedial Course Outcomes. Ninety-two percent of the full-time students and both
part-time students enrolled in the Reading Workshop passed it, which met the provisional
standard. These passing rates were high. No data on retesting were reported; thns, the
institution did not fulfill the reporting guidelines of the Basic Skills Council.

Subsequent Aczdemic Performance. Ninety-three percent of both the remediated and
the non-remedial students passed the first (subsequent) college-level English composition
course, which met the provisional standard. These passing rates were high. Seventy-two
percent of the remediated students and 86% of non-remedial students had cumulative
GPA's at or above "C;" the 14 percentage-point difference met the provisional
standard. (Surprisingly, however, 65% of the 318 students in the third study group--those
who needed but did not complete remediation in reading--also nad GPA's at or above
"C.")

Eighty-two percent of remediated students retumned in the fourth semester, compared to
86% of thc non-remedial comparison group; the difference did not meet the provisional
standard. (Note that 81% of the students who needed but did not complete remed:ation
also persisted in the feurth semester.) The SSR for remediated students was 59%,
compared to 74% for non-remedial students; the Jifference did not meet the provisional
standard.

Since the "Reading Workshop” was a supplemental course taken concurrently with the
institution’s remedial English courses (hence the reading component 1n essence was
embedded in a sequence whose final level for all identified students was a remedial
writing coursej, these follow-up results were not directly attributable to the reading
component. Nevertheless, the fact that the outcomes for "remedial completers” and
"non-completers” were strikingly similar raised questions about the impact of the
Reading Workshop. The institution has since restructured its remedial reading curriculum.

Writing (Fnglish)

Placement Criteria. Rutgers-New Brunswick used for placement in its English skills
sequence a highly complex set of criteria which was both difficult to understand and to
describe succinctly. The criteria included various combinations of NJCBSPT-RC, -SS and
SAT-V scores, and the criteria described in the institution's effectiveness report did not
agree with those listed on the corresponding "Annual Questionnaire.” Due to the
conflicting accounts and inherent ccmplexity, the committee was unable to assess these
criteria. In future reports, Rutgers-New Brunswick should carefully explicate the
criteria and indicate exactly how they were used.

The institution's effectiveness report indicated that the placement criteria in writing
"have been adjusted to preserve a uniform failure rate of 10-15%. Wheneser the failure
rate for remediated students has exceeded this percentage, the necessa.y adjustinents
were made in the placement standards.” This statement raised additional questions about
placement standards and the extent to which they may have fluctuated over time.
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-163-




-

Remedial Course Outcomes. Ninety-seven percent of the full-time students enrolled in
the final-level remedial English course passed, a high passin, rate which met the
provisional standard. All (3) part-time enrollees passed. No retest data were furnished,
thus, the University did not fulfill the Council's reporting guidelines.

Subsequent Academic Performance. Ninety-two percent of remediated students passed
their first (subsequent) college-level course in English, compared to 93 . of the
non-remedial comparison group; this difference met the provisional standard. Further,
both passing rates were high. Sixty-eight percent of remediated students and 86% of
non-remedial students had cumulative GPA's at or above "C.” This 18 percentage-point
gap in GPA performance between the two groups did not meet the provisional star.dard.

Comparable percentages of remediated and non-remedial students returned in the fourth
semester (87% and 86% respectively), which met the provisional standard. The SSR for
remediated students was 59%, compared to 74% for the non-remedial students; the 15

percentage point gap between remediated and non-remedial students did not meet the

provisional standard.

In summary, the outcomes for the remedial English sequence were mixed. The remedial
course passing r.:.es were high, anc the first (subsequent) college-level course passing
rate and retention comparisons were favorable. Howewur, the absence of retest data and
the University's non-standard definition of remedial completion made it difficult to
interpret these positive signs.

Computation

Rutgers-New Brunswick did not offer a separate computation course. The course
descriptions given in the institution's repcrt implied that students with low
NJCBSPT-MC scores (see Elementary Algebra, below) were placed in special
arithmetic-intensive sections of the remcdial algebra course. This would suggest that the
students with greatest needs, ironically, were presented with both computation and
elementary algebra content within a single course; students who necded only the
elementary algebra instruction, on the other hand, apparently received the equivalent
algebra content but in a less hurried fashion.

Elementary Algebra

Placement Criteria. The remedial algebra sequence at Rutgers-New Brunswick included
courses 1n both elementary and intermediate algebra. The placement criteria used were
as follows: NJCBSPT-EA scores of 161 (which did not meet the provisional standard)
with 167 on the NJCBSPT-MC; or NJCBSPT-EA 171 (which met the provisional standard
and was rour scaled-score points above it) and acceptable performance on an in-house
test. In 1984, 17% of the full-time students and 88% of the part-time students were
identified for remediation in alzebra.

Remedial Course Qutcomes. Seventy-five percent of full-time and 83% (n=6) part-time
enrollees passed the final-level remedial algebra course; the passing rate for full-time
students did not meet the provisional standard but the part-time rate did. No data on
retesting were provided: thus, the college did not fulfill the Council’s reporting
guidelines.




Subsequent Academic Performance. Fifty-six percent of remediated students and 70% of
the non-remedial students passed the Ffirst (subsequent) college-level course in
mathematics; the gap of 14 percentage poirits did not meet the provisional standard.
Seventy-five percent of remediated students had cumulative GPA's at or above "C,"
compared to 85% of the non-remedial students; the difference met the provisional
standard. (Note, however, that 77% of students who needed but did not complete
remediation also had GPA's at or above "C.")

Eighty-eight percent of the remediated students returned in the fourth semester,
compared to 86% of the non-remedial students (which met the provisional standard).
(Surprisingly, seventy-five percent of the 331 students who needed but did not complete
remediation also persisted in the fourth semester.) The SSR for remediated students was
66%, compared to 73% for the non-remedial students; the seven percentage-point
difference met the provisional standard.

Results for the algebra program at Rutgers-New Brunswick were mixed. The retention,
GPA and SSR comparisons were favorable. However, the relatively weak performance of
remediated students in first (subsequent) college-level mathematics courses, and the
surprisingty similar performances of remedial “completer” and "non-completer” groups
on some indicators, were cause for concern.

Overview

Strengths
Rutgers-New Brunswick met the Board's minimum testing rate for full-tirue students.

The institution succeeded in enrolling in remediation within two semesters ovei 90% of
the students identified for remedial English.

The remedial course passing rates in writing (English) were high., Further, the first

(subsequent) college-level course passing rate and retention comparisons for this skill
area were favorable. Unfortunately, the absence of retest data and the University 's
non-standard definition of remedial completion made it difficult to interpret these

positive signs.

The retention, GPA and SSR results for completers of the algebra sequence were positive.

Areas of Concern

In 1984, only 21% of the part-time students who were required to be tested were tested,
and this rate reflected a sharp decline from the previous year's result. The Unmiversity
should raise this testing rate to at least 90%, in keeping with Board of Higher Education
policy.

In reading, the two-semester enrollment rate for full-time students missed the Board's

minimur enrollmert standard by a wide margin. Moreover, excessively high numbers of
full-time students who were identified for remediation (all skill areas) had not enrolled 1n
appropriate remedial courses by the fourth semester, even though they still persisted at

the University, Rutgers-New Brunswick needs to monitor more closely the enrollinent of
identified students in each of its remedial areas.
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The apparent University practice of defimng remedial completion in English retroactively
by searching the data base for students who took college-level writing courses, even
though such students may never have enrolled in or passed the remedial courses, is of
great concern. This definition raised questions about the meaningfulness of all reading
and writing follow-up data reported by the University.

The text which accompanied this :as itution's data tab. :s (as per the Council's reporting

guidelines) was insufficiently d.tailed and/or ambiguou: in cert -in critical areas. For

example, both the complex placement criteria used for the English skills sequence and the

relationship of reading to writing components were especially difficult to comprehend.

Adding to the problem was the fact that the criteria described in the institution’s
effectiveness report did not match those reported on the "Annual Questionnaire.” In
future reports, Rutgers-New Brunswick should carefully delineate its criteria and explain
both how they were used and the extent to which they shifted over time.

No retest data were reported for any skil! area. The absence of these results made it
especially difficult to interpret the unusually high remedial and first (subsequent)
college-level course passing rates in reading and writing.

The fact that the outcomes for remedial "completers” and “non-completers” were
strikingly sumlar raised questions about the impact of the Reading Workshop. The
institution has since restructured its remedial reading curriculum.

In the writing area, the gap in performance between remediated and non remedial
students on the GPA indicator, despite other favurable outcomes, needs to be looked at
by the institution.

In algebra, the relatively weak performance of remediated students in first (subsequent)
college-level matheinatics courses, and the surprisingly similar performances of remcdial
"completers” and “non-completers” on some follow-up indicators, should be of concern
to the Umwversity. In addition, the college should recxamine how it meets the needs of its
students who are underprepared in computation.

Additional Suggestions for Further Inquiry

The University might conduct a follow-up study on the students who needed but did not
complete remediation in reading and algebra.

It might be instructive to examine why the students who completed remediation in

writing did well in their first (subsequent) college-level writing course but not as well in
their other college-level courses.
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RUTGERS - NEW BRUNSWICK

Remedial Program Profiles, 1984 Full-Time* Cohort
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NEW JERSEY INSTITU £ OF TECHNOLOGY

Policy Administration

NJIT tested 100% of its full- and part-time students, a commendable achievement.
Further, 100% of the students needing reading and writing remediation were encolled in
the necessary courses within two semesters. Thus, no idextified students were present
in the fourth semester without having enrolled in the necessary remediation. Hence, in
1984 policy administration at NJIT was tight and effective.

Remedial Areas

Reading

Prior to 1994, English remediation at NJIT was handled in two parallel tracks, depending
on initial student need. Students who were identified for remediation in reading (and
writing) enrolled in a two-semester course sequence that combined reading and writing
instruction, successful completers of this sequence thzn went on to college level English
composition. On the other hand, students who needed only writing assistance were
placed into a separate (and distinct) one-semester remedial writing course. Hence,
earlier reports followed students in each of the tracks separately.

In 1984, the two tracks were consolidated into a single two semester sequence: all
students identified for reading were placed into English 098, a course that included both
remedial reading and writing instruction, and then were required to enroll in and
complete the upper-level remedial writing ceurse, English 099, while the students who
needed writing (but not reading) were placed into English 099.

Because reading instruction, therefore, was embedded in a sequence whose final level
for all identified stulents was a remedial writing course (see “Writing” below), outcomes
for the reading compunent could not be viewed in isolation.

Placement Criteria. Among the multiple criteria used *o place students into remedial
English, the principal determinants of placement into the lower-level course (i.e., into
the reading component) were NJCBSPT-RC 165, which met the provisional stundard and
was four points above it, and SAT-RC 40. These criteria resulted in the identification
of 60 full-time students (12% of test-takers) and zero (of 2 possible) part-time
students. Data for these students are included under "Writing."

Writing

Placement Criteria. Multiple criteria were used for placement. Students whose test
scores fell below all of the following criteria were identified for remediation:
NJCBSPT-Composition 165; Essay 7; SAT-V 400; TSWE 40. In 1984, 25% cf the
full-time students and zero of 2 possible part-time students were required to complete
remedial writing. -

Remedial Course Qutcomes. Of the 124 full-time students who enrolled in the
final-level remedial writing course, 86% passed. The passing rate met the provisional
standard. No retest data for this group were reported; thus, the institution did not
fulfill the guidelines of the Basic Skills Council.
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Subsequent Academic Performance. Seventy-nine remediation-completed students were
followed into their subsequent college-level writing course, and 85% passed, compared

to 91% of the non-remedial students; the difference missed the provisional standard by

one percentage point. Sixiy-nine percent of the remedial completers had GPA s at or

above a "C" compared to 82% for the non-remedial students. This difference met the

provisional standard.

Seventy-two percent of the completers returned in the fourth semester, which was
identical to the rate for non-remedial students and therefore met the provisional
standard. Retention rates for both groups were considerably improved (by 11 to 13
percentage points) compared to outcomes reported for the 1983 cohort. Cumulative
SSR's were 50% for the completers and 59% for the non-reinedial students; the nine
point difference did not meet the provisional standard.

Computation

Not offered (computation skills were required for admission to the institution).
Elementary Algebra

Because of the technical nature of its programs, few students deficient in elementary
algebra were admitted to NJIT. The institution offered a variety of developmental
pre-calculus courses. all but one of which was college-level and credit-bearing. The
bulk of reported data concerned two such developmental courses which dealt with

advanced algebra topics up through pre-calculus and trigonometry. Therefore, these
data are not reviewed here.

Overview
Strengths
NJIT is to be commended for testing 100% of its full- and part-time students. Further.
enrollment of students into needed remedial cources was thoroughly tionitored and
executed.

Remedial course passing rates were high.

Retention of writing-remediated students matched that of the non-remedial students,
and the rates for both groups were improved compared to the previous year.

The number and diversity of developmental math courses offered by NJIT suggests that
the mathematics preparation issue has been given considerable attention.

Areas of Concern

No retest data were reported for writing, making interpretation of the other indicators
difficult.

Completers of the remedial writing course did not pass the subsequent college-level
English composition course at a rate comparable to the non-remedial students. In
addition, the SSR for * ' remediated group did not meet the provisional standard. These
outcomes should be exwiined by the institution.
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D. FOUR SEMESTER OVERVIEW, FALL 1984-SPRING 1986

Testing at the Colleges

For the fall semester of 1984, the 32 New Jersey public colleges reported that 38,67¢
students (29,209 full-time and 9,466 part-time students) were both admitted and required
to be tested. Ninety-seven percent (28,382) of the full-time new students were tested by
the colleges. Board of Higher Education policy since 1983 has required that colleges test
at least 90% of admitted freshmen and that colleges enrcll in appropriate remedial
courses within two semesters at least 90% of the full-time students whon they identify
as needing remediation. In addition, the Basic Skills Council recommends that colleges
use appropriate, multiple criteria for determining student placement. Each of the sectors
of higher education met the testing mandate (see Table 1) for full-time students (county
colleges, 97%; (range: 90-100%) state colleges, 92.5% (range: 97-100%); Rutgers. 95%
(range 93-97%); NJIT, 100%.1 However, it has proven more difficult for institutions to
test at least 90% of their part-time students (see Table 1 for testing rates [1984-86]).
For the fall of 1984, 85% of part-time students were tested statewiaz. County colleges
tested 86% of their part-time students (range: 57-100%), the state colleges 91% (range:
46-100%), and Rutgers University, 36% (range: 21-54%).

Administrative Efficiency: Placement and Course Enrollment

Since the NJCBSPT was first administered in 1978, the Basic Skills Council has used
the test score distributions to report to the Board of Higher Education on the aggregate
preparedness of the entering freshmen. At the same time, the Council has urged colleges
to use appropriate multiple criteria (i.e., several placement test scores, SAT scores, class
rank, in-house tests, etc.) in combination for placing individual students into appropriate
remedial or college level courses.

If colleges use placement criteria that are set too low, some skills-deficient students
will be placed erroneously into college-level courses. This practice is likely to lead
either to a high dropout/failure rate or to a subsequent lowering of college academic
standards as instructors reduce their requirements to meet the lower skills level of the
students they encounter. Over the past seven years, the Council has suggested minimum
proficiency standards 1 verbal skills, computation and elementary algebra as measured
by the NJCBSPT.

The proportion of freshmen judged to need remed.al work varies widely across the
colleges. Within a college, the range of freshmen skills deficiencies within reading,
writing and mathematics can be wide enough to require more than one class level. [ has
been observed that students are best served in remedial courses if they are carefully
placed by skill level and given sufficient time for upgrading their skills. I keeping with
the Councii's previous recommendations, me st New Jersey public colleges nov. have two

18ince the number of students in the NJIT cohort (582) is small relative to the other
sectors, NJIT's percentages are not listed henceforth in the overview. NJIT's data are,
however, listed in the various tables and graphs. See the NJIT profile for complete data
and discussion.
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or more levels o remedial courses and use the NJCBSPT as one indicator to differentiate
among placement ievets in reading, writing, and mathematics. The analysis in this report
focuses on the students who have ccmpleted their final level of remediation.

The placement criteria for cach skill area that were used by public colleges for the
fall of 1984 were previously reported? and are repeated in this report under each
college's profile. Of the all the students who enrolled in the fall of 1984, 38% (10,897) of
the full-time group and 20% (3,200) of the part-time group were identified for reading
remediation. Thirty-one percert of the full-timers (8,839) and 30% of the part-timers
were identifizd for writing remediation. A third (33%) of the full-time students (9,412)
and 47% (3,805) of the part-time group were identified for coraputation remediation. The
colleges identified 36% of their full-time students (10,297) and 47% (3,809) of their
part-time students as needing remedial algebra. The percentages identified for algebra
remediation, unlike the other skill areas. are underestimates. Many colleges include
intended major or program as a criterion in the elementary algebra placement process.
Students electing a program without a mathematics component are exempted from
remediation even if they have a low placement score. This issue is discussed more fully
in the section of this repert on elementary algebra.

After the identification or placement process, colleges should see to it that students
enroll in needed remedial courses in a timely fashion. The Board of "ligher Education s
expectation is that full-time, skills-deficient students will enroll in their remedial
courses within their first two semesters (and part-timers within four semesters).
Colleges report on their efficiency in enrolling students by the end of the second and
fourth semester via data tables sent to the Basic Skills Council (s=e samples in Appendix
A).

Of the full-time students identified for remediation in reading, 87% (9,468) were
enrolled across all public colleges within two semesters. Seventy percent (2,231) of the
part-time students were also enrolled within two semesters. By the fourth semester only
6% of the full-time students were present but never enrolled in needed remediation. The
figure for part-timers present but not enrolled in needed remediation at the fourth
semester was 11% (362 students). In the writing area, 95% {8.410) of full-time and 79%
(1,921) of part-time students were enrolled within two semesters. Only 3% (235) of
full-time, writing-deficient students were present but not yet enrolled by the fourth
semester. On the other hand, 12% of the part-time students (284) had avoided remedial
writing through the fourth semester. In computation, 87% (8,180) of both full- and
part-time (3,293) students were enrolled by the second semester. Six percent (532) of
full-time students were present but not enrolled in needed computation in the fourth
semester and 10% (392) of part-timers remained unenrolled.

In many institutions elementary algebra is taken both by students who are placed into
it directly and also by students who must first pass a computation course. A delayed
enrollment or a failure in a remedial computation course would mean that the student
could not be enrolled in a needed algebra course within two semesters. The percentage

2Report on the Character of Remedial Programs in New Jersey Public Colleges and
Universities, Fall 1984. Report to the Department of Higher Education, October 18, 1985.




enrollment figures for elementary algebra reflect this seyuential nature of the
mathematics courses. Of full-time students identified as needing algebra, only 65%
(6,645) had enrolled within two semesters (49% of part-time students [1,882]). By the
fourth semester 10% of full-time, algebra deficient students (1,067) were still present
without having 2nrolled in the course. An even higher percentage (16%) of part-timers
{597) vsas present but not enrolled in algebya in the fourth semester.

While sume students may "stop-out,” 1.<., miss a semester or even two within this
fuur semester analysis, it is still clear from the percentages of students present but
w2 nrolled 1n the fourth semester that colleges can <o a more effective job in assuring
tha! students who need remedial work enroil 1n appropriate courses before they reach the
fourth semester. Tracking, proper academic advisement and registration checks raust be
enforced during and beyond the freshman year.

In the following sections, the students’ academic performance is discussed for each |
remedial skill area by college sector. |

READING (see Table 1)

Across all the four remedial skill areas the open-admission county colleges identify
for and enroll in remediation a higher percentage of their student body than any other
colle~e sector. Forty-seven sercent (range: 22-85%) of full-time county college students
(7,159) and 40% of their part-timers (2,646} we.re identifi>4 for reading remediation. At
the state colleges 38% (range: 27-63%) of full-time students were identified for reading.
At Rutgers University 17% (range: 9-24%) of the students were identified for
remediation. Enrollment in the prescribed reading courses was reported for 88% (range.
43-100%) of full-time county college students (6,330}, 92% (range: 80-100'%) of full-time
state college students (2,256) bul only 58% (range: 53-97%) of Rutgers’ full-time
students (522).

At the county colleges 5% (range: 0-20%) of full-time students (323) identified for
reading were present but not yet enrolled in reinedial reading by the fourth semester.
For part-timers the figure was 12% (312). Across the state colleges 3% (range: 0-6%) of
full-time students (70) were present but not yet enrolled (87% and 44 for part-time). At
Rutgers, 34% (range: 2-39%) of the full-time students (304) identified for reading were
present but never enrolled in the fourth semester. Twenty-two percent (6) of Rutgers’
small part-time cohort also remained unenrolled. There was a clear disparity in
administrative effort between Rutgers and the other sectors in the treatment of reading
deficient students. In communications subsequent to the collection of this data, Rutgers
has indicated it has taken steps to remedy the situation.

Once enrolled in the final level remedial reading course, a statewide average of 79%
of full-time students passed. The passing rate varied across seciors with Rutgers
students passing at a 92% (range: 83-98%) rate, the state college students at 87% (range:
82-93%) and cou.ty college students at 75% (range 50-87%). Part-time students passed
at slightly lower rates across the sectors except at Rutgers, where only 64% of the
part-timers passed. The number of Rutgers part-time students, however, was small (11
passed), indicating that the passing rate for Rutgers part-time students could be highly
variable and consequently should not be compared to the other sectors.
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INDICATORS

Tested
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for Remediation

Enrolled
(any level)
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Not Enrolled by
4th Semester

Pass Final
Level

[rRetesting]
Reaching Minimum

VIncludes NJIT.
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Full-Time
Part-Time

Full-Time
Part-Time

Full-Time

Part-Time

Full-Time

Part-Time

Full-Time
Part-Time

TABLE 1A

Policy Administration and Remedial Performance by Sector

COUNTY COLLEGES

Reading, 1924-1986

STATE COLLEGES

# % (Range)
15,340 97 (90-100)
6,649 86 (22-100)
7,159 47 (43-85)
2,646 40 (8-79)
6,330 88 (43-100)
1,896 72 (26-100)

323 59  (0-20)

312 12 (0-100)
5,391 75 (50-87)
1,452 72 (53-89)

(See Individual College Profiles)

# % ___ (Range)
7,261 99 (97-100)
1,270 91 (46-100)
2,778 38 (27-63)

527 41 (6-66)
2,256 92 (80-100)

324 61 (41-100)

70 3 (0-6)

44 8 {(0-40)
2,431 87 (82-93)

282 83 (70-100)

RUTGERS UNIVERSITY
# % _ (Range)
5,276 95 (93-97)
105 36 (21-94)
900 17 (9-24)
27 26 (19-38)
522 58 (53-97)
41 11 (18-64)
304 34 (2-39)
6 22 (9-60)
812 92 (83-98)
1 64 (43-100)

STATEWIDE!
# 4
28,382 97
8,026 85
10,897 38
3,200 40
9,468 87
2,231 70
697 6
362 11
8,394 79
1,745 74
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STUDENT OUTCOME

MEASURES

% Retained in
4th Semester

Range

% Pass Subsequent

College Course
Range

# Credits Attempted

Range

# Credits Earned

Range

Cumulative GPA
Range

% GPA Greater Than "C"

Range

% Successful Survival

Range

lIncludes NIIT.
a= Students not needing remediation.

T

3,931
50
8-58

80

67-97

51
42-59

45
39-52

2.52

2.39-2.80

81
69-97

43
7-54

COUNTY COLLEGES

b3

2,276
56
33-69

77
56-93

42
27-59

34
27-42

2,13
1.80-2.38

65
33-93

36
11-57

3p= Students completing remediation.
4c= Students not compvéting remediation.
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619
21
4-48

33
12-54

27
5-47

1.96
1.02-2.57

57
0-100

12
0-33

Student Performance Outcomes

3,143
68
42-76

92

85-99

55
50-64

51
46-56

2.63
2.49-2

85
79-92

57
34-67

TABLE 1B

Reading, 1984-1986

STATE COLLEGES

b

1,588
75
68-88

91

79-99

52
42-62

46
33-52

2.33

80 2.10-2.50 0 37-2.40

73
55-81

54
42-62

188
32
5-51

45
26-52

37
8-43

2.01

53

43-62

17
0-28

RUTGERS UNIVERSITY

3,880
84
68-86

92

89-93

57
53-58

55
51-56

2.69

86

83-87

72
59-74

b

388
82
68-95

90

72-93

51
47-52

49
41-50

2.31

.60-2.70 2.20-2.50

73
66-87

59
59-63

330
77
13-81

51
32-51

48
24-50

2.21

1.50-2.70

66
0-100

50
0-59

STATEWIDE!

a b
11,271 4,291
64 64
87 83
55 46
50 40
2.61  2.23
84 68
54 43

DO
leva
s

1,138
28

40

35

59




Upon completion of the remedial course or sequence of courses, the effectiveness of
thc reading assistance can best be judged by comparing the completers with two other
students groups: those who never needed remediation and those who needed but did not
complete remediation. The comparison is made across several indicators. For individual
college programs, consistency across the indicators of subsequent academic performance
is the touchstone for judging effectiveness.

Another indicator of effectiveness is whether students remain at the college.
Statewide, the retention rate (64%) for reading remediation comnpleters at four semesters
was equal to that of non-remedial students (€4%) and much higner than the rate (28%) for
non-completers. The pattern is consistently positive across the county colleges (56% vs.
50%) and the state colleges (75% vs. 68%) for the completers versus the students not
needing remediation, respectively. Students who do not complete their remedial reading
have only a 21% (range: 4-48%) retention rate at thz county colleges and a 32% (range:
5-51%) retention rate at four semesters in the state colleges. At Rutgers the retention
rate for completers (82%) was slightly below the non-remec.al students (84%) bt high 1n
absolute terms. Unlike the other sectors, non-completers (330) at Rutgers had a high
(77%) (range 13-81%) retention rate.

Colleges must follow the three “study groups” of students and report on their
subsequent azademic progress. If students' skills have been improved, remediation
completers should pass subsequent college-level courses requiring reading skills at rates
comparable to non-remedial students. Statewide, the completers pass their subsequent
English course at a rate within four percentage points (83% vs. 87%) of the non-remedial
students. At the county colleges the average passing rates were within three points (77%
vs. 80%]); at the state colleges the difference was but one point (91% vs. 52%); at Rutgers
the difference in passing rates was only two percentage points (90% vs. 92%). The
consistently small difference in passing rates in the subsequent English course is another
indication of a pattern of successful remediation across the state.

While success in the first subsequent college-level course that required the skills just
remediated is one valid indicator of the effectiveness of a remedial program, one would
hope that the students' skills and success would transfer to other college courses.
Consequently, subsequent indicators of academic progress must also be reviewed. A key
comparison here is whether students who have completed remediation pass their
subsequent college courses in similar proportions to non-iemedial students. One would
not necessarily evpect equality in Grade Point Averages (GPA 's) since non-remedial
students are more likely to attain higher grade distributions as a group. In fact, the
statewide GPA for the non-remedial group after the fourth semester was 2.61 while the
students completing reading remediation posted a GPA of 2.23. The percentage of
students in each group who post "C" or better averages can be a more sensitive mdicator
of academic health and survival. Statewide, 81% of non-remedial students had GPA s of
"C" or better. while 68% of the reading-remediated students posted at least a "C"
average. The 16 percentage point difference between the groups indicates that there is
room for improvement. In fact. the difference in percentage of students at or above a
"C" average improved in every sector compared with the 1983-85 cohort. The GPA
difference between remediation completers and non-remedial students narrowed from
21% to 16% at the county colleges, from :4% to 12% at the state colleges and from 25%
to 13% at Rutgers when the 1983-85 cohort was compared with that of 1984-86. This
positive finding suggests that on average the remedial programs may be improving over
time. Subsequent cohorts will have to be analyzed to discuss whether this improvement
represents a consistent trend.
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The successful survival rate (SSR) is a composite indicator which combines retention
and the percentage of students at or above a GPA of "C.” Here again the comparison
between students not needing, those completing and those present but not completing
remediation is instructive. Across all colleges, 54% of the non-remedial students were
retained at the fourth semester with at least a "C" average. For completers of
remediation the figure was 43%. However, for students who needed but did not complete
reading remediation the SSR was only 17%.

In both the county college and state college sectors, comparison of the SSR of
students not needing versus students completing remediation indicates only small
differences in favor of the non-remedial students (41% vs. 36% at the county colleges;
57% vs. 54% at the state colleges). The improvement over the 1983-85 cohort that was
noted above for the percentage of GPA's at or above C also appeared in the SSR
measure. At the county colleges the 8% difference between the SSRs of the two student
groups in 1983-85 shrank to 5% in 1984-86. In the state colleges the difference of 7%
noted in 1983-85 fell to 3% for 1984-86.

At Rutgers the improvement in the S5R "gap” was also noted (25% in 1983-85 versus
13% in 1984-86). The size of the difference in SSR between the two student groups is
larger at Rutgers than at the other sectors. This appears to be due not to lesser
academic performance of remediated students at Rutgers compared to the other sectors
but to the relatively higher retention of non-remedial students at Rutgers compared to
the other sectors. An anomaly noted in the individual Rutgers campus profiles is the
relatively high SSR of Rutgers students who do not complete their reading remediation
(50%). This is three to four times greater than at the county and state colleges.

Since remedial courses carry no college credit toward graduation, students taking
remedial courses will understandably accumulate fewer credits at the four semester point
than non-remedial students. The extent to which remedial students are behind in total
credits earned is an indication of the college time “cost” to the student incurred in the
process of upgrading their skills. At the county colleges remediation completers
averaged eleven credits behind (34 vs. 45) their non-remedial peers; at the state colleges
the deficit was five credits (46 vs. 51) and, at Rutgers the difference was six credits (51
vs. 57). With the possible exception of the county college students, these deficits could
be made up, if a student desired by one summer of full-time course work.

Students who have completed remediation earn, on average, course credit totals in
their fourth semester that are similar to those of non-remedial students. The fourth
semester credits earned for reading remediated students in the county colleges was nine
credits compared to eleven for non-remedial students; at the state colleges the average
number of credits earned was identical (12) for the two groups and at Rutgers the
remediation completers (13 credits) earned one credit less than the non-remedial students
(14).

In summary, of the 11,699 students across the state who enrolled in needed reading
remedial courses, 10,139 reached the final level of their college's remedial sequence and
7,922 passed. Students who passed were retained in the fourth semester at the same rate
(64%) as their non-remedial peers. This finding is encouraging, since many would expect
that underprepared readers would leave college in greater proportion than non-remedial
students. In fact, students not completing needed remediation in reading had only a 28%
retention rate in the fourth semester. In the subsequent English course, completers passed

P"‘»u
d_tu

~-177-




al an average rate of 83% compared tc 87% of the non-remedial students, Their grade
point averages in the fourth semester were above a “C" but approximately four tenths of
a point less than the non-remedial students. In both their percentage of GPA s at or
above a "C" and in their rate of successful sivival in college, the remediation
completers were behind the non-remedial group. However these discrepancies hetween
the two groups have been getting smaller compared with the data reported for 1983-85.

WRITING (see Table 2)

Thirty-seven percent (range: 14-92%) of the full-time students (5,700) and
thirty-one percent of the part-time students (2,055) at the county colleges were
identified for writing remediation. At the state colleges 31% (range: 15-55%) of
full-timers (2,226) and 29% of part-time students (367) were identified. Among the
Rutgers colleges, 15% (range: 16-27%) of the full-time students (789) and 13% of
part-time students (14) were identified for writing remediation. At the county colleges
95% (5.392) (range: 79-99%) of the full-time students identified for writing remediation
had enrolled within four semesters. However, only 78% of the part-time students (1.611)
were enrolled by the fourth semester. The latter percentage is below the Board's
expectation of 90%. The state colleges enrolled an average of 98% (range: 95%-100%) of
full-time students (2,173) who were identified as needing writing remediation but only
82% (300) of their part-time students who were identified for writing remediation. At
Rutgers, 91% (range: 75-93%) of full-time students needing writing assistance wer~
enrolled but only 71% of the part-time students (10).

The rigor of the colleges* enforcement of policies on remediation can be seen n the
low percentages of students identified for remediation who were present at the colleges
but had not yet enrolled in their remedial writing course by the fourth semester. For
full-time students these percentages were 3% (range: 0-23%) at the county colleges (178
students), 1% (range: 0-2%) at the state colleges (15 students) and 5% (range: 5-5%) at
Rutgers (42 students). The percentages of part-timers present but not appropriately
enrolled werc higher: 13% at the county colleges (271), 3% at the state colleges (11) and
14% at Rutgers (2).

Of the students enrolled statewide in the final level of remedial writing courses, 78%
of full-time students and 72% of part-timers passc.'. For the full-time group, the highest
passing rate was at Rutgers (96%) (range: 84-97%) iollowed by the state colleges (87%)
(range: 62-95%) and the county Colleges (71%) (range: 59-83%). The comparable rates for
part-time students were 80% at Rutgers, 79% at the state colleges and 70% at the county
colleges.

As in the reading skill area, students who completed their college's prescribed
writing reinedial sequence were compared, on a series of subsequent academic outcome
measures, to non-remedial students and to students who were present n the fourth
semester but had not yet completed remedial work. In the first such measure of program
effectiveness, retention. students who completed remediation exceeded therr
non-remedial peers by one percentage point (64% vs. 63%) statewide. The
non-completers, on the other hand, had retention rates averagiag only 19%--more than
three times lower than the non-remedial students. This pattern was found in every
college sector. The retention percentages for the three study groups {non-remedal,
remediation completed, and non-completed) in each sector were as follows: county
colleges: 50%. 55% and 17%; state colleges: 68%. 73% and 24%: Rutgers: 85%, 86% and
39%. There is a clear, positive relationship between completing remedial writing and
staying in college.
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TABLE 2A

Policy Administration and Remedial Performance by Sector

Writing, 1984-1986

COUNTY COLLEGES STATE COLLEGES

] % (Range) —£.. % (Range)
15,340 97 (90-100) 7,261 99 (97-100)
6,649 86 (82-100) 1,270 91 (46-100)
5,700 37 (14-92) 2,226 31 (15-55)
2,055 3 (8-77) 367 29 (6-47)
5,392 95 (79~99) 2,173 98 (95-100)
1,611 78 (46~100) 300 82 (60-100)
178 3 (0-23) 15 1 (0-2)
484 13 \u=100) 1 3 (0-40)
3,410 71 (50-83) 1,859 87 (62-95)

950 70 (41-86) 231 79 (60-100)

{See Individual College Profiles)

RUTGERS UNIVERSITY

5,276
105

789
14

a21
10

42

672

-%__ (Range)

a5
36

15
13
91
n

14

96
80

(93-97)
(21-94)

{16=27)
(14-37)
(75-93)
(70-75)

(5-5)

(0-20)

(84-97)
(71-100)

STATEWIDE!
—t - 4
28,382 97

8,026 85

8,839 31

2,436 30

8,410 95

1,921 79

235 3
284 12

6,055 78

1,195 72
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STUDENT QUTCOME
MEASURES

% Retained in
4th Semester #

Range

% Pass Subsequent
College Course
Range

# Credits Attempted
Range

# Credits Earned
Range

Cunulative GPA
Range

% GPA Greater Than "C"
Range

% Successful Survival
Range

Vncludes NJIT.

COUNTY COLLEGES

23= Students not needing remediation.
3p= Students completing remediation.
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c= Students not completing remediation.

a? b3 ct
4,169 1,917 373
50 55 17
16-60 34-66 2-34
81 74
70-100 39-92
51 42 30
38-59 28-59 13-48
44 33 24
35-53 22-41 3-39
2.54 2.12 1.85
.39-2.87 1.90-2.63 0.66-2.40
81 62 52
73-96 46-88 0-83
a 34 9
11-51 24-53 0-20

Student Pe
Writi

TABLE 28

rformance Qutcomes
ng, 1984-1986

STATE COLLEGES
a b c
3,504 1,325 95
68 73 24
48-74 65-77 3-64
93 84
87-100 76-98
55 50 40
50-64 41-62 32-45
51 44 33
46-57 33-53 8-41
2.63 2.26 1.88
.45-2.80 2.10-2.46 0.37-2.10
85 67 36
79-90 53-77 0-53
57 49 6
41-65 40-57 0-15

RUTGERS UNIVERSITY

a

3,409
85
67-86

93

89-93

58
55-58

56
54-56

2.70

.70-2.80 2

86
86-21

73
61-74

b

597
86
75-87

92

92-92

52
50-52

49
48-49

2.30

.30-2.30

69
68-80

59
59-60

37
39
17-42

46
37-47

a
34-42

2.01

2.00-2.10

46
46-50

18
8-19

STATEWIDE!
a b
11,358 3,916
63 64
87 80
55 a6
50 40
2.62  2.20
84 65
53 42
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Remedial writing courses most directly prepare students for their subsequent,
college-level English composition course. Statewide 80% of remediation-completed
students passed their subsequent English composition course compared to 87% of
non-remedial students. At the county colleges, the difference in passing rates was also 7
percentage points (81% vs. 74%); in the state colleges the difference was 9 percentage
points (93% vs. 84%), while at Rutgers the difference was only one point (93% vs. 92%).
These differences are somewhat larger than the passing rate differences observed in the
reading skill area and suggest that there is room for improvement at some institutions in
both the county and state sectors. Individual college profiles address this issue where
appropriate (see Section C).

After four semesters, students who completed writing remediation had earned, on
average statewide, forty credits compared to fifty credits for non-remedial students.
This ten point credit deficit varied by sector, however, with the difference averaging
eleven credits in the county colleges (33 vs. 44). and seven at both the state colleges (44
vs. 51) and at Rutgers (49 vs. 56). As noted in the reading section, a credit deficit of
seven can be made up within one summer by motivated students. In the fourth term,
students who completed their writing remediation attempted and earned credit totals
that were very close to those of non-remedial students. In the county colleges the
completers averaged nine credits earned versus eleven for non-remedial students. At the
state colleges, the completers averaged 11 credits versus 13 for their non-remedial
peers. At Rutgers, the writing conpleters earned 12 fourth-semester credits compared
to 14 for the non-remedial students.

The cumulative GPA's of writing-remediated students statewide were slightly lower
than those of non-remedial students after the fourth semester (2.20 vs. 2.62). The
cumulative GPA of the 509 students who remained in the colleges without having
completed remediation, however, was only 1.87, indicating that many of these students
were in academic jeopardy. Across all sectors, 65% of remediation-completed students
had GPA's at oz above a "C," while 84% of non-remedial students posted "C" or better
averages. Across the college sectors the “percentage above C” difference between the
groups was: county colleges 19% (81% vs. 62%); state colleges 18% (85% vs. 67%); and
Rutgers 17% (86% vs. 69%). As was noted in the reading skill discussion, these
differences for the 1981-86 cohort are slightly smaller than reported for 1983-85. At the
county colleges difference improved from 21% in 1983-85 to 19% in 1984-86; the state
colleges were constant at 18% and the difference for the two Rutgers cohorts improved
from 20% to 17%.

The SSR of the non-remedial group statewide was 53% compared to 42% for the
completers and only 9% for the students who did not complete remediation. In the
individual sectors the SSR differences between the groups who did not need remediation
and those who completed it were: county colleges 7% (41% vs. 34%); state colleges 8%
(57% vs. 49%); and Rutgers 14% {73% vs. 59%). In each sector, these differences were
smaller than those obser.ed in the 1983-85 cohort. The difference at the county colleges
decreased from 8% to ~%, at the state colleges from 10% to 8% and at Rutgers from 19%
to 14%. This improvement on a summative measure like the SSR suggests that overall
the prog-ams are improving in helping writing-deficient students not only to stay in
college but to close somewhat the "GPA gap" that exists between them and their
non-remedial peers.
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In summary, of the 10,331 students statewide who were enroiled in remedial writing
courses, 9,424 reached the final level at their respective colleges and 7,251 passed.
Students who passed were retained at their colleges in the fourih semester at a slightly
higher rate (64% vs. 63%) than non-remedial students. Students who did not complete
needed writing remediation, on the other hand, had only a 18% retention rate in the
fourth semester. In the subsequent English composition courses, the passing rate of
students who had completed remediation was within seven Percentage points of that of
the non-remedial students (80% vs. 87%). As with students completing reading
remediation, the grade point averages of the writing completers were above a ‘C"' (2.20)
but fell four tenths of a point below that of their non-remedial peers (2.62). The
percentage of writing remediation completers whose GPA"s were at or above a 'C” was
19 percentage points below that of the non-remedial students. However, it was noted
that in every sector the difference between the two groups of students had narrowed
when the 1983-85 cohort was compared to 1984-86.

COMPUTATION (see Table 3)

Across the public colleges a third of the full-time students (9.412) and 47% of the
part-timers (3,805) were identified as needing remedial work in computation. The need
varied widely across sectors with 19% (range: 21-93%) of full-time students and 51%
(range: 12-83%) of part-time students being identified at the county colleges; 26% (range
17-51%) of full-time and 34% (range: 12-77%) of part-timers identified at the state
colleges; no need or program was reported at Rutgers.

Enrollment in the necessary computation course(s) was reported for 85% (range:
21-95%) of full-time county college students (6,416), and 93% (range: 79-100%) of
full-time state college students (1.764).

At the county colleges 6% (range: 0-64%) of the full-timers (484) and 10% (range:
0-29%) of the part-timers (357) identified for remediation were present in the fourth
semester but not yet enrolled in the required remedial course. In the state colleges, 3%
(range: 0-5%) of full-time students (48) were present but not yet enrolled (9% and 38
students for part-timers).

Of the students in the colleges" final levels of computation, 71% of both full and
part-timers passed. Within the county colleges, the average passing rate was 66% (range:
29-79%) for full-time students and 70% (range: 33-100%) for part-time students. Within
the state colleges, full-timers passed at an average rate of 85% (range: 66-91%) wnile an
average of 76% (range: 61-100%) of the part-timers passed.

As in the other remedial skill areas, the effectiveness of the computation assistance
was judged by comparing the completers with the two other student groups: those who
never needed remediatior and those who needed but did not complete remediation.
However, assessing the effectiv.uess of the computation programs has proven more
difficult than the other areas because of 1) the sequential nature of the computation and
algebra curricula at many institutions, 2) the variety of "subsequent” courses that
colleges have selected for the follow-up of completers, and 3) the fact that at some
institutions, some of the computation completers may also have taken elementary algebra
before their follow-up college courses, thus “mixing” the cohort in unknown ways. Where
pertinent, these complications are discussed in individual college profiles.
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TABLE 3A
Policy Administration and Remedial Performance by Sector

Computation, 1984-1986

COUNTY COLLEGES STATE COLLEGES RUTGERS UNIVERSITY STATEWIDE!
INDICATORS # % (Range) # % {(Range) 4 % {Rangg) ] %
Tested Full-Time 15,340 97 (90-100) 7,261 99 (97-100) Not Offered 28,382 97
Part-Time 6,649 86 (22-100) 1,270 91 (46-100) 8,026 85
Identified Full-Time 7,518 49 (21-93) 1,894 26 (17-51) 9,412 33
for Remediation Part-Time 3,372 51 (17-83) 433 34 (12-77) 3,805 47
Enrolled Full-Time 6,416 85 (21-95) 1,764 93 (79-100) 8,180 87
{any level) Part-Time 3,018 90 (15-100) 275 64 (56-100) 3,293 87
Present But
Hot Enrolled by Full-Time 484 6 (0-64) 48 3 (0-3) 532 6
4th Semester Part-Time 354 16 (0-1090) 38 9 (0-29) 392 10
Pass Final Full-Time 3,826 66 (29-79) 1,499 85 (60-91) 5,368 7
Level Part-Time 1,106 70 (33-100) 203 76 (61-100) 1,512 7
{Retesting]
Reaching Minimum (See Individual College Profiles)
1Includes NJIIT.
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TABLE 38

Student Performance Qutcomes
Computation, 1984-1986

STUDENT OUTCGHE COUNTY COLLEGES STATE COLLEGES
MEASURES a2 b3 ct a b c

% Retained in

4th Semester f 3,823 2,298 681 3,094 1,083 199
z 51 56 20 70 A 27
Range 26-70 25-63 0-68 62-~75 33-81 4-45

s

% Pass Subsequent

College Course 73 64 95 87
Range 54-92 21-100 77-99 59-99

# Credits Attempted 51 42 35 55 52 11
Range 35-60 30-59 9-59 49-63 42-62 32-50

# Credits Earned 45 34 27 51 46 35
Range 32-52 25-43 3-4 45-56 34-92 8-42

Cumulative GPA 2.52 2.17 1.88 2.61 2.32 2.07
Range 2.40-2.80 1.93-2.60 1.00-2.20 2.40-2.80 2.09-2.45 0.37-2.60

% GPA Greater Than "C" 82 65 52 84 70 59
Range 57-96 45-94 10-81 76-90 58-78 40~83

% Successful Survival 42 36 10 58 48 13
Range 23-54 19-49 0-39 50-65 21-54 0~24

"Includes nIIT.

Z3- Students not needing remediation,

b~ Students completing remediation.

¢~ Students not completing remediation.
\‘1 ~
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b

Not Offered

STATEWIDE!
a b Cc
6,917 3,381 790
58 60 21
82 72
53 a5 36
48 38 28
2.56 2.22 1.9]
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79 39 11
' T ‘
fo%J
|




With these caveats in mind, the first comparisen, that of retention rates, indicates
that statewide 60% of the students who completed computation remediation were
retained in the fourth semester compared with 58% of the non-remedial students and 21%
of the students who did not complete remediation. The same pattern is evident, though
at different absolute values, at the county and state colleges. In the county colleges 56%
(range: 25-63%) of the completers were retained compared with an average of 51%
(range: 26-70%) of the non-remedial students and 20% (range: 0-68%) of the
non-completers. In the state colleges, 71% (range: 33-81%) of the completers were
retained compared with an average of 70% (range: 62-75%) of the non-remedial students
and an average of 27% (range: 4-45%) of the students who did not complete remediation.
This pattern of retention rates is a positive one for the students completing remediation
and is similar to that observed in reading and in writing.

Whereas remedial course instructors in a writing program can target the skills taught
toward that college's subsequent English composition course, computation instructors
find that their students may go on into either remedial algebra or, in some colleges,
directly into quantitatively-oriented content courses 1n business, economics, psychology,
etc. Consequently the follow-up course passing rates reported by colleges are made up of
a diverse set of courses. Nevertheless, the statewide average difference between
computation completers and their non-remedial peers was 10%, i.e., 72% passing versus
82%, respectively. In the county colleges the average subsequent course passing rate for
the completers was 64% (range: 21-100%); for the non-remedial students it was 73%
(range: 54-92%). In the state colleges an average of 87% (range: 59-99".) of the
computation completers passed the subsequent course compared to 95% (range: 77-99%)
of the non-remedial students.

After four semes.crs, students who completed computation remediation averaged a
total of 38 credits earned versus 48 credits for non-remedial students. At the county
colleges the difference between the two student groups was 11 credits (34 vs. 45) and at
the state colleges the difference was only five credits (46 vs. 51). In the fourth term,
county college students who had completed remediation earned an average of nine credits
compared to 11 for non-remedial students. At the state colleges, the fourth term credits
eamned averages were identical for the two groups (12).

Inspection of the statewide average of the fourth semester cumulative GPA's of the
non-remedial, remediation-completed and non-completed students reveals a pattern
similar to that found in the reading and writing skill areas. Remediation-completers are
maintaining averages above a "C" (2.22) but about a third of a point (.34) below the
GPA's of non-remedial students (2.56). However, the 790 students who remained at
public colleges statewide who had not yet completed required computation remediation
were posting average GPA's below "C,” (i.e., 1.91). While the standing of the three study
groups in terms of mean GPA relative to each other shows a pattern similar to the
reading and writing areas, a comparison with the 1983-85 computation cohort suggests
some Slippage in terms of the percentage of remediaticn-completed students who
maintained GPA 's at or above a "C.” For the present (1984-86) cohort the difference in
GPA at or above "C ' between the two study groups at the county colleges was 17% (i.e.,
82% for non-remedial vs. 65% for the completers). In the 1983-85 cohort the difference
was only 12 percentage points (i.c., 79% vs. 65%). Thus the "GPA Gap" between
remediation completed and non-remedial students appears to have worsened. Most of the
widening in the gap, however, seems to have come from the better performance of the
county college non-remedial group in 1984-86. The difference between the two study
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groups at the state colleges was 14% (i.e., 84% of non-remedial students were at or above
"C" vs. 70% for computation completers). The difference for the 1983-85 cohort was 13
percentage points (86% vs. 73% respectively), indicating a one percentage point
worsening in the relative position of the remediation-comp’ ‘ed students compared with
the non-remedial students.

When the SSR's of the two study groups are compared ..ross cohorts, a similar
picture emerges. The difference in SSR's for 1984-86 was six percentage points at the
county colleges (42% vs. 36%) and ten percentage points at the state colleges (38% vs.
48%). For the 1983-85 cohort the county college difference was only four percentage
points (43% vs. 39%) and the state college difference only seven percentage points {59%
vS. 52%)--both “gaps" were smaller for the previous cohort, suggesting a deterioration 1n
the relative position of the remediation-completed students.

In summary, of the 11,473 students wko enrolled in needed computation remediation,
9,691 reached the final lvvel of their college’s computation offerings and 6,880 passed.
The passing percentages tend to be lower in computation than in reading or writing,
Students who passed were retained at a slightly higher rate (60%) in their fourth semester
than their non-remedial counterparts (58%). While encouraging as a pattern, the fact
that the retention rate for computation completers is four percentage points lower than
that of reading or writing completers suggests that more could be done to help such
students stay in coliege.

In a variety of subsequent college-level courses requiring some quantitative skill, the
students who completed computation remediation passed the courses at rates that
averaged within ten percentage points (72% vs. 82%) of non-remedial students in the
same courses.

Students completing computation maintain cumulative GPA's above a "C" (2.22) but
not as high as non-remedial students (2.56). It was noted that in the percentage of GPA 's
at or above a "C" and in SSR the present cohort of students showed greater disparities
between themselves and their non-remecial peers than were evident in the 1983-85
cohort.

ELEMENTARY ALGEBRA (sce Table 4)

The identification of students for colleges' programs in remedial elementary algebra
is not accomplished with the same relative consistency as is the case statewide in
reading, writing and computation. While no colleges set their placement criteria on the
NJCBSPT below tuat suggested by the Council, many, in the Council's view,
underidentify the need for enrollment in elementary algebra courses by making the
requirement contingent upon a student's choice of major or program. Thus, in many
colleges, only students in math-related majors are required to remediate their ninth
grade algebra skills.

At the county colleges 40% (range: 4-89%) of the full-time students (6,089) and 43%
(range: 2-93%) of the part-time students (2,869) were identified for elementary algebra
remediation. In contrast, the state colleges, whose admission standards are more
selective, identified higher percentages of their freshmen classes for algebra
remediation. The reason for the disparity between sectors is that most of the state
colleges required elementary algebra of skills-deficient students, regardless of intended
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Identified

for Romediation

Enrolled
(any level)

Present But
Not £nrollad by
4th Semester

Pass Final
Level

[Retesting]
Reaching Hinimum

VIncludes NIIT.

O
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Full-Time
Part-Time

Full-Time
Part-Time

Full-Time
part-Time
Full=Time

Part-Time

Full-Time
Part-Time

Policy Administration and Remedial Performance by Sector

TABLE 4A

Elementary Algebra, 1984-1986

COUNTY COLLEGES

15,340
6,649

6,089
2,869

3,575
1,401
726

529

2,239
912

4 (Range)

97
86

40
43

59

49

12

18

65
69

(90-100)
(22~100)

(4-89)
(2-93)

(18-91)
(8--100)
(0-36)

(0-100)

(25-83)
(20-100)

(See Individual College Profiles)

STATE COLLEGES

5 ~%__ (Range)

7,261 99
1,270 91
3,302 46
888 70
2,544 77
448 50
50
61
2,043 83
349 80

(97-100)
(46-100)

(23-86)
(12-96)

(39-97)
(19-88)
(0-3)

(0-45)

(75-93)
(43-100)

RUTGERS UNIVERSITY

5,276
105

899
52

526

33

291

394
15

4 (Range)

95
36

17
50

59

63

32

13

77
75

(93-97)
(21-94)

(13-23)
(33-88)

(54-91)
(43-70)
(7-37)

(9-22)

(69-94)
(64-100)

STATEWIDE!
—f 4
28,382 97

8,025 85
10,297 36

3,809 47

6,645 65

1,882 49

1,067 10

597 16

6,418 73

1,777 72

L Y
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TABLE 4B

Student Performance Qutcomes
Elementary Algebra, 1984-1986

STUDERT OUTCOME COUNTY COLLEGES STATE COLLEGES RUTGERS UNIVERSITY STATEWIDE!
MEASURES a2 b3 ¢4 a b ¢ a b c a b c

% Qetained in

4th Semester H 3,232 1,408 1,031 2,287 1,581 225 3,876 341 360 8,3% 3,330 1,616
% LY 64 27 68 77 35 8§ 86 72 68 72 33
Range 20-70 20-83 4-60 22-75 62-88 23-86 70-86 78-88 44-75

% pass Subsequent

College Course 76 64 91 88 70 65 81 bL|
Range 60-96 33-96 81-99 60-99 64-76 56-92

# Credits Attempted 49 43 37 54 52 43 58 50 53 54 14 41
Range 35-62 29-62 26-59 48-61 45-56 33-50 54-58 50-852 46 -54

# Credits Earned . 44 38 29 50 18 36 5. 47 50 51 a4 35
Range 32-51 20-48 21-58 43-57 41-52 29-46 51-56 47~49 43-50

Cunulative GPA 2.48 2.37 2.05 2.61 2.47 1.98 2.68 2.42 2.40 2.61 2.113 2.13
Range 2.30-2.79 1.83-3.60 1.07-3.33 2.40-2.90 2.31-2.60 1.71-2.11 2.50-2.70 2.40-2.50 2.30 2.60

% GPA Greater Than *C" 77 74 60 82 79 55 85 77 76 82 76 64
Range 57-93 42=-100 25-60 71-93 71-84 43-73 82-90 75-87 67 77

% Successfu) Survival 40 47 16 S4 59 18 72 66 55 56 53 21
Range 17-53 20-59 3-60 20-69 50-65 12-63 62-73 64-74 31 58

iInc]udes HJTT.

23- Students not needing remediation.

3b- Students completing remediation.

%c= Students not completing remediation.
\) , -
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major. In the state colleges, 46% (range: 23-86%) of the full-time students (3,309) were
identified for elementar; algebra remediation, as were 70% (range: 12-96%) of the
part-time students (888). At Rutgers, which follows the "math-intensive major only"
policy for elementary algebra identification at the New Brunswick campus, only 17%
(range: 13-23%) of the full-time students (899) were identified for algebra. However,
50% (range: 33-88%) of the small cohort (52) of part-time students were required to take
algebra remediation at Rutgers.

In addition to the problem of the underidentification of students to be required to
take algebra remediation, the colleges also appear to have more difficulty in enforcing
the algebra enrollment requirement for those students who are identified. Percentages
required for algebra enrollment within four semesters are much lower than for reading,
writing and computation. The reasons for the lower enrollment percentages in
elementary algebra are not necessarily due to laxity in the colleges' registration
procedures. Rather they are rooted in the sequentiai nature of mathematics remediation
and the relatively low passing rates in remedial computation. Students with the weakest
mathematics skills must take and pass computation before they can go on to their algebra
course. Failures in and repetition of computation courses take time. When the stop-out
and drop out rates are factored in, it is not surprising that no sector of higher education
is enrolling an average of 90% of the algebra identified students within four semesters.

In fact, the county colleges enrolled an average of only 59% (range: 18-91%) of their
full-time algebra identified students (3,575) within four semesters and 49% (range:
8-100%) of their part-time students (1,401). The state colleges enrolled an average of
77% (range: 39-97%) of their full-time students (2,544) but only 50% (range: 19-38%) of
their part-time students (448) in needed algebra remediation. At the Rutgers campuses,
an average of only 59% (range: 54-91%) of the full-time, algebra-identified students
were enrolled withir four semesters while 63% (range: 43-78%) of the part-timers were
enrolled. The enrollment rates, particularly fo: the full-time students at Rutgers, are far
lower than those attained at the state colleges and should be improved.

Of the students who did enroll in remedial algebra, a statewide average of 73% of
the full-time students passed. Passing rates were highest in the state colleges, followed
by Rutgers and the county colleges. In the ccunty colleges 65% (range: 25-83%) of the
full-time students (2,239) passed the final level of elementary algebra remediation, while
69% (range: 20-100%) of the part-time students (912) passed. The state colleges reported
a mean passing rate of 83% (range: 75-93%) for full-timers (2,043) and 80% (range:
43-100%) for part-timers. At Rutgers the full-time student passing rate was 77% (range:
69-94%) for the 394 students enrolled on the final level and 75% (range: 64-100%) for the
small cohort (15) of part-timers at the University.

When the students who completed needed algebra remediation are compared to their
non-remedial peers with respect to retention rates at the fourth semeste:, the results are
encouraging. Statewide, the four semester retention rate for those completing algebra
remediation was 72% compared with 68% for non-remedial students and only 33% for
students needing but not completing remediation. The four percentage point advantage in
retention rates of the algebra completers over their nc_.-remedial peers is greater than
that observed in the other skill areas. The positive effect of algebra remediation on
retention was present in all sectors but strongest in the county and state colleges. Across
the county colleges, an average of 64% (range: 20-83%) of the algebra-completers were
retained compared with 52% (range: 20-70%) of non-remedial students and only 27%
(range: 4-60%) of the students who did not complete remediation. At the state colleges,
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an average of 77% (range: 62-88%) of the algebra completers were retained at four
semesters. In contrast, non-remedial algebra students had a 68% (range: 22-75%)
retention rate and students not completing needed algebra remediation had only a 35%
(range: 23-86%) retention rate. At Rutgers, the retention rates are higher and there is
little difference between non-remedial students and algebra completers. The four
semester retention rate for students completing remediation was 86% (range: 78-88%);
for non-remedial students the rate was 85% (range: 70-86%) and for students not
completing remediation it was 72% (range: 44-75%).

Students completing algebra remediation requirements may, depending upon their
colleges’ general education configuration and major requirements, go on to take a college
level mathematics cours.. Colleges were required to report on the students who did
proceed to their first college credit mathematics course, compared with non-remedial
students in the same course(s). The statewide comparison of such students indicated that
an average of 74% of the algebra remediation completers passed their subsequent math
course while 81% of the non-remedial students passed the same courses. The difference
in passing rates between the two student groups was greatest at the county colleges
where 64% (range: 33-96%) of the algebra completers passed in their subsequent math
course compared to 6% (range: 60-36%) of the non-remedial students. In the state
colleges, the difference between the two groups in subsequent math passing rates was
emaller. Algebra completers passed at a average rate of 88% (range: 60-99%) while
non-remedial students averaged a 91% (range: 81-99%) rate of passing. At Rutgers,
students completing remediation had an average percent passing of 65% (range: 56-92%)
compared to 70% (range: 64-76%) for non-remedial students in the same mathematics
courses.

Of the four remedial areas, elementary algebra completers averaged the highest
total of credits earned {(44) over the four semester study, just seven credits fewer than
the non-remedial students (51). At the county colleges, algebra completers were six
credits behind their non-remedial peers (38 vs. 14 credits). At the state colleges, the
credit total difference was only two credits (48 vs. 50) and at Rutgers the difference was
eight credits (47 vs. 55). Reviewing the fourth semeseers alone, it can be seen that the
credits earned totals for the completers and the non-remedial students are very close,
indicating that the two groups are proceeding at nearly the same pace through college. In
the county colleges the fourth seme- -t difference was one credit (10 vs. 11) earned. In
the state colleges there was no dift. e between the groups in the fourth semester
(i.e., 12 credits average for each). At ..utgers the difference in the fourth semester was
two credits (12 vs. 14} eamned.

Students completing algebra remediation posted the highest cumulative grade point
averages (2.43) of any of the remediation-completed groups. Their GPA's were only .18
of a grade below their non-remedial peers (2.61). indicating relatively strong performance
across a variety of courses. Students not completing needed algebra remediation,
however, also posted curnulative GPA's above a "C" (2.13). One reason for the relatively
good GPA's of students in this category is that they do not elect to take math-related
courses where their lack of basic algebra skills would place them at a disadvantage. Such
math avoidance, however, does narrow the nur _ :r of possidle majors that such students
can choose from.

Paralleling the good results in the average GPA's of aigebra completers, their group

average percentage of students with GPA's above a "C” was also the highest (76%) of all
of the remedial skill areas. Algebra completers came the closest of the remedial groups
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to matching the percentage of GPA's at or above "C" posted by the comparison,
non-remedial group (82%). Algebra completers were however, numerically the smallest
of the remedial groups. On average they also attempted (48) and earned (44) more credits
over the four semesters than the other groups. It should be noted. however, that the
discipline or skills groups represented in this study can and do contain students with
single, double or triple remedial needs. That is, a given student in a particular college
may appear in more than one remedial group. As such, the groups are overlapping and
cannot be compared as unique entities, one against another. The fact that the algebra
completers have higher GPA's and credits earned may be due to a higher proportion of
students in this group with only one remedial need. This sub-group would be slightly more
able, spend less course time in remediation and consequently be able to register for r.iore
college credit bearing courses in their first four semesters than groups with higher
proportions of students with multiple remedial needs.

The pattern of algebra completers posting the highest percentage of GPA's at or
above "C" is consistent across all the college sectors. At the county colleges the
percentage at or above "C" for completers was 74% (range: 42-100%) compared to 77%
(range: 57-93%) for non-remedial students. In the state colleges, algebra completers
registered 79% (range: 71-84%) at or above "C" versus the 82% (range: 71-93%) posted
by the non-remedial students. At Rutgers the algebra completers averaged 77% (range:
75-87%) equal to or above a "C" compared to 85% (range: §2-90%) for non-remedial
students. The disparity between the two groups was greater at Rutgers (eight percentage
points) than at either the county (three percentage points) or the state colleges (three
percentage points).

Inspection of the successful survivor rates indicates that the algebra completers
were very close to the non-remedial students in terms of the statewide percentages (53%
successfully retained vs. 56%). In both county and state college sectors the algebra
completers, in fact, exceeded the rates for non-remedial students. At the county
colleges the SSR for algebra completers was 17% (range: 20-59%) compared to only 10%
(range: 17-53%) for non-remedial students. At the state colleges the SSR for algebra
completers was 59% (range: 50-65%) compared to 53% (range: 20-69%) for the
non-remedial group. At Rutgers the absolute values of the SSR's were higher, but the
SSR of 66% (range: 64-74%) for the algebra completers fell behind that of the
non-remedial group (72%, range: 62-73%) by six percentage points.

The pattern of higher GPA s for algebra-remediated students than in the other skill
areas, combined with SSR"s which in county and state college sectors exceed those of
non-remedial students was consistent with the findings for the 1983-85 cohort.

In summary. of the 8,527 students who enrolled in needed elemnentary algebra
remediation, 8,195 reached the final level of their colleges’ course sequence and 5,964
passed. In every sector, the students who completed remediation were retained at the
fourth semester in college at a higher rate (72%) than students who never needed algebra
remediation (68%). The four point advantage u: retention rate was the higl.est recorded
among the four remedial areas.

In their first subsequent college level mathematics courses, algebra remediation
completers who were followed-up averaged a 74% passing rate statewide, compared to
81% for non-remedial students in the same courses. The seven percentage point
difference was the same as that noted for writing remediated swudents in subsequent
English composition courses but a wider gap than the four percentage point difference
observed in reading.
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Students completing zlgebra remediation posted the highest four semester
cumulative grade point averages (2.43) observed for any of the skill areas and closest to
that of the non-remedial comparison group (2.61). Similarly, the percentage of algebra
completers posting GPA's at or above a "C" was the highest of the skill areas (76%) and
came closest (within six percentage points) to the non-remedial group (82%).

At both the county and state colleges, the successful survival rate of algebra
completers exceeded that of the non-remedial students. The favorable combination of
higher retention rates and strong GPA's for the completers made algebra the only skill
area where this reversal occurred. The positive findings for algebra-remediated students,
especially the possible beneficial effect on subsequent GPA s, lend support to the Basic
Skills Council's recommendation that elementary algebra remediation be required of all
algebra deficient students, regardless of their intended major.




E. RECOMMENDATIONS

This report lists "areas of concern” for each college’s remedial programs. These
judgments were produced after thorough analysis and consensus by the Council's
Assessment Advisory Committee. It is recommended that the Department of Higher
Education (DHE) call on each of the colleges to respond in writing to the concerns
raised in the nrofiles, especially in light of any changes that may have been
implemented on the campuses since the data in this report were submitted.

The standards set for acceptable performance by remedial programs on each of the
outcome indicaters referenced in this report were labeied "provisional” by the
Assessment Committee. The Basic Skills Council recommends that the DHE seek
further input from the colleges to aid in refinir.g the standards. The Council invites
the colleges both to contribute more fully te definitions of program performance
standards and to interpret more productively the significance of their own program
statistics. The Council invites a statewide discussion of standards and methods of
assessment.

Improvement in the areas of concern identified in the ccllege profiles will more
likely be forthcoming if faculty and remedial program directors can express their
initiative in-seeking funding targeted for program improvement. The DHE's grant
programs have succeeded in providing such a vehicle for course improvement,
equipment acquisition, pre-college articulation, and the like but have, to date,
specifically excluded remedial programs and courses. The Council recommends that
the Department identify grant funding sources for which remedial programs will be
eligible. These sources should be separately earmarked for reading/writing and for
mathematics.

The Council's guidelines for the preparation of institutional effectiveness reports
should be viewed as minimum evaluation requirements. The Council once again urges
colleges to conduct local ‘esearch efforts that focus on areas needing improvement,
that serve to advance the e:ifectiveness of student learning in established programs,
and that evaluate patierns over time to reveal more about the strengths and
weaknesses of individual programs. Such local studies should be formally presented
to the institution's Board of Trustees. The Council would welcome the receipt of
such reports from institutions for the purpose of sharing information among colleges.

Local institutional research focusing on the impact of remedial programs should be a
funding priority for campus administrators. However, in the course of preparing
individual college profiles for this report it often became clear that there are
research questions which transcend the individual campus. Examples of such
questions might include investigations of the optimum match between student
placement test score distributions and the number of course levels of remediation
required; the match between student learning styles and faculty-chosen modes of
instruction; or, the relation between “concurrent enrollment” and chauce of
graduation. To study such issues on a large-scale basis, the Council recommends
that the DHE create a commissioned research fund on which the Basic Skills Council
could draw to hire consultants capable of conducting research of this type.

Faculty teaching basic readuig, writing and mathematics courses should have access
to the latest research on effective teaching methods. The Council recommends that
the Boara of Higher Education continue to foster statewide networks designed to
collect and exchange information on pedagogical me thods.
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REVISED 3/86

GUIDELINES FOR PREPARATION OF 1955 INSTITUTIONAL REPORT ON
REMEDIAL PROGRAM EFFECTIVENESS

1.0 DEFINITION OF TERMS

For a meaningful interpretation of data reported in the effect-
iveness report, it is necessary that while analyzing the data, all
institutions should keep the following definitions in mind:

1.1 COHORT: The study group should be confined to the "Fall 1984"
cohort of students (i.e., students tested with the NJCBSPT in
Summer/Fall 1984)

1.2 COMPLETED REMEDIATION: Students identified as needing
remediation in the specific basic skill area who enrolled in the
appropriate course (or courses if more than one level of
remediation was required) and who successfully completed ALL
levels of remedial courses in the specific basic skill area.

1.3 FULL-TIME/PART-TIME: Based on students' enrollment status in
their entering Fall semester--i.e., Fall 1984 as recorded at the
end of the institution's drop/add period (usually the tenth day
of classes).

1.4 GPA: Grade Point Average based nn college-level (nonm remedial)
courses. Include students who have 0.00 GPA in your
calculations. If students received incompletes or withdrew from
courses, do not include these courses in your GPA data, but do
include their information in the credit attempted variable.

1.5 OTHER METHODS: Students identified as completing remediation by
other methods refers to students who completed remediation by
means other than coursework. These may include 'testing out'
(e.g. challenge exams), individualized instruction, workshops,
etc.

1.6 REMEDIAL: The term remedial in these guidelines includes both
'remedial” and "developmeutal” programs designed to help skills-
deficient students improve their basic skills in the areas of
reading, writing, computation, and elementary algebra,

1.7 REMEDIAL AREAS: Data should be analyzed and reported separately
for each of the four basic skillg areas, viz.2 readiug,
writingt, computation, and elementary algebra<.

iThe distinction between the areas of reading and writing may be
ignored if the institution treats them as part of a single area of
verbal gkills.

2The distinction between computation and elementary algebra may be
ignored if the institution treats them as part of a single area of
mathematics skills.
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1.8 SUCCESSFUL SURVIVAL RATE: Based on survival rate and grade point

2.0

3.0

3.1

average. For the four semester follow-up,the term and cumulative
succeesfui survival rates represent the following: (1) term
successful survival rate represents the perceantage of the Fall,
1984 gtudents who were still enrolled at your fnstitution in the
Spring, 1986 semester and who attained & term grade point
average of 2.0 or better in the Spring, 1986 semester; and (2)
cumulative successful survival rate represents the percentage of
the Fall, 1984 students who were stiil enrolled at your
instititon in the Spring, 1986 semestar and who attained a
cumulative grade point average of 2.0 or better at the end of
Spring, 1986,

HISTCRY OF PROGRAM

Important to an understanding of a program's effectiveness is a
perspective of that program~-how did it start, how far has it
come, and where is it headed. Briefly summarize, in about two
pages, major developments in regard to placement policies,
remedial instruction, support services, supervision of program,
etc. Describe in a separate section significant changes in the
above areas since last year's report was written. Imclude
changes decided or planned for the 1986~87 academic year.

DESCRIPTION OF PRGGRAM

Placement Policies and Procedures

Describe current placement policies., Responses to the following
questilons would help toward a better understanding of these
policies,

a. What rationale and/or data were used in setting the placement
policies?

b. How are students informed of their basic skills test results
and any need for remediation?

<. Ip placement in remedial courses required or optional in each
of the skills areas? If required, how soon must students
enroll in remedial courses?

d. How much time are students allowed to meet college's minimum
proficiency requirements?

e. Does the college have a policy which prevents skills
deficient students from enrolling in college-level courses?
If yes, describe the policy.

f. How are placement policies 7onitored and enfc.ced?

g. What changes occurred from 1984 to 1985 and from 1985 to 19861




3.2

3.3

3.4

4.0

4’1

-3 -

Placement &nd Exit Criteria |

Describe the placement criteria used in each of the sgkills
areas of reading, writing, math computation aud elementary
algebra. How are the criteria set and how are they validated--
i.e., how does the institution determine that the use of the
criteria is resulting in appropriate placement of students in
remedial versus college-level courses?

Are the exit criteria in each of the remedial courses or
sequences of courses the same as the college's definition of
ninimun proficiency (or placement criteria)? If not, describe
the relationship between the two. Also, describe how it is
ensured that students passing a remedial course have attained at
least the minimum skill proficiency required in that area.

Remedial Courses

Describe the remedial courses in the four gkill areas in
terms of objectives, topics covered, modes of instruction,
(e.g.lecture, computer assisted instruction, etec.),
out-of-classroom instructional requirements (e.g., tutorials,
skills labs, etc.). Describe the relationship among these
courses in terms of sequence, prerequisites, and articulation
with regular colliege-level courses.

Staffing of Remedial Courses

Describe whether or not your college provides or requires
any special training for those faculty members who teach
remedia”. courses.

Describe the procedure which is used to ensure appropriate
interaction between remedial and non-remedial faculty on
curriculum matters.

Support Services

Describe what and how instructional and noninstructional
support gervices are provided to aid remedial students (e.g.
counseling, academic advisement, tutorials, mentors, etc.).
Briefly d=scribe any efforts you have made to evaluate these
services.

RESULTS

Efficacy of Placement Policies and Remedial Programs

Institut’.ons may choose to describe the efficacy of their
placement policies and remedial program in a variety of ways,
but the description should include, at the minimum, the
following data:
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For each of the four basic skills areas, and separately for

part-time and full-time students, supply the following sets of
tableg. The data for the first two columns in Table A should be
identical to that reported in the 1984 Annual Basic Skills
Questionnaire filled out by the college. If changes are made

explain where and why.

4.11

4.12

Table A~ Testing and Placement of Students

i.Number of students tested (take from Table 1, total of
lines #2 and #3 of the 1984 Annual Questionnaire).

ii.Number and percent of tested students identified for
remediation for each basic skills area (take from Table 2,
lines A-E of the 1984 Annual Questionanaire).

iii. Number and percent of all students identified as
needing remediation in column 2 and enrolled in remediation
in any semester from Summer 1984 to Spring. 1986. Each
student should be counted only once per skill area; numbers

should be unduplicated.

iv. Number and percent of students identified as needing
remediation in column 2 who are enrolled in Spring 1986 but
have never enrolled in a remedial course.

You may glsg want to identify separately those students who

have not enrolled in all required remediation because of

the sequential nature of some courses. If you choose to

report these additional data, be specific. Do not include in
category iv. abnve students who may have been identified as

needing remediation but who later were changed <o "not needing
remediation" (e.g., passed a challenge exam or successfully appealed

a placement decision).

SEE SAMPLE TABLE A IN APPENDIX A FOR AN ILLUSTRATION OF

THIS TABLE

Table B~ Enrollment in and Completion o Courses

i Number of students enrolled in the fina]l level of the
respective remedial courses in Summer 1984 through Spring 1986.

Each student should be counted only once per area, numbers
should be unduplicated

ii. Percent of enrolled students who passed, failed,
withdrew, or did not complete the remedial course for any
other reason.

Do
[Ba
'AP)
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iii. Number of enrolled students who completed remediation
by methnds other than coursework. (Refer to definition of
"Other Methods" in Definition of Terms.)

SEE SAMPLE TABLE B IN APPENDIX A FOR AN ILLUSTRATION OF
THIS TABLE

4.13 Table C- Follow-up of Full-Time Students

Divide all tested students in your Fall, 1984 cohort into
the following three groups for each basic skill area.
(Reler to definition of full-time/part-time in
Definition of Terms.")

a. Students who did not need remediation in the specific
basic gkill area,

b. Students who needed remediation in the specific basic
skill area and who completed it by the beginning of Spring
1986, (Refer to definition of "Completed Remediation” in

Definition of Terms.)

c. Students needing remediation in the specific skill area
but who did not complete remediation by the beginning of
Spri 1986. Include both students who enrolled in the
remedial?developmental courge but did not complete
remediation by the beginning of Spring, 1986,and students
who did not enroll in the specified remedial course by
Spring, 1986. Do not include in this category students

originally identified as reeding remediation but whose
remedial status was changed snbsequently.

Compare the above groups in terms of the following data:
1. Total number of students in each category
11i. Number and percent enrolled in Spring, 1986
1ii. Term Datg (for all students anrolled in Spring, 1986)
a. GPA based on college level courges taken in
Spr.ng 1986. Provide both Mean GPA and percentages

of students at or above ( 2 ) 2.00. Refer to GPA in
Definition of Terms.)

b. Mean credits attemptedl and mean credits earned
for college leve™ courses taken in Spring 1986 only.
List the number of credits attempted and the number
of credits earned. Exclude credits which are

1 As recorded at the end of your institution's drop/add period
(usually the tenth day of class).

o
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earned without enrolling in college level courses
@.g., credits earned via credit by exam, transfer
credits and any credits given for
remedial/developmental courses).

c. Report Successful Survival Rate as a percentage of
the Fall 1984 cohort that was still enrolled in your

institution in Spring, 1986 and that attained a
grade Point average of_z.Ob or better in the Spring
semester.

iv., Cumulative Data (for all students enrolled in Spring, 1986)

4. GPA bas:d on ALL college-level courses taken up

to and including the Spring. 1986. Provide both mean

GPA and percentages of students at or above (=) 2.00. (Refer to
GPA in Definition of Terms.)

b, Mean credits attemptedl and credits earned for
ALL college-level courses taken through the Spring, 1986.

c. Report Successful Survival Rate as a percentage
of the Fall, 1984 cohort gtill enrolled in
your institution in Spring, 1986 and who attained a
cumulative grade point average of 2.00 or better at
the end of Spring, 1986. (Refer togSyccessful
Survival Rate in Definition of Terms.)

SEE SAMPLE TABLE C IN APPENDIX A FOR AN ILLUSTRATION OF
THIS TABLE

4,14 Table D-Performance of Full-Time Students in First
College-Level Courses Taken through Spring, 1986 (Refer to
Definition of Terms for full-time/part-time).

For first college-level courses (non-remedial) in English
Composition and Mathematics, report the passing rates for
students in the two comparison groups (as listed below) who
took these courses in Fall 1984 through Spring 1986. If
more than one course in Engiish Composition or Mathematics
is used, report accumulated data.

8. Students who did not need remediation in the
basic skill area related to that course.

b. Students who needed remediation in the specific
basic skill area and completed it before taking the
college level course.

SEE SAMPLE TABLE D 1.l APPENDIX A FOR AN ILLUSTRATION OF
THIS TABLE

I7As recoxrded at the end of your institution's drep/add period
o (usually the tenth day of class).
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4.15 Table E Pre- and Post-Testing

Report cumulative data on pre- and post-testing, using the
sample Table E as explained below.*

Present data listed below for only the ‘inal level of
remedial course cffered in each skill area from Summer, 1984 through
Spring, 1986. Pre- and post-test data should be reported only for
students who were part of the 1984 cohort and who passed the final
level of the remedial course. B

Supply the following data for each final basic skills course.
a. Name of course. Be specific.

b. Total number enrolled in course.

c. Name of test (and sections) used for pre- and post-

testing.

d. Minimum score needed to determine proficiency - e.g.,
the scaled/standard score on the NJCBSPT which will exempt
students from being placed in that final course.

e, Number and percent of students in (b) who took
the pre-test 322 the post-test and who passed the course.
Do not include students who took both tests but who did
not complete the course.

f. Pre-test mean and standard deviation.

g. Post-test mean and standard deviation.

h. Percent of students in (2) attaining the minimum level
on the post-test. Specify the percent of students whose
post-test scores were equal to or more than the score

specified in (d)

SEE SAMPLE TABLE E IN APPENDIX A FOR AN EXAMPLE OF HOW TO PRESENT
THE RESULTS IN THIS SECTION.

*It is strongly recommended that a standardized test be used, and
that scaled scores be reported. The same test should be given
for pre- and post-testing.
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SAMPLE TABLE A

Testing and Placement of Students
From ¥#all 1986 Through Spring 1986

Fall 1984 Cohort

Appendix

L

BASIC Identified for All Students Enrolled in Enrolled in Spring ‘8%

SXILL Tested Remadiation Any Semester From Summer But Had Never Enrolied

AREA '84 to Spring '8% In Remedial Course
FT PT Full-Time Part-Time Full-Time _ Part-Time Full-Time Part-Time

4 | 4 % # -3 # % t % :d % £ %

READING

WRITING

COMPUTATION

ELEMENTARY

ALGEBRA
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SAMPLE TASLE B
ENROLLMENT IN AMD COMPLETION OF FINAL LEVEL OF BEMEDIATION

FALL 1984 to SPRING 1986

Appendix A

All Students Enrolled In

COURSE OUTCOMES?

Compieted Remediation

BASIC Any emaster From Summer/ | Passed Failed Witkdrew Other? By Otheir Methods
SKILL Fall ‘84 to Spring '86 FT_PT | ¥T PT FT_PT FT PT # PT
ARFA FT T % % % % % y * %

i { —
READING

Final Level

WRITING
Pinal Level

COMPUTATION
Final Level

ELEMENTARY
ALGBEBRA
Fincl Level

1Percentages are based on enrollment figures in the first two columns of this table.

2Students who did not pass, fail or withdraw.

3Specify by what other methods students completed remediation.

Specify who is included in this group.




SAMPLE TABLE C

FOLLOW UP OF FULL-TIME STUDENTS
FALL 1984 COHOR"

BASED ON SPRING 1986 DATA

Appendix A

STUDY GROUPS!

Total

Returned
Spring:
s g0

TERM DATA

CIMULATIVE DATA

cpA2

Xsen !.%200

Nesn
Crodits
Atteapted

Hean
Credits
Rarned

8UCCES3ruL
SURVIVAL
RATE

cra?

Hazp

Mean
Credite
Atteopted

%ean
Credita
Barmed

SUCCRSSFUL
SURVIVAL
RATE

READING

A.Required no remedliation in
RERADING

B.Neaded romsdlation in READIEG
snd completed it

C.¥- sded remadiation in READING
but d1d not complete it .

WRITING

A.Required no medlation in
WRITING

B3.Nseded remediation In WRITING
and completed it

C.Eesded remedliation in WRITING
but d1d not complete it

CONFUTATION

A.Required no remedietion in
COMPUTATION

B.Nesded remedlation in
COMPUTAVION
end completed it

C.Neoded cemadiation In
CCZ~TATION but 4id not
covyplete it

SLAMEINTARY ALGEBOA

A.Required no remedlation in
ALGE3RA

B.Nended remediztion in ALGEBRA
and completed it

C.Meseded romedlation in ALGRERA
but 414 not complete it

lgefer to Saction 4,13 the Guldelines for breakdown on STUDY CROUPS.
2gefer to Definition of Torms (Sectlon 1.0 of Guldelines) for dstelled doscripticn,

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:
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Appenuix A

SAMPLE TABLE D

Performance of Full-time Students in First College-level Courses
in Either English Composition or Mathematics
Taken Through Spring 1986

(FALL 1984 COHORT)

ENGLISH
COMPOSITION
First College-Level
Course Taken
No. )4
READING REMEDIATION Znrolled Pass
A, Required no remediation in READING.
B. Needed remediation in READING and
completed it,
WRITING REMEDIATION
A. Required no remediation in WRITING.
B. Needed remediation in WRITING and
completed {it.
MATH
First Colliege-Level
Course Taken
No. x
COMPUTATION REMEDIATICN Enrolled Pass
A. Required no remediation in COMPUTATION.
B. Needed remediation in COMPUTATION
and completed it.
ELEMENTARY ALGEBRA RL,.sDIATION
A. Required no remediation in ALGEBRA,
B. Needed remediation in ALGEBRA and

e .
+

completed it, 5

hematics..courses.—




SAMPLE TABLE E
PRE-TEST AND POST-TEST RESULTS FOR REMEDIAL COURSES (FINAL LEVEL ONLY)

IN READING, WRITING, MATH COMPUTATION AND ELEMENTARY ALGEBRA
FALL 1984 COMORT

CUMULATIVE DATA FOR SUMMER 1984 THROUGH SPRING 1986

Appendix A

Name of Course!} Total No.
Enrolled
In Course

PRE-TEST POST-TEST
Name of Test Sectlon Minimum Score _N_3 Mean , Standord Mean | Standard
Administered of Test Needed to Deter- Devlation Devlation

Adminlstered | mine Proficlency?

Percent Students
Attaining Min,
Leve! on Post-test4

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

0o
elre
th

'Reporf dat: only for the flnal lavel of the remedlal courses In each sklil areas.
2The scaled/standardlzed score which will exempt students from belng placed In the remedla! course.

SNumber of students who tocok both pre~test and post-test and who passed the course.

4f_’ercenf of studonts whose post-test scores were equal to or more ‘han the minimum score on the pre-test (see footnote I).




APPENDIX B

Institutional Data Profiles

Data Tables for Individual College Programs




COLLEGE Atlantic

BASIC SKILTAREK Readin
AREA NUMBER _Io__ﬂ—L

1984-86 INSTITUTIONAL PROFILE
EFFECTIVERESS R
{Fal1 1984 Cohort)

NEW JERSEY BASIC SXILL3 COUNCIL
DEPARTMENT OF HIGHER EOUCATION

1. Students required to be tasted: [ULL-TIME 463 PART-TINE 432

2. Students tested (and % of FULL-TINE PART=TINE
those counted in N above): ] % i b

419 90.4 303 70.)

J. Students needing remediation FULL-TIME PART-TINE
(% of those tested): ] % ] b

205 45.9 155 51.1

4. Studenls cnrolTcd n apprepriate remediail courses in any sexester [rom Stmiacr BT to Spring
‘86 (3 of those identifled in #3 above):

FULL-TINE PART-TIME
[ % f 3
165  80.4 83 53.5
57 CourSf er'\roﬂmenﬁﬂ semester from Summer B4 to Spring B6) and outcomes for Tinal Tevel of
remediation:
FULL-TIME ! PART-TIME
i€nrolled  grass gFail i thdrew : §€nrolled Ipass  gFall  gwWithdrew
165 84 10 6 : 83 n 14 14

6. Pre--and post-test results Tor remcdial courses in skii1 areéa. No data [but sce attached].

COLLEGE Atlantic
BASIC

SRTCC ZREK Mritin
AREA NUM3ER 2 of 3

NEW JERSEY BASIC SXILLS COUNCIL

1984-86 ¥ STITUTIOHAL PROFILE
DEPARTMENT OF HIGHER EDUCATION EFFL. SSREPORT

{£~11 1984 Cohort)

1. Students required to be tested: FULL-TIME 463  PART-TIME 432

2. Students tested {and $ of FULL -TIME PART-TIME
those counted in £1 ahovel: [} 3 ! }

419 90.4 303 10.1

I Students needing rescdiation FULLTTH PART=1TNE
(% of those tested): [} 3 H b3

96 22.9 70 234

4. Students enroTled in appropriate Temedial Courses in any semeste. Trom Somer "87 To Spring
'86 (% of those {dentified in £3 above): -
FULL-TIME PART~TIME
3 1
110.D0

! !
87 90.6 77

5. ‘Caui-ig él'lrolhient {any semeSter Trom Susiaer BT 1o Spring "B57 and outcomes Tor final Tevel of
remediation: —_

FULL-TIME ! PART - TIHE
f€nrolled  tPass  gFail  IMithdrew ! fenrolled  gPass  3Fall  3Withdrew
87 83 n 6 : n Ik 14 13

8. Pre-"and post-test resaTls Tor remedial courses Tn SK3TT areal Tio data Tbut See attachedl.

7. Four-semester folTow up of fuli-tice students (based on Spring 86 dataj:

TERM DATA (SPRING '86) ' CUMULATIYE DATA
Remediat. Remediat, kemediat. ' Remediat. Remediat. Remediat.
Not Needed Completed Not Completed :yg Needed Completed Mot Cowpleted

-80¢C-

7. Four-semester follow up of full-time students [based on Spring 55 data):

TERM DATA (SPRING '86) ! CUMULATIYE DATA
Remedfvt., Remediat. Remedfat. ' Remediat. Remediat.  Remediat.
Hot NeeJed Completed Mot Completed ‘Mot Needed Completed Not Completed

TOTAL ¢ 162 137 93 ' 10TAL # 305 20 h
# RETURNEO SpR.'86 (%) 83( 51.2) 63( 45.9) 34( 34.6)" f RETURNEO SPR.'86 (3) 141( 46.2) 34( 4 .) 5( 25.0) *
MEAN CREOITS ATTEMPTEO 11.6 12.5 9, ' 49.8 431.4 39.4 MEAN CREOITS ATYEMPTEO 11.5 11.6 12.0 '4l.s 38.6 39.2
MEAN CREDIIS EARNEO 9.2 10.0 7.8 * 43 37.1 32.9 MEAN CREOITS EARNEO 9.5 8.5 6.4 'o44 3.9 30.6
MIAN GPA 2.42 2.20 1,93 2,15 2.38 2.09 MEAN GPA 2.41 1.7 1,26 2,61 2.09 1.86
2 GPA D> 2.0 73 69 54 86 78 63 2 G6PA D 2.0 73 83 40 '8 65 60
2 SUCCESSFUL SURYIVAL 37 32 19 : 44 36 22 % SUCCESSFUL SURYIVAL 3 25 10 R )} 15
8. VerTormance of TulT-Time studenis Tn Tirst college-Tevel course In T arca {through Spring ~  B. Perforince of TulT-tim students Ta TIFst colTege-Tevel ccurse Tn SETTT arda Tthrough Spring —
'86): Remediat, Remediat. *86): Remedfat., Remediat.
Not Needed Completed Not Meeded Completed
1 cuno%tcn' 92 40 1 ENRC - ED 29 54
% PASS 78 93 % PASS 86 72
ROTES?
Icourse s Socioogy 101,
{Y082187) [v082187)
oo -y
¢ 25vu I

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:




NEx ERSEY BASIC SKILLS COUNCIL 1984-86 INSTITUTIONAL PROFILE COLLEGE_Atlantic

DEPARTMENT OF HIGHER EDUCATION ~ ~  EFFECTIVENESS REPORT  BASIC SKILL AREA_Computation
(Fall 1984 Cohort) AREA NUMBER 37 ‘ip—_

1. Students required to be tested: FULL-TIME 463 PART-TIME 432

2. Students tested (and % of FULL-TIME PART-TIME
those counted in #1 above): § % § %
419 90.4 303 70.3
3. Students needing remediation FULL-TIME PART-TIME
(3 of those tested): ¥ % # %
222 52.9 185 61.0

¥, Students enrolled in appropriate remedial courses 1n any semestér from Summer "84 to Spring
'86 (% of thosa identified in #3 above):

FULL-TIME PART-TIME
# % # %
156 70.2 953  515.1

5. Lourse enroliment (any semester from oummer 84 to Spring '8b) and outcomeS for final evel of
remediation: — RARLULE

FULL-TIME ! PART-TIME
#Enrolled %Pass %4Eail Wi thdrew : #Enrolled %Pass ¥Fail Wi thdrew
156 79 13 8 : 95 72 23 5

5. Pre- and post-test results for remedial courses in skill area: No data {but see attachea).

7. Four-semester follow up of fuli-time students {based on Spring "8b data):

TERM DATA (SPRING '86) ! CUMULATIVE DATA
Remediat. Remediat. Remediat. ‘' Remediat. Remediat. Remediat.
Not Needed Completed Not Completed 'Not Needed Completed MNot Completed
TOTAL # 179 12} 97 '
# RETURNED SPR.'86 (%) 85( 47.4) 68( 56.1) 27( 27.8)'
MEAN CREDITS ATTEMPTED 12.1} 12.2 8.7 ' 51.5 42.2 36.3
MEAN CREDITS EARNED 10.3 9.6 5.5 ' 45,8 36.5 27.4
MEAN GPA 2.67 2.02 1.61 ' 2.80 2.35 1.91
% GPA > 2.0 81 56 58 ¢ 9] 74 55
% SUCCESSFUL SURYIVAL 38 3] 16 : 43 42 15
B, Performance of fuli-time students in first ollege-Tevel courrse in skill area (through Sprind
'86): Remediat. Remediat.
Not Needed Completed
# ENROLLED 96 70
% PASS 31 77
NOTES:
[v082187]
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NEW JERSEY BASIC SKILLS COUNCIL CO..EGE___ ATLANTIC

DEPARTMENT OF HIGHER EDUCATION

1984-86 INSTITUTIONAL PROFILE
EFFECTIVENESS REPORT
(Fall 1984 Cokhort)

3a. Criteria below which students were placed into remediation (NJCBS®T unless otherwise
specified):
Reading: RC 166
Kriting: SS 163

Computiation: MC 165

Llementary Algebra:  (No Algebra Course)

— ——

4a. Percent of students identified for remediation who had enrolled in appropriate remedal
course in the skill area by Spring ‘85 (i.e., within two semesters):

FULL-TIME PARY-TIME
Reading: - 96 62
Writing: 34 75
Computation: 90 57
Elementary Algebra: - - )

4b. Students idetified as needing remediation who were present in Spring 8¢ but had not
ensolled in an appropriate remedial course in the skill area:

FULL-TIME PART-TIME
] % ¥ %
Reading:
‘ting:
Computation:
Elementary Algebia: - - — -—
Q. 25,
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ATLANTIC COMMUNITY COLLEGE

SWE-TEST AND POST-TEST RESULTS FOR REMEDIAL OQOURSES (FINAL LEVEL ONLY)
IN READING, WRITING, MATH COMPUTATION AND ELEMENTARY ALGEBRA
FALL 1984 COHORT

CUMULATIVE DATA FOR SOMMER 1964 THROUGH SPRING 1986

. 1 h
l PRE~-TEST POST~-TEST Percent Students
Nome of Course!} Total No. | Mame of Test Sectlon Minimum Score _t_(_’ Moan , Standurd | Mean | Standerd Attslning Min,
Enrolled Adainlstared of Tes? Heeded <o Petsr- Ocviation Deviation | Leve! on Post-test?
tn Coursoe Adzinistered | mine Pro“cl«m:y2
Reading 289 Not Pvovided 160 179 n52.€ 9.6 Mo |Data Provjided
Writing 152 Not Prbvided 161 103 1149.9 6.69] No jData Provjided
GComputation 207 Not Prpvided 165 122 J155.¢ 5.02{ No |Data Prov'ided
A
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COLLEGE Bergen

8ASIC SK A Read & unit
AREA NMBER 1 of &

NEW JERSEY BASIC SXILLS COUNCIL 1984-86 INSTITUTIONAL PROFILE
DEPARTHENT OF HIGHER EQUCATION

[
{Fall 1984 Cohort)

1. Students required to be tested: FULL-TIME 1778  pART-TIME 908

2. Students tested {and % of FULL-TINE PART-TINE
those counted in #1 above): 1 ki 1 1
1757 98.8 845 93.0
4 3. Students nccding remediation FULL-TIME PART-TIRE - -
{2 of those tested): 1 Z 1 1
785 44.6 280 33.1

4. Students enrolled in appropriate remedial courses sn any sezester from Sumser 83 to Spring
'86 (% of those identified in 3 above]:

FULL-TIHE] PART-TINE]
4 < 4 4
764  97.3 245  81.5
5. Courée :ri:ronmnt {any seacster from Sumzer B3 to ., ing "¥BJ 3nd outcoses Tor Tinal Tevel of
resedjation: -
t FULL-TINE ' PAKT-TINE
) ftarolled  %Pass  tFail  $Hithdrew v dEarolled  3Pass  3Fail  SHithdrew
— - —— — T - T/ =
, r;: £81 81.6 5.0 13.4 . 134 85.8 3.7 7.5

NEW JERSEY BASIC SKILLS COUNCIL 1304-86 INSTITUTIONAL PROFILE
DEPARTMENT CF HIGHER EQUCATION EFFEC
(Fall 1984 Cohurt)

COLLEGE Bergen
8ASIC snt[lﬂzk Writin

AREA NWMBER 2 of

1. Students required to be tested: FULL-TIME 1778  PART-TIME _208

2. Students tested {and % of FULL-TINE PART-TIiE
those counted in #1 above): /] % 1 3

1757 93.8 835 920

3. Students needing resediation.  FULL-TIVE PART-TINE
{2 of those leatedd: ] 4 1 4

248 14.1 92 10.8

4. TStudents enroTied in appropriate resedial courses in any seméster Trom Suamer 88 o Spring
'86 (2 of those fdentified in #3 above):

FULL-TINE PART-TIME
i * ? 2
240  96.7 70 76.0
STT.’::W e:i:rollacnt Tany semcster Tron Summer 83 to Spring "85 and outcomes for final level of
recediation: —
FULLTIME ' PART-TIME
ft-wolled ‘Pass IFay IHithdrew : 2Enrolled 2Pass TFail IHithdrew
20 72.5 23.8 3.8 . 70 £5.7 30.0 4.3

6. Fre- and post-test resus .5 Tor remedial courses n skill area. Lo post-test data.

6. Pre- and post-test rasults for rezedial courses in skill area: WHo post-test data.

/. Foir-semester tollow up of full-tize students (based on Spring -85 datal:

TERM DATA (SPRING *86) ' CUMULATIVE DATA
Remedfat. Remediat. Remediat. ' Remediat. Remediat. Remediat,
Not Needed Completed Mot Completed :Not Needed Completed Mot Completed

I Four-sezester follow up of full-time students [based on Spring "85 datall

TERH DATA (SPRING '86) ' CUMULATIVE OaTA
Remediat. Resediat. Remediat. - Remediat. Remediat. Renediat.
tot Needed Conpleted Mot Coapleted Mot Meeded Completed Mot Complete

includes WR022 only. Students placad in WR021 zust also take the next course In sequence,
WR022. Thus, reported percentages are sligh.  depressed since not all those in tne sequence have
enrolied in the higher-level course.

{vos1087)

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

TOTAL # 972 547 238 * TOTAL # 689 168 ou
1 RETURNED SPR.'86 (%)  445( 45.7) 3091 56.4) 33( 13.8)' 2 RETUANED SPR.'86 {3)  302( 44.5) 102( 60.7) 171 21.2)*
MEAN CREDITS ATTEMPTEG 12 ¥ 6 '8l 40 24 MEAN CREOCITS ATTEMPIED 12 12 10 ' 583 49 40
MEAN CREDITS EARNED 9 8 4 42 32 15 MEAN CREDITS EARNED 9 10 8 43 41 33
MEAN GPA 2.30 1.9 0.85 2,54 2.18 1.33 MEAN GPA 2.35 2.20 1.80 2,63 2.33 2.21
oA D 2.0 1.5 §8.3 18.2 'o82.7 64.7 33.3 T6rA D> 2.0 n.7 74.5 52.9 'o84a 76.5 76.5
% SUCCESSFUL SURVIVAL 34 33 3 . 37 37 H % SUCCESSFUL SU™']VAL 32 45 n : 33 45 16
8. Performance of juii-time students in Tirst coilege-Teval coursé in ski1T arca [through Sprind g. ‘P‘erf?maﬁ of FulT-time students in Tirs™ college~Tevel course Tn SKiTT ares TEhrough Spring—
°86): Reaediat. Remediat. ‘es)t: Remediat. Resediat.
Not Needed Completed Kt Needed Completed
2 ENROLLED 792 474 ¥ ENROLLCD 4 119
2 PASS 1.6 75.7 % PASS 83., 21.6
HGTES? - - ~— TWOIESE - —

Iourse Is 2nd-lavel English Comp, since this ts the course takea subsequent to completing
w031 (final-level writing remediation).

(v062287)




HEW JERSEY BASIC SKILLS COUNCIL
DEPARTHENT OF HIGHER EDUCATION

1984-86 INSTITUTICHAL PROFILE
T
(Fall 1984 Cohort)

COLLEGE Bergen
BASIC
AREA NUMBER

Coaputation
3 of

1. Students required to be tested: FULL-TIME 1778 PART-TINE 908

NEW JERSEY BASIC SKILLS COUNCIL
OEPARTMENT OF HIGHER EDUCATION

1984-86 INSTITUTIONAL PROFILE
[ L
(Fall 1984 Cohort)

SASIC SKT. ARE 19
BASIC A A Algebra
AREA NUMBER 4 0

1. Studeats required to be tested: FULL-TIME 1778 PART-TIME 908

2. Students tested (and % of FULL-TIME PART-TIME 2. Students tested {and % of FULL-TIME PART-TIME
those counted in #1 above): § % ) . those counted in #1 above): [} b [ %
1757 98.8 845 93.0 1757  98.8 845 93.0
3. Students needing remediation FULC-TIME PART-YIFE. 3. Students needing remediation , FULL-TINE PART-TINE -
{2 of those tested): [ 3 [} b3 {2 of those tested): [} 3 N b4
1100 62.6 500 59.1 1572 89.4 758 89.7

- Students enrolled in appropriate remedial courses in any seoester froa Sucwer 87 to Spring
'86 {3 of those identiffed in #3 above):

4 Students enrplled in appropriate remedial courses in any semester Trom Suawer "84 to Spring
'86 (% of thase identified in #3 above)l:

FULL-TINE PART-TIME FULL-TINE PART-TIME
[} 3 [ 3 # % i %
1000 90.9 55 N0 820 52.1 263 34.6
5. Course enrofizent 130y secester irom -FIeT B4 10 Spring B5J and outcomes “or fimal level of 5. Tourse enroTIment {any semester from Sumver "83 to Spring "B5J and cutcowes for Final level of
rezediation: h— reaediation: — ——
FULL-TIME ' PART-TINE FULL-TIME ' PART-TIME
1 #Enrolled  3pass  IFail  SWithdrew V #Enralled  3pass  gFajl  gWithdrew fEnrolled  Pass  IFail  3Hithdrew ! fEnrolled  1pess  TFail  IWitndrew
o znrotled srass drail 2rass Al AT o7 nrofled  #Rass zRail Rall
; 1000 70.6 11.4 18.0 : 355 n.3 1.3 17.5 820 65.5 15.1 19.4 : 263 72.8 9.5 17.9
1 V. Fre-and post-TeST resuits 107 remeard’ courses In k11T area, Ao post-te<t data. T 7 & Fré- aid post-test resurts T0r Pemedial Courses ia skiTT arear o post-test data.
T Four-smsier"'mmgmuh 7. Four-Semester Toliow up of Tuil-tide Students 1based on Spring ‘86 data):
TERM 0ATA (SPRING '85) ! CUMULATIVE DATA _TERM DATA (SPRING '86) ' CUMULATIVE DATA
Remediat. Remediat. Remediat. ' pemediat. Remediat. Remediat. Remediat. Rezediat. hemediat. ' Rem¢“iat. Remediat. Remediat
Not Needed Completed Not Completed ‘Mot Needed Completed Not Completed Not Needed Completed Not Cozpleted 'Not Needed Completed Not Complered
TUVAL # 657 688 412 ! TOTAL # 185 488 1084 *
# RETURNED SPR.'86 (%) 323( 49.1) 389( 56.5) 75( 18.2)' # RETURNED sPR,'36 (3) 85( 9) 310( 63.5) 392( 36.1)
HMEAN CREDITS ATTEMPTED 12 Il 9 ' 52 43 36 4 CREDITS ATTEMPTED 12 12 n '54 49 41
HEAN CREDITS EARMNED 9 9 6 ] 35 26 CREOITS EARNEO 10 10 8 ‘4 4 k)]
HEAN GPA 2.2 2.07 1.4 2.5, 2.31 1.76 MeAd GPA 2.60 2.22 1,87 2,76 2.52 2.12
T GAD 2.0 68.1 65. 41.3 ' 80.2 72.8 49.3 TGPA D 2.0 81.2 70.3 55.4 ' 88.2 81.6 64
T SUCCESSFUL SURVIVAL 33 7 8 . ¥ 4l 9 % SUCCESSFUL SURYVIVAL 37 45 20 oA 52 23
8 Perf?r 4nce of full-tiee students 7o first college-Tevel course in SKilT arca [ENiGUGH SpPing ¥. Performance of full-tine students Tn first callege-Tevel course a SKTIT 3réz Tthrdugn Spriny
'gs)t: Rem ‘at. Remediat, '86): Remediat. Remediat.
Not Necded Conpleted Not_Heeded Completed
# ENROLLEO 132 105 # ENROLLEO 12 206
% PASS 62.1 66.7 % PASS 83.3 64.6
WOTES? - ROTLS:
Tiote that many of these students also have taken algebra, thus not strictly testing effects Icregatation required for algedra competency; percentages do not include stedents in
of computation resediation. computation but not yet in algebra.
{vo62287) [v062287)
kel
P
Q
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NEW JERSEY BASIC SKILLS COUNCIL COLLEGF __ BERGE
DEPARTMENT OF HIGHER EDUCATION

1984-86 INSTITUTIONAL PROFILE
EFFECTIVENESS REPORT
(Fall 1984 Cohort)

3a. Criteria below which students were placed into remediation (NJCBSPT unless otherwise
specified):
Peading:* RC & SS 161 Average
Writing: RC & SS 161-164 Average**
Computation: MC 168
Elementary Algebra: EA 184 and Curriculum Requiring Algebra
4a. Percent of students iden..fied for remediation who had enrolled in appropriate remedial
course in the skill area by Spring '85 (i.c., within two semesters):
FULL-TIME PART-TIME
Reading:* 87 46
Writing: -
Computation: 88 Lo
Elementary Algebra: 45 26
4b. Students identified as needing remediation w*o were present in Spring 86 but Lad not

enrolled in an appropriate remedial course in the skill area:

FULL-TIME PART-TIME
# % # %
Reading:* 14 1.7 25 8.9
Writing: 3 1.2 10 i0.8
Computation: 19 1.7 44 8.8
Elementary Algebre: 225 14.3 152 20.0

*Reading & Writing
“*Placement for students testing in the range 161-164 (inclusive); if below
161, placed into "reading.”

260

=214~




-S12-

E

COLLEGE Brookdale
BASIC SKICU A _aReadin
AREA NUMBER 1 oF 3~

1. Students require. to be tested: FULL-TIME 1038 PART-TINE 846

1984-86 INSTITUTIONAL PROFILE
{Fa11 1984 Cohort)

NEW JERSEY BASIC SKILLS COUNCIL
DEPARTMENT OF HIGHER EDUCATION

COLLEGE Brookdale
BASIC SKILL AREA Writin
AREA NIMELER 2 o

1984-86 INSTITU1ONAL PROFILE
EFFECTIVENES
(Fa11 1984 Cohort)

NEW JERSEY BASIC SKILLS COUKCIL
DEPARTHENT OF HIGHER EDUCATICH

1. Students required to be tested: FULL-TIME 1038  PART-TIME 846

2. Students tested {and % of FULL-TINE LROT-TINE {. Students tested {and % of FULL-TINE PART-TIME
those counted in #1 above): [} b3 [ % those counted in #1 above): 1 3 i b3

10001 96.4 755 89.2 1001  96.4 755 89.2

3. Students nceding remediation FULT™ ITHE PART-TINE 3. Stidents needing remediation . FULL-TINE PART-TIRE
(% of those tested): H 3 i b {4 of those testad): [} b3 ] b3

416 41.5 288 38.1 35 35.0 225 29.8

4. Students enrolied in appropriatc remedial courses in any semester from Summer "84 to Spring

'86 (% of those identified in #3 above):
FULL-TIME PART-TIME

i 1 4 3
394 94.7 177 61.4 -

5. Tourse enrolime € (3ny semester from Summer B4 to opring U6 and outcomes for Final Tevel of

remediation:

FULL-TIME ! PART-TIME
#Enrolled $Pass $Fail IWithdrey : #€nrolled 3Pass 1Fail INithdrew
394 73.6 24.9 1.5 ' 177 65.5 30.5 4.0

4. Studen*. ~.rolled in appropriate remedial courses in any semescer from Summer B4 to Spring
'86 /¢ of those identified in #3 abeve):
FULL~FINE PART-TINE

K4 13 i 3
338 96.2 133 59.°
5. Courfer;rolmen‘f {any semester . “Ga Summer "84 to Spring "857 and outuomes for Timal Tevsl of
rexediation: I

FULL-TIN" ! PART-TINE
fEnrolled  %Pass I~ | Hithdrew ' #Enrolled  3Pass  gFail  %Mithdrew
nro a0ass SRdrew , =amed Ass gy
338 74.5 23.4 2.1 ! 133 70.7 24.8 4.5

b, rre- and post-test resutts for remediai courses In SKill area: No data

T. Four-~cemester Toliow up of fuit-time students (Dased on Spring "85 data}:

TERM DATA (SPRING '86) ¢ CUMULATIVE DATA
Remediat. Remediat. Remedfat. ° Remediat. Remediat. Recediat.
Hot Needed Completed MHot Completed 'Not Needed Completed Mot Completed

TOTAL # 579 290 126 !
# RETURNEO SPR.'86 (2) 286( 49.3) 154( 53.1) 25( 19.8)"
MEAN CREDITS ATTEMPTED 12.1 1.4 n.3 ' 50.7 42.0 4.5
MEAN CREQITS EARNED 8.82 7.88 6.44 '39.3 3.7 27.8
MEAN GPA !
2 6PA > 2.0 :

1 succESSFUL SURVIVAL! .
3 ll’erl)’omancc of fuli-time students Tn /Trst college-Tevel course in SkITT area [through Spring
86):

Remediat. Remediat.
Hot Needed Completed
# EMROLLEND 46t a7
% PASS 82.i 81.1

b. Pre- and post-test resuTts for 1 émedial courses in skill area: No data

7. Four-semester folTow up of full-".ige students (based on Spring "B6 datajs

"ERM DATA (SPRING '86) ! CUMULATIVE DATA
Remediat. Remediat. Remedfat. ' Remediat. Remediat. Remediat.
Hot Needed €ompleted Hot Completed ‘Mot Meeded Completed Mot Comslate:

T04L # 641 254 100 !
# RETURNED SPR.'85 (%) 3221( 5u.2) 1342 52.7) 10( 9.9)°
n. 8 !

MEAN CREDITS ATTEMPTED 12, .10 50.7 40.3 33.4
MEAN CREQITS EARNED 8.92 7.52 320 ' 397 29.2 19.1
MEAN GPA !
1 GPA > 2.0 X

1]

1 SUCCESSFUL SURVIVAL!
K:ﬁgunmwmmlm students in Tirst colTege<Tevel course Tn ski11 area {through Spring
86):

Remadiat. Remediat.
Not Meeded Completed
# ENROLLED 514 203
% PASS 81.7 77.3

HOTES:

lunique grading system (2.0-4.0) does not allow for comparable GPA and SSR indicators. 0 is
not considered a passing grade and is not awarded. Mon-passing :-ades are not reflected in
students’ GPA.

(50519871

RIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

ROTES:

'Unlque grading system (2.0-4.0) does not allos for comparablu GPA an¢ SSR tndicators. D is
st considered a passing grade and fs not awarded. Hon-passing grades are not reflected in
students* GPA.

£v081987)




NEW JERSEY BASIC SKILLS COUNCIL 1984-86 INSTITUTIONAL PROFILe TOLLEGE Brookdale
BASIC

NEW JERSEY BASIC SKILLS COUNC:IL 1984 86 INSTITUTIONAL PROFILE COLLEGE Brookdale
FFECT

DEPARTMENT OF HIGHER EOUCATION EFFECTIVERES omputation OEPARTMENT OF HIGHER EQUCATION E BASIC SKTLL AREX Algebra
(Fall 1984 Cohort) AREA NIMBER 3 of 4 (Fall 1984 Cohort) AREA NUMBER 4 of g
1. Students required to be tested: FULL-TIME 1038 PART-TIME *' 1. Students required to be tested: FULL-TIME 1038 PART-TIME 846
2. Students tested {and § of FULL-TIME PART-TIME 2. Students tested {and % of Full-TIME PART-TIME
those counted in §1 above): f % 3 those counted in #1 above): [} % f 3
1001 95.4 755 89.2 1001 96.4 755 89.2
J. Students needing remediation FOLL-TIRE PARYZTIRE 3. Students needing 1 emediation = FULL=T - VART-TINE
(¢ of those tested): ] 3 [ I (1 of tho.e tested): I} 3 I b
461 46.0 387 51.2 662 66.1 489 64.7

4. Students enroiTed in appropriate remedial courses in an, “emester from Summer "33 to Spring
'86 (% of those identifled in #3 above):

FULL-TIME PART-TIME

{ % [} 3

387 77.4 160 41.6
5. Em;gai?;zllment (any semester from Summer B3 to Spring 'BGJ and outcomes for Tinal Tevel of ~
i FULL=TINE : PART-TIME
) fEncolled  TPass  Fail  %withdrew : fEnrolled  fPass  1fall  IWithdrew
'El.'\' 238 0.4 28.1 1.5 ' 199 8.2 14.1 0.1

¥, Students enroTTed in appropriate remedial Courses in any semester from Susmer B4 to Spring
‘86 (% of those identified in 43 above):

FULL-TINE PART-TIME

{ % ¥ b

336 50.7 123 254

5. Tourse er;rollmen[ Tany semestér Trom Summer "B% to Spring “B6T and outcumes for Final JeveT of
rewedjation: —

FULL-TINE ! PART-TINE
forolled  1Pass  fFail  Bithdrew ! fEnrolled  IPasy  Fail  Iwithdrew
336 64.0 3.5 3.3 : 123 62.6 a.7 4.1

®. Pre-"and post-test results for remedial courses in skill area. Ho post-test data.

&. Pre- and post-test results Tor remedial course- in skill area: Wo post-test data.

7. Four-semester tollow up of Tull-time students (based on Spring 06 data):

TERH OATA (SPRING '86) ! CUMULATIVE OATA
Remediat. Remedia..  Remediat. ' Remediat. Remediat.  Remediat.
lot Needed Completed Mot Completed :ﬂ;t Needed Completed Not Completed

10TAL # 535 209 256
# RETURNEO SPR,'86 (%) 274( 51.2) 122( 58.3) 72( 28.1)"
3 1" 8 9.93 !

MEAN CREOITS ATTEMPTED 12, 51.9 43.3 37.2
MEAN CREQITS EARNEO 9,17 7 . 6.25 ' 40.6 32.3 26.0
MEAY GPA :
% 6PA X 2.0 '
% SUCCESSFUL SURVIVAL! !

B, Performance of full-'Tme student. in First college-Tevel course in skiTT arca [through Spring
'86): Rewed.at. Remediat.

Not Needed CompT ~ted
# ENROLLED 161 28
% PASS 54.0 21.4

7. Four-semester follow up of full-Timeé students ,03sed on Soring 86 datal:

1ERM OATA (SPRING '86) CUMULATIVE OATA
Remediat. Remediat. Remediat. ' nemediat. Remedfat.  Remediat.
Hot heeded Completed Mot Completed ‘Mot Needed Completed Mot Complete

TOTAL # 449 !
140(31.1)"
10.2 !

273 215
# RETURNEO SPR. 6 (%)  144( 52.7) 161( 74.8)
12.7

MEAN CREOITS ATTLMPTED 12.6 53.6 49.4 40.0
MEAN CRE?ITS EARNLY 9.41 9.18 6.55 ' 42.4 38.% 28.4
MEAN GPA !
1 6PA > 2.01 !
3 SUCCESSTL SURVIVAL! !
8. Perfonmancé of Tuli-time students Tn First colTege-Tavel course Tn SKITT oves {through Spring
'86). Remediat Resediat.
Hot rgegnt Completed
# ENROLLED 77 108
3 PASS 64.9 39.8

ROTES:
'Unique grading system (2.0-4.0) does not allow for comparable GPA and SSR sndicators. D is

not considered a passing grade and is not awarded. MNon-passing grades are not r2flected in
students' GPA.

{v081987)

26.)
ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

ROTES:
’Unlque grading system {2.0-4.0) does not allow for comparable GPA and SSR indicators. D s

not considered a passing grade and #s not awarded, Non-passing grades are not reflected in
students’ GPA,

[v081987)




NEW JERSEY BASIC SKILLS COUNCIL COLLEGE___BROOKDALE

DEPARTMENT OF HIGHER EDUCATION

1984-86 INSTITUTIONAL PROFILE
EFFECTIVENESS REPORT
(Fall 1984 Cohort)

3a. Criteria below which students were placed into remediation (NJCBSPT unless otherwise
specified):

Reading: RC 164 anc additional testing on first day of class with
Nelson-Denny Reading Test.

Writing: SS 152 and additional testing on first day of class with local
writing sample (holistically scored).

Computation: MC 166 and, where necessary, additional testing wi*h instruments
developed locally.

Elementary Algebra: EA 171 and, where necessary, additional testing with
instr:ments developed locally.

4a. Percent of students identified for remediation who had enrolled in appropriate remedial
course in the skill area by Spring ‘85 (i.e., within lwo semesters):

FULL-TIMe PART-TIME
Reading: 95 67
Writing: 96 59
Computation: 74 40
Elementary Algebra: 41 21

4b. Students identified as needing remediation who were present in Spring '86 but hud nut
enrolled in an appropriate remedial course in the skill area:

FULL-TIME PART-TIiME

# % # %
Reading: 10 2.4 30 10.4
Yriting: 4 1.1 23 10.2
Computation: 32 6.9 16 11.8
Elementary Algebra: 47 7.0 61 12.4

‘ -217-
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NEW JERSEY BASIC SKILLS TOUNCIL

1984-86 INSTITUTIONAL PROFILE
DEPARTMENT OF HIGHER EDULATION URY

COLLEGE Burllnaga_
NESS REP BASIC SKICT AKEK Heading
(Fa11 1984 Cohort) AREA NUNBER 1 0

1. Studeats required to be tested: FULL-TIME 776 PARY-TIMNE 318

2. Students tested {and % of FULL-TINE PART-TIME
those counted in 11 a6 \: { 4 [ )

756 97.4 30 94.6

3. Students necding remediation FOLC-TI®E FART-TIRE
{3 of those tested): [ b [} %

466 61.6 162 53.8

¥ STudents“¢nrolTeq n apprapris.t remcdlal courses Tn dny seexsler from Sumser "BX To Spring
'86 (% of those identified in #3 above):

FULL-TINE PART-TINE
[ 1 U ]
248 53.2 60 37.0

5 EOur;? eTr'E!‘lic‘il’ Tany semester Trom SEwser B3 to Spring BT and culiomcs Tor Tinal Tevel of
remediation:

FULL-TINE ' PART-TIME
#Enrolled fPass  trall Wi thdrew : #Cnrolled 1Pass 1Fail gWithdrew
210 81.9 14.3 3.8 ! 49 79.6 14.3 4.1

Data not avaiTable. ~  ~

&, Pre- and post-test results Tor resed.a) courses In Skiil arca.

ERI

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

7. Four-semester follow up of full-time students [based on Spring “B6 datal.

TERM DATA {SPRING '86) ! CUNULATIVE DATA
Resediat. Remediat.  Remediat. ' Remediat. Semediat.  Reoediat.
Kot Needed Completed Not Completed ‘Mot Weeded Completed Mot Completed
T0TAL # 274 169 297 !
# RETURKED SPR.'86 (1) 107( 39.0) 1C1( 59.7) 103{34.6)°
MEAN CREDITS ATTEMPTED ,0.3 10.0 9.4 ' 5.2 40.% 43.4
HEAN CREDITS EARNED 8.4 7.6 7. ' 45.8 32.9 35.6
MEAX GPA 2.4 1.9 1.9 ] 1.9 2.1
3 GPA D 2.0 81.3 58.4 55.3 'o17.6 54.5 55,2
% SUCCESSFUL SURVIVAL 3.8 34.9 19.2 : 30.3 32.5 19.%
§. Performince of Tuli-tiee students in First college-Tevel course Ta skITT arcs [through Spring
'86): Remedia® Repediat.
Hot Heeded Completed
# ENROLLED 207 139
% PASS 68.1 69.8
ROTES® - - T
{v092887)

NEW JERSEY BASIC SKILLS COUNCIL 1984-86 INSTITUTIONAL PROFILE COLLEGE Burlington

DEPARTMENT OF HIGHER EDUCATION CTIVEWNESS REPORT BASIC KWritin
(Fall 1984 Cohort) AREA NUMBER 2 o'r'c—g‘

1. Students required to be tested: FULL-TIME 776 PART-TIHE 318

2. Stu¢ats tested (and 3 of FgLL-HHE PART-TIME
) ! )

those counted in #1 above):

756 97.4 301 94.6

7 Stidents necding rémediation T FULL=TIRE PART=TIHE
(L of those tested): ] 3 [] 1

401 53.0 141 46.8

4. Students enrolTed in appropriale rewedial courses in &ny semester To Sumer "B¥ To Spring  —
.8 (% of those fdentificd in 43 above):
FULL-TIKE PART-TIME
{ 1 ! 3
386 96.2 105 74.4

5. Lourse enrolleent (any semester .om Sumer "BY to Speing "BEY and Gutcomes for Tinal Te<eT of
reaediation:

FULL-TIME ! PART-TINE
#lnrolled  gPass  1Fail IH1thdrew : fEnrolled  tFess  1Fai) $Withdraw
345 77.1 16.2 4.2 ! 94 64.2 24.5 7.5

'
&, Pre- and post-test resulls Tor remedial courses In skill ar¢a: Uata not available,

7. Four~semaster Tollow up of Tull-time studenis [based on Spring 86 data):

TERH DATA {SPRING '86) ' CUMULATIYE DALA
Remediat. Remedfat.  Remediat. ' Remediat. Remediat.  Remediat.
Not Needed Completed Not Completed ‘Mot Meeded Completed Mot Completed

TOTAL # 345 262 13%

£ RETURNED SPR.'R6 (3) 171( 49.5) 138( 52.6} 16( 11.5)*

MEAN CREDITS ATIEMPTED 9.9 10.5 4.8 ' 49.9 45.2 20.8
MEAN CREDITS EARNED 8.3 7.8 2.1 b7 36.4 n.7
HEAN GPA 2.5 1.8 0.8 2.5 9 1.0
3 GPA > 2.0 15.4 51.5 25.0 'o2.8 48,4 25.0
T SUCCESSFUL SURVIVAL  37.4 27.% 2.9 ' 359 25.6 2.9

B. Perfurmsnce of full-tiwe studenls in First collcge~Tevel course in skilT arca {th-ough Spring ~

- H Rewediat. Remediat.
Not Needed  Cospleted
# ENROLLED 269 29
1 PASS n.g n.s
NOTES: — —— 7 T T T T T T T T

lvoqzs@’: d
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NEW JERSEY BASIC SKILLS COUNCIL
DEPARTHEN] OF HIGHER EDUCATION

1984-86 INSTITUTIONAL PROFILE COLLEGE Burlington
BASIC SKILT KREX Tomputation
of 4

(Fall 1984 Cohort) ARTA HUMBER _3

1984-86 INSTITUTIONAL PROFILE
(Fall 1933 Cohort)

HEM JFRSEY BASIC SKILLS COUNCIL COLLEGE Burrlingtin
DEPAR/MENT OF HIGHER FOUCATIOM BASIC SZT['.-KREI'XT ebra

AREA NUMBER _4 0

1. Students required to be tested: FULL-TIME 776  PART-TIME 318

1. Students required to be tested: FULL-TIME 776 PART-TINE 318
2. Students tested (and % of FULL-TIME PART-TIHE 2. Students vested (and $ of rULL-TIME PART-TIME
those counted in 1 above): [} 3 [} 3 those counted in #1 above): [} 3 [ 3
756 97.4 301 94.6 756 97.4 301 94.6
3. Students needing remediation FULL-TTHE PERT-TIRE 3. Students needing remediatior, , FULL-TIFE PART-TINE
(2 of thosc tested): § ] 3 {1 of those tested): [} 3 [} H
455  60.1 183  60.7 453 59.9 203 67.4
¥, Students enrolled In appropriate remedia: Col. ses in any semesier from Suwwer "84 to Spring 4, Students enrolTud in appropriate remedial courses in any semester from Susmer "84 to Spring
'86 (3 of those identified in #3 above): '86 (% of those {dentified in #3 above):
FULL~TIHE PART-TI™E FULL-TEME PART-TIME
[} 3 [} 1 [} 3 f %
312 68.5 86 46.9 196 43.2 63 31.0
5. Course enrcTiment {any semester fr.a Susmer "84 to Spring '86] and outcomes for final ievel of 5. Tourse enroliment {any semester from Sumser 84 to Spring '86] and outcomes for Tinal Tevel of
resediation: remediation:
FULL-TIME ' PART-TIME FULL-TINE ' PART-TIME
£Enrolled  3Pass  ZFail Wi thdrew : fEnrolled  tPass  1Fail Withdrew fEnrolled  %Pass  %Fail i thdrew : ftnrolled  3Pass  %Fail $Withdrew
312 72.4 13.8 6.7 : 86 79.1 10.5 34.9 193 72.0 15.5 5.2 : 63 87.3 6.3 0.0
6. Pre- and post-test resuits Tor remedial courses in skill area: See attached. 6. Pre- and post-test results for remedTal courses ¥n skill area: 3ec a.tached.
/. Four-semester ToTTow up of ful.-time students [based on Spring "8b dataj: T 7. Four-semester follow up of fuli-ti®e students {based on Spring 'B6 deta):
TERM DATA {SPRING '86) ' CUMULATEYE DATA TERM DATA (SPRING '86) ' CUMULATIYE DATA
Remediat. Remediat.  Remediat. ' Remediat. Remediat.  Remediat. Remediat. Remediat.  Remediat. ' Remediat. Remediat.  Remediat.

Hot Needed Complcted Hot Completed 'Hot Needed Completed Not Completed

TOTAL # 298 222 233 !

# RETURNED SPR, ‘86 (3)  141( 47.3) 131{ 59.0) 56{ 24.0)'

HEAN CREDITS ATTEMPTED 10.4 10,0 8.7 ' 52.8 43.5 37.9
MEAH Ci:JDITS EARNED 8.6 1.6 6.1 ' 45.3 35.6 28.6
HEAN GPA 2.4 2.0 1.8 2.4 2.0 1.8
% GPA > 2,0 69.5 61.1 51.8 ' 13.0 52.0 48.2
% SUCCESSFUL SURVIVAL  32.9 ) 12.5 '34.6 30.6 1.6

8. Perfomsance of full-time students In first college-Tevel Course ¥n sk11T aréa (through Spring
'86): Remediat. Remed{at,
Not Needed Completed
§ ENROLLE" 184 99
2 PASS 79.4 62.6
FOTES:

[v092887)

Not Needed Completed Hot Completed 'Mot Heeded Cocpleted Hot Completed

TOTAL # 195 130 3a3 !

# RETURNEO SPR.'86 ()  95( 48.7) 87( 66.9) 98{ 30.3)'

MEAN CREOITS ATTEMPTED 11,1 0.5 8.7 ' 55.3 48.2 374
MEAN CREOITS EARNED 8.9 8.4 6.2 A 41.3 28.6
MEAN GPA 2.3 2.1 1.8 'o2as 2.3 1.8
3 6PA > 2.0 65.3 66.6 53.1 ' 70.5 60.9 43.9
% SUCCESSFUL SURYIVAL  31.8 4.6 16.1 '3 40.8 13.6

B, fgg;’omance of Tull-time Studerfs Tn fi;‘s{ colTege-fevel Course Tn Skiil area [tFrougk Spring

Remediat. Remediat.
Not Needed Completed
# EKROLLED 120 86
3 PASS 80.0 68.6

NOTES:

[v092887)




NEW JERSEY BASIC SKILLS COUNCIL COLLEGE___ BURLINGTON

DEPARTMZNT OF HIGHER EDUCATION

1984-86 INSTITUTIOMAL PROFILE
EFFECTIVENESS REPORT
(Fall 1954 Cohort)

3a. Criteria below which students were placed into remediation (NJCBSPT unless otherwise
specified):
Reading: RC 167
Writing: SS 162
Computation: MC 169
Elementary Algebra: EA 168 with MC > 168
4a. Percent of students iuentified for remediation who had enrolled in uppropriate remedial
course in the skill area by Spring '85 (i.e., within two semest ..):
FULL-TIME. PART-TIME
Reading: 87 59
Writing: 99 87
Computation: 82 58
Elementary Algebra: 41 41
4b. Students identified as needing remediation who were present in Sprirg ‘86 but had not

enrolled in an appropriate remedial course in the skill area:

FULL-TIME PART-"

] % #
Reading: 91 19.5 32 19.7
Writing: 2 0.4 11 7.8
Computation: 16 3.5 1 0.5
Elementary Algebra: 68 150 51 25.1
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BURLINGTON COUNTY COLLEGE

JRE-TEST AND POST-TEST RESULTS FOR REMEDIAL COURSES (FINAL LEVEL ONLY)
IN REAPING, WRITING, MATH COMPUTATION AND ELSMENTARY ALGEBRA
FALL 1984 COHORT

CUMULATIYF DATA FOR SUMMER 1984 THROUGH SF .ING 1986

PRE-TEST POST-TEST Percent Students
Nomo of Course!| Tolal No. | Mome of Test Sectlon Minimum Score N> lMesn , Stondord Mean | Stendord Attoining Min,
Enrol e Adalnistered of Test Neoded to Deter- Deviotion Deviotion | Leve! on Post-fost4
In Course Adalnistored | mine Proficlency?
English Skilis NJCBSPT
L(Writing) 327 Form-3aLP SS 161 Data Not Ava lable Data Not Available
Communication NJCBSPT
Skills(Readindj 211 | Form-3GLP RC 160 Data Not Avajlablel  Data Mot Availahle
Basic_Math 204 | Inhouse - 30 176 f57.4 543 | 373 5 100.
Elementary ﬁ H _
Algebra 194 IN3 égﬁ?d 179 52 £59.4  6.58 |i76.00 4.15 34.8

*rranslated into a NJCBSPT score

of approximately 25 base on Tinking inhouse exit scores to NJCBSPT.




COLLEGE Camden o
BASIC SRYLT AREA Readin
AREA NUMBER 1 of 4

FULL-TIME _1081  PATT-TIME _425

1984-86 INSTITUTICNIL PROSILE
TFFECTIVENESS REPORT
(Fall 1984 Cohort)

REY JERSEY BASIC SXILLS COUNCIL
DEPARTKENT OF HIGHER EDUCATION

1. Students required to be tested:

2. Students tested (and % of FULL-TIME PART-TIHE

those counted in #1 above): § 4 f 2
1621 94.4 393 92.4

3. Students needing remediation FULL-TTAE PART-TTHE

(% of those tested): # 3 # %
547 53.5 129* 32.8*

4. Students enrolled in appropriate remedial courses in any Semester from Summer "84 fo Sprixg
‘85 (3 cf those fdentified in #3 above):

FULL -TIME PART-TIME
# L] ¢ %
40 739 €18 168.9
5. Coirse em'olln('.lt Tany semester from Sumcer 84 .o Spring ‘8o, and vutcomes for ..nai level of
resediation?:
FULL-TINE ' PART-TINE
RS fenrolled  tPass  3Fall  Zuithdrew ' fEnrolled  3Pass  ¥Fall  Twithdrew
N )
,T., 410 n 8 4 218 69 10 7
See attached.

6. Pre- 7nd post-test resulTts for res2dial courfes in sk 11 arca:

7. Four-semester follow up of Tull-time students {Dased on Spring '86 datal:

TERM DATA (SPRING *86) ' CUMULATIYE DATA
Rezediat. Remediat.  hemediat. ' Remedist. Remediat.  Resediat.
ot Needed fompleted Not Completed 'Not Needed Completed Mot Com ted
TOTAL # 454 283 232 '
# RETURMED SPR.°86 (%)  227( 50.0) 148( 52.2) 53 22.8)'
MEAN CREDITS ATTEMPTED 12.0 . 8.4 4.2 6.0 32.2
MEAY CREDITS EARNED 1n.7 10.6 7.6 ' 46.2 34.6 31.0
MEMR GI'A 2.62 2.33 1.85 '2.66 2.34 2.20
2 6PA > 2.0 85 7 57 '90 78 72
% SUCCESSFUL SURVIVAL  42.7 40.2 12.9 49 40.6 16.4

" gs Resediat. Rewediat.
Not Needed Cozpleted

# ENROLLED 392 200

% PASS 69.6 62.5

,
B Perlgmance or fuii-time students in FIrst coulege-level course .n skify ared h.hrougﬁ SprTng
[

ROTES:
*Includes only an :nspecified fraction of PT students.

l?nly final attempts recorded for studen’s who repeated the courses {explicit).
wily first attzapts and "D" or above rrcorded here {explicit).

{v092887)

BASIC +A Hritin
AREA NUMBER 2 oF 4

1. Students required to be tested: FULL-TIME 1081  PART-TIME _425

1984-86 INSTITUTIONAL PROSILE
EFFECTIVERESS REPOUT
{Fall 1984 Cchort)

NEW JERSEY BASIC SKILLS CuUNCIL
DEPARTMENT OF HIGHER EDUCATION

2. Students tested {and % of FHLL -TINE PART-TIME

those counted in #1 above): 4 9 ’ %
1021 94.4 39 92.4

3. Students needing remediation ° FULL-TIHE PART=VIRE

(% of those tested): { 3 [} 3
538 52.6 157*  39.9*

4. Students enrolTed In appropridte remedial COUFses n dny sewester from Summer 83 to Spriig
'86 (% of those {dentified in #3 above): -

FULL-TIME PART-TIME
f 14 [} 3
426 79.1 232 147.7
5. Cour;f er'\ro]hent Tany semester from Simmer '8% to Spring "85) and outcomes Tor final Tevel of
remediation’-
FULL-TIME ' PART-TIRE
JEnrolled  3Pass  $Fail  withdrew : #Enrolled  %Pass  gFail Withdrew
26 70 9 4 ' 232 3 9 6 *

& Tre- and post-Test results for remedial courses in skill area: See attached.

7. tour-semcster follow up of full-time students (based on Spring "85 data):

TERM DATA {SPRING ‘86) ' CUMULATIVE DATA
Remediat. Remediat Rewedfat. ' Remediat. Remediat. Remediat.
Hot Needed Completed Not Completed 'Not Needed Completed Mot Completed

TUTAL #

416 29 254 !
# RETURNED SPR.'86 (%) 2092 50.2) Igag 56.7) 50{ 19.6)"
10. 8.6 '

MEAN CREDINS ATTEMPTED 12. 48.2 36.5 30.0
MEAN CREDITS EARNED 12.0 10.2 7.8 'o47.2 35.2 28.3
MEAY GPA 2.60 2.38 1.84 '2.65 2.63 2.24
2 GPA > 2.0 85 78 58 '8 81 70

% SUCCESSFUL SURYVIVAL  42.5 4.3 1.4 '44.5 45.9 13.8

8. fgg)lgmance oF TulT-tice s¥udents Tn Tirst coller.-Tevel Cuurse Tn SKITT area TERrough Spring

Remediat. Remediat.

Hot Needed Completed
# ENROLLED 315 230
% PASS 69.9 63.5

ROTES:

*Includes only an unspecified fractfon of PT students.
Only final attempts recorded for students who repeated the courses {explicit).
2nly first attempts and "D" or above recorded here {explicit).

1v092887)
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COLLEGE Camden

1984-86 INSTITUTIONAL PROFILE .
BASIC SKYLL AREA Computatior
AREA NUM3ER 3 WL—

NEW JERSEY BASIC SKILLS COUNCIL
F REPOR
(Fali 1984 Cohort)

DEPARTMEHT OF HIGHER EDUCATION

1. Students required to be tested: FULL-TIME 1081  PART-TIME 425
2. Students tested {and % of FULL-TIME PART-TIME
those counted in #1 above): ] b4 ] 14
1021  94.4 393 92.4
J. Students needing remegiation FULL-TTH PART=TIRE
(% of those tested): § b4 ] 4
468 45.8 151*  38.4*

3, Students enrolied in appropriate remedial COUrses in any semester from Susmer 83 O Spring

COLLEGE Canden
BASIC SKTULC AREA Algebra
AREA NIMBER 4 oF 4~

1984-86 INSTITUTIONAL PROFILE
>
(Fall 1984 Cohort)

HEW JERSEY BASIC SKILLS COUNCIL
DEPARTHENT OF HIGHER EOLCATION

1. Students required to be tested: FULL-TIME 1081 PART-TIME 425
2. Students tested {and % of FULL-TIME PART-TIME
those counted in #1 above): [} b4 § b4
1021 94.4 393 92.4
¥ Students needing remedic tios +  FULL-TINE PART-YIWE
(% of those tested): [} b3 1 b3
789*  77.2* 157%*  39.G#*

Students enroTled in appropriate remedial courses in any semester from Summer '83 to Spring
'86 (X of those identified in #3 above):

byl

'85 (3 of those ident./led in #3 above):
FULL-TINE PART-TINE FULL-TIHE PART-TIME
f b4 f b4 f 4 § 4
196 41.8 170 112.5 505 64.0 303 192.9
5. Lour:cle :r;ro Tren. Tany secester from Summer 'B4 to Spring '86) and outcomes for flaal ievel of ft‘oursc{e erinro Tment {any semester from Suwmer '84 to Spring '86) and outcomes for final Tevel of
resedlatisn': remediationt: -
FULL-TIME * PART-TIME FULL-TIME ' PART-TIME
I fenrolled  Pass  3Fail  Zwithdrew | fEnrolled  gPass  gfail  %withdrew fenrolled  gPass  gFail  gWithdrew ' gEnrolled  Pass  3Fal  gWithdrew
o Arass  aral’ AMithdrew ZEnrotled  2Rass 330 INithdrew
(’3 196 29 23 n : 170 33 28 9 505 66 15 7 : 303 66 16 8
! ©. Pre- and post-test resuTts for remecial courses Tn Skill area: See attached. &, Pre- and post-test resuits for remedial courses in skiTl area: See altarhed.
7. Four-semester toilow Up Of fuli-time students (based on Spring 'Bb datal: 7. Four-semester follow up of Tull-time students (based on Spring "85 dataj:
TERM DATA (SPBING '86) : CUMULATIVE DATA TERM DATA (SPRING '86) ' CUMU ATIVE DATA
Remediat, Remediat: Remediat. : Remediat. Remediat. Remediat. Remediat. Remediat. Remediat. ' Remediat. Remediat. Remediat.
ot Weeded Completed Hot Completed Mot Weeded Coupleted Mot Completed Not Needed Completed Not Completed 'Not Needed Completed Mot Comrleted
TOTAL # 479 256 240 ’ TOTAL ¢ 181 328 461 '
# RETURNED SPR.'86 (4  246( 51.3) 140( 54.6) 45( |8.7): # RETURNED SPR.'86 (%) 103( 56.9) 220( 67.0) 110(23.8)'
MEAN CREDITS ATTEMPTZD :Z.I 10.4 8.8 , 47.5 34.0 30.5 MEAN CREDITS ATTEMPYED 12.7 1.5 9. *52.3 39.9 33.5
HEA.N CREDITS EARNED 1.7 9.9 7.9 . 46.4 32.8 28.9 MEAN CREDITS EARNED 12.4 1.1 8.2 * 51.3 38.8 32.1
MEA) GPA 2.60 2.26 1.88 , 2.62 2.40 2.13 MEAN GPA 2.Nn z.51 1.9% 2.8 2.50 2.21
$GPA 2> 2.0 85 74 58 : 88 81 64 £ 6PA > 2.0 89 82 H % 84 13
% SUCCESSFUL SURVIVAL 43.6 40.6 10.8 45.3 4.5 12.0 % SUCCESSFUL SURVIVAL 50.8 55.2 14.5 : 53.0 56.4 17.3
8. Plerl'gmancc of fulT-time students 10 first coliege-1evel course In skiil area [through Spring §. Perfgrmance | graance of TulT-Eime Students Tn TIrSt college-ievel course In skITT aréa [ERrough Sprirg
86)2: Remediat. Remediat. '86)<: Remediat. Remediat.
Not Needed Complete Not Needed Completed
# ENROLLED 333. 89 # ENROLLEO 154 230
% PASS 62.% 66.3 £ PASS 63.0 66.1
ROTES: ROTES:
;lncludes only an unspecified fractfon of PT students. *Students who test in at computation lcevel are required (o take algebra.
20n|y final attempts reco:dsd for students who repeated the courses {explicit). **Inciudes only an unspecified fraction of PT students.
Only first attempts and “D“ or above recorded here (explicit). '0nly final attespts recorded for students who repeated the courses {explicit).
“0n’y first attempts and "D" or above recorded here {explicit).
[v092887) [v092887)
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NEW JERSEY BASIC SKILLS COUNCIL COLLEGE___ CANDEN
DEPARTMENT OF HIGHER EDUCATION

3a.

1984-86 INSTITUTIONAL PROFILE
EFFECTIVENESS REPORT
(Fall 1984 Cohort)

Criteria below which students were placed into remediation (NJCBSPT unless otherwise
specifiec):

Reading: RC 166

Writing: C 166

croputation: MG 165

Elementary Algebra: EA 175

4a.

Percent of students identified for remediation who had enrolled in appropriate remedial
course in the skill area by Spring ‘85 (i.e.. within two semesters);

FULL-TIME PART-TIME
Reading: 90 91
Writing: 95 89
Computation: 91 89
Elementary Algebra: 90 90

4b. Students identified as needing remediation who were present in Spring ‘86 but had not

enrolled in an appropriate remedial course in the skill area:

FULL-TIME PART-TIME
] % ] %
Reading: 1G5 20.3 129 37.1
Writing: 24 22.5 157 40.3
Compr-tation: 300 60.4 151 47.0
Elementary Algebra: 284 35.9 157 34.1

28
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CAMDEN COUNTY COLLEGE

PRE-TEST AND POST-TEST RESULTS FOR REMEDIAL COURSES (FINAL LEVEL ONLY)
IN READING, WRITING, MATH COMPUTATION ANOD ELEMENTARY ALGEGRA
FALL 1984 COHORY

CUMULATIVE DATA FOR SUMMER 1984 THROUGH SPRINCG- 1986

.ﬁr l
PRE-TEST FOST-TEST Percant Studeats
Namo of Course!] Tctal No. | Name of Test Sectlon Hinlmum Scive ﬁ_’ Moan , Standard Mean | Standard Attalning Min,
Enrolled Adalnlistered of Test Needed to Deter- Devliatlion Deviation | Leve! or Post-test4
In Coursa Administered | mine Prollcloncy2
IReading 11 927 NJCRSPT Reading 28 609 |17.1 6.9 {26.1 7.0 66
Writing 11 1920 JCBSPT riting 29 1015 f21.2 4.4 125.7 3.2 53
LComnutation 2450 JCBSPT Computation 19 1221 1i0.9 4.0 123.7 3.3 50
rElementm:y "1g] 3104 JCBSPT Elem. Algebda 20 1569 ] 9.0 4.4 122.0 2.6 51 _
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COLLEGE Cusberland

NEW JEK'EY BASIC SKILLS COUNCIL 1984-86 INSTITUTIONAL PROFILE
EFFE

DEPARTMENT GF HIGHER EOUCATION BASIC SPTLL AREX Weadin
{Fall 1984 Cohort) AREA NIKBER 1 of &

Students required to be tested: FULL-TIME 255 PART-TIME 135

2. Ctudents tested (and $ of FULL-TINE PART=-TIME
those counted in #1 above): ] T [} 14

255  100.0 135 100.0

7 Students needing remediation FOLL-TIR PART-TIRE
(3 of those tested): [ b3 ] b3

147 57.6 84 62.2

4. Students enrolied Tn appropriate remsdial courses in any semester fr @ Sumser 3% to Spring

'86 (3 of those fdentiffed in #3 above):
FULL-TINE PART-TINE
i

[} 2 )
125  85.0 46 54.7

1

tourse enrollment Tany semester fr~a Summer 84 to Spring 661 and outcomes for final T vel of
resediation:

1 FULL-TINE ‘ PART-TINE

XY fenrolled  3hass  3Fafl  IWIthdrew : f€nrolled  gPass  3Fafl Withdrew
N

Clh 13 79 0 8 : 24 75 4 12

3. Pre- and post-test resuits for remedial courses Tn skill area: Seée attachedl,

7. Four-semester TolTow up of fuili-time students (bascd on Spring "8G datal:

NEW JEPSEY BASIC SKILLS COUNCIL 1984-86 INSTIYUTIONAL PROFILE COLLERE Cumberland

DEPARTAENT OF HIGHER EOUCATION EFF Y R 8asic SKITL AREA Writin
{Fall 1984 Cohort) AREA NUMBER 2 oF 4
1. Students required t* be tested: FULL-TIME 255 PART-TIME 135
2. Students tested {and % of FULL-TINME PART-TIME
those counted fn #1 above): 1 b3 ] T
255 100.0 135 100.0
3.7Stadents necding reex Tiation FOLL-TIRE PART=TIRE
(3 of those tested): [} b [} T
110 43,1 66 48.8

3. Students enrolTed Tn appropriatle remedial Courses Tn any Semester frem Summer "BY T Spring —
‘86 (2 of those fdentified in #3 above): —
PART-TIM

FULL-TIME
{ I [ T
105 95.4 54 81.8
5. Tourse enrolTacnt {any semcsler Trom Swmer “BY To Spring ‘BT and cutcomés Tor Tinal Teval o}
resed’stion: -

FULL-TINE ' PART-TIME
#Enrolled gPass $Fail Sufthdrew : #Enrolled gPass 1Fafl IWithdrew
75 79 0 4 : 43 81 0 7

5. Pre- and post-test resuTts Toi +Emedlal Courses Tn SKITT avear  See atlached.!

7. Tour-zemester FolTow up of TLfT=tTwe students (bascd on Spring "8G datal:

TERM JATA (SPUNG '86) ' CUMULATIVE DATA TERM DAY (SPRING *86) h CUNULATEIVE DATA
Remedfat, Remediat. Remedfat ' Recediat  Remedfat, Remediat, Rmedfat. Remeafat. Remedfat, * Pemediat. Remediat. Reaediat.
Yot Needed Coaplated Not Cospleted :Not Needed tLwpleted Not Completed Hot Needed Completed Mot Completed 'Hot Nceded Completed Mot Coapleted
TOTAL ¢ 113 82 21 ! T0TAL ¢ I 63 21 '
# RETURKED SPR.'86 (3) 58( 51.3) 50( 60.9) 10{ 47.6)* # RETURNED SPR,°B6 (%* 0 46.6)  45( 66.1) 5{ 23.8) '
MEAN CREOITS ATTEMPTED 14 12 14 ' 55 47 4 MEAN CREDITS ATTEMPTED .4 13 13 '53 48 48
MEAY CREDITS EARNED 12 9 12 ' 52 39 4 MEAN CREDITS EARNED 12 9 9 - 38 39
NEAN GPA 2.82 1,69 2.39 foan 2,02 2.18 MEAN GPA 2.80 1.58 1.89 o276 1.9 1.97
T 6PA > 2.0 86 48 70 ' 88 52 70 2 GPA 2 2,0 86 44 60 1 49 40
% SUCCESSFUL SURVIVAL 4 29 33 : 45 32 33 2 SUCCESSFUL SURVIVAL 4 29 9 : 41 32 9
L ferlomnce oF TuTT-tTme students Tn T1rst col1ege ~ovel Course Tn SkiTT area Tthrough Spring ~  §. PerTomance of Tull-time students Tn Tirst coTTege-Tevel coursé Tn SKTTT arez Tthrough Spring
86): Remedfat, Remedfat. °86): Rensdfat, Reaediat,
Hot Needed Tompleted not Heeded Completed
# ENROLLED 106 79 # ENROLLED 132 67
T PASS 82 Al < PASS 80 13
KOTES: ROTES:
Inabie € percent attaining minimua post-test level Inciudes "A-D"s, but "D"s must repeat 1Table €; percent attaining minfmua post-test Jevel includes "A-D™s, but "0"s myst repeat

the course.
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NEW JERSEY BASIC SKILLS COUNCIL 1984-86 IRSTITUTICHAL PROFILE COLLEGE Cimberland REW JERSEY BASIC SXILLS COUNCIL 1984-86 INSTITUTIONAL PROFILE COLLEGE Cumberland

QEPARTHENT OF HIGHER EOUCATION EFFECTIVERESS REPORT 8ASIC SKITL ANEA Tomputation OEPARTMENT OF HIGHER EOLCATION Y 8ASIC SXILL AREA Algebra
(Fall 1934 Cokort) AREA HIMBER 3 of 4 (Fall 1984 Cohort) AREA NUMBER _4 of g
1. Students required to be tested: FULL-TIME 255 PART-TIME 135 1. Students required to be tested: FULL-TIHE 255 PART-TIHE 135
2. Students tested (and 2 of FULL IIHE PART-TIME 2. Students tested {and 3 of FULL-TINE PART-TIME
thosa counted in #1 above): # ] those counted in #1 above): [} 3 [] 3
55_ _100 0 135 100.0 285 100.0 135 100.0
3. Students needing remediation FOLL-TIRE PAKI=1 ML 3. Students needing remcdiation FOLL-TINE PART TIHE
(% of those tested): 3 ] b3 (4 of those tested): 3
117  45.8 72 53.3 178*  69.8* 125' 92 5*
- Students enrol fed In appropriateé recedial courses in 3ny semester from Suzmer "84 to Spring 4, Students enrolTéd in appropriate rewzedial courses ,n any semester from Sumwer 83 to Spring
86 (3 of those 1dentified in #3 above): ‘86 (3 of those identified in #3 above):
FULL-TIME PART-TIHE FULL-TIKE PART-TIME
[} b3 f L3 [} b3 [} 3
106  $0.5 43 59.7 160* 89.8+« 73*  58.4*
5. Course enrolloent (any seaester froa Summer 84 to Spring "86) and outcomes for final Tevel of 5. Course enrofiment {2ny Sezester from Summer B4 to Spring ©B6) and outcomes for ¥inal 1evel of
resediation: remediation:
FULL-TIME ' PART-TIME FULL-TINE ' PART-TIHE
t!) fEnrclled  gPass  3Fail SWithdrew . f€nrolled  gPass  gFail  SWithdrew fEnrolled  gPass  SFail Hithdrew : #Enrolled  %pass  %Fail withdrew
8 68 n 3 4 : 2 s 4 0 w2 61 ’ 1 : 58 70 0 7
I — ¥
&. Pre- and post-test resuits for remedial courses In skill area: HNo post-test data. 5. Pre- >nd post-test results for remedial COUrse€s in skili ar€a: see attached.!
7. Four-semester follow Up of fuli-time students (based on Spring 'G5 datal: 7. Four-semesier follow up of fuli-time students (based on Spring 8b dataj:
TERM OATA (SPRING '86) ' CUMULATIYE OATA TERM OATA {SPRING °'86) ' CUHMULATIYE OATA
Remediat. Remediat. Remediat. ' Remedfat. Remedia* Revediat. Remediat. Remediat. Repediat. ' Remediat. Remediat.  Rewediat.
Not Needed Completed Mot Completed ‘Mot Needed Cocplets ' Not Completed Mot Needed Completed Hot Completed 'Not Needed Completed Kot Completed
TOTAL # 143 48 31 ' TOTAL 165 54 53 '
# RETURKEO SPR.'86 (3)  73( 51.0) 23( 47.9) 2( 61.7)" # RETURNEO SPR.'86 (%)  95( 57.5) 19{ 35.1) 4 7.5)°
MEAN CREDITS ATTEMPTEOD 14 12 12 ' 55 42 51 MEAN CREDITS ATTEMCTEO 13 13 16 '8 53 59
KEM CREOITS EARNEOD 12 8 10 '8 35 41 HEAN CREDITS EARNEO n n 14 ] 48 56
HEAN GPA 2.51 1.70 2,20 '8l 2,02 2.06 MEAN GPA 2.27 2.31 2.76 '2.36 2.44 3.0
T6PA 2.0 n 52 67 L] 52 57 % 6PA D> 2.0 69 68 00 R 68 100
T SUCCESSFUL SURVIVAL 39 25 45 : 43 25 39 % SUCCESSFUL SURYIYAL 40 28 7 . 41 28 7
B, Ferfomanc of tull-time students in Tirst coilege-Tevel course In SKTTT aréd TEthrough Spring -1 erfomance of Tull-time students in Tirst college-Tevel course In SkI1T 3rea [through Spring
86): Remediat. Remediat. 86): Rezediat. Remedlat.
Hot Meeded Completed Hot Needed Cozpleted
§ ENROLLED 97 24 § ENROLLED 103 17
% PASS 7 42 % PASS 66 53
HOTES: ROTES:

*Includes students caried over froa cosputation, since students identified as needing
resediation in computation are required to tuke algebr~.

TTable €: percent attaining minimua post-test level fncludes "A-0"s, but "0"s wust repeat
the Course.
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NEW JERSEY BASIC SKILLS COUNCIL COLLEGE___ CUMBERLAND

DEPARTMENT OF HIGHER EDUCATION

3a.

1984-86 INSTITUTIONAL PROFILE
EFFECTIVENESS REPORT
(Fall 1984 Cohort)

Criteria below which students were placed into remediation (NJCBSPT unless otherwise
specified):

Reading: RC 165

Writing: SS 165

Computation: MC 165

Elementary Algebra. EA 168 with MC > 165

4a.

Percent of students identified for remediation who had enrolled in appropriate remedial
course in the skill area by Spring "85 (i.e., within two semesters):

FULL-TIME PART-TIME
Reading: 86 66
Writing: 94 88
Computation: a0 45
Elementary Algebra: 82 45

4b.

Students identified as needing remediation who were present in Spring "86 but had not
enrolled in an appropriate remedial course in the skill area:

FULL-TIME PART-TIM

# % # %
Reading: 6 4.0 7 8.3
¥riting: 0 0.0 1 1.5
Computation: 2 1.7 2 2.7

Elementary Algebra: 2 3.2 2 3.7




CUMBERLAND COUNTY COLLEGE

PRE-TEST AND POST-TEST RESULTS FOR REMEDIAL COURSES (FINAL LEVEL ONLY)
IN READING, WRITING, MATH CCHPUTATION AND ELEMENTARY ALGEBRA
FALL 1984 COHORT

CUMULATIVE DATA FOR SUMMER 1984 THROUGH SPRING 1986

i PRE-TEST POST-TEST Percent S*ydents
Neme of Course!| Total No. | Neme of Test Section Minimum Score _P13 Mean , Stoandard Moan | Standard Attalning Min,
Eanrolled Adalnistered of Test Neaded to Deter- Devlation Deviotlion { Lovel on Post-test?
In Course Adainistered | alne Proficlency?
Reading 100 97 NJCBSPT Reading 164 101 {151 J10.18 164 11.72 59.47%
Lohisli 100 118 " Sent.Sense 164 112 {154 }16.34 gb& 7.85 98.05.
Math 100 129 " Algebra 167 105 J150 | 26.65 168 7.53 51.47
|
H]

Includes students receiving grades of D in courses who are required to repeat the course.
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COLLEGE Essex

1964-86 INSTITUTIONAL PROFILE
BASIC SKTLL AREA_Reading
AREA NUMBER 1 o

EFFECTIVENESS REP
(Fall 1984 Cohort)

NEW JERSEY BASIC SKXILLS COUNCIL
DEPARTMENT OF HIGHER EDUCATION

1. Students required to be tested: FULL-TIME 805 PART-TIME 380

COLLEGE Essex

NEW JERSEY BASIC SXILLS COUNCIL .
BASIC SKTLLAREA uritin
AREA WUMBER 2 of 4 T S

1984-86 INSTITUTIONAL PROFILE
DEPARTMENT OF HIGHER EQUCATION 1

F
(Fa11 1984 Cohort)

1. Students required to be tested: FULL-TIME 805 PART-TIME 380

2. Students tested (and % of FULL-TINE PART-TIME 2. Students tested (and % of FULL -TINE! PART-TINE)
those counted in #1 above): [} 4 [} 3 those counted in 1 above): b [} 14

783 97.2 254 66.8 783 97.2 254 66.8

37 Students needing remediation FULL-TIME PART. TIRE 3. Students needing remediation FULC-TIRE? PART-TIFE?
(3 of those tested): [ } [ B {1 of those tested): [ 4 [} b3

646 82.5 200 78.7 4an 60.1 146 57.4

4. Studenls enrolied in appropriate remedial courses in any semester trom Suwver B4 to Spring 3. Sludents enroiTed in appropriate remedial ccurses in any semester froam Summer "84 to Spring
'86 (% of those identified in #3 above): “86 (% of those identified fn #3 above):
FULL-TIME PART-TIME FULL-TIKE PART-TIME
[} 1 [ 1 [} 1 [} 3
474 133 82 4.0 437 92.7 99 67.8
5. Lourse enrofiiment [any semester from Sumzer ‘84 to Spring ~85) and outcowes For Tinal Tevel of 5. Course enrofiment {any semester from Sumwer "84 to Spring "BE] and outcomes for Final Tevel of
regediation: remediation:
FULL-TIME ) PART-TIME FULL -TINE ' PART-TIME
li’ f€nrolled  gPass  gFail Wi thdrew : fenrolled  3Pass  gFail  SWithdrew fEnrolled  %Pass  3Fail Withdrew : fEnrolled  gPass  gFail $Withdrew
8 180 72.2 14.4 12.2 h 26 76.9 7.6 1.5 348 69.2 21.2 8.3 h 79 73.4 15.1 10.1
! 5. Pre- 10 post-test resuits Ter remedial courses in skifl arca. See atfache~.t 6. Pre- and post-test reZults for remedial courses In Sk117 area: See attached.?
7. Four-<emester follow up of full-time studentt (based on Spring '5b data): 7. Four-secester follow up of full-tite students (based on Spring 'B6 data):
TERM DATA (SPRING '86) ! CUMULATIVE DATA TERM DATA (SPRING '86) ' CUMULATIVE DATA
Remediat. Remediat. Remediat. ' Remediat, PRemediat. Remediat, Remediat. Remediat. Remediat. ' Remediac. Remediat. Remediat.
Hot Needed Completed Not Completed ‘Mot Needed Completed Not Coampleted Not Needed Completed Not Completed :Not Needed Completed Mot Completed
TOTAL # 137 130 516 ! TOTAL # 264 24 230 !
4 RETURNEO SPR.'86 (2) 11{ 8.0) 48( 36.9) 158{30.6)" # RETURKEO SPR.'86 (%) 41{ 15.5) 108( 44.8) 57( 24.7)’
MEAN CREOITS ATTEMPTED  10.5 10.0 10.2 ' 86.5 30.6 32.6 MEAN CREDITS ATTEMPTEO 10.5 10.4 9.2 ‘318 29.3 34.5
KEAN CREDITS EARNED 8.36 8. 8.8 '44,2 27.9 30.8 MEAN CREDITS EARNED 8.63 8.7 8.29 ‘350 21.0 33.3
HEAN GPA 2.46 1.92 2.1 2.8 2.2 2.3 MEAH GPA 2.2 1.96 2.2 2.4 2.2 2.4
16PA > 2.0 63.6 60.4 71.5 ' 90.9 64.6 5.9 L G6PA D 2.0 70.7 62.0 7.2 '73.2 70.4 82.5
2 SUCCESSFUL SURVIVAL S 22 21 ' 23 23 % SUCCESSFUL SURVIVAL 10 27 19 n k)| 20
8. Performance of fulT-tiae students in First college-Tevel course Tn SFT11 area Tthrough Spring 8. Pertormance of fuli-tite stucents Vn Tirst coilege-Tevel course 1n SKiTJ area {through Spring
'86): Remediat. Remediat. '86): Remediat. Remediat.
Not Needed Completed Hot Meeded Conpleted
# EHROLLEO 2 36 # ENROLLEC 128 n
T PASS 66.6 83.3 % PASS 70.3 49.2
ROTES: ROTES:
Ipost-test data are from Fall 1984 semester only. YHowever, data missing for 48 FT & 7 PT students.
2post-test data are from Fall 1984 semester only.
2
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COLLEGE zssex

1984-86 INSTITUTIONAL PROFILE
BASIC SRTCL AREA Comgutation
AREA MUMBER 3 of

¥E REP
(Fall 1984 Cohort)

HEW JERSEY BASIC SKILLS COUNCIL
DEPARTMENT OF HIGHER EOUCATION

1. Students required to be tested: FULL-TIME 805 PART-TIME 380

2. Students tested (and % of FULL-TIME PART-TIME
those counted in M above): ] 3] [} 1

783 97.2 254 66.8

I Students needing remediation FOLL-TIHE PART-TIRE
{1 af those tested): I 1 /] 3

657 83.9 205 80.7

¥, Students enrolled In appropriate remedial courses in any semoster trom Summer "84 to Spring
‘86 (% of those {dentified in #3 above):

1984-86 INSTITUTIONAL PRO7ILE
(Fa11 1984 Cohort)

NEW JERST BASIC SYILLS COUNCIL
DEPARTMENT OF HIGHER EDUCATION

COLLEGE Essex
8

ASIC SKITL AREA Algebra
AREA NUMBER 4 ©

1. Students required to be tested: FULL-TIME 805 PART-TIME 380

2. Students tested (and % of FULL-TIME PART-TINS

those counted in M above): [} 1 I} '3
783 97.2 254 66.8

3. Students needing remediation FOLC-TIRE PART-TINE

(4 of those tested): ! 2 ] b3
676* 86.3* 223*  87.7*

4, Students enrolled in appropriate remedial Coursés In any semester from Summer B4 € Spring
‘85 (% of those identified in #3 above):

FULL-TIME PART-TINE FULL-TINE PART-TIME
[} 3 [ 1 ! b3 ! b3
606 92,2 139  67.8 234 34.6+ 54 24.2*
5. Cour:c{e :?ronment {any semester from Summer "BY to Spring '9b) and outcomes for Tinal Yevel of 5. Tourse enroliment Ia_nl semester from Summer "4 to Spring 'B5) and outcomes for ¥1nal level of
resediation: remediation:
FULL-TIME ' PART-TIME FULL-TINE ' PART-TINE
f€nrolled  ZPass  gFail IWithdrew : #Enrolled  gPass  TFail Withdrew #Enrolled  TPass  IFail 2 ithdrew : #Enrolled  gpass  $Fail Wi thdrew
464 47.8 35.5 14.0 ' 94 56.3 26.5 19.1 234 56.4 30.3 10.6 : 54 62.9 20.3 12.9
b. Pre-"3nd post-test results for remedlal courses ¥n skill area. See attached.! 5. Pre-"and post-test resuits for remealal courses Wi SkiIT aresr See attached.!
7. Four-semester Toliow up of full-time students (based on Spring "85 data): 7. Tour-semester follow up of fuli-time students (based on Spring "85 dztal:
TERM DATA (SPRING '86) ! CUMULATIVE DATA TERM DATA (SPRING ‘*!16) ' CUMULATIVE DATA
Remediat. Remediat: Remediat, ' Remediat. Remediat. Remediat. Remediat. Remediat. Revediat, ° Remediat. Remediat. Remediat,
Hot Needed Completed Mot Completed ‘Jot Needed Completed Mot Completed Not Needed Completed Kot Cvapleted ‘Mot Meeded Completed Not Completed
TOTAL ¢ 126 222 435 N TOTAL ¢ 107 132 544 N
# RETURNEO SPR.'85 (3) 33( 26.1) 82( 36.9) 102( 23.4) 7 RETURNEO SPR.'86 (%) 21( 19.6) 78( 59.0) 105( 19.3)
MEAN CREDITS ATTEMPTED 12.0 10.3 9.5 'o45.6 30.9 30.3 MEAN CREOITS ATTEMPTEO 11.8 1.1 8.97 ' 4.7 33.0 28.5
MEAN CREDITS EARNED 1.2 8.7 7.9 '45.4 28.6 271.9 MEAN CREDITS EARNEO 10.8 9.44 7.48 ' 46.3 30.8 26.2
MEAN GPA 2.49 2.2 1.95 g 2.4 2.2 MEAN GPA 2.6 2.06 2.07 voen 2.3 2.2
% GPA > 2.0 72.7 74.0 62.7 '90.8 78.0 65.7 1 6PA > 2,0 76.2 64.1 70.5 ' 90.5 73.1 69.5
% SUCCESSFUL SURYIVAL 19 27 14 : 23 28 15 2 SUCCESSFUL SURYIVAL 14 37 13 : 17 43 13
B, Performance of fuil-time students in first college-Tevel course 1n skill area [through Spring 8. PucTermance of TuTT-time students Tn First coliege-Tevel course ¥n SKiil area (through Spring
'86): Remediat. Remediat, '86): Remediat. Remedi at.
Hot Needed Completed Not Needed Completed
# ENROLLED 20 41 # ENROLLEO n 43
2 PASS 80.0 63.4 % PASS 90.9 4.8
NOTES: HOTESE
TPost-test data are from Farl 1984 semester only. *Students identified as nevding remediation in computation are required to complete
rcmedlauon in algebra (numders are fncluded here).
Post-test data are from Fall 1984 semester only.
fves2287) [v062287)
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NEW JERSEY BASIC SKILLS COUNCIL COLLEGE___ESSEX

OEPARTMENT OF HIGHER EQUCATION

1984-86 INSTITUTIONAL PRO “ILE
EFFECTIVENESS REPORT
(Fall 1984 Cohort)

3a. Criteria below which students were placed into remediation (NJCBSPT unless otherwise
specified):
Reading: RC 168
Writing: Essay 9
Computation: MC 169
Elementary Algebra: EA 168 with MC > 168
4a. Percent of students identified for remediation who had enrolled in appropriate remedial
course in the skill area by Spring ‘85 (i.e., within two semest ers):
FULL-TIME PART-TIME
Reading: 72 10
¥riting: 93 67
Computation: 91 64
Elementary Algebra: 68 56
4b. Students identified as needing remediation who were present in Spring ‘86 but had not

enrolled in an appropriate remedial course in the skill area:

FULL-TIME PART-TIME
# % # %
Reading: 40 6. 21 10.5
Writing: 0 0.0 10 6.8
Computation: g 1.3 8 3.9

Elementary Algebra: 0 0.0 3 1.3




ESSEX CQUNTY COLLEGE

PRE-TEST ANO POST-TEST RESULTS FOR REMEDIAL COURSES (FINAL LEVEL ONLY}
IN READING, WRITING, MATYH COMPUTATION AND ELEMENTARY ALGEBRA

FALL 1984 COHORT

CUMULATIVE DATA FOR SUMMER !CB4 THROUGH SPRING 1986

PRE-TEST POST-TEST Parcent Students
Nome of Course!| Total No. | Neme of Test | Sectlon Hinlmum Score N> [Hoan , Standard | Meon | Standard Attaining Min,
Enrolled Adminlstered of Test Heedod to Deter- Devietion Deviation | Lovel on Post-testd
In Course Adalnlistered | mine Prollc:loncy2
English 096Y) 188 Doesc.Tost Ssnteonce 20 176 18.7 | 5.54 23,72 ]4.842 80.7
097 Structuro
Dopartmontal Elomentary
Elomentary \Algebra 708 (21) 25 14.3 | 9.95 24.9 }3.88 83.3
Math 092.3 271 Alg. Test . 30 Iteas
Coaputat fon
Mth 082-3 67 Dopar taontol ,op‘;ms 705 (21) 3 hsa | p3.8  |3.47 85.7
TABE
?f ) 099 &3 Fora D Iotsl 524 e 7, 437 1 _234.5 1939 188 % 71
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HEW JERSEY BASIC SKILLS COUNCIL
OEPARTHMENT CF MIGHER EQUCATION

1984-86 INSTITUTIONAL PROFI!E

COLLEGE Gloucester
REPORT BASIC
(Fall 1984 Cohort)

eading
AREA NUMBER 1 oF 2

1. Students required to be tested: FULL-TIME 542 PART-TIME 260

2. Students tested (and % of FULL-TIME PART-TINE
those counted in #1 above): [} 3 ] %

541 99.8 246 94.6

I Students needing remediation FULL~TTHE PART-TIME
(T of those tested): 1 1 ! 3

139 25.6 35 14.2

3. Studern s enrolfed in appropriate rewmedial Courses in any semester from Sumser "84 to Spring
'86 (3 of those identified in #3 above):

FULL-TINE PART-TIME
1 1 %
138 99.2 9 25.7
5. Cours? erilrﬂ Tment {any sexester froam Susmer B4 to Spring 'B6) and outcomes for final Tevel of
remediation: -
FULL-TINE ' PART-TIME
#€nrolled  {Pass  gFail Withdrew : #€nrolled  7TPass  Fall $Withdrew
15 64.4 33.0 1.7 : 9 88.9 1.1 0
5. Fre- and post-test results for remedial CoUrses in SKI11 area: See attached.’
7. Four-semester follow up of full-time students {based on Spring '8b datal:
TERS DATA (SPRING '86) ' CUMULATIVE OATA
Remr diat. Remediat.  Remediat. * Remediat. Remediat.  Remediat.
Not Needed Completed Mot Completed 'Not Needed Completed Not Coampleted
TOTAL # 402 82 57 !
# RETURNED SPR.'86 (2)  195( 48.5) 55( 67.0) S( 8.7) °
MEAN CREDITS ATTENPTEO 13,6 13.3 12.4 ‘861 37.6 23.0
MEAN CREDITS EARNED 1.4 10.3 8.4 ' 48.8 30.8 16.6
MEAN GPA 2.28 2.01 1.43 '2.40 2.06 1.53
164> 2.0 70.3 65.4 40.0 o744 56.4 40.0
% SUCCESSFUL SURYIVAL  34.1 4.0 3.5 ' 36,1 37.8 3.5
8. Performance of full-time students in first college-Tevel course in skill arca [through Spring
'86): Remediat. Remediat.
Not Needed Compieted
§ ENROLLED 338 n
% PASS 79.3 88.7
NOTEST
Tinstitutional policy permits faculty to add 4 points to each p-test score to allow for
standard error of measurement. Thus, {institution argues that actual percent rtudents attaining
ainimus level is slightly higher than that shown.
{vo62387)
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Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

NEW JERSEY BASIC SKILLS COUNCIL 1984-86 INSTITUTIONAL PROFILE COLLEGE Gloucester
OEPARTMENT OF HIGHER EDUCATION EFFECTIVENESS R BASIC Fiting
(Fall 1984 Cohort) AREA NUMBER 2 0
1. Students required to be tested: FULL-TIMC 542  PART-TIME 260
2. Students tested (and 3 of FULL-TIME PART-TIME
those counted in #1 above): ] 3 ] 1
541 99.8 246 94.6
J.Students reeding remcdiation . FULL-TIRE PART-TIRE
(¢ of those tested): 4 3 [} 3
300 55.4 72 29.2

4. Students enrolTed in appropriate recedial courses in any semester from Summer "84 to Spring
'86 (3 of those {dentified in 43 above):

FULL-TINE PART-TINE
1 ) ! %
295 98.3 33 45.8

5. Tourse erilrollmerﬁ {any sencster froa Swawer "84 tc ~ring '86) and outcomes for final level of
remedfation: -

FULL-TIHE ' PART-TIME
fEnrolled  gPass  1IFail $Withdrew : #€nrolled  3Pass  3Fail  $Withdrew
273 72.2 25.3 1.8 : 33 84.9 9.1 6.1

&.17e- and post-fest results for remedial courses in Skill area: See attacned.!

7. Four-sexester follow up of full-time students (based on Spring "85 datal:

TERM JATA {SPRING '86) ' CUMULATIVE DATA
Rewediat. Remediat.  Remediat. ' Resediat. Remediat.  Remediat.
Not Needed Completed Mot Completed Mot Meeded Completed Mot Completed
TOTAL # 241 202 93 '
# RETURNEO SPR.*86 (3) 126( 52.2) 119( 58.9) 10( 10.2)"
MEAN CREDITS ATTEMPTEO 13,5 13.7 n.4 ¢ 56.4 48.0 29.9
MEAN CREDITS EARNED 1.3 1.1 8.2 '49.9 40.2 21.0
MEAN GPA 2.35 2.11 1.64 '2.82 2.13 1.78
1 6PA > 2.0 72.2 66.4 £0.0 'o77.0 64.7 40.0
% SUCCESSFUL SURYIVAL 37.8 39.1 5.1 : 40.2 38.1 4.1

8. Performance of full-time studenls in first college-TeveT course in s¥iTT aréa (through Spring

'86): Remediat. Remediat.
Not Needed Completed
# ENROLLEO 22 185
% PASS 81,0 81.1
NOTES: - -

Tustitutional policy permits faculty to add 4 points to each p-test score to allow for
standard error of measurement. Thus, fastitution argues that actual percent students attaining
uininun level is slightly higher than that shown,

[v062387)
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NEW JERSEY BASIC SKILLS COUXCIL 1984-86 INSTITUTIONAL PROFILE COLLEGE Gloucester

HEW JERSEY BASIC SKILLS COUXCIL 1984-86 INSTITUTIONAL PROFILE COLLEGE Gloucester
DEPARTHENT OF HIGHER EOUCATION BASIC SKILL AREA Computation OEPARTMENT OF HIGHER EOUCATION EFFECTIY REPCRT BASIC ebra*
(Fall 1984 Cohort) AREA NUMBER 3 of 4 (Fall 1984 Cohort) AREA NMBER _4 of 2
1. Students required to be tested: FULL-TIME 542 PART-TIME 260 1. Students required to be tested: FULL-TIME _. PART-TIME
2. Students tested (and % of FULL-TIME PART-TIME 2. Students tasted (and % of FULL-TIME PART-TINE
those ccunted in #1 above): ] 1 [} 1 those counted in #1 above): 1 2 [ 1
s41 99.8 246 94.6
3. Students needing remediation FULL-TTRE PART-TIRE 3. students needing rescdiation *  FULL-TIN PART-TIFE
(3 of those tested): ? 2 ? 2 (2 of those tested): ? 1 ? %
293 54.1 110 44.7

Students enrolied In appropriate remedial courses in any sexester froa Suswmer "84 to Spring

J, Students earolTed in appropriaté remedial courses in any sezester Trom Summer '63 to Spring

g.
'86 {2 of those identified in #3 above): *86 (% of those identified in #3 adove):
FULL-TIME PART-TIME FULL-TI¥E PART-TIME
[} % ! 2 ! 2 ! %
269 91.8 50 45.4
3. mrﬁ? er;rﬁﬁien: {any sewester from Summer ‘8% to Spring 'B0] and outcomes for final Tevel of 5. Course er;rollne?ﬁ {any seméster froa Sumier "8% to Spring "B5) and outcowcs for Final Tevel of
resediation: remediation: _
FULL-TIME ' PART-TIME FULL-TINE ' PART-TIME
fEnrolled  %Pass  %3Fail Wi thcrew : fEnrolled  3Pass  %Fail Withdrew #Enrolled  gPass  3Fail Withdrew : {Enrolled  %Pass $Fail Withdrew
269 68.4 26.4 3.0 : 50 78.0 14.0 8.0 :
§. Pre- and post-test results for remedlal courses In skill area: See attached.! 6. Pre- and post-test results for remedial courses in sziil area: Ho data.
7. Four-semester foilow up of full-tide students [based on Spring "85 datal: 7. Four-sémester follow up oF fuli-time students {basec on Spring '80 data):
TERH OATA (SPRING '86) ! CUMULATIVE OATA TERM OATA (SPRING '86) ! CUMULATIVE 0ATA
Remediat. Remediat. Recediat. ' Remedlat. Resediat. Remedlat. Remediat. Reaediat. Remediat. ' Remediat. Resediat. Remediac,
Not Needed Completed Mot Completed 'Not Meeded Completed Hot Completed Hot Needed Completed Mot Compieted ‘Mot Needed Completed Mot Complete
TOTAL # 248 190 103 . TOTAL # :
# RETURNED SPr.'86 (3)  124( 50.0) 120( 63.1) 11( 10.6)* # RETURNEO SPR.'86 (3) ( ) () () .
KEMH CREDITS ATTEMPTEO 13.6 13.6 1.4 ' 58.0 45.9 37.2 MEAN CREOITS ATTEMPTEO ,
HMEMN CREDITS EARNED 1.7 10.8 1.27 ' 52,0 37.9 26.3 MEAN CREOITS EARNED ,
MEM GPA 2.33 £ 13 1.717 2,58 2.1 1.78 MEAN GPA
TGA > 2.0 n.o 67.5 54.5 ‘o83 59.2 45.4 26PA > 2.0 :
3 SUCCESSFUL SURYVIVAL  35.5 42.6 5.8 : a1 37.4 4.8 % SUCCESSFUL SURVIVAL .
8. verformance of full-tiae students in first college-Teve’ course in SKITT area (through Spring B, PérTormance of Tull-time st ents In First callege-Tevel course in SkiTT area (through Spring
'86): Remediat. Resesiat, '86): . Remediat. Reaediat.
Not Mceded Coapl eted Not Needed Completed
# EXROLLEO 197 131 # ENROLLEO
% PASS 74.6 63.4 % PASS
NOTES: HOTES:
nsti tutional policy permits faculty to add 4 points to each p-test score to allow for *Courses are offured in elementary and intermediate algebra, howaver, jastitution unable to
standird error of measurement. Thus, {nstitution argues that actual percent students attaining provide algebra data. Algebra placement at option of student Or upon recommendation of 100-level
ainima level is slightly higher than that shown. nath instructors. yse of NJCBSPT for placement is under review.
[vos2287] {vo62287]
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NEW JERSEY BASIC SKILLS COUNCIL COLLEGE___ GLOUCESTER

DEPARTMENT OF HIGHER EDUCATION

1984-86 INSTITUTIONAL PROFILE
EFFECTIVENESS REPORT
(Fall 1984 Cuhort)

3a. Criteriu below which students were placed into remediation (NJCBSPT unless otherwise
specified):
Reading: RC 161
Hriting: EC (composite) 165

Computation: MC 165, ACT/SAT scores

Elementary Algebra: Diagnostic test & curriculun requiring algebra

4a. Percent of students identified for remediation who had enrolled in appropriate remedial
course in the skill area by Spring ‘85 (i.e., within two semesters):

FULL-TIME PART-TIME
Reading: 99 17
Writing: 97 38
Computation: 91 31

Elementary Algebra:*

4b  Students identified as needing remediation who were present in Spring ‘86 but had not
enrolled in an appropriate remedial course in the skill area:

FULL-TIME PART-TIME

# % # %
Reading: 0 0.0 4 11.5
Writing: 1 0.3 9 12.5
Computation: 5 1.7 13 16.3
Elementary Algebra:*

*See footnote on profile,
30
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GLOUCESTER COUNTY COLLEGE

PRE-TEST AND POST-TEST RESULTS FOR REMEDIAL COURSES (FINAL LEVEL ONLY)

IN READING, WRITING, MATH COMPUTATION AND ELEMENTARY ALGEBRA

FALL 1984 COHORT

CUMULATIVE DATA FOR SUMMER 1984 THROUGH SPRING 1986
I
PRE-TEST POST-TEST Percent Students
Neme of Course | Total No. | Nemo of Test Sectlion Minlmum Score . Mean , Standard Mean | Standard Attalning Min,
Enrolled Acalalstered of Test Neaded to Deter- Devliatlon Deviatlon | Level on Post-test
In Course Adminlstered | mlne Proflciency
Preparatiory Reading 145
for Collegd 115 NJCBSPT | Compre- 161 73 1.19| 8.57 160 | 7.51 50.7
_Reading TT hension
Basic Total 156 167
Comp IT 273 | NICBSPT | Composit) 165 197 ].13] 6.16 |.24 | 5.67 67.0
Intro. 269 NJCBSPT Math 156 171
COllequatl' ComDutat. 165 189 .69 5.10 !06 4.50 93.6
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1984-86 INSTITUTIGML PROFILE

EFFECTI
(Fa1l 1984 Cohort)

HEW JERSEY 8ASIC SKILLS COUKCIL COLLEGE Hudson
DEPARTHERT OF HIGHER EDUCATION 8ASIC SKILL TREA Readin
AREA NUMBER TT_—S‘

1. Students required to be tested: FULL-TIME ‘559 PART-TIME 290

2. Students tested {and % of FULL-TIME PART-TIME
those counted in #1 above): [} % ] b4

559  100.0 290 100.0

3. Students needing remediation FULL-1INE — PART=TIRE
(2 of those tested): [ k3 [} %

30 55.4 160 55.1

4. Students enroTTed in approp~1até remedial courses in a any semester From Sumoer B3 to Spring

'86 (3 of those identified in #3 above):

1984-86 INSTITUTIONAL PROFILE
DEPARTMENT OF HIGHER EDUC.TION EFFECTIVERESS REPORT 8ASIC X

COLLEGE Hudson

: oHrltlng_

HEW JERSEY 8ASIC SKILLS COUNCIL

(Fall 1984 Cohort) AREA NUMBER
1. Students required to be tested: FULL-TIME 559 PART-TIME 290
2. Students tested {and § of FULL-TIME PART-TIME
those counted in #1 above): ] % [} b3
559  100.0 290  100.0
3. Students necding remediation »  FUIL-TIRE PAKT-1IME
(& of those tested): ] K3
309 55.2 157 54.1
§. Students enrolled in appropriate remedial courses in a any semester from Summer "84 to Spring
'86 {3 of those identified in #5 above):
FULL-TINE PART-TIME
L 3 { 3
308 98.7 139 88.5

FULL-TIMZ PART-TIME
{ 3 { 3
310 100.0 149 93.1
5. Course enrolIment {any semester from Summer 84 to Spring 'B5) and oufcomes for Finai Tevel of
resediation:

1 FULL-TINE ' PART-TIME
N #Enrolled gPass gFall Wi thdrew : {Enroiled gPass gFail Wi thdrew
o S-S LA LL Rt L LAALL AL _—_—_ 222> 21317 SNITNCIEW
?o 143 54 33 12 : 83 67 28 5

6. Pre- and posi-test resuits for remedial courses in SKill area: See attacnea,

5. Tourse enrolTment [any semester from Summer "84 to Spring '86) and outcomes for final Tevel of
remediation:

FULL-TIME ' PART-TIME
fEnrolled  %Pass IFail $Withdrew : #enrolled thass $Fail Wi thdrew
131 51 39 10 . 64 67 28 5

6. Pre- and post-test resuits for remedial courses in skill area: See attachea.

7. Four-semester follcw up of full-time students (based on Spring ‘86 datal:

TERM DATA (SPRING *86) h CUMULATIYE DATA
Remediat. Remedfat. Remediat. ' Remediat. Remediat. Remediat.
Mot Needed Completed Mot Completed ‘Mot Needed Completed Mot Completed
TOTAL ¢ 224 '
# RETURNED SPR.'86 (%) 76( 40.4) 35( 68.6} 42( 18,7}’
MEAN CREDITS ATTEMPTED 13.4 12,0 9.72 ' 857 29.5 22.6
HEM CREDIIS EANED 1n. 8.3 6.51 ' 49,4 21.7 16.3
MEM GPA 2.38 1,81 1.53 2.5 1.92 1.58
3 6PA > 70 51 38 ] 51 38
14 SUCCESFUL SURYIVAL 28 35 7 '3 35 7

- ng)fomance of full-time students Tn first college- Ie;'ltcourse in skiTl area [througnh Spring
a

Remediat.

Not Needed Cazpleted
# ENROLLED 161 42
% PASS 74 78

7. Four-semester follow up of full-time students (basea on Spring '86 datal:

TERH DATA (SPRING '86) ’ CUMULATIVE DATA
Remediat. Remediz*. emediat. ' Remediat. Remediat, Remediat.
Not Needed Completcd Not Completed 'Not Needed Completed Mot Completed

TOTAL ¢ 161 59 243

# RETURNEO SPR.'86 (3)  62( 38.5) 34( 57.6) 57( 23.9)'

MEAN CREDITS ATTEMPTED 13.8 12.0 10.3 ! 55,5 28.4 32.7
MEAN CREDITS EARMED 11.6 8.59 7.01 ' 48.8 22,0 25.8
MEAN GPA 2,39 1,83 1,74 2.5 1.90 1.86
3 G6PA D> 2.0 7 50 46 79 53 47

% SUCCESSFUL SURVIVAL 2 29 n : 30 3 1

8. l:gg;omance of fulT-time students in Tirst Coliege-ievel course in skiii area (through SPring

Remediat. Remediat.
Not Meeded Ceapleted
# ENROLLED 138 50
% PASS 72 70

FOTEST " e

[v062287)
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NEW JERSEY BASIC SKILLS COUNCIL 1984-86 INSTITUTIONAL PROFILE COLLEGE_Hudson NEW JERSEY BASIC SKILLS COUNCIL 1984-86 INSTITUTIONAL PROFILE COLLEGE Hudson

DEPARTMENT OF HIGHER EDUCATION ~ EFFECTIVENESS REFORT BASIC SKTLL AREA Computation OEPARTMENT OF HIGHER EQUCATION REPOR BASIC SRTLL AHEA Algebra
(Fall 1984 Cohort) AREA NIMSER 3 © (Fall 1984 Cobort) AREA NIMBER 4 Ff'g'—
1. Students required to be tested: FULL-TIME 559 PART-TIME 290 1. Students required to be tested: FULL-TIME 559  PART.TIME 290
2. Students tested {and % of FULL-TIME PART-TIME 2. Students tested {and % of FULL-TIME PART-TIME
those counted in #1 above): ! 4 [ b4 those counted in #1 above): [ 1 ] 1
559 100.0 2% 100.0 5591 100,01 2901 100.0"
J.7Students necding remediation FULT-TTHE PART-TIRE 3. Students needing remcdiation +  FULL=TIHE PART-TIRE
(% of those tested): [} b3 [} b3 (L of those tested): ] b [} 1
383 68.5 181 62.4 105 18.71 48 16.51
¥ Students enrolTed in appropriate remedial courses Tn any semester Trom Summér 'B3 to Spring ¥.7Students enrofied in appropriate remedial Courses in any semester from Summer 'B3 to Spring
‘86 (% of those identiffed in #3 above): ‘86 (3 of those identified in #3 above):
FULL-TIME PART-TINE FULL-TIME PART-TIME
{ 4 { 3 [ 1 { 1
330 86.1 127 70.1 55 52.32 26 54,12
5. Tourse enrolwent Tany semester Trom Swamer 'U¥ to Spring 'BGJ and outcomss Tor Tinal Tevel of 5. Emr;f a\rollmenf {any sevester from Sumner 'B4 to Spring "B5T and outcoads for Final Tcvel of
resedfation: remediation: -_—
FULL-TINE ' PART-TIME FULL-TINE ' PART-TIME
rl’ fEnrolled  3Pass  3Fail IHithdrew ' fenrolled  3Pass  gFafl  gwithdrew #€nrolled  gPass  gFaf) Wi thdrew ' f€nrolled  gPass  gFafl Wi thdrew
S ———— ——— —— e —— L] e b——— T me— e — —_— h— ———— ] - _— —_— nee—
‘{8 132 55 36 9 : 27 52 37 n 74 64 27 9 : 23 61 26 13
: 0. Pre--and post-test results Tor vemedial courses In szilV area: See attached: b. Pre- and post-test results for resedial courses In SKT1T area: See stLchea:
7. Four-semester follow up of full..time students (baced on Spring "85 datajr 1. Four-semester follow up of full-time students (based on Spring '86 datal:
TERM DATA (SPRING '86) ! CUMULATIVE DATA TERH OATA (SPRING '86) ! CUULATIYE DATA
Remediat. Remedfat.  Remediat., ' Remediat. Rewediat. Remediat., Remediat. Remediat. Remedfat. ' pemedfat. Remediat. Remediat.
Mot Needed Completed Hot Coapleted Mot Meeded Completed Hot Completed flot Needed Completed Mot Completed ‘Mot Keeded Cowpleted Hot Completet
TOTAL # 15 83 300 ! T0TAL 21 17 70 '
f RETURNED SPR.'86 (%) 26( 34.6) 48( 57.8) 79( 26.3)" # RETURNED SPR.*86 (%) 10{ 47.6) 12( 70.5) 18( 25.7)°
MEAN CREDITS ATTEMPTED 13.1 n.2 12.5 52,3 32.1 43.4 MEAN CREDITS ATTEMPTED 9,50 10.8 13.8 '42.7 29.1 39.6
HEAN CREDITS EARNED n.7 7.53 9.61 R IA 25.4 36.1 MEAH CREDITS EARNEO 8.80 7.08 1.3 ' 38,6 20.3 34.8
MEAN GPA 2.54 1.82 1,99 ' 2,61 2.04 2.05 MEAN GPA 2.75 1.51 2.01 2,75 1.83 2.1
2 G6PA > 2.0 73 54 53 '8 60 54 T6PA > 2.0 90 42 4 90 42 55
3 SUCCESSFUL SURVIVAL 25 3 14 P 35 14 T SUCCESSFUL SURYIVAL 43 29 n P43 29 14
8, Performance of tulT-timé students In First coltege-Tevel Course in skiT1 area [through Spring g. performance of Tull-E°™¢ students In Tirst college-Tevel course in skiT1 area (through Spring =
'86): Remediat. Remediat. '36): Remediat, Remediat.
Not Needed Completed Hot Needed Completed
¥ ENROLLED 45 40 ¥ ENROLLEO 12 7
% PASS 75 70 1 PASS 83 n
TEST NOTES:
lonly 253 FT & 151 PT students took algehra portion of test: algebra testing not required for
studegts who have not taken an algebra course.
Course required only in certain programs,
- {v062287)
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NEW JERSEY BASIC SKILLS COUNCIL COLLEGE___HUDSON

DEPARTMENT OF HIGHER EDUCATION

1984-86 INSTITUTIONAL PROFILE
EFFECTIVENESS REPORT
(Fall 1984 Cohort)

3a. Criteria below which students were placed into remediation (NJCBSPT unless otherwise
specified):
Reading: RC 166
Writing: SS 164

Computation: MC 169

Elementary Algebra: EA 168 and curriculum requiring algebra

4a. Percent of students identified for remediation who had enrolled in appropriate remedial
course in the skill area by Spring 85 (i.e., within two semesters):

FULL-TIME PART-TIME
Reading: 100 93
Writing: 99 89
Computation: 86 70
Elementary Algebra: 52 54

b. Students identified as needing remediation who were present in Spring ‘86 but had not
enrolled in an appropriate remedial course in the skill area:

FULL-TIME PART-TIME
# % # %
Reading: 0 0.0 3 1.8
Writing: 0 0.0 5 3.1
Computation: 47 12.2 4 2.2

Elementary Algebra: 10 9.5 3 6.2




HUDSON COUNTY COMMMNLTY COLLEGE

Full- and Part-Time
Pre-Test and Post-Test Results for Remedlsl Courses (Final Level Only)
In Reading, writing, Math Compution and Elementary Algebra
(Fall 1984 Cohort)

CUMRLATIVE DATA FOR SUMMER 1984 THROUGH SPRING 1986

X aof
PRE-TEST POST-TEST Students
Neme of Coursel Total Mmber Section Minlmun Score Needed Attalning
Enrolled Neme of Test of Test to Determing Mn. Lavel
; In Course Adninistered | Adninistered Proficiency? N Standard Standard on the
N Moan | Devistion| Mean]| peviation| Post-Testd
T Readlng
Collega Reading II 200 NXCBSPT Cor vehension 1655 92 141.8) 8.21 160. 44 8.14 49
Sentence
Bssic English 1Y 184 NXCBSPT Sense 163 83 146.84 7,22 160.9 6.84 53
Basic Math II 173 NICBSPT Computation I 168 61 152.9% 6.44 164.97 8.13 42
Basic Algebrs &7 NXCBSPT Computation Il 167 25 155.72 4.78 171.72 &.94 88
iFinel lavel of the rowedlal coursas In each skill ares.
2The scaled/standsrd score which will exempt students from belng placed In the reaedlal course.
Inamber of students who took both pre-test end the post-test, and vho passed the course.
4parcentage of students whose post-test scores were equal to or more than the minlmum score on the pre-test.
5Tha score for 1985 students has been changed to 167.
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NEW JERSEY BASIC SKILLS COUNCIL 1984-86 INSTITUYIONAL PROFILE COLLEGE Mercer
OEPARTHENT OF HIGHER EOUCATION EFFECTIVERESS REPORT 8ASIC SKILL AREA_Reading
{Fall 1984 Cohort) AREA NUMBER 1 o

1. Students required to be tested: FULL-TIME 1361 PART-TINE 716

HEW JERSEY BASIC SKILLS COUNCIL  1984-86 INSTITUTIONAL PROFILE COLLEGE Mercer
DEPARTMENT OF HIGHER EOUCATION EFFECTIVERESS REPORT 8ASIC SKTLU AREA Mriting
(Fall 1984 Cohort) AREA NWHSER 20

1. Students required to be tested: FULL-TIME 1361 PART-TINE _716

2. Students tested {and § of FULL-TINE PART-TIME 2. Students tested {(and 3 of FULL-TIME PART-TIME
those counted in #1 above): [} 3 ! % those counted in #1 above): 1 % 1 b3

1361 100.0 N6 1,90 1361 100.0 N6 1000

. Students necding remediation FOLL- T8¢ PART-TTHE 3. Students needing remediation « FOULL-TIME PART-TINE
(2 of those tested): 1 4 [} 3 {4 of those tested): f 3 [} b3

618 45.4 320 44.6 518 38.0 279 38.9

¥, Students enrolled in appropriate remedial courses in any sesester from Sumver "8¥ to Spring
'86 (% of those {dentified in #3 above):

§. Students enrolled in appropriate remedial courses in any semester from Sucwmer B4 to Spring
'86 (% of those fdentified in §3 above):

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

FULL-TINE PART-TINE FULL-TIME PART-TIME
[ 1 [} 1 i 2 ! 3
594 96.1 241 75.3 491 94.7 203 72.7
5. Course enrollment {any semester from Summer "84 to Spring "86) and outcomes for Final Tevel of 5. Tourse enroliment {any semester Fro@ Swaser B3 to Spring B6J and outcomes for final Tevel of
remediation: remediation: .
FULL-TINE ! PART-TINE FULL-TIME . : PART-TINE
fEnrolled  %Pass  3Fail  SWithdrew ' gEnrolled  IPass  2Fajl  3Withdrew fEnrolled  Pass  fFail  IWithdrew ' JEnrolled  Pass  3Fall  3Withdrew
rtnrol’t¢ 24 Al M , L=arolled  3vass  Mrall  SRACACrev
430 76* 17 7 ' 125 74+ 15 n 386 74+ 19 7 : 128 75+ 16 9
5. Pre- and post-test resutts for remedial courses in skill area: See atached. 6. Pre- and post-test resul:s for remedial courses in skill area: See attached.
7. Four-semester foilow up of fuii-time students (based on Spring '86 data): 7. Four-semester follow up of full-time students (based on Spring "85 datal:
TERM DATA (SPRING '86) ' CUMULATIVE DATAl TERM DATA {SPRING '86) ' CUMULATIYE 0ATAl
Remediat. Remediat. Remediat. ' Remediat. Remediat. Remediat. Remediat. Regediat. Remediat. ° Remediat. Rezediat. Remediat.
Not leeded Completed Mot Completed 'Not Needed Cowpleted Mot Completed Hot Needed Completed MNot Completed ‘Not Needed Completed Hot Cospleted
TOTAL # 743 413 205 ' TOTAL 7 843 358 160 '
7 RETURNED SPR.'86 (%)  395( 53.1) 234( 56.6) 19( 9.2)' 7 RETURNED SPR.’86 (%)  434( 51.4) 195( 54.4) 19{ 11.8)*
MEAN CREDITS ATTENPTEL 11.0 10.4 7.1 L] 33 2] MEAN CREDITS ATTEMPTEO 11.1 10.1 7.3 L) ki) 24
MEAN CREDITS EARNED 9.8 8.6 5.4 39 30 18 MEAN CREDITS EARNED 9.9 8.2 6.1 '3 28 20
HMEAN GPA 2.42 1.94 1.42 '2.39 2.03 1.51 MEAN GPA 2.43 1.82 1.60 : 2.41 1.9 1.66
% GPA > 2.0 73 56 32 'R 54 21 16A > 2.0 74 51 42 73 46 36
3 SUCCESSFUL SURYIYAL 39 ki] 3 : 38 3l 2 2 SUCCESSFUL SURYVIVAL 38 28 5 : 38 24 4
B, Performance of full-time students in first college-Tevel course in skilT arca {through Spring = 8. Performance of Full-tiwe students Tn First cuiiege-TeveT Course in SKTTT area {Ehrough Spring—
‘86): Remediat. Remediat. 86): Remediat. Remediat,
Hot Needed Completed Hot Needed Completed
# ENROLLED 118 214 # ENROLLED 103 304
1 PASS 88 68 % PASS 80 n
ROTES:™ NOTES:
*According to Institution, understates the true percentage of students who successfuily *According to institution, understates the true perceatage of students who successfully
complfted remedfation (cf. 801 FT and 84% PT respectively). complfted remedfation {(cf. 78% FT and 83% PT respectively).
For comparable '83 cohort data, see tables included in 8/10/387 corraspondence. For comparable '83 cohort data, see tables inciuded in 8/10/87 correspondence.
[v092987] [v092987]
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1984-86 INSTITUTIONAL PROFILE
(Fall 1984 Cohort)

NEY JERSEY 8ASIC SKILLS COUNCIL

COLLEGE Mercer
DEPARTHENT OF HIGHER EOUCATION 8

ASIC SKTCU AREA Cosputation
MEANMSER JoF &

1. Students required to be tested: FULL-TIME 1361 PART-TIME 716

HEW JERSEY BASIC SXILLS COUNCIL 1984-86 INSTITUTIONAL PROFILE COLLEGE Mercer
DEPARTHENT OF HIGHER EDUCATICON VERESS R 8ASIC SKTLL AREA Algebra
(Fall 1984 Cohort) AREA NUMBER _4 o

1. Students required to be tested: FULL-TIME 1361 PART-TIME 716

2, Students tested {and 3 of FULL-TIME PART-TIME 2. Students tested {and § of FULL-TIHE PART-TIME
those counted in #1 above): [} 3 [} 3 those counted in #1 abeva): [ 3 ] [
1361 100.0 716 100.0 1361 100.0 716 100.0
3. Students needing remediation FOLL-TIRE PART-TTHE 3. Students needing rewmediaticn ¥ FOLL-TINE PART=TIN
(2 of those tested): [} 3 [} 3 (% of those tested): [} 3 [} 3
625 45.9 370 51,6 821 60.3 531 744

4. Students enrolled in appropriate resedial courses Tn any semester from Su=cer 83 to Spring
'86 (% of those identified in #3 above):

4. Students enrolied in appropriate reaedial courses in any seaester from Summer '83 to Spring
'86 {3 of those identified in #3 above):

FULL-TIME PART-TIME FULL-TIME PART-TIME
[ L] 4 L] 4 2 4 L]
594  95.0 288 77.8 640 77.9 303 57.0
5. Course enroliment {any sewmeSter Trom Sumzer 83 to Spring "85) and outcomes for final Jevel of 5. Tourse enrollment [any semesfer Trom Suzmer 'B4 1o Spring "BGJ and outcodes for fInal Jevel of
resediation: resediation:
{ FULL-TIME * PART-TIME FULL-TIME ' PART-TIME
) fEnrolled  gPass  3Fail  Swithdrew . Kearolled  gPass  3Fall  gWithdrew fEnrolled  gPass  $Fail  Swithdrew . fEnrolled  tPass  gFall  gWithdrew
t\: 544 70* 25 H : 225 80* 13 7 587 64* 29 7 : 241 70* 23 7
1
5. Pre- and post-test resulls for remedial courses In skiil area: See attached. b, Pre- and post-test resuits for remedial courses in skill area: 3Jee attached.

7. Four-semester follow up of full-time students (based on Spring '85 data):

7. Feur-semester follow up of fuli-time students {based on Spring '86 datal:
TERK DATA (SPRING '86) ' CUMULATIVE OATAl TERY DATA {SPRING °86) ' CUMULATIVE DATAl
Repediat. Recediat.  Remediat. ' Remediat. Remediat. Remediat. Remediat. Resediat. Resediat. ' Remediat. Remediat. Remediat,
Hot Heeded Completed Not Completed ‘Hot Needed Completed HNot Cozpleted Not Needed Completed Hot Completed *Not Needed Completed Not Completer
TOTAL # 736 429 196 ' TOTAL # 540 431 390 '
f RETURNED SPR.°'86 (3)  388( 52.7) 240( 55.9) 20( 10.2)’ # RETURNEO SPR.'86 (%) 311( 57.5) 273( 63.3) 64( 16.4)*
MEAN CREDITS ATTEAPTEO 11.1 10.3 6. 'y 34 22 MEAN CREDIIS ATTEMPTED 11.3 10.7 1.6 ' 45 36 26
HEAN CREDITS EARNED 10.0 8.5 4.1 ' 40 30 16 MEAN CREOITS EARNEO 10.2 9.1 5.4 ‘40 33 22
HEAN GPA 2.46 1,92 0.99 o4 2.04 1.39 MEAN GPA 2.46 2.13 1.39 '.4 2.19 1.66
2GR > 2.0 74 56 40 o1 £6 10 TGPA D> 2.0 73 63 41 ' n 61 37
% SUCCESSFUL SURYIVAL 39 3 2 : 38 30 1 T SUCCESSFUL SURYIVAL 42 40 7 : 42 39 6
B Performance . " full-time students In first college-Tevel course Tn SkiTl area through Sprifig B, Performance of full-time students In First college-Tevel course in SKITT area Ttarough SPring
'86): Resediat. Remediat. '86): Rezediat. Repediat.
Kot Keeded Completed Not Needed Conpleted
# ENROLLEO 131 107 # ENROLLEO 49 228
% PASS 3 59 $ PASS 80 66
KOTES: HOVES:

*According to institution, understates the true percentage of students who successfully

co:aplfted resediation (cf. 723 FT and 843 PT respectively).
For cosparable "83 cohort data, see tables included in 8/10/87 correspondence.
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*According to Institution, understates the true percentage of students who successfully
coaplfted remedfation (cf. 67% FT and 763 PT respectively).
For cocparable ‘83 cohort data, see tables included in 8/10/87 correspondence.
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NEW JERSEY BASIC SXILLS COUNCIL COLLEGE __ KERCER
DEPARTMENT OF HIGHER EDUCATION

1984-86 INSTITUTIONA!. PROFILE
EFFECTIVENESS REPORT
(Fall 1984 Cohort)

Ja. Criteria below which students were placed into remediation (NJCBSPT unless otherwise
specified):
Reading: RC 163
Writing: S5 165; for students with SS 156-164 inclusive, Essay of 8
was used as cut ~ff
Computation: MC 165
Elementary Algebra: EA 167
4a. Percent of students identified for remediation who had enrolled in appropriate remedial
course in the skill area by Spring '85 (i.e., within two semesters):
FULL-TIME PART-TIME
Reading: 98 72
¥riting: 96 72
Computation: 95 75
Elementary Algebra: 77 53
4b. Students identified as needing remediation who were present in Spring ‘86 but had not

enrolled in an appropriate remedial course in the skill araa:

FULL-TIME PART-TIME
# % # %
Reading: 12 1.9 12 3.7
Writing: 8 1.5 12 4.3
Computation: 3 0.4 8 2.1
Elementary Algebra: 27 3.2 40 7.5
{‘ s -
JLo
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MERCER COUNTY COMMUNITY COLLEGE

PRE-TEST ARD POST-TEST RESULTS FOR REMEDIAL CCURSES (FINAL LEVEL ONLY)
IN READING, WRITING, HMATH COMPUTATION AMD ELEMENTARY ALGEBRA
FALL 1984 COHORT

CUMULATIVE DATA FOR SIMMER 1984 THROUGH SPRING 1986

PRE-TEST POST-TEST Percent Students
Nome of Course!} Total No. | Nawe of Test Sectlon Minlmum Score ﬂ’ Heon o, Standaerd | Mean | Stendard Attalning Hin,
Enrolled Adainlstered of Test Heeded to Deter- r Oeviatlon Deviation | Leve! on Post-test4
in Course Administered | mine Prollcloncyz
T |
ES 210 R
(Reading) 814 RAT Form R 40 561 5.8 6.2 47.0 5.7 100
£S 100 Sentence - il
(Writing) 896 Skﬂ]s(Locau) 40 460 B7.9 6.0 }46.8 4.2 100
MS 100 1339 NJCBSPT Computation 165 610 f155.1f 5.8 R72.8 4.4 100
Ms 110 1325 NJCBSPT EA 167 " 695 155 13.4 1181.2 12.4 100
315 -
13 37
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NEW JERSEY BASIC SKILLS COUNCIL 1984-86 INSTITUTIONAL PROFILE COLLEGE Middiesex

OEPARTMENT OF HIGHER EOUCAT-ON BASIC SKILL AREA xeadin
{Fa11 1984 Cohort) AREA NUMBER 1 of 4

HEW JERSEY BASIC SKILLS COUNCIL

1984-86 INSTITUTIONAL PROFILE COLLEGE Middlesex

OEPARTMENT OF HIGHER EOQUCATION 8ASIC SKTCL AREA Writing
(Fall 1984 Cohort) AREA NUMBER 20

. Students required to be tested: FULL-TIME 1906 PART-TIME 738

1. Students required to be tested: FULL-TIME 1906 PART-TIME 738 1
2. Students tested {and % of FULL-TINE PART-TINE 2. Students tested {and % of FULL-TINE PART-TINE
those counted in 1 abeve): ! % ’ % those counted in #1 above): ! % ) %
1881 98.6 543 73.5 1881 98.6 543 13.5
3. Students needing remediation FULL-TINE PART-TINE 3. Students needing remegiation *  FOULL-TIME PART=T1HME
{3 of those tested): [ 3 ! kd {3 of those tested): [} 3 [} %
833 44.2 152 27.9 637 33.8 126 23.2
FStudents enroli¢d ¥n 2ppropriate remedial courses in any semesteér From Sumser "BY to Spring 4. Students enrolTed in appropriate remedial courses in any semester from Summer B3 to Spring
'86 (% of those {dentified in #3 above): '86 {% of those identified in #3 above):
FULL-TINE PART-TIME FULL-TINE PART-TIME
{ % { % [} b4 ] %
818 98.1 115 75.6 629 93.7 95 75.3
5 Lour;f :;"’ﬂme"t Tany sewcster from ..mmer 83 to Spring '8o) and outcomes for final Tevel of 5. Tourse enroliment (any sémaster from Summer "84 to Spring '86] and outcomes for final Tevel of
remediation: ecediation:
| FULL-TINE : PART-TINE " FULL-TINE ! PART-TIHE
o fenrolled  IPass  3Fall  3Withdrew ' fEnrolled  %Pass  Trall  3withdrew fEnrolled  3Pass  3Fall  withdrew ' fEnrolled  gpass  3Fail  IWithdrew
$ 815 7.9 9. 12.9 ' n2 8.6 6.3 7.1 626 2.2 15.0 12.8 . o3 6.0 8.6 5.4
6. Pre- and post-Test resuits Tor remedial courses n SKill area: See attached, 5. Pre- and post-test resulls for remedial courses in skill area: See attached.
7. Four-semester follow up of Tuil-time students (based on Spring 'Bb data). 7. Four-semester Follow up of full-time students (based on Spring "85 data):
TERM OATA (SPRING '86) . CUHULATIVE 0ATA TERM ORTA (SPRING '86) ' CUHULATIVE OATA
Remediat. Resedfat. Remediat, ' Remediat. Remediat. Remediat. Remediat. Remediat,  Remediat. ' Remedfat. Remediat.  Resediat,
Hot Needed Completed Not Completed 'Not Needed Completed Mot Completed Not Needed Completed Mot Coupleted Mot Meeded Completed Mot Completer
TOTAL ¢ 1043 639 194 ! TOTAL ¢ 1244 457 180 '
# RETURNEO SPR.°86 (%)  560( 53.4) 360( 56.3) 14( 7.2)' # RETURNEO SPR.'8S (%)  643( 51.6) 276{ 60.3) 15( 8.3)'
MEAN CREOITS ATTEMPTEO 12.9 12.5 5.21 ' 59.4 59.0 34.9 MEAN CREOITS ATIEMPTEO 12.9 12.5 4.73 ' 59.4 59.0 33.9
HEAN CREDITS EARNEO n.3 10.7 4.86 P42 38.0 5.07 UEAN CREOITS EARNED 1.4 10.5 3.00 ' 46.8 36.4 5.47
MEAN GPA 2.46 2.10 0.97 '2.58 2.15 1.02 MEAN GPA 2.45 2.06 0.71 '2.54 2.14 0.82
2 6A > 2.0 78.2 63.1 35.7 ' 8l.8 62.5 2.4 % GPA > 2.0 71.3 62.0 14.3 '79.8 62.3 6.7
% SUCCESSFUL SURYIVAL 41.5 34.6 2.6 : 43.7 35.2 1.5 % SUCCESSFUL SURVIVAL 39.5 36.8 1.1 '4l.2 37.6 0.6
8. Performance of full-time studenls Tn Tirst college-Tevel course in skilT area [through Spring §. Performance of full-time students 1n first college-Tevel course in skill area {through Spring
'86): Remediat, Remediat, '86): Remedi at. Remediat,
Hot Needed Completed Hot Needed Completed
# ENROLLEO 800 415 # ENROLLED 977 393
% PASS 771.3 74.2 % PASS 75.8 73.8
HWOTES ROTES:
(¥062287) (¥062287) 3 oz
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NEW JERSEY BASIC SKILLS COUNCIL

1984-86 INSTITUTIONAL PROFILE
DEPARTNENT OF MIGHER EOUCATION RT

COLLEGE Middlesex
BASIC SKTLL AREK Computation

(Fall 1984 Cohort) AREA NUMBER 3 OF ¥~

1. Students required to be tested: FULL-TIME 1906 PART-TIME 738

2. Students tested (and T of FULL-TIME PART-TIME
those counted in £1 above): [ b3 [} b4

1831  98.6 543 73.5

I Students needing remediation FULL-TIFE PART-TTHE
(% of those tested): 1 3 1 b3

868  46.1 220  40.5

&, Students enrciTed In appropriate rewedial courses In any Semester from Sumoer "84 to Spring
'86 (3 of those identified in #3 above):

NEW JERSEY BASIC SKILLS COUNCIL  1984-86 INSTITUTIONAL PROF(LE COLLEGE Middlesex

OEPART®"  JF MIGMER EOUCATION BASIC gebra
(Fall 1984 Cohort) AREA NUWMBER _4 0
1. Studen.  quired to be tested: FULL-TIME 1906  PART-TIME 738
2. Students tested (and % of FULL-TIME PART-TIME
these counted in #1 above): 1 1 i b3
1881 98.6 543 73.5

3. Students needing remediation +  FULL-TIRE
3 of those tested): i 1
188 9.9

7, Students enrolTed In appropriate remedial Courses in any semester from Summer 8% to Spring
'86 (3 of those identified in #3 above):

PART=TIFEL
t 3

FULL-TIME PART-TIME FULL-TINE PART-TIME
] 3 f 3 1 13 [} 3
805 92.7 158 .8 172 9.4
5. Courst': et’xrollment {20y sesester from Sumser ‘84 to Spring '85) and outcomes for Final Tevel of 5. Tourse énrollment {any semester from Sumner 83 To Spring "85 and oucomes for Iinal Tevel of
remediation: rexediation:
FULL~-TINE ' PART-TIME FULL-TIME ' PART-TIME
#Enrolled  %Pass %Fail Wi thdrew ' funrolled Pass LFail Hithdrew #Enrolled TPass gFail Wi thdrew ' #€nrolled %Pass Fail %Withdrew
—_—_—— — — - — s 2= = fenroiled  Irass  2Tall . APass  sball  akithdrew
763 70.4 18.0 n.?7 : 150 83.3 8.0 8.7 12 80.4 10.7 8.9 :
G, Pré- and post-test results for remedial courses in skill area: See attached. G, Pre- ana post-test resuits for remedial courses in skill area: See attached
7. Four-semester foiiow up of full-time students [based on Spring 'BO datals 7. Four-semaster Tollow up of full-time students (based on Spring '8b datajs -
TERM DATA (SPRING *86) ' CUBMULATIVE DATA TERM DATA (SPRING '86) ' CUMULATIVE DATA
Remediat. Remediat. Remediat. ° Remediat. Rewediat. Remediat. Remediat. Remediat. Remediat. ' Remediat. Remediat. Remediat,
Not Needed Completed Mot Completed :Not Heeded Completed Not Completed Hot Needed Completed Mot Completed 'Not Needed Completed Kot Completer
TOTAL # 1013 610 258 t TOTAL # 262 96 92 !
# RETURNED SPR.'86 (3)  556( 54.8) 354( 58.0) 24( 9.3)* # RETURNEO SPR,'86 (T)  154( 58.7) 66( 63.7)  20f 21.7)*
MEAN CREDITS ATTEMPTEO 13.1 12.3 5.75 ' 89,6 59.2 38.5 MEAN CREDITS ATTEMPTED 13.8 1241 9.85 ' 62.0 61.8 52.5
MEM CREDITS EARNEO 1.5 10.6 4.00 'o41.8 38.0 8.08 MEAN CREDITS EARNEO .9 10,5 7.10 * 48 38.6 20.6
MERY GPA 2,51 2.08 0.92 'o2,89 2.7 1.14 MEM GPA 2.62 2,23 1.52 '2.59 2.3 1.1
2 GPA D> 2.0 8.6 64.1 30.4 ' 81,8 63.8 20.8 T PR D 2.0 81.5 68.2 40.0 ' 80.5 66.7 40.0
< SUCCESSFUL SURYIVAL 42.3 36.9 2.7 : 4.9 37.0 1.9 T SUCCESSFUL SURYIVAL 46.9 46.9 8.7 : 47.3 45.8 8.7
. Performance or full-time students in TIrst college-Tevel course in sx117 area [through Spring ~ B, Performance of Tull-time tudents Tn Tirst college-Tevel «ourse in SKITT area (through Spring
'86): Remediat. Remediat, '86): Remediat. Remediat,
Hot Needed Completed Hot Heeded Corzpleted
# ENROLLED 521 127 # ENROLLED 188 59
T PASS 73.1 €6.9 % PASS 76.1 69.5
ROTES: ROVES:
Istudents are fdentified as needing remediation only in certain prograss.
2part-tfme data not applicable, since PT students do not enroll in programs requiring algebra
{vos2287) {voc2287)
Q o
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NEW JERSEY BASIU SKILLS COUNCIL QOLLEGE___MIDDLESEX

DEPARTMENT OF HIGHER EDUCATION

1984- 836 INSTITUTIONAL PROFILE
EFFECTIVENESS REPORT
(Fall 1984 Cohort)

3a. Criteria below which students were placed into remediation (N/CBSPT unless otherwise
specified):
Reading: RC 162
Writing: SS 162 and review of Essay scores

Computation: MC 166

Elementary Algebra: EA 167 and curriculum requiring Math

4a. Percent of students identified for remediation who had enrolled in appropriate remedial
course in the skill area by Spring "85 (i.e., within two semesters):

FULL-TIME PART-TIME
Reading: 98 67
Writing: 89 83
Computation: 97 69
Elementary Algebra: 91 -

4b. Students identified us needing remediation who were present in Spring "86 but had not
enrolled in an appropriate remedial course in the skill area:

FULL-TIME PART-TIME

f; % # %

Reading: 0 0.0 6 3.9

Writing: 0 0.0 4 3.1

Computation: 1 0.1 9 4.0

Elementary Algebra: 2 1.0 _— -—
RV
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MIDDLESEX COUNTY COLLEGE

PRE-TEST AND POST-TEST RESULTS FOR REMEDIAL OCOURSES (FINAL LEYEL ONLY)
IN READING, WRITING, MATH COMPUTATIOH AMD ELEHENTARY ALGEBRA
FALL 1984 COHORT

CUMJLATIVE DATA FGR SUMMER (983 THROUGH SPRING 1986

PRE-TEST POST-TEST Parcent Studeats
Hame of Course!| Total Ho. | Homs of Test Sectlon Hinloum Scors #3  [Mean | Stendard | Hoon j Standard Attalning Min,
Enrolied | Adainlstered | of Test Hoeded to Deter- Davlatlon Oeviation | Level on Post:tastd
In Course Adainistered | mine Profic)ency?
Reading
RDGOO7 NJCBSPT Comprehensim 161 105 {1382 3.34 {1522 § 10.33 19.0
RDGO11 NICBSPT  [orbrefensty 161 25 fs2d 7.17 [166] .48 | s7.8
>eritence
JING010 NJCBSPT Bense 162 370 ps53.4 7.472 1162.0) 7.42 54.9
th
MAT010 NJCBSPT Computation 166 217 1553  5.20 {166.4] 6.72 55.3
—UIq Flementary
T018 NJCBSPT f\lgebra 168 49  P59.4 5.27 [174.9 5.34 93.9
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COLLEGE Morris

NEW JERSCY BASIC SKILLS COUNCIL  1984-86 INSTITUTIONAL !PoFILE
DEPARTMERT OF HIGHER EDUCATION L5 BASIC SKTLL AREA Reading
AREA NUHBER 1 0

{Fall 1984 Cohort)

COLLEGE Morris

BASIC SRTLT AREA Writin.
AREA NIM3ER 2 of 3

1984-86 IMSTITUTIONAL PROFILE
(Fall 1984 Cohort)

NEW JERSEY BASIC SXILLS “~.wlIL
DEPARTMENT OF HIGHER “DU-ATIOX

1. Students required to be tested: FULL-TIME _1985 PART-TIME _474 1. Students required to be tested: FULL-TIME 1985 PART-TIMZ 474
2. Students tested (and % of FULL-TIME PART-TIME 2. Students tested {and 3 of FULL-TIME PART-TIME
those counted in #1 above): 1 1 1 b4 those counted in #1 above): 1 b 1 b
1806  90.9 458  96.6 1806 90.9 458  96.6
3. Students needing remediation FOLC-TIHE PART-TINE 3. Students needing remediation FUE!._TI"E PART-TIRE
(3 of those tested): 1 3 f b {7 of those tested): ] s
406 22.4 36 7.8 47! 26 0 42 9.1

¥, Students enrolteq 1n appropriate remedial courses in any semcster from Summer "84 to Spring
*86 (3 of those identified in #3 above):
FULL-TIME PART-TINE
1 3 U b3
398  98.0 22 61.1

5. Tourse enroliment (any semcster from Sumeer 34 to Spring "86) and outcomes Tor final Tevel of

X_Students enrolied 1a appropriate remedial courses In a any semester from Summer "84 to Spring

'86 (% of those ideatiffed in #3 above):
FULL-TIME PART-TIME
] 3
57.1

1 1
459 97.4 2

5. Course enroliment {any semcster from Sumser B84 to Spring '86] and outcomes for final level of
remediation:

remedlation:
FULL-TIME ’ PART-TIME FULL-TIME : . PART-TINE
#Enrolled  3Pass  3Fail  IWithdrew : f€nrolled  tPass  Fail ithdrew #Enrolled  gPass  gFail Wi thdrew : fEnrolled  gPass  3Fail IWithdrew
398 66 22 3 ’ 22 68 23 0 459 62 24 4 ' 24 58 25 0
5. Pre- and post-test resuits for remedial courses in skill area: Ro post-test data. &, Pre- and post-test resuits tor remediai courses in sxill area: No post-test data.
7. Four-semester foilow up of full-time students [based on Spring '86 datal: 7. Four-sexester foliow up of fuil-time studenits {based on Spring "Bb datal:
TERM DATA (SPRING *86) ' CUMULATIVE DATA TERM DATA (SPRING *85) * CUMULATIVE DATA
Remediat. Remediat.  Remediat. ' Remediat. Remediat.  Remediat. Remedfat. Remediat.  Remediat. ' Remediat. Resediat.  Remediat.
Hot Meeded Completed Mot Compieted Not Needed Completed MNot Completed Not Needed Completed Not Completed ‘Mot Keeded Coepleted Mot Completed
TOTAL # 1277 262 144 ' TOTAL # 1210 286 185 '
# RETURNED SPR.'86 (3)  741{ 58.0) 165( 62.9) 37{ 25.6)' 7 RETURNED SPR.'86 (%) 720( 59.5) 176( 61.5) 47( 25.4)’
MEAN CREDITS ATTERPTED 12 13 7 ‘48 43 28 MEAN CREDITS ATTEMPTED 12 12 8 * 49 42 ki
HEAN CREDITS EARNED 11 12 6 't 45 38 22 MEAN CREDITS EARNED 1 1 7 't 45 36 28
MEAN GPA 2.6 2.3 1.6 ‘2.4 2.1 1.5 MEAN GPA 2.8 2.2 1.9 ] 2.0 1.6
3 PAD>2 '76.9 63.6 29.7 3 GPA D> 2.0 ' 785 58.0 40.4
3 succzsssm_ smmvm.l P 40.1 1.6 % SUCCESSFUL SURVIVAL! P67 35.7 10.3
*
g, Perfomance of fuil-time students In first college-level course in Skill area [througn Spring B. Performance of fuii-time Students In first coiiege-l1cvel course in skIll area (through Spring
'86): Remediat. Remediat. *86): Remedfat. Remediat.
Hot Needed Completed Hot Needed Completed
# ENRDLLED 1054 228 # ENROLLED 1034 248
% PASS 86 87 %°PASS 86 87
ROIES: ROTES:
Irerm data not avaflabie. I1erm data not available.
oo 7 {v10i687) {v101687)
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COLLEGE Morris
8ASIC SKTLL XREA Computation
AREA NUM3ER 3oF 4

1984-86 INSTITUTIONAL PROFILE
EFF]
(Fall 1984 Cohort)

NEW JERSEY 8ASIC SXILLS COUNCIL
DEPARTHENT CF HIGHER EDUCATION

1. Students required to be tested: FULL-TIME _1985 PART-TIME 474

COLLEGE Morris

8ASIC SKITL AREA Algebra
AREA NUMBER 4 of g

1. Students required to be tested: FULL-TINE 1935 PART-TIME 474

1984-86 INSTITUTIONAL pROFILE
1333 b3
{211 1984 Cohort)

NEW JERSEY BASIC SKILLS COUNCIL
DEPARTHENT OF HIGHER EDUCATION

2. Students tested (and T of FULL-TIXE PART-TIME 2. Students tested (and % of FULL-TIME PART-TIME
those counted in #1 above): i 3 ? 3 those counted in #1 above): ? 3 § b3

1806 90.9 458  96.6 1806 50.9 458  96.6

3. Students needing remediation FULL-TINE PART-TINE 3. Students needing remediation » FULL-TINME PART-TTRE
{2 of those tested): ! 3 ? b3 (% of those tested): ) b3 ? b3

382 2. 36 12.2 182 10.0 23 5.0

¥, Students enroiled in appropriate remedial courses in any sewxester From Sumser 84 to Spring
‘86 (3 of those identified in §3 above):

§. Students enrolled in appropriate remedial courses in any sesester from Summer ‘83 to Spring
‘86 (3 of thcse identiffed in #3 above):

FULL-TIKE PART-TIME FULL-TIME PART-TIME
[ k4 7 1 ¥ 3 [ £4
360 94.2 32 51.1 128 70.3 5 21.7
5. Course enroliment [any seweSter from Summer ‘83 to Spring 'B5) and outcoces for final Jevel of 5. Course enrolicent fany semester from Sumer "83 to Spring "B5] and outcomes for Final Tevel ot —
resediation: remediation: -
i FULL-TIME . ' PART-TIME FULL-TINE ’ PART-TINE
) fEnrolled  TPass  TFail  IWithdrew : fEnrolled  gPass  3Fail SHithdrew fEnrolled  gPass  3Fail 3Wi thdrew ’ f€nrolled  gPass  gFail SWithdrew
(8,1 - . =2 == AR TCTH
pl—- 369 64 p) 2 : 32 63 0 3 128 €7 17 8 ' 5 20 0 0
§. Pre- and post-test results for remedial courses in skill area: Ko post-test data. 6. Pre- and pos¥-Test resuits for remedial courses in Skill area: Wo post-test data.

7. Four-semesier TolTOW up of fuli-time students {based on Spring "85 data).

TERM DATA (SPRING '86) ' CUHULATIVE DATA
Rewediet. Resmediat.  Remediat. * Rezediat. Remediat.  Regediat.
Not Meeded Coapleted Mot Completed ‘Not Needed Completed Mot Completed

TOTAL # 1295 229 153
# RETURNED SPR,'86 (%)  750{ 57.9} :43( 62.4) ?3( 32.6)"
2 L]

KEAN CREDITS ATTEMPTED 12 49 4 34
NEAY CREDITS EARKED n 1 8 ' 45 35 27
MEAN GPA 2.6 2.2 2.0 Y24 2.0 1.7
2 6PA> 2.0 ' 78,3 55.9 38.0
3 SUCCESSFUL SURVIVAL! ' 45,3 33.9 12.4

7. Four-semester folTow up of full-time students [Dased on Spring "85 datal:

TERM DATA (SPRING '86) ’ CUNMULATIVE DATA

Remediat. Remedfat. Remediat. ' Remediat. Remediat. Remediat.
Hot Needed Completed MNnt Completed :Not Needed Completed Hot Completed

TOTAL # 1403 86 96 :

# RETURNED SPR.'86 (%)  850( 60.5) 53( 61.6) 40( 41.6)°

MEAN CREOITS ATTEMPTED 12 12 12 ' 48 36

MEAN CREOITS EARKED n n 10 43 44 k1]

GPA 2.7 2.5 2.4 't 24 2.3 2.0
1 604 > 2.01 ¢ 732 81.1 52.5
T SUCCESSFUL SURVIVAL! '443 50.0 2.}

B. Performance of Tuil-tine students Tn first college-Tevel course in skill area (Yhrough Spring

'86): Remediat. Remediat.,
Not Heeded Completed
7 ENROLLED 69 4
T PASS 72 25
ROTES:

T1ern data not avallable.

[vi01687)
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Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

: 8 L:grrormnce of tulT-tize students Tn Tirst college-Tevel course in skill area Tthrough Spring

6): Rezediat. Remediat.
Not Meeded Completed

# ENROLLEO €? 2

2 PASS Ju 50

HOTES:

Tern data not avallable.
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NEW JERSFY BASIC SKILLS COUNCIL COLLEGE___MORRIS
DEPARTMENT OF HIGHER EDUCATION

3a.

1984-86 INSTITUTIONAL PROFILE
EFFECTIVENESS REPORT
(Fall 1984 Cohort)

Criteria below which students were placed into remediation (NJCBSPT unless otherwise

specified):

Reading: RC 165 with Essay 7

Writing: C 165 plus either SAT-V 350 or high school grade of "C"

Computation: MC 165 plus either SAT-M 350 or high school grade of “C"

Elementary Algebra: EA 172 plus either SAT-M 400 or grade of "C" in
high school algebra or geometry

4a.

Percent of students identified for remediation who had enrolled in appropriate remedial
course in the skill area by Spring "85 (i.e., within two semesters):

FULL-TIME PART-TIME
Reading: 97 41
Writing: 98 61
Computation: 95 39

Elementary Algebra- 93 40

4b.

Students identified as needing remediation who were present in Spring ‘86 but had not
enrolled in an appropriate remedial course in the skill area:

FULL-TIME PART-TIME
# % # %
Reading: 8 1.9 8 22.2
Writing: 12 2.5 9 21.4
Computation: 22 5.7 15 26.7
Elementary Algebra: 35 19.2 9 39.1




HEW JERSEY BASIC SKILLS COUNCIL 1984-86 INSTITUTIONAL PROFILE COLLEGE Ocean NEW JERSEY BASIC SKILLS COUNCIL 1984-86 INSTITUTIONAL PROFILE COLLEGE Ocean

OEPARTMENT OF HIGMR EOUCATION  —  EFFECTIVEWESS REPORT 8ASIC SRILL AREA Readin DEPARTMENT OF HIGHER EOUCATION EFF (] BASIC SKILL AREA Writin
. (Fall 1984 Cohort) AREA NUMBER 1 © (Fall 1984 Cohort) AREA NIMBER 20
1. Students require¢ to be iested: FULL-TIME 962 PART-TIME 396 V. Students required to be tested: FULL-TIME 962 PART-TIHE 396
2. Students tested {and % of FUL'.-TIME PART-TINE! 2. Students tested {and % of FULL-TIME PART-TINE!
those counted in #1 above): [} b4 ! ) those counted in #) above): i % [} %
935 97.1 226 §7.0 935 97.1 226 57.0
3. Students necding remediation FULL-TIRE PART-TIME 3. Studénts needing remediation'  FOLL-TINE PART-TTHE
(% of those tested): ! 3 ! % (% of those tested): t pd # %
427  45.6 120 53.0 185  19.7 67 29.6
4. Students enrolled Tn appropriate remedial courses in any semester from Susmer ‘B4 to Spring 4. Students enrclled in appropriate remedial courses in any semester from Summer '83 to Spring
'86 (% of those identified in #3 above): '86 (% of those {dentified in #3 above):
FULL-TIME PART-TIME FULL-TINE PART-TIME
4 % { % { 1 1 %
373 87.3 n 59.1 181 97.8 49 73.1
3. Course enroynent {any semester from Sumser 84 to Spring '86) and outcomes for final level of 5. Course en_rjro ment {3ny semester trom Summer "84 to Spring "B6) and outcomes for Tinal Tever ol
remediation®: , remediation:
i FULL-TIHE PART-TIME FULL-TIME ' PART-TIME
LNn fEnrolled  gPass  %Fail Wi thdrew : #Enrolled %Pass IFail $Withdrew #Enrolled  3Pass  gFall  Swithdrew : fEnrolled  7Pass 1Fail SWithdrew
tl" 373 71.5 14.5 8.0 ! n 74.6 1.3 14 8l 76.2 1n.0 12.7 ’ 49 67.3 18.4 14.3
0. Pre- and post-test resuils Tor remedial courses in skill area. Ko post-test data. 6. Pre- and post-test resuits for remedial courses in skilT areas Wo post-test data.
7. Four-semester follow up of full-time students (based on Spring 86 datar: 7. Four-sezester follow up of full-time students (based on Spring "85 LIZIEH
TERM DATA (SPRING '86) ' CUMULATIYE DATA TERM DATA (SPRING '86) ! CUNULATIYE DATA
Remediat. Remediat. Remediat. ' Remediat. Remediat. Remediat. Remediat. Recediat. Remediat. ' Remediat. Remediat. Remediat.
Not Needed Completed Mot Completed 'Not Needed Completed Not Completed Not Heeded Uompleted Mot Completed ‘Mot Needed Completed Mot Complete
TOTAL # 508 296 13 ! TOTAL ¢ 750 141 LE] '
# RETURNED SPR.'86 (3) 282( 55.5) 13¢( 61.1) 20( 15.2)* . # RETURNED SPR.°86 (%) 394( 52.5) 85( 60.2) o 9.0’
MEAN CREDITS ATTEMPTED 13.6 13.2 10.6 ' 55,4 50.2 4.4 YEAN CREDITS ATTEMPTED  13.5 13.0 3.8 '54.3 47.9 23.0
MEAH CREDITS EARMED 1.5 10.6 6.5 '49.4 4.7 28.8 HEAN CREOITS EARNEO 1.3 9.6 1.0 ' 47.8 37.7 9.8
HEAN GPA 2.50 2.24 1.59 'o2.67 2.26 1.96 MEAN GPA 2.47 1.93 1.63 '2.58 2.10 1.35
2 GPA > 2.0 86.0 84.5 60.0 tog7.2 92.8 75.0 2GPA > 2.0 87.8 76.5 50.0 ' 96.4 88.2 50.0
% SUCCESSFUL SURYIVAL 48.8 51.7 9.2 : 53.9 56.8 11.5 % SUCCTISFUL SURYIVAL 46.1 46.1 4.5 : 50.7 53.2 9.1
8 Perfomance of full-time studerts in First college-1evel course in SkIIT arca Tthrough Spring m—r—ger ormance of Tull-time students Tn Tirst coliege-Tevel coursé in SkiTT ared [through Spriny
'86): Remediat. Remedi at. 86): Remediat. Remedi at.
Hot Needed Completed Hot Meeded Complated
# ENROLLEO 231 221 ¥ ENQOLLED 448 121
% PASS 82.3 78.3 % PASS 78.8 n.g
ROTES: NOYES:
Vincludes de?ree-secklng students only. Vincludes degree-secking students only.
2Passing defined as a grade of “C" or better, or "pass.” Passing defined as a grade of "C" or better, or "pass.”
Second study group (“completed”) defined as grade of "C” or better, or "pass.” Second study group ("ccepleted”) defined as grade of "C” or better, or "pass.”
4considered passing if college credits granted.
{v030387)
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HEW JERSEY 8ASIC SKILLS COURCIL 1984-86 iMSTITUTIONAL PROFILE COLLEGE Ocean
DEPARTMENT OF HIGHER EOUCATION EFFECTIVERESS REPORT BASIC SXILU AREA Computation
3oFd_

(Fall 1984 Cohort) AREA NUMBER _3 0

NEW JERSEY BASIC SXILLS COUNCIL 1984-86 INSTITUTIONAL PROFILE COLLEGE Ocean

DEPARTMENT OF HIGHER EDUCATION EFFECTIVENESS REPORT ¢ SKILL AREA Algebra'
{Fa¥1 1984 Cohort) AREA NWMBER 4 o

V. Students recuired to be tested: FULL-TIME 962  PART-TIME 396 1. Students required to be tested: FULL-TIME __ PART-TIME __
2. Students tested (and % of FULL-TINE PART-TIME 2. Students tested (and T of FULL-TINF PART-TIME
those counted in #1 above): f ] [} 3 those counted in #1 above): f b3 (] T
935 g7.1 226 57.0
3. Students needing remediation FULL-TIAE PART-TIHE 3. Students needing remediation®  FULL-TINE PART-TINE
(3 of those tested): [} b3 4 ) (3 of those tested): [} b3 [} b3
298  31.8 103 45.5
T Students enrolTed Tn appropriaté remedial courses in any semester from Susmer B8 to Spring &, Stulents enrolTed in appropriate remedial courses In any semes.er from Sumer B3 to Spring
86 (% of those identified in #3 above): ‘86 (% of those identified in #3 above)'
FULL-TIME PART-TIME FULL-TIME PART-TIHE
[ %z [ 1 7 % [ %
263 88.2 63 61.1
5. (.ours? 9;@%“ {any semester from Suamer "BY to Spring '86) and outcomes for ” al Tevel of 3, Coursg er':roll nt {any seme master Trom Summer 8% to Spring 'Bb6J and outcowmes for Tinal Tevel of
resediation remediation:
i FULL-TIME ' PART-TIME FULL-TIME ' PART-TIME
™ fEnrolled  gPass  SFal)  withdrew ! fEnrolled  Pass  3Fail  IWithdrew fEnrolled  %Pass  %Fal)  3Withdrew ! fEnrolled  tPass  fFail  IWithdrew
v 263 R IR TR 12.5 ' 63 8.0 9.5 9.5 :
B, Pre- and post-test results for remedial courses in skill area: Ko post-Test davd. 6. Pre- and post-test results Tor remedidl courses in SK1IT ared: Ko post-test 4dtd.
7. Four-semaster follow up of full-time students {based on Spring “Bb qatareT 7. Four-semester follow up of full-time studerts {based on Spring 'Bb datal:
TERM OATA (SPRING '86) ' CUMULATIYE OATA TERM OATA {SPRING '86) ' CUMULATIVE O0ATA
Remediat. Remediat.  Remediat. ' Remediat. Remediat.  Remediat. Remediat. Remediat. Remedfat. ' Remediat. Remediat. Remediat.
Not Heeded Completed Kot Completed ‘Mot Neeted Completed Mot Completed Not Needed Completed Hot Completed ‘Not Needed Completed MHot Completer
TOTAL # 637 203 95 ! TOTAL # !
# RETURNEO SPR.'86 (%)  357( 55.0) 105{ 51.7) 21{ 22.1)' # RETURNED SPR.'86 (%) '.
MEAM CREOITS ATTEMPTEO 13.7 13,0 9.7 : 55.3 48.0 37.4 MEAN CREOITS ATTEMPTEO :
MEAN CREOITS EARWEO n.5 9.3 7.1 48.6 39.0 28,9 MEAN CREOIIS EARNEO .
MEAN GPA 2,50 2.03 V.79 o259 2.24 1.9 MEAN GPA ,
16PA > 2.0 88.5 18.1 n.a ' 95,5 94.3 81.0 TGPA D> 2.0 .
3 SUCCESSFUL SURYIYAL 49.6 40.4 15.8 : 53.5 48.8 17.9 % SUCCESSFUL SURVIVAL .
B, Terformance of fuli-timé students Tn Tirst colleye-Tevei course in § §KiTT aréa {through Spring zrvzrf rmance of full-tuse students Tn TTrst college-ievel course in SKIJT area [through Spring
'86) Remediat. Remediat. 86): Remediat. Remediat,
Not Needed Compl eted Not Needed Completed
# ENROLLEO 204 62 ¥ ENROLLEO
% PASS 78.4 53.8 % PASS
NOTES: ROTES:
Vincludes degree-secking students only. *Algebra data not available {no explanation).
2passing defined as a grade of “C" or better, or "pass.”
Second study group (“"completed") defined as grade of “C" or better, or "pass.”
o R
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NEW JERSEY BASIC SKILLS COUNCIL COLLEGE___ OCEAN

DEPARTMENT OF HIGHER EDUCATION

1984-86 INSTITUTIONAL PROFILE
EFFECTIVENESS REPORT
(Fall 1984 Cohort)

3a. Criteria below which students were placed into remediation (NJCBSPT unless otherwise
specified):
Reading: RC 161 and in-house test
Wriving: Essay 9 and S? 145; Essay 7-8 and SS 150; Essay 6

Computation: MC 161; in-house test

Elementary Algebra: EA 161

4a. Percent of students identified for remediation who had enrolled in appropriate remedial
course in the skill area by Spring '85 (i.e., within two semesters):

FULL-TIME PART-TIME
Reading: 85 50
Writing: 97 68
Computation: 86 55
Elementary Algebra: 50 45

4b. Students identified as needing re.nediation who were present in Spring ‘v but had not
enrolled in an appropriate remedial course in the skill arec:

FULL-TIME PART-TIME
# % # %
Reading: 11 2.5 10 8.3
Writing: 0 0.0 3 4.4
Computation: 11 3.6 5 4.8

Elemcntary Algebra:

-255-
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COLLEGE passaic
BASIC § zrmm Readin
AREA NUMBER o

HEW JERSEY BASIC SKILLS COUKCIL

184-86 IWSTITUTIONAL PROFILE
DEPARTMENT OF HIGHER EOUCATION T

EF
(Fall 1984 Cohort)

CCLLEGE Passalic

8ASIC SKTCUAREE writin
AREA KUMBER 2 Fr_r_j_

1984-86 INSTITUTIONAL PROFILE
1 I
(Fall 1984 Cohort)

NEN JERSEY BASIC SKILLS COUNCIL
DEPARTMENT OF HIGHER EOUCATION

1. Students required to be tested: FULL-TIME 385 PART-TIME 353 1. Students required to be tested: FULL-TIME 385 PART-TIMC 353
2. Students tested (and % of FULL-TINE PART-TINE 2. Students tested (and 3 of FULL-TIME PARY-TIME
those counted in #) above): [} % [} b those counted in 1 above): [} 3 ] 3
35 91.1 226 64.0 351 91.1 226 64.0
J. Students needing remediation FULL-TIHE PART-TIHL 3. Students needing remediations  FULL-TIME PART-TTME
(3% of those tested): f 3 [} 1 {3 of those tested): ! 3 [} b3
298  84.9 165 73.0 324 92.3 175 77.4

STdents enrolied in appropriate cemedial courses in any Semester Trom Surmer B4 Yo Spring

86 (% of those identified in #3 above):
FULL-TINE P::RT-UQE
120 72.7

[ ]
215 9.2

5. mrsf e?ronnent Tany semcster from Swimer 84 to Spring "85 and outcomes Tor Final Te.e. of
remediation: —

FULL-TINE h PART-TIME
f€nrolted  gPass! gFail  3Withdrew : fEnrolled  %Pass  gFail  gWithdrew
160 50 44 4 ' 61 52.5 39 3

4, Students enroiled Tn appropriatc remedial courses in any semester Trua Summer 6 Spring

'86 (3 of those identified in #3 above):
FULL-TIME PART-TIME
[} 3 [} b3
34 96.9 139 79.4
5, Tourse enrolTment I semester Trom Summer "B3 to Spring 'B5] and outcomes for inal Tevel of

remediation:

b. 7re- and post-test resuits for remediail courses In skiii area: See attached.

7. Your-semester foliow up of tuil-time students (based on Spring 8o datal:

TERM DATA (SPRING '86) ! CUHULATIVE DATA
Remediat. Remecfat.  Remedfat. ' Remedfat. Remediat. Remediat.
Not Needed Comp’eted Not Completed ‘Not Meeded Completed MNot Completed
TOTAL 4 53 80 218 !
# RETURNEO SPR.'86 (2) 29 54.7) 46( 57.5) 8l 3.6)°
MEAN CREDITS ATTFMPTED 11.9 1.9 6.6 ' 433 28.3 1.8
MEAN CREOITS EARNEO 9.6 7.1 4.8 ' 39.8 23.4 9.9
NEAN GPA 2.06 1.96 1,37 250 2.01 1.68
3 GPA > 58.6 64.3 40.0 69,0 58.7 62.5
3 SUCCESSFUL SURYIYAL 324 37.0 1.50 31 33.8 2.3

B, Perf)omance of Tuil-tTme students in T1rst college-Tevel course Tn skITT area {Through Spring™

Remediat. Remediat.
Not Needed Completed
4 ENROLLEO 47 62
% PASS 81 56

FULL-TINE ' PART-TIME
fEnrolled  gPass! 2Fail  wWithdrew : fEnrolled  3Pass  3Fail  Swithdrew
2n 50 41 7 : 86 41 52 S
5. Pre- and post-test results for remedial courseés in skili area: See atfached.
7. Four-semester FOIIOW Up of fuli-Time StUJents (based on Spring 8o datal:
TERM DATA (SPRING '86) ' CUMULATIYE DATA
Remediat, Reeedfat.  Remedfat. ‘' Remediat., Remediat. Remediat.

Not Needed Cocpleted MNot Completed ‘Not Needed Completed Not Completer

TOTAL # 24 106 221 '

4 RETURKEO SPR.'86 (3) 14( 58.3) 56( 52.8) 13( s.8)°

MEAN CREDITS ATTEHPTEO  12.8 8.8 6.1 '47.9 33.0 13.9
MEAN CREDITS EARNEO 12.1 7.3 4.7 '44.8 28.7 8.5
MEMN GPA 2.79 1.88 1.66 '8 2.14 1.56
1 GPA 7.4 59.3 §2.9 ' 78.6 62.5 46.2
1 SUCCESSFUL SURYIVAL 41,7 .3 2.5 ' 45.8 33.0 2.7

8. Perlomance of TulT-time students Tn TTrst coTTege-Tével coursé in SKIIT area (through Spring
'86):

feaediat. Remediat.

Not Needed Completed
# ENROLLEO 19 97
3 PASS 100 39

ROTES?
Ipassing defined as a grade of "C* or better.

[vo82187)
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T ATAY

COLLEGE Passaic
8ASIC SXTUCAREK Computation
AREA NUMBER 3 0

1984-86 INSTITUTIONAL PRGFILE
(Fall 1984 Cohort)

NEW JERSEY BASIC SXILLS COUNCIL
DEPARTHENT OF HIGHER EDUCATION

1. Students required to be tested: FULL-TIME 385 PART-TIME 353

2. Students tested {and § of FULL-TIME PART-TIME
those counted in #1 above): [} 3 [} 3

351 9.1 226 64.0

J.7Studénts necding remediation FULL=TTRE PART-TIRE
{3 of those tested): ] b ] b

326 92.8 187 g2

. Students dnrolTed 1n appropriate reaediai courses Tn any seémesfer Troa Suimer “BY 16 Spring -
‘86 (% of those identified in #3 above):

FULL-TINE PART-TIME

{

? 1 1
295 90.4 114 60.9

5 tour;: er;rollncn{ Tany Semester Troa Suaser B8 o Spring "BE] and oulcomes Tor Tlnal Tovel of
“emediation:

L-TINE ! PART-TIME
fEnrolled  gPass’  sFail gWithdrew : #Enrolled  gpass  gFail $Withdrew
165 62 36 1 ' 60 63 28 3

COLLEGE_Passaic

BASIC SKTLU AREK Algebra
AREA KUH3ER 4 ©F g

1984-86 INSTITUTIONAL PROFILE
Y
(Fall 1984 Cohort)

NEW JERSEY BASIC SXILLS COUNCIL
DEPARTKENT OF HIGHER EOUCATION

1. Students requircd to be tested: FULL-TIME 385 PART-TIME 353

2. Students tested (and § of FULL-TINE PART-TIME
those counted in #1 above): [} 3 [} b

3851 9.1 226 64.0

¥. Students needing remediation ~TIR PART=TIRL
(1 of those tested): f b [} b

15 4.2 § 2.2

4. Students enroTTed in appropr:4t¢ resedlal TourseS Tn any sesester Troa Suvamer 8% to Spring™

'86 (3 of those identified in 43 above):
FULL-TIKE PART-TINE
[ ] [ 3
4 80.0

12 80.0

5. Tourse enrollment [any semcster Trom Sumser 'B% t0 Spring BBV and outctmes Tor Iinal ievel of
reaediation:

FULL-TIME ! PART~TIME
#Enrolled  2Pass!  gfail  gWithdrew : §Enrolled  gPass  3Fail  githdrew
12 83 8 8 ! 4 100 0 0

5. Pre- INC post-test results T0r remedial courses in SKTTT area: See attached.
7. Tour-secester Tollow up of Tull-time students [based on Spring "Bb dataje:
TERM DATA (SPRING *86) N CUMULATIVE DATA

Remediat. Remediat.  Remediat. ' Rewediat. Remediat.,  Resediat.
Not Needed Completed Not Coepleted :Not Needed Completed Not Coaplieted

§. Pre- and post-tes. resuits Tor reoedial courses in skl a No post-test data.

7. Four-semester foliow up of Tuil-tioe students (based on S, ; "Bb datal:

TERM DATA (SPRING ‘86) ' CUMULATIYE DATA
Remediat. Remediat.  Remediat. ' Remediat, Remediat.  Reszdiat.
Hot Necded Completed Mot Complated 'Not Needed Completed Mot Cospleter

TOTAL ¢ 10 102 224 ! TOTAL # 10 10 s !
# RETURNED SPR.'85 (%)  7{ 70.0) 61( 55.8) 10( 4.4): # RETURNED SPR.'86 (3) 7{ 70.0) 2( 20.0) 3( 60.0) *
MEAN CREDITS ATTEMPIED 9.6 9.4 1.0 . 34.9 3.5 22.6 MEAN CREDIYS ATTEMPTED 9.6 12.0 11.3 LN ] 43.5 51.7
HEAX CREDITS EARNED 8.4 1.1 S.1 . 32.3 28.6 17.1 HEAN CREDITS EARHED 8.4 12.0 11.3 fo33 43.5 57.7
KEAN GPA 1,93 1.9 1.43 , 2.43 2.12 1.61 MEAN GPA 1,93 3.13 3.19 '2.43 3.4 3.33
$GPA > 2.0 57.1 §Z§ 21.5 . 57.1 62.3 40.0 2 GPA D> 2.0 51.1 160 100 18] 100 100
% SUCCESSFUL SURYIVAL 40.0 37.3 1.7 40.0 37.3 1.8 % SUCCESSFUL SURYIYAL 40. 20.0 60.0 ' 40.0 20.0 60.0
. P.gz)foma_fnc of TulT-tile students R‘"e-e':i;:tt colleg;il.:':frtime Tn SKITT area [through Spring 8. Performance of TulT-Time $tudents Ti"'ﬂ;i{ colTeges ev:‘l wurse Tn SETTT area (Ehrough Spring
: . at. ‘86): Remediat. Remedia..
Not Needed Conpleted Not Needed Ceapleted
¢ ENROLLED 10 16 f ENROLLEO 10 3
% PASS 60 69 % PASS 60 33.3
NOTES: ROTES:
Tpassing deflned as a grads of "C* or better. lpasuing defined as a grade of “C* or better,
25tudy group "A* ("not needes®) includes students ot requiring algebra resediation.
{vos2187) {v082187)
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NEW JERSEY BASIC SKILLS COUNC.L COLLEGE___ PASSAIC
DEPARTMENT OF HIGHER EDUCATION

1984-46 INSTITUTIONAL PROFILE
EFFECTIVENESS REPORT
(Fall 1984 Cohort)

3a. Criteria below which students were placed into remediation (NJCBSPT unless otherwise

specified):

Readirg: RC 165

Writing: SS 165, Essay 9

Computation: MC 165

Elementary Algebra: EA 176 with MC > 165

4a. Percent of students identified for remediation who had enrolled in appropriate remedial
course in the skill area by Spring '85 (i.e., within two semesters).

FULL-TIME PART-TIME
Reading: 92 73
Writing: 97 79
Computation: 90 61
Elementary Algebra: 60 40

4b. Students identified as needing remediation who were present in Spring ‘86 but had not
enrolled in an appropriate remedial course in the skill area:

FULL~TIME PART-TIME

# % # %

Reading: 2 0.6 2 1.2

Writing: 0 0.0 2 1.1

Computation: 0 0.0 1 0.5

Elementary Algebra: 2 13.3 0 0.0
8 “’.1! /‘;




PASSAIC COUNTY COMMUNITY COLLEGE

PRE~TEST AND POST-TEST RESULTS FOR REMEDIAL COURSES (FINAL LEVEL ONLY)
IN READING, WRITING, MATH COMPUTATION AND ELEMEMTARY ALGEBRA
FALL 19b« COHORT

CUMULATIVE DATA FOR SUMMER 1984 THROUGH SPRING 1986

1
PRE-TEST POST-TEST Percont Stydanty
Noma oOf Courso' Total No. Namn of Tost Sectlon Minlmuim Score ﬂ’ Yoon Stendard Maon | Standard Attalning Min,
Enrolled Adminlstered of Tost Hondnd to Deter-~ Davlatlon Doviotion { Laval on Past-tnye$
In Course Adnminlisterod | mlne Prollcloncy2
ENO004 Holistic
Dev. Writing 106 Essay 8 32 6. ° 1.56 7.85 0.97 65.6%
RD004 Stanford A 38
Dev. Reading 80 |Diagnostic | Read. Comp.jor 10.1 Gr Fovifl 21  B4.74  5.19 }37.76] 6.59 52.4%
MA 004 Applic| NJCBSPT o
Basic Math 102 80/81 Computation | S 170 24 09.5| 3.96 [23.38] 4.21 75.0%
i
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COLLEGE Raritan valley
8ASIC SKITL AREA Readin
AREA NUMBER 1 m—L

1984-86 INSTITUTIONAL PROFILE
EFF]
(Fa11 1984 Cohort)

HEW JERSEY 8ASIC SKILLS COUNCIL
OEPARTHENT OF MIGHER EOUCATION

1. Students required to be tested: FULL-TIME 675 PART-TIME 320

2. Students tested (and % of FULL-TIKE PART-TINE
those counted in #1 above): $ 3 [} 3

673 99.7 309 96.5

3. StudEnts needing remediation TFOLC-TIFE PART-TIFE
(% of those tested): [} 1 ! 4

250 371 18 38.1

¥ Students enrolTed in appropriate remedial courses in any semester from Sumrer BY to Spring

NEW JERSEY 8ASIC SXILLS COUNCIL
OEPARTHENT OF MIGHER EOUCATION

1984-86 INSTITUTIONAL PROFILE
EFFECTIVEN
(Fall 1984 Cohort)

COLLEGE Raritan Yalle
8ASIC SRILL AREA Writing

AREA HIMEER

2of3

1. Studeats required to be tested: FULL-TIME 675 PART-TIME 320
2. Students tested (and % of FULL-TIME PART-TIME
those counted In #1 above): ] % 4 *
6s3  99.7 309 96.5
3. "tudents needing remcdiation FOLL-TTR: PART-T1RE
(% of those tested): [} ] [ b3
227 33.7 9 29.4

¥, Students enrolTed in appropriate resedial courses in 2ny secester Jrom Sudmer '83 to Spring

'86 (% of those identified in #3 above):

‘86 (Y of those identified in #3 above):
FULL-TIME PART-TIME FULL-TIME PART-TIME
[ % i % i K3 [ %
237 94.8 103 87.2 a7 5.5 8l 39.0
fl.our;t; e?ronnent Tany sedester froa Sumser ‘84 to Spring "BEY and outcowes Tor Tinal Tewel of 5. 1’0@-5‘? e?rolﬁent {any semester Froa Sumser "BF to Spring “B6Y and oufcomes Tor final level of
rexediation: remediation: —
FULL-TINE * PART-TINE FULL-TIME ' PART-TIME
rl: #€nrolled  tPass  3Fail Wi thdrew . #Enrolled  Pass *Fail Wi thdrew #Enrolled  %Pass  tFail *Withdrew ¥ Jenroiled  Pass $Fall Withdrew
S 2w o 8 3 : 103 CUNE 10 27 81 15 a : 81 b 14 7
! b, Pre- and post-test resuits for remecial courses in skill area. See attacned. 6. Pre- and post-test results for resedial courses in skill area: See attacned.
7. Four-semester follow up of full-time students {based on Spring "85 data): 1. Forx -emester follow up of full-time stuoents [based on Spring Jb gatal:
TERM OATA {SPRING '86) ' CUMULATIVE 0ATA TERH OATA (SPRING '86) ' CUMULATIVE DATA
Remedfat. Remediat.,  Remediat. ° Remediat. Remediat.  Remediat. Remediat. Remedfat,  Reaediat. ' Remediat. Remediat.  Remediat.
Hot Needed Completed Not Cospleted Mot Needed Completed Mot Completed Not Meeded Completed Mot Coupleted 'Mot Neeued Completed Wot Complete:
TOTAL # 2 206 43 ' JOTAL # 445 176 51 '
# RETURHED SPR.’'86 (%) 1671 39.3) 74( 35.9) 6( 13.9) ' # RETURNEO SPR.'86 (3) 173( 38.7) 60( 34.0) 1 1.9)°
MEAN CREDITS ATTEMPTED 13.8 11.8 1.8 'o42.2 34.9 17.3 MEAN CREDITS ATTEMPTED 13.8 11.3 6.0 1 I 34.8 13.¢
HMEAN CREDITS EARNEO 13.2 na 6.8 42 33.3 13.9 MEAN CREDITS EARNED 13.2 10.9 6.0 ' 40.% 33.8 6.0
MEAN GPA 2.74 2.25 1.47 'oan 2.26 1.59 MEAN GPA . 2.70 2.37 1.50 t o 2.66 2.37 0.69
T PA> 2.0 86 72 17 90 84 0 2 G6PA D> 2.0 84 82 0 86 78 0
T SUCCESSFUL <Un 3 26 2 ‘3 30 0 3 SUCCESSFUL SURVIVAL® 32 28 ¢ Pn 1] 0
8. Eer!omncc of fu..~Eime students in Tirst college-Tevel course 1n SkTIT ardd {througn Spring 8. Performance of Tull-time students Tn First colTegé-TeveT €ourse Tn SKTIT 37ed TUNTOUgN Spring—
86): Remediat, Remediat, '86): Remediat. Remediat,
Not Needed Coapleted Not Necded Completed
# ENROLLEO 209 102 # ENROLLED 246 67
% PASS 97 92 % PASS 96 87
WOVLS: WOTES:
3 .
\1 (4
J (v030387) [v03u387) 334
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REW JERSEY BASIC SKILLS COUNCIL 1984 86 INSTITUTIONAL PROFILE COLLEGE Raritan Yalle
DEPARTMERT OF HIGHER EOUCATION EFFECTIVERESS REPORT 8ASIC SRTLT AREX Tomputation

(Fal1 1984 Cohort) AREA NUMBER 3 of

[ULL-TIME 675 PART-TIME 320

1. Students required to be tested:

2. Students tested {and T of FULL-TIME PART-TIME
those counted in #1 above): [} 4 ? 1
673  99./ 305 96.5
3. Students needing remediation FULL-TTHE PRIIBE — —— -
(T of those tested): [} 3 ’ 3
23i 343 170 55.0

&, Students enroiled in appropriate remedial courses in any sescster from Suamer 83 to Spring
'86 (3 of those {dentified in #3 above):

FULL-TIME PART-TINE
[} b3 [} b3
195 84.4 106  62.3
ﬁW?f ir;ro'lﬁenﬂany senester Trom Sumser "84 to Spring "85 and outcomes for final level of
resediation:
FULL-TINE ' PART-TINE
IL) #Enrolled  TPass  TFail FHithdrew s #Enrolled  %Pass  ZFail Wi thdrew
b 95 6 2 7 ' 106 51w 6
1
6. Pre- and post-test results for remedial courses in skill area: See attacned.
7. Four-semester follow up <. tult-oime students {based on Spring 'Bb datal.
TERM DATA {SPRING '86) ' CUMULATIVE DATA
Reme tlat. Remediat, Remadiat. ' Remediat. Remediat. Remediat.
Not heeded Ccmpleted Not Cospleted Mot Heeded Completed Not Completed
TOTAL ¢ 478 123 72 '
# RETURNED SPR.'86 (%) 154( 32.2) 51( 41.4) O( 0.0) '
MEAY CREDITS ATTEMPTED 13.8 10.6 ‘42,0 30.4
MEAN CREDITS EARNED 13.2 9.9 '41.0 28.1
MEAY GPA 2.68 2,07 ‘2,68 2.13
IT6A> " 85 63 ‘86 61
1 SUCCEssh SURYIYAL 27 25 : 29 25
8. Performance of F.erfomance of full-time students i flrs! college- level Coursc in skiil area (througn SPring
86): diat, Remediat.
Not Needed Cocpleted
# ENROLLED 202 2
% PASS 85 95
ROTES:
.3 4 7 ¥020387]
1
Q
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NEW JERSEY BASIC SKILLS COUKCIL 1984-86 INSTITUTIONAL PROFILE

DEPARTMENT OF HIGHER EODUCATION COLLE(;gKR[[a[rImtatnxvxallgl eg
J HIGH! BASIC edra
{Fal1 1984 Cohort) AREA KUMBER 4 o

Students required to be tested: FULL-TIME 675  PART-TIME _320

2. Students tested {and % of FULL-TINE PART TIHE
those counted in #1 above): f 3
673  99.7 309 96 5
3. Students needing remediation *  FULL=:IRE PART-TIRE
{% of those tested): ! 3 [ 4
154 22.8 85 21.5

3. Students enrolTed in appropriate remedial Courses in any semaster from Sumer ‘84 to Spring
*86 {3 of those identified in #3 above):
FULL-TINE PART-TIME
[} 1 ! 1
138 89.6 83 97.6
5. Cour:® enroliment {any semester from Sumzer '84 to Spring '86) and outcomes for inal Tevel of
reme. «ation:
PART-TIME

FULL-TINE

L]
fEnrolled  3Pass  FFaill IWithdrew : fEnrolled iPass 1Fail aWithdrew
138 62 14 8 : 83 70 16 o
6. Pre. and post-test results Tor remedial courses in skiil area: See attacned.
7. Four-seméster foilow up of fuli-time students (based on Spring '8b datal:
TERM OATA (SPRING '86) ! CUMULATIYE DATA
Rerediat. Resediat. Regedia’. ° Remediat. Remediat. Remediat.
Not Needed Completed Not Cocpteted ‘Mot Needed Completed HNot Completes

TOTAL ¢ 519 86 68 '

# RETURNED SPR.'85 (1) 122( 23.5) 71( 82.5) I 4.4)°

MEAN CREDITS ATTEMPTED 14.2 1. 10.5 438 3.5 22.7

MEAR CREDITS EARNED 13.6 10.1 9.7 '42.5 29.6 2.0

MEAN GPA 2.7 2.2 2.48 o270 2.3 2.50

2 6PA > 2.0 85 69 67 ' 88 81 67

% SUCCESSFUL SUPYIVAL 24 57 3 : 23 59 3
B. P’er}’“nce of futi-time students in first college-Tevel course in skiil area [through Spring

'86): Remediat. Remediat.

Not Needed Completed
# ERROLLED 145 28
T CASS 8¢ 96
ROTES:
{¥030387])
"~ r~
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NEW JERSEY BASIC SKILLS COUNCIL COLLEGE __ RARITAN VALLEY

DEPARTMENT OF HIGHER EDUCATION

1984-86 INSTITUTIONAL PROFILE
EFFECTIVENESS REPORT
(Fall 1984 Cohort)

3a. Criteria below which students were placed into remediation (NJCBSPT unless otherwise

specified):

Reading: RC 162

Writing: SS 162

Computation: MC 165

Elementary Algebra: EA 167 with MC > 165

4a. Percent of students identified for remediation who had enrolled in appropriate remedial
course in the skill area by Spring '85 (i.e., within two semesters):

FULL-TIME PART-TIME
Reading: 95 85
Writing: 91 67
Computation; 84 62
Elementary Algebra: 90 36

4b. Students identified as needing remediation who were present in Spring ‘86 but had not
enrolled in an appropriate remedial course in the skill area:

FULL-TIME PART-TIME
# % # %
Reading: 0 0.0 0 0.0
Writing: 0 0.0 0 6.0
Computation: 0 0.0 0 0.0
Elementary Algebra: 0 0.0 0 0.0
349




RARTTAN VALLEY COMMUNITY COLLEGE

PRE-TEST AND POST-TEST RESULTS FOR REMEDIAL COURSES (FINAL LEVEL ONLY)
IN READING, WRITING, MATH COMPUTATION AND ELEMENTARY ALGEBRA
FALL 1984 COHORT

CUMULATIVE DATA FOR SUMMER 1984 THROUGH SPRING 1986

" PRE-TEST POST-TEST Percent Students
Nemo of Course!| Total No. | Name of Test Section Minimum Score _[l_’ Mean , Standard Mosn | Standard Attalining Min,
Enrolied ] Adalnistered of Test Nesded to Deter- Deviation Devistion | Level on Post-testd
In Course Adninistered | ilne Protlcloncyzq
Effective Reading Standard
Reading 161 | NJCBSPT f Comore- | score 162 fl134 jasd 5.8 fiesof 9.7 69%
—Critical Reading Standard l
Reading 179 | NJCBSPT Comp Score 162 158 157.9 2.6 |167.3] 6.6 85%
Basic Com- Sentence Standard
position 298 NJCBSPT Sense Score 162 178 348.4 9.84 161.3 8.69 51%
Seminar
- Basic Standard
Arithmetic 301 NJCBSPT Computation] Score 165 ll146 56.4  5.39 N71.4 5.96 86%
tlementary Standard
Algebra 239 NJCBSPT Algebra Score 165 145 f157.1 5.79 1172.7 6.70 84%
oy,
3507
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COLLEGE Salem .
BASIC SRICT AREA_Reading
AREA NUN3ER 1 o

1984-86 INSTITUTIOHAL PROFILE
VENESS
(Fall 1984 Cohort)

NEY JERSEY BASIC SKILLS COUNCIL
DEPARTHENT OF HIGHER EOUCATION

1. Students required to be tested: FULL-TIME 230  PART-TIME 130

COLLEGE Salem

1984-86 INSTITUTIONAL PROFILE CoLLe A Writd
A SKITL AREA %ritin
AREA WMBER 2 oT 4

(Fall 1984 Cohort)

NEW JERSEY BASIC SKILLS COUNCIL
DEPARTMENT OF HIGHER EQUCATION

1. Students required to be tested: FULL-TIME 230 PART-TIME 130

2. Students tested {(and % of FULL-TIME PART-TIME 2. Students tested (and $ of FULL-TINE PART-TIME
those counted in F1 above): ’ b3 [} b3 shose counted in #1 above): ¥ 4 [} b
230 100.0 122 93.8 230 100.0 122 93.8
I, Students needing redediation FULC-TTRE PART-TIRE J. Students necding remediation FULC=s A PART-TIRE
{3 of those tested): i b '} b (5 of those tested): 1 4 ' 1
106  46.0 3 25.4 108 46.9 37 30.3
L S.fuaents enrolied Tn appropriate remedial courses 1n any seacSter from Summer B3 to Spring & Students enrolled Tn appropriate remedjal courses in any seme  ° Trom Suamer B4 to Spring
86 (% of those {dentified in #3 above): '86 (3 of those identified in #3 above):
FULL-TIME PART-TIME FULL-TINE PART-TIME
[} b3 1 i 3 1
92 86.7 15 48.3 102 94.4 20 54.0
5, Cour;f :r'\rollnenf 1any seméster from Sumcr B3 to Spring "85 <nd outcomes for final Tevel of 5. Course enoliment Tany seséster Troa Summer B7 to Spring 8b) and outcomes Tor finai ievel of
resedfation: remediation:
FULL-TINE ' PART-TIME FULL-TINE ' PARY-TINE
fEnrolled  gPass  %Fail Wi thdrew : fEnrolled  3Pass  TFail Wi thdrew #€nrolled  SPass  TFail Wi thdrew : #Enrolled  gPass $Fail SWithdrew
92 65 24 n ' 15 67 20 13 80 65 25 10 ' 13 69 8 8
5. Pre-"and post-test resuTts for remedial courses In skill area: No post-test data. §. Pre- and post-test resuits for remedlal courses 1n skill areal Ko post-test data.
7. Four-semester Tollow up of full-time students (based on Spring ‘86 datal: 7. Four-semester toliow up of full-time students (based on Spring '8b datal:
TERM DATA {SPRING '86) ' CUMULATIVE DATA TERM DATA (SPRING '86) ' CUMULATIYE DATA
Remediat. Remediat. Remediat. ' Remediat. Resmediat. Remediat. Remedfat. Remediat. Remediat. ' Remediat. Remediat. Remediat.
Not Needed Coapleted MNot CoSpleted 'Not Nesded Completed Mot Completed Not Needed Completed Mot Cozpleted ‘Mot Meeded Completed Mot Completed
TOTAL # 124 60 46 ' TOTAL # 122 53 56 '
# RETURNEO SPR.'86 (3)  55( 44.3) 29( 48.3) 4 8.6)°* # RETURNEO SPR.'86 (%) 58( 47.5)  30( 56.6) 2 3.6
MEAN CREDITS ATTEMPIEO 14 12 14 ' 58 44 49 MEAN CREL.TS ATTEMPTEO 4 13 3 ' 59 45 15
MEM CREOITS EARNEO n 9 n '8 35 44 MEAN CREOITS EARNEO 12 8.7 0 ' 53 32 3
MEAN GPA 2.45 1.83 2.75 ' 2.68 2.05 2.57 MEAN GPA 2.57 1.75 0.0 oM 1.93 0.66
T GPA > 2.0 76 52 100 ' o84 52 100 T GPA > 2.0 83 4 0 *90 47 0
T SUCCESSFUL SURVIVAL 34 25 9 'R 25 ¢ T SUCCESSFUL SURVIVAL 39 26 0 K E 26 0
o Perr?_nunce of TulT-time students Tn TTrst college-Tevel course In SKITT aréa {thro.gh Spring - B. Per T oF TulT-time students In First ColTege-Téveél Course 1n SkTi1 area (through Spring
'86)1: Remedfat. femediat, '86)1, Remediat. Remediat.
Hot Needed Completed Hot Meeded Cospleted
# ENROLLED 104 39 # ENROLLEO 107 44
3 PASS 78 82 % PASS 77 75
ROTES? ROTES?
INote that 5% of students transferred in credits for Engiish 101. Tiote that 5% of students transferred in credits for English 101,
3 3 {v081287] (vo81287]
Q
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COLLEGE Salea

1984-86 INSTITUTIONAL PHOFILE
8ASIC SKTTU AREA Coaputation
AREA NUMBER 3 oF 4~ I S

(Fa1l 1984 Cohort)

HEW JERSEY BASIC SKILLS COUNCIL
DEPARTHENT OF HIGHE  JUCATION

1984-86 INSTITUTIONAL PROFILE
EFFECTIVENESS R
(Fal1 1984 Cohort)

COLLEGE Salea

HEW JERSEY BASIC SKILLS TOUNCIL )
BASIC SRTLL AREA A gebrl
AREA NUMBER 4 o

DEPARTHEHT OF HIGHER EOULATION

1. Students required to be tested: FULL-TINE 230 #7 (ME 130 1. Students required to be tested: FULL-TIME 230 PART-TIMZ 130
2. Students tested (and 3 of FULL-TIME PART-TINE 2. Students tested (2ad 3 of FULL-TINE PART-TIME
those counted in #1 above): f ] [} 4 those counted in #1 above): f 3 [} 3
230 100.0 122 93.8 230  100.0 122 93.8
3. Students needing remediation FUCT-TTRE PRRT=TIRE ~~ — 3. Students nceding reacdiation © FULL-TIRE PART-TIHE
(3 of those tested): [ 3 ’ % (1 of those tested): [} b3 []
90 39.1 k)| 25.4 123*  53.4* 8l*  66.3*

37 Students cnrolled Tn dppropriaté reaedial fourses Tn aay semester from Susmer “BY To Spring
'86 (% of those identified in #3 above):

« Students enroTled In appropriale reacdial Courses In any Sesester Frea Sumer “B% To Spring
'86 {1 of those identified in #3 above):

oy

FULL-TINME PART-TIME FULL-TINE PART-TIME
f 1 f 3 ¢ 1 f 1
¥2 9.1 18 $8.0 74%  60.1** 3400 41,9
5. Course eénrcliment (any semcster Troa Sudder B4 to Spring "B5) and oulcomes Tor Tina. Tevel of 5."Cau?ifﬁ?mnt Tany sendéster Trom Summer "BY to Spring “B6Y and oulcoees Tor Tinal Tevel of
regediation: repediation:
FULL-TIME ' PART-TIME FULL-TINME ' PART-TIME
f€nrolled  gPass  gFail  gWithdrew : fEnrolled  3Pass  gFail i thdrew fEnrolled  gPass  gFail $Withdrew : {€nrolled  gPass  3Fail tWithdrew
82 61 25 13 ' 18 83 6 n " 66 22 12 . 34 65 21 15
rl: 5. Pre- and post-Teit results Tor remedlal courses Tn SKITV drea. Wo post-test @8ta. ~ &, Pre- and post-test resuits Tor reaeatal courses Tn skiTT arear Ro post-test dats.
(o)} e e -
w 7. Four-semester foilow up of Tull-time students (Dased on Spring UG data): 7. Four-semester follow up ol Tull-tim sIudents (bzsed on Spring 'Go data):
[
TERH DATA (SPRING *86) * CURULATIYE OATA TERM OAT+ (SPRING '86) * CUMULATIYE DATA
Remediat. Remediat.  Remediat. ' Remediat. Remedfat.  Recediat. Remediat. Remellat.  Resediat. °* Remediat. Remsdizt.  Remediat.
Hot Needed Coapleted Mot Completed ‘Mot Needed Completed Mot Cospleted Hot Needed Completed Nct Completed ‘Mot Heeded Cospictsd Hot Cospleter
TOTAL 140 48 42 N TOTAL / 156 49 25 '
# RETURNEO SPR.'86 (3) 67( 47.8) 20( 41.6) 1( 2.3) ' f RETURNED SPR.'B6 (%)  61( 39.1) 25{ 51.0)  «&f 16.0) '
MEAM CREOITS ATTEMPTED 14 12 0 -1 43 9 MEAM CREOJTS ATTEHPTEO 14 12 n -l 44 39
MEAH CREDITS EARKED n 8.7 0 "4 32 3 MEAN CREOITS EARKED 12 10 6 'o49 39.8 22
KEAH GPA 2.40 1.85 0 t2.65 1.93 1.0¢ MEMH GPA 2.35 2.2 1.42 R H 2.57 1.07
3 6PA D> 2.0 75 55 0 ' 84 45 0 3 GPA > 2.0 12 12 25 ' n 12 I3
% SUCCESSFUL SURYIYVAL 38 23 0 : 40 19 0 % SUCCESSFUL SURYIVAL 28 37 4 : 30 37 4
B. Performance of Tull-tiee students Tn TTrst coliege-Tével course In ski11 area {7 rough Spring 8. PerTormance of TuTl-Xime sTudenls Tn TTrst coTTege-Tevel Tursé In sETTT Tréa {through Spring ~
'86): Renediat. Remediat, '86): Reaediat, Remediat.
Hot Needed Conpletad Hot Needed Coapleted
f ENROLLED 25 18 f ENROLLED 51 36
$ PASS 84 67 2 PASS 96 86
ROTES? - ROTES?
*Includes students requiring algebra but first required to take cosputation (34 FT & 21 PT),
and students not ‘equired by program to take algebrs (46 FT & 32 PT).
**Corresponding enrollment breakouts (see above footnote): 13 FT & 8 PT, and 18 F1 8 § PT,
[v081287) [vcn2e7)
354
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NEW JERSEY BASIC SKILLS COUNCIL COLLEGE___ SALEN

DEPARTMENT OF HIGHER EDUCATION

1984-86 INSTITUTIONAL PROFILE
EFFECTIVENESS REPORT
(Fall 1984 Cohort)

3a  Criteric below which students were placed into remediation (NJCBSPT unless otherwise
specified):
Reading: RC 163
Writing: SS 163

Computation: MC 161, in-house test

Elementary Algebra: EA 168, in-house test

4a. Percent of students identified for remediation who had enrolled in appropriate remedial
course in the skill area by Spring 85 (i.e., within two semesters):

FULL-TIMF PART-TIME
Reading: 86 42
Writing: 97 54
Computation: 91 61
Elementary Algebra: 100 68

4b. Students identified as needing remediation who were present in Spring '86 but had not
enrolled in an appropriite remedial course in the skill area:

FULL-TIM" PART-TIME

# 4 # %

Reading: 5 4.7 4 12.9

Writing: 0 0.0 1 2.7

Computation: 1 1.1 3 9.6

Elementary Algebra: 5 4.0 8 9.8
3 5 )
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COLLEGE_Susssx
BASIC SKITL AREA Read & writ
AREA KWM3ER ) oF 3

1984-86 INSTIfUTIOMAL PROFILE
33
{Fal1 1984 tohort)

NEW JERSEY BASIC SXILLS CG'™XiL
DEPARTMENT OF HIGLER EDUCATION

1. Students required to be tested: FULL-TIME __ PART-TIME 165

2. Students tested (and T of FULL-TIME PART-TIME
those counted in #1 above): [} % '] 3

165 100.0

3. Students needing remediation FOTL-TIRE PART-TIFL
(T or those tested): [ 3 i 13

35 21.2

§. Sltudents enroiled in appropriate resedial courses ip any secester from Sumcer 89 to Spring
'86 (3 of those identified in #3 above):
FULL-TIME PART-TIME
§ 2 [ 2
35 100.0

5. LourS? enroliment {any semester from Sumser B4 to spring 861 and outcomes for final Tevel of
remediztion:

FULL-TIKE ' PART-TIME
#Enrolled  gPass  %Fail Wi thdrew : fenrolled  %Pass 1Fall IWithdrew
: 35 88 0 n
] 6. Fre- ang post-test resuits for remedial courses In skill area. See attached.
N 3 .
3 7. tour-semester ;ollow up of full-tine students {based on Spring "B dataJ -
i TERM DATA (SPRING *86) ' CUHULATIVE DATA
Remediat. Remediat.  Recediat. ' Remediat. Remediat.  Resediat.
Hot Needed Completed MNot Coapletes :Not Needed Completed Not Cospleted
TOTAL 4

# RETURKED SPR.'86 (%) ( ) {
MEAN CREDITS ATTEMPTED
WEAN CREDITS EARNED

3. Perf?mance of full time students In TIrst college-ievel course In SKITT arca [through Spring
'86)!: Remediat. Remediat.

Hct Heeded Cepleted

¥ ENROLLED
T PASS

ROTES:
Throughout, PT represents students tested by Sussexe-FT data not available since students

presuged to be reported by other institutions.
uﬁlot appllcagle.

£v092887)

357

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

COLLEGE Sussex
BASIC SKTTU AREA Computation*

REW JERSEY BASIC SXILLS COUMCIL

1984-86 INSTITUTIONAL PROFILE
DEPARTMENT OF HIGHER EQUCATION EFFECTAVERESS REPORT

[y
{Fal1 1984 Cohort)

AREA NIMBER 2 0
. 1. Studunts required to be tested: FULL-TIME __ PART-TIME _165
2. Students tested (and % of FULL-TIME PART-TIME
those counted in 1 above): ] 2 # 3
165 100.0
37 Students needing resediation © FULL-TIFE PART=TINE
{3 of those tested): i 1 73! 1
44.2

3. Students enroiled in appropriate resedial courses in any sesester from Sumer "85 to Spring
'86 (3 »f those identified in #3 above):

FULL-TIME PART-TIME
§ 2 { 2T
48 65.7
5. Tourse enroliment {any semester from Summer "BY to Spring 'B6) ard outcomes for final level of
recediation: B
FULL-TINE * PART-TIME
$Enrolled  gPass 1Fail TWithdrew ' {Enrolled  %Pass $Fail IWithdrew
Zearo jeC  3kass  Arall 2AOerew , EIEADTCT ass At TR
: 48 88 0.04 0.08
B Fre- and po3t-Test Tesults for remedial courses in SKill area: See attached.
7. Four-sem ~er follrw up of full-tide students {basec on Spring '86 F17)
TERH DATA (SPRING '86) * CLMULATIVE DATA
Rewedfat. Resedlat. Resediat. ' Remediat. Remediat.  Resediat.
Not Needed Completed Not Coepleted 'Not keeded Completed Not Completed
TOTAL # *
# RETURNE) SFR.'86 () ) { ) { ) !
MEAN CMERITS ATTEMPTED '
HEAN CREDITS EARMED !
MEAN GPA b
TGA> 2.0 *
3 SUCCESSFUL SURVIVAL !
3. ng)f?mance of Tull-time¢ stodents Tﬂg%itcollege-level coursé In sk¥1* area (through Spring
' : eoediat. Rezediat.
Not Needed Completed
# ENAOLLED
T PASS
HOTES:

*Course iIncludes some algebra content.
Throughout, PT represents students tested by Sussex-«FT “ata not available since students

presufed to be reported by other Institutions.
Hot applicable.

{v0928573
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MEW JERSEY BASI” SKILLS COUNCIL  1984-86 INSTITUTIONAL PROFILE C LEGE Sussex

DEPARTHENT OF HiGHER EDUCATION v BASIC SKILL AREA A]gebra
(Fall 1984 Cohort) AREA NUMBER 3 of

1. Students required to be tested: FULL-TINE __ PART-TIME 165

2. Students tested (and % of FULL-TIME PART-TIME

those counted in #1 above): E % # %
165 100.0

3. Students needing remediation FULL-TIV PART-TIME

(2 of those tested): # # %

57 34.5

4. Students enroiled in appropriate remedial courses in any semester from Summer "84 to Spring
'86 (% of those identified in #3 above):
FgLL-TIME PQRT-TIME
% %

36 63.1

5. Course enrollment {any semester from Summer 84 to Spring '86) ..d outcomes for final Tevel of

remediation:
FIILL-TIME PART-TIME
#fnrolled %Pass %Fail FWithdrew #Enrolled %Pass %Fail Wi thdrew

36 78 0.05

b. Pre- and past-test results for remedial courses in ckill area: See attached.

7. Four-semester follow up of full-time students (based on Spring ‘86 aata)}:

TERM DATA (SPRING '86) ! CUMULATIVE DATA
Remediat. Remediat. Remediat. ' Remediat. Remediat. Remediat.
Not Needed Completed Not Completed :Not Needed Ccmpir:ted Not Completed

TOTAL #

£ XETURNED SPR.'85 (3) | ) ) ()
MEAN CREDITS ATTEMPTED

MEAN CREDITS EARNED

MEAN GPA

3 GPA > 2.0

% SUCCESSFUL SURVIVAL

8. Perf?nnancc “f full-time students in first co..ege-Tevel course in skili area (tLrourh Spring
'86)!: Remediat. Remediat.
Not Neede” Completed

# ENROLLED
% PASS

NOTES:

Throughout, PT represents students tested by Sussex--FT data not available since students
presuTed to be reported by other institutions.
Not applicable.

[v092887]
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“EW JERSEY BASIC SKILLS COUNCIL COLLEGE___ SUSSEX
DEPARTMENT OF HIGHER EDUCATION

1984-86 INSTITUTIONAL PROFILE
EFFECTIVENESS REPORT
(Fall 1984 Cohort)

3a. Criteria below which students were placed iato remediation (NJCBSPT unless otherwise

specified):

Reading:* RC 165 and Essay 7

Writing: (No separate writing course)

Computation: MC 165

Elementary Algebra: EA 167 and MC > 165

4a. Percent of students identified for remediation who had enrolled in appropriate r  Jial
course in the skill area by Spring "85 (i.e., within two semesters):

FULL-TIME PART-TIME
Reading:* - 37
Wriling: - -
Computation: - 55
Elementary Algebra: - 54

4b. Students ideniified as needing remediation who were present in Spring ‘86 but had not
enrolled in an appropriate remed.al course in the skil' «a:

FULL-TIME PART-TIME
# % # %
Reading:* - - 0 0.0
Writing: - - - ——
Computation: - - 12 16.4
Elementary Algebra: - - 20 35.0
*Reading and Writing.
o
S ACRY




SUSSEX COUNTY COMMUNITY COLLEGE ( MMISSION

PLE-TEST AND POSV~TESY RESULTS FOR REMEDIAL COURSES (FINAL LEVEL ONLY)

FALL 1984 COHORT

IN READING, WRITING, MATH COMPUTATION ANO ELEMENTARY ALGEBRA

CUMULATIVE DATA FOR SUMMER 1984 THROUGH SPRING 1986

FRE-TEST POST-TEST Percent Students
Nemse of Course!| Total No. | Nome of Test Section Minlmum Score ﬂs Mean , Stendard Mean | Standard Attalnlag Min,
Enrolled AdsInistered of Tost Needed fo Deter- Deviatlon Deviation | Level on Post-test4
In Course Adninlstered | mine Proficiency?
ENG 610 1 7Y | niceser ™y 165 531 7.01 [170 | 9.53 98
NG 010 4 NJCBSPT 165 143 | 6.54 167 | 1.92 100
_BNG 010 4 { 3| naceser & 35 & RC 165 33 ; 149 | 13.40 174 | 2.69 100
ENG 910 9} | mcBspre ) 165 ( 152 | 11.55 [165 | 1.25 98
ENG 010 9/ NJCBSPT 165 151 8.16 }Ji65 | 1.25 98
MA 010 26 NJCBSPT — 155 173
MA 010 182 44§ wycaser MC & EA 167 (EA) 44 1149 7.16 176 | 5.76 96 (EA)
MA 020 14) | nyceser 167 (l153] 8.56 {168 | 1.78 98
MA 020 s& 56 | NICBSPT 167 36 { 153 { 10.40 {170 | 5.63 100
MA_ 020 14) NJCBSt1 167 ( 151} s5.06 174 | 8.01 100

w
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COLLEGE Unfon "
BASIC SRTLL AREA Readin
AREA NUMBER 1 of ¥

NEW JERSEY BASIC SKILLS COUNCIL
OEPARTMENT OF HIGHER EOUCATIOM

1984-66 INSTITUTIONAL PROFILE
(Fall 1984 Cohort)

1. Students required to be tested: FULL-TIME 960 PART-TIME 413

BASIC A Hritin
AREA NUMBER 2 0T 3

NEW JERSEY BASIC SKTHLS COUNCIL

1984-86 INSTITUTIONAL PROFILE
OEPARTMINT OF HIGHER EbuCATION EPORT

%
(Fall 1984 Cohort)

1. Students required to be tested: Ft -TIME 960 PART-TIME 413

2. Students tested (and % of FULZ-TINE PART-TIME 2. Students tested (and % of FULL - FINE PART-TINE
those counted in #1 above): # 3 [} 3 those counted in #1 abc e): 4 K4 [} 3

N3 95.1 303 73.3 913 95.1 303 73.3

3. Students needing remegiation FULE-7TRE PART=YTL— 3. Stude~ts needing remediations  FULL-TIME PART-TIRE
(2 of those tested): [} 3 [] £ {2 of those tested): i 3 [} 3

537 58.8 155 51.1 406 4.4 12 36.9

4. Students enrolled Tn appropriate remedial cuu' ses in any semester from Susmes 84 to Sprin~
'86 (% of those identified in #3 above):

&, Students enro.Ted I~ appropriate resedial courses in any semester from Sumwer '83 to Spring
'86 (% of those fdentifird in #3 above):

FILL-(IME PART-TIME FULL-TIME PART-TINE
[} 3 [} 3 i b3 f 3
§05  94.0 97 62.5 380  93.5 58 51.7
5. Tourse enrolTment {any semester from Summer "84 to Spring '86) and cutcomes for final level of 5, Course e?'.--:vc.ﬂ {any semester from Summer "3 to Spring "B67 and outcomes for Finel ievel of
remediation: remediation:
FULL-TINE ! PART-TIME FULL-TINE ! PART-TIHE
fEnrolted  sPasc  $Fail  gWithdrew ! feorolled  gPass  TFail  Hithdrew f€nrolied  gPass  gFail  gHithdriw » IEnrolled  3pass  $Fail  “Hithdrew
505 n.s 5.9 8.5 : 97 63.9 2.7 8.7 380 n.s 17.1 1.9 : 58 §6.9 27.6 5.2
1
N b. Pre- and post-test resuits for remedial courses 1n skiTi area: See attacned. 5. Pré- and post-fest results for r dial courses In skili area: See atlached.
~J
T 7. rour-semster follox up of fuli-time students \based on Spring 86 datal: 7. Four-semester toiiow up of full-time students {based on Cpring '8b datal:
TERM OATA (SPRING '86) ! CUMLLATIVE OATA TERM DATA 73PRING *86) N CUMULATIY DATA
Remediat. Remediat.  Remediat. ' Remediat. Remediat. Remediat. Remediat. Remed-.at.  Remediat. ' Remediat. Remediat.  Remediat.
Not Needed Completed Not Completed ‘Not Needed Completed Not Completed Not Needed Complsted Mot Completed ‘Mot Heeded Completed Yot Complete
“JAL # 376 362 175 ' TOTAL # 507 13 133 '
F.ETURNZO SPR.'85 (3) 214( 56.9) 221( 61.0) 46( 26.2)' # RETURNEO SPR.'86 (%)  284( 56.0) 157( 57.5) ARt 33.8)°
NEAR CREOITS ATTEMPTEDw 13.3 12.5 1.9 ' 46.6 31.6 26.0 MEAN CREDITS ATTEMPTEO 13.2 12.3 | N 'S 29.7 22.8
MEAN CREOITS EARNED 10.6 8.06 7.04 'o4a 28.1 23.4 MEAN CREOITS CARNED 10.3 7.97 6.09 ‘4.8 26.4 20.1
KEAN GPA 2.31 1.60 1.4 '2.46 2.01 1.80 MEAN GPA 2.20 1.60 1.22 2,39 1,98 .73
$GPA > 2,0 67.1 29.8 37.0 71,6 §4.8 50.0 % 6PA > 2.0 62.1 34.9 23.3 ' 76.4 51.0 22
% SUCCESSFUL SURYIVAL  38.2 18.2 9.7 : 4.2 s 131 % SUCCESSFUL SURYIVAL  34.8 20.1 1.9 : 42.8 29.3 4.5
B Performance of full-time stugents In First college-TeveT course Tn SKITT area [through Spring B. Performance of 1ull-time students in Tirst college-Tevel course in Sk1IT arca (through Spring
'86): Remediat. Rex.2diat. '86): Remedfat. Remediat,
Hot Needed Completed Hot Meeded Completed
# ENROLLED 193 180 # ENROLLED 263 123
% PASS 94.3 9.1 % PASS 94.7 £3.6
s ROTES:
(v030387] {vo30387)
)
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1984-86 INSTITUTIONAL PROFILE COL‘ GE Union
{Fall 1984 Cohort)

HEW JERSEY bASIC SKILLS COUNCIL
DEPARIMCNRT OF HIGHER EOUCATION
AREA NUMBER 0

1. Students required to be tested: FULL-TIME 960  PART-TINE 413

KTH."KR'EA Computation
3ofd

2. Students tested (and 3 of FULL -TIME PART-TIME
those counted in #1 above): i 3 1 b3
913 95.1 303 73.3
3. Students neEdIn% remedlatio.. FULL -1 180 PARY-
(2 of those tested f k] t b
514 £5.2 168  55.4

4. Students enrolTed In appropriate remedial courses in aay semester from Suswcr B3 €0 Spring
'86 (3 of those identified in #3 above):

FULL-TINE PART-TIME
1] b3 i %
484 94.1 104 63.9
5. Course enrofIment [any semester from Summer B3 to Spring B6) and outcomes for inal Tevel of
remediation:
FULL-TINE ' PART-TIME
] #Enroiled gPass gFail gWithdrew ! #Earolled 2Pass gFail gWithdrew
N - — -_— s ELA2) — LUALLLS
R" 464 69.6 16.3 13.9 ' 104 68.3 20.2 11.5
! b, Pre- and post-test resuTss fo~ remedial Courses In skill area: See attached.
7. Four-semester follow Up of juii-time students (based on Spring ‘85 datal.
TERM DATA (SPRING *86) ! CUHULATIVE DATA
Remediat, Remediat.  Remodiat., ' Remediat. lemediat. Revediat,

Not Needed Completed Mot Completed 'Mot Meeded Completed Not Completed

TOTAL #

399 337 177 !
# RETURNED SPR.'86 (3)  219( 54.8) 200( 59.3) 63( 35.5)'

MEAN CREDITS ATTEMPTED 13.3 12.6 12.9 ' 45 3.7 29.4
MEAH CREDITS EARNED 10.4 8.3€ 6.7 '43.2 28.7 25.6
MEAN GPA 2.24 1.70 1.39 '2.43 2.07 1.75
2 GPA > 2.0 63.9 38.3 36.7 e §4.0 54.0
% SUCCESSFUL SURYIVAL  35.1 2.7 134 : 42.4 32.0 19.2

B, Perfomance ofF FulT-time stud nts in Tirst college-level coursc in skiii area [through Spri.g
86):

Remediat. Remediat.
Not Needed Completed
# EMROLLED 96 45
% PASS a.7 73.3

NOTES?

J 360
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Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

{v030387)

NEW JERSEY BASIC SKILLS COUNCIL
DEPARTHENT OF HIGHER EDUCATION

1981-86 INS, TUTIONAL PROFILE COLLEGE Union
EFFECTIVERESS REPORT 8ASIC SKILL AREA Algebra
{Fall 1984 Cohort) AREA NUMBER _4 Frﬂ'—

1. Students required to be tested: FULL-TIME 960 PART-TIME 413

2. Students tested {and % of FULL=-TINE PART-TIME
those counted in £ above): i b i b

a3 95.1 303 73.3

I Studenls néeding remediations FULL =1 1ML PART-TIRE
{1 of those tested): f 3 i 3

104 1.3 47 15.5

4. Students enrolfed in appropriate remedial courses in any semester from Summer 83 To Spring
'86 (% of those identified in #3 above):

FULL-TINE PART-TINE
i ] i 3
93 89.4 28 59.5
5. Course enrolTment [any semester from Summer '83 to Spring 'B6] an. outcomes for final 1ével of
remediation:
FULL-TINE ' PART-TINE
fEnrolled  fPass  3Fail  IWithdrew : fenrolled  gPass  3Fail  3Withdrew
93 64.5 23.7 11.8 : 28 €0.7 17.9 21.4
5, Pre- and post-test results for remedial courses in skill area: See attached.
7. Four-semester foilow up of fuil-time students lu.5€d o1 spring 8b datal:
TERM DATA (SPRING '86) ! CUMULATIYE DATA
Remediat. Remediat. Remediat. ' Remediat Remediat. Remediat.
Not Meeded Completed Not Completed 'Not Neeaed Cozpleted Not Complete
TOTAL # 295 6u ] ‘ i
# RETUPNED SpR.'86 (3)  174( 58.9) 30( 50.0) 18( 40.5)'
MEAN CREDITS ATTEMPTED  13.6 12.6 1.5 'o41.7 42.3 30.8
MEAN CREDITS EARNEO 1.0 9.50 6.72 '45.7 39.3 23.8
MEAN GPA 2.4 2.01 1.98 'o2.582 2.34 1.66
32 GPA D> 2.0 69.8 46.7 2.2 '8l.6 80.0 33.3
% SUCCESSFUL SURY'VAL 41.2 23.4 16.7 ' 481 40.0 13.6

rPer’fo ance of TuTl-time students Tn First college-Tevel course Tn SkITT aréa {through Spring

Remediat. Remediat.
Not Needed Coapleted
# EHROLLED 79 10
% PASS 93.7 90.0

ROTES:

{v030387)



NEN JERSEY BASIC SKILLS COUNGIL COLLEGE___ UNION
DEPARTMENT OF HIGHER EDUCATION

1984-86 INSTITUTIONAL PROFILE
EFFECTIVENESS REPORT
(Fall 1984 Cohort)

3a. Criteria below which students w:re placed into remediation (NJCBSPT unless otherwise
specified):
Reading: RC 164
Writing: SS 166

Computation: MC 165

Elementary Algebra: FA4 167 and curriculum requiring math

4a. Pzrcent of students identified for remediation who had enrolled in appropriate remedial
course in t  skill area by Spring '85 (i.e., within lwo semes.ers):

FULL-TIME PART-TIME
Reading: 93 62
Writing: 90 50
Computation: 94 60
Elementary Algebra: 86 53

4b. Students identified as needing remediation who were present in Spring '86 but had not
enrolled in an appropricie remedial course in the skill area:

FULL-TIME PART-TIME

# % # %

Reading: 18 3.3 17 10.9

Writing: 24 5.9 14 12.5

Computation: 14 2.7 25 14.8

Elementary Algebra: 7 6.7 12 25.5
365
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UNION COUNTY COLLEGE

PRE-TESY ANO POST-TEST RESULTS FOR REMEDIAL COURSES (FINAL LEVEL ONLY)
IN READING, WRITING, MATH CUMPUTATION AND ELEMENTARY ALGEBRA
FALL 1984 CGHORT

CUMULATIYE DATA FOR SUMMER 1984 THROUGH SPRING IS

PRE-TEST POST-TEST Perce t Students
Noms of Course!| Total ¥o. | Nome of Test Sectlon Minlmum Score N3 leaan . standord | Mean | Standard Attaining %in,
Enrol ted Adain!stered of Test Neoded to Deter- Deviation Dovietion | Levet on Post-te,t4
vn Courso Adainistered | wins Proficlency?
Intro to College
Reading | . . 2.02 0.1%
Intro to Collepe
Weiting ENG OB 157  |NJCBSPT Fssay 5 62 15.97] 1.34 5.34) 1.71 _63.9%
Computation
[MAT Q01 4go N.ICBSPT Computatiod 168 (;aw 19) M 263 165 23 3.99 11,521 2.12 91, 6%
Algebra A
MAT 002 ¢ 022 ] 125 INJCBSPT Algebra 166 (raw luf 55 1p9-3% 4,50 1j9.76) 2.80 | i00.0% _ |
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NEW JERSEY BASIC SKILLS COUNCIL 1984-86 INSTITUTIONAL PROFILE COLLEGE Warren
DEPARTHENT OF HIGHER EOUCATION BASIC A Read & writ
{Fall 193¢ Cohort) AREA NUMBER n3

1. Students required to be tested: FULL-TIME 98 1 PART-TIME 75

2. Students tested (and  of FULL-TIME PART-TIME
those counted in #1 above): [} b3 I} L3

2 100.0 59 78.6

3. Students needing remediation FULL-TTAE PART-TIAE
(% of those tested): Fl 2 ¥ b3

23 23.4 21 35.5

¥ Student ‘enrolied In appropriate remediai courses in 30, Sesester from Sumwer 83 to Spring
'86 (% af those identified in {3 above):

FULL-TINE PART-TINE
[} b3 [} %
10 43.4 8 38.0
5. Tourse enrollment [any :emester from Somser "dd to Spring B6) and oufcoces Tor final Jevel of
rezediation:
1 FULL-TINE ' PART-TI 'E
o fEnrolled  gPass  graill Wi thdrew ' #€nrolled fPass pixidl Wi thdrew
o 10 80 0 10 ' 8 75 12.5 12.5
8. PTE- and past-test rasuIts for rémedial Co: .es in skill area: Data not available.
T Four-3emestér foilow up of fuii-time students {based on Spring ‘86 data).
TERM DATA (SPRING '86) ! CUMULATIYE DATA
Remediat, Remediat. Remediat. ' Remediat. Remediat. Remediat,
Not Meeded Completed Mot Completed 'Not Meeded Completed MNot Completed
TOTAL # 75 9 14 !
# RETURNEO SPR.'86 (%) 3( 33.3) 2(14.2)
MEAN CREDITS ATTEMPTED 10.3 7 ' 2.3 30
MEAT CREOITS EARNEV 9.3 7 ' 22.3 28.5
MEAN GPA 1.9 2.0 * 1.8 2.1
T6A> 2.0 33 100 ' 33 100
% SUCCESSFUL SURYIYAL n Ve : i 14
B Performance of fuli-time students in first college-Tevel course iA SKTTT ared (througnm SPring
'86): Remediat, Remediat.
L eved Completed
# ENROLLED 3
% PASS 67
NOTES:

lincludes fn-county and out-of-state students only (out-of-county, in-state attendees are
reported by each respective fnstitution).

{vo82187)
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Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

NOTEL”

NEW JERSEY BASIC <XILLS COUNCIL 1984-86 INSTITUTIONAL PROFILE COLLEGE Warren
OEPARTMENT OF HIGHER EDUCATION EFFECTIVENESS REPORT BASIC SKTEL APEA Computat’sn
{Fall 1984 Cohert) AREA HUMBER 2 0

1. Students required to be tested: FULL-TIME _92_‘ PART-TIME 75

2. Students tested (and % of FULL-TENE PART-TINE
those counted In #1 above): § 4 [} %

98 100.0 59 78.6

3. Students needing remediations  FULL-T(RE PAKT-TIHE
{3 of those tested): [ b3 [} 3

28 28.5 20 33.8

4. Students enrolled in appropriate resedial courses in any semester froa Sumrer 'B§ to Spring
'86 (% of those fdentified in #3 adove):

FULL-TINE PART-TINE

[} b3 [} b

6 2.4 3 15.0

5. Tourse enrollzent {any semester From Summer "84 to Spring 'B6] and ou’:omes for final level of
remediation:

FULL-TINE ' PART-TINE
fEnrolled  IPass  TFail IMitadrew . fearolled  gpass  3Fall SWithdrew
6 50 33 0 , 3 100 0 0

6. Pre- and post-test results for remedial ccurses in SKilV ar€a: pata not availaoie.

7. Four-semester follow up of full-time students (based on Spring 8o datal:

TERK DATA (SPRING '86) ' CUMULATIYE DATA
Remediat. Remediat.  Semediat. ' Remediat. Remediat.  Resediat.
Hot Needed Completed Not Completed ‘Mot Needed Completed Not Completes

TOTAL ¥ 70 4 24 ’
# RETURNEO SPR.'86 (%) 1{ 25.0) 4(16.6) *
MEAN CREDITS ATTEMPTED 9 8.25 ' 46 28.8
MEAN “REDITS EARNED 9 7.5 * 13 24.8
HEN. PA 3.0 1.8 ' 2.6 1.68
TPA> 2.0 100 50 ' 100 50
% SUCCESSFUL SURYIYAL 25 8 : 25 8
8. Perfomance of full-time students In Tirst college-TeveT course Tn SKiil aréa [Chrough Spriry
86): Remediat. Remediat.
Not Needed Completed
# ENROLLED 1
% PASS 100

*Includes in-county ard out-of-state students only (out-of-county, in-state att ndees are
reported by each respective institution).

{vos2187)
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NEW JERSEY BASIC SKILLS COUNCIL  1984-86 INSTITUTIONAL PROFiLE COLLEGE Warren
DEPANTMENT OF HIGHER EDUCATION EFFECTIVENESS REPORT BASIC SKTLL AREA Algebra
(Fall 1984 Cotiort) AREA NUMBER 3'6?‘%f““

1. Students required to be tested: FULL-TIME 98 | PART-TIME 75

2. Students tested (and % of FULL-TIME PART-TIME
those counted in #1 above): # % # %
98 100.0 59 78.¢ -
3. Studerts needing re—ediation FULL-TIME PART-TINE
' (% of those tested,. # % # 4
67 68.3 37 62.7
4. Students enroiied in approoriate remecial cCourses in any semester from Summer "84 to Spring
'86 (% of those identified in #3 above):
FULL-TIME PART-TINE
# % # %
12 17.9 3 8.1
5. Lourse enroliment {any semester from Summer "84 to Spring "56) and outcomes for final level of
remediation:
FULL-TIME ! PART-TIME
#Enrolled  %Pass %Fail %Withdrew : #Enrn1led %Pass %Fail FWithdrew
12 25 42 33 : 3 33 67 0
6. Pre- and post-test results for remedial ccarses in ski11 area: Data not avavlabie.
7. Four-semester follow up of full-tiue students (based on Spring 'S. data): |
' TERM DATA (SPRING '86) ! CUMULATIVE DATA
Remediat. Remediat. Remediat. ' Remediat. Remediat. Remediat.
ﬂg}_ﬁpeded Complrted Not Completed 'Not Needed Compieted Not Completed
TOTAL # 3] 3 64 !
# RETURNED SPR.'86 (%) 1( 33.3) 12( 18.7)"
MEAN CREDITS ATTEMPTED 3 8.6 ! 33 35.6
MEAN CREJDITS EARNED 3 7.3 ! 30 29.2 H
MEAN GPA 3.0 2.22 ! 3.6 2.25 {
% GPA > 2.0 100 75 ’ 100 75
% SUCCESSFUL SURVIVAL 33 14 : 33 14
8. Performance of full-time students in first vollege~Tevel course in SKi1] area (through Spring
86): Remediat. Remediat.
Not Neeawed {-mpleted
# ENRCLLED 0
% PASS 0
NOTES:
TIncludes in-county and out-of-state students ony (out-of-county, in-state attendees are

reported by each respective institution).
[vo821821
DR B
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NEW JERSEY BASIC SKILLS COUNCIL COLLEGE___ WARREN

DEPARTMENT OF HICHER EDUCATI °

198486 INSTITUTIONAL PROF!LE
EFFFCTIVEIJESS REPORT
(Fall 1984 Cchort)

3a. Criteria below which students vece placed into remediation (NJCBSFT unless otherwise

specified):

Reading:* TE 161, Essay 7

Writing: (no separate writing cuurse)

Computition: MC 165

Elementary Algebra: EA 166

4a. Percent of students identified fo. remediativ.: who had enrolled in apgropriate remedial
cuar e in the skill area by Spring "85 (i.e., within two semesters):

FULL-TIME PART-TIME
Reading:* 100 100
Writing: - _—
Computation: 100 100

Elementary Algebra:

4b. Students identified as needing remediation who were present in Spring '86 but had not
enrolled in an appropriate remedial course in the skill area:

FULL-TIME PART-TIME
# % # %
Reading:* 1 4.3 2 3.5
Writing: - _— - —
Computation: 2 7.1 2 10.0
Elementary Algebra: 10 14.9 9 24.3

*Reading and Writing.

-277- 37"
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1984-86 INSTITUTIONAL PROFILE
{F211 1584 Cohort)

NEW JERSEY BASIC SKILLS COUNCIL

COLLEGE Glassboro
DEPARTMERT OF HIGHER EDUCATION ASIC

B SRILL ARER Heading
AREA NIMBER 1 0

1. Students required to be tested: FULL-TIME 1040 PART-TIkt 59

2, Students testea {and % of FULL-TIME PART-TIME
those counted in £1 above): [ 4 % [ %

1038 99.8 57 96.6

3. Students needing rrmediation FOLL-TINE ~PRRT-TINE
(% of those tested): ¥ 3 L] k3

475 45.7 19 33.3

KEW JERSEY BASIC SKIi S COUNCIL 1984-86 IKSTITUTIONAL PROFILE COLLEGE Glassboro

DEPARTMENT OF H(GAER EDUCATION REPORT BASIC SRTLL AREK Writirg
(Fall 1984 Cohort) AREA NUMBER _2 oF

Students required to be tested: FULL-TIME 1040 PART-TIME 59

2. Students tested (and % of FULL-TIME PART-TINE
those counted in £1 above): [ % [§ 4

1038 99.8 57 96.6

3. Students needtrd remediation FULL-TINE PART-TIKE
{3 of those te: ted): ] < ] %

287 27.6 17 29.8

¥ Stuaents enroiied n appropriate rexedia’ course: o any sesester froo Summer 83 to Spring

'86 (3 of those 1dentified in ¥3 above):

4 3tudents enrolled in appropriate remedial courses {n any semester froam Summer "84 to Spring
'86 (% of those identified in #3 above):

FULL-TIME PART- -TINE FULL-TINE PART~TIME
[ 2 [ ] [} ) [} %
463 97.4 15 78.9 2717 96.5 14 82.3
5. Cour;ﬁ er;rolwent {any semester from Sumcer 84 to Spring '06) and out.omes for final level of 3, Course enroliment {any semester frca Sumser "84 to S1.<ing '85) and outcomes for Final Jevel of
ressdiation: _ remediation: —
FULL-TIME * PARTs TIME FULL-TIME * PART-TIME
JEamilled  3Pass  sFail  AWithdrew ' MEnrolied  gPass  fFall  $Withdrew JEnrclled  fPass  2Fail  aWithdrew " fEarolled  %Pass  %Fal)  gwithdrew
—— S22 Aall y 24y all axithdrev SEL=R i Zdll ARTGrEW AT 2ad a0 Akithdrew
463 84 10 H ' 15 73 13 7 an 24 n 1 ’ 14 n 29 0

-8L¢C~

6. Pl and post-test resuits for remedial courses in skill ar:z: See attached,

o, Pre- and post-test resuifs for remedial courses in ski1l area: Se¢ artached.

T FOuUr-seest 1 JO110W up of JJII-tige students (based on Spring 86 catal:

TERM DATA (SPRING '86} ’ CUMULATIVE DATA
Resedfat. Remediat. Romediat. ' Remediat. Remediat.  Remediat.
Hot Needed Completed HNot ..zpleted 'Not Meeded Completed Mot Completed

7. Four-senester TolTow up of fuil-time students (based on Spriag "85 data):

TERM DATA {SPRING '85) ' CUMULATIYE DATA
Remediat. Remediat. Remediat. ' Remediat. Remediat. Paadiat.
Not Needed Completed Not Comnletea 'Not Needed Completed Ho._Completes

TOTAL ¢ . 563 387 88 ' TOTAL # 751 226 61 '
# RETURNED SOR.'86 (%! 381( 67.6) 277( 71.5) 45( 51.,1)' # RETURNEO SPR.'86 (%) 517( 68.8) 169{ 74.7) 17( 27.8)’
MEAM CREDITS ATTEMPTED 14.6 14.5 13.8 ' 89,1 55.2 3 MEAN CREDITS ATTEMPIED  14.7 14.5 1.3 ' 88,7 53.5 41,8
MEAN CREDITS EARHED 13.0 12.3 10.9 ‘83,7 8.7 2., MEAN CREDITS ERNEO 12.9 12.1 6.9 83,1 46.5 30.9
MEAN GPA 2.65 2,35 1.93 'ooa.n .43 2.1 MEAN GPA 2.61 2.18 1.63 2,66 ~ 1l 2.07
2 GPA > 2.0 82.9 75.4 £0.0 18 11.2 55.5 2 GPA > 2.0 82.9 68. 47. 849 7.7 52.9
% SUCCESSFUL SURYIYAL 56 54 3 ' 59 55 28 % SUCCESSFUL SURYIYAL 57 51 13 ' 58 54 15
8. Performance of full-time students Tn first college-Tevel course 7o skill area {through Spring 8. Pertormance ¢f Tull-time studeats Tn First college-level course in skiTi area (through Spring
'86): Resediat. Remediat. '86): Remediat. Remediat,
Not Needed Cozpleted ot Needed Completed
7 ENROLLED 344 233 # ENROLLED 475 132
% PASS 92 90 % PASS 94 79
KOTES: - - —  ROTEST -
3 " s Xiv Ao
. -
¢ [v030387] [vo1/c2/87) J s

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:



COLLEGE Glassboro
8ASIC SKILL AREA Cosputation
AREA NUMBER 3 ©

1984-86 INSTITUTIONAL PROFILE
EFFECTIVENESS REPORT
{Fal1 1984 Cohort)

HEW JERSEY BASIC SKILLS COUNCIL
DEPARTMENT OF HIGHER EDUCATION

1. Students required to be tested: FULL-TIME 1030 PART-TIME 59

NEW 1ERZEY BASIC SKILLS COUNCIL

1974-86 INTTITUTIONAL PROFILE COLLEGE Giassboro
DEPARMINT OF HIGHEw EDUCATIOY

EF] REPORT 8ASIC 43
{Fall 1935 Cohort)

msl:ngebra

AREA KiM4FT,

1. Students required to be tested: FULL-TIiME 1040 PART-TIME 59

2. Studcats tested {(and 3 of FULL-TINE PART-TIME 2. Students tested {and % of FULL-TINE PART-TINE
those counted in £ above): [} 3 f 2 those counted in #1 above): ! 3 f %

1038 99.8 57 96.6 1038 99.8 57 96.6

3 Students necding resediation FULL-TIAE PART-TIRE 3. Students nee€ding remediation*  FULL-TIME ~ PART-TIRE
(X of those tested): 7 3 f 3 (% of those tested): f 3 [} %

340 32.7 23 40.3 611 58.8 33 57.8

4. Tidents enrolled Tn appropriate remedial courses in any semester from Suomer B4 to Spring
'86 (% of those identified in #3 above):

4. Students enrofled in epprcpriate remedial Courses in any semester from Sw=mer "83 to Spring
'86 (% of those identified ia #3 above): -
FULL-TIME PART-TINE
Fd [ %

2
5N 93.4 22 66.6

FULL-TIME PART-TINE
f 1 f b3
328 96.4 18 78.2
5. Course cn-olixent (any semester from Sumser "84 to Spring '86) and outcomes for final sevel of
resediation: h—

| FULL-TIME ' PART-TINE
N fEnr “led  fPass  gFall  IMithdrew : fearolled  TPass  fFail  sWithdrew
\1
\f’ 328 8 9 2 : 13 72 22 6

5. Cours'c'e e;lroTlmenf {any smester Trom Summer '3 to Spring "G5) and outcomes for final Tevel of
rea ‘{ation:

FULL-TIME ' PART-TINE
JEnrslled  tPass  tFail Mithdrew : #Enrolled $Pass Fail Wi thdrew
5N 84 n 2 : 22 86 14 0

6. Pre- and post-test results for remedieY courses in skill area. See attached.

&. Pré- and post-test results for remedial Courses Tn skilV area: See attached.

7. Four-semester toiiow up of full-tiwe students [based on Spring ~Bb datal.

TERM DATA (SPRIKG '86) ' CUMULATIYE DATA
Remediat. Remedfat.  Remediat. ' Remediat. Remediat. Remediat.
Not Nceded Cospleted Not Completed ‘Kot Needed Complete. Mot . .mpleted

TOTAL # 698 213 67
# PETURNED SPR.'86 (%) 487( 69.7) 188: 68.8) 28( 41.7)'
1. i !

KEAH CREDLIS ATTEMPTED 14.7 13.2 58.5 54.4 49.4
HEAN CREO-35 ~ARNED 12.9 12.2 10.2 ' 52.8 48.1 39.2
MEAN GPA 2.5 15 ..06 'o2.62 2.45 2.1€
2 GPA > 2.0 61.5 T4 53.5 ' 837 78.1 57.1
3 SUCC SSFUL SURYIVAL 57 1 22 : 58 54 24
B Performance of full-time students in first college-Tevel course in SKITT area Tthrough Spring
'86): Remediat, Remediat.
Not Needed Coapleited
# ENROLLED 206 €0
% PASS 95 80
{v030387)

7. Four-semester Tollow up of full-time students (based on Spring "85 data).

TERM DATA (SPRING '86) ' (UMULATIVE DATA
Remediat  Zerediat. Remedfat. ‘ Remediat. Remediat. Rexediat.
Hot Needed Completed Not Completed Mot Needed Completed Mot C wlete

TGTAL # 427 43¢ 173 '
# RETURNED SPR.'86 (%) 312{ 73.0) 330\ 75.3) 61( 35.2)"
MEAN CREDITS ATTEMPTED 14.8 14.6 13.1 ‘' 59.8 55.8 50.1
MEAN CREDITS EARNED 13.1 12.8 9.2 '54.3 50.0 39.6
MEAN GPA 2.61 2.49 1.77 'oo2.89 2.52 2.1
TGPA D 2.0 82.3 80.0 50.8 ' 85.8 82.1 52.4
% SUCCESSFUL SURYIYAL 60 60 18 ' 63 62 18
L]
g, P'gg)formance_orfull-ﬂm students ;n fdi;sit colle9$7 le;;ﬂ course in skill area [through Spring
: emediat. emediat
Not Needed Completed
# ENROLLED 103 88
% PASS 97 87
NOTES:
[v030387]
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NEW JERSEY BASIC “KILLS CGUNCIL COLLEGE__ GLASSBORO

DEPARTMENT OF HICHER EDUCATION

1984-86 IMSTITUTIONAL PROFILE
EFFECTIVENESS REPORT
(Fall 1984 Cohort)

3a. Criterid below which students were placed into remediation (NJCBSPT unless otherwise
specified):

Reading: RC 168
Writing: TE 165 w/ Essay greater th~n or equai to 7:
TE 168 w/ Essay 6; Essay 6

Computation: MC 170 w/ combined MC & EA 335

Elementary Algebra: EA 174

4a. Percent of students identified for remediation who had enrolled in appropriate remedial
course in the skill area by Spring ‘85 (i.e., within two semesters):

FULL-TIME PART-TIME
Reading: 97 53
Writing: 96 41
Computation: 96 61
Elementary Algebra: 87 45

4b. Studerts identl;ied as needing remediation who were present in Spring '86 but had not
enrolled in an appropriate remedial course in the skill arec:

FULL-TIME PART-TIME
# % L %
Reading: 3 0.6 1 5.2
Writing: 3 1.0 2 11.7
Computation: 8 2.3 1 4.3
Elementa~~ Algebra: 11 1.8 2 6.0




GLASSBORO STATE COLLEGE

PRE-TEST AND POST-TEST RESULTS FOR REMEDIAL COURSES (PINAL LEVEL ONLY)
IN READING, WRITING, MATH COMPUTATION AND ELEMENTARY ALGEBRA

FALL 1984 COHORT
CUMULATIVE DATA FOR SUMMER 1984 THROUGH SPRING 1986

Total No. | Nawe of [section Minimum - Percent Students
ame of Course Enrolled Test of Test Score N PRE-TEST POST-TEST Attaining Min.
[N In Course | Adminis- [Adminic- {Needed Level on Post-Test
tered tered Do::r- Mean |Standard |Mean [ Standard
joe Deviation Deviation
mine
Pro-
ficiency ]
o ’
Reading/Study Skills 463 NJCBSPT |Reading 66 3715 {62.9 3.3¢4 69.8 4.38 87
Improvement Compre-
hensiun
{mproving Personil 277 In~Houge |[Essay 7 212 6.0 2.8 7.5 1.24 86
Writing skills Essay
Computation B 313 NJCBSPT [Hath Com~ | 70 208 |61.5 5.15 74.2 4.22 83
putation
Algebra B NJCBSPT Elemrntary
512 A xa 74 374 |65.7 4.94 8l.1 4.51 96

LW
~3
W
)

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:
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NEW JERSEY BASIC SKILLS COUNCIL 1384-86 INTITUTIONAL PROFILE S0l "GE_Jersey City
DEPARTMENT GF HIGHER EOUCATION tFFEL BASs. SKILL AREA Reading
{F211 1984 Cohort) of

AREA *'MIER 1

1. Students required to be tested: FULL-TIME 651  PART-TIME 189

HEW JERSEY BASIC SKILLS COUNCIL

1984-86 INSTITUTIONAL PROFILE
DEPARTMERT OF HIGHER EOUCATION EFFECTIVERESS REPURY

(Fal1 1984 Cohcrt}

COLLEGE Jersey Cit
8ASIC SRILCAREA WeT ting
[

AREA NWMBER 2

1. Students required to be tested: FHLL-JIME 551  PART-1IME 189

2. Students tested (and % of FULL-TINE PART-TINE 2. Students tested (and % of FLULL-TINE PART-TINE
those counted in #1 above): Ed ] [ 2 those counted in #1 above): [} % [ 1

647 99,3 185 27.8 647  99.3 185  97.8

3T Stidents necding remediation FOLC-TTE —— PART-TINE — T 37Students needing ramediation s “ULC-TIRE PART-TIFE
{4 of those tested): i 3 [} * (L of those tested): ¢ b3 [} )

408* 63.0 123+ 66.4 3 3.6 76 4.0

¥ Students enrolled n appropriate remedlal courses in any secester from Summer 8% to Spring
'86 (% or those identified fn #3 above):

FULL-TIME PART-TIME
[} 2 ) 1)
327 80.1* 51 .4

5. Courgci: g?rollment {any semester Fiom Summer B3 to Spring 85) and outcomes For TTnal Tevel of ~
remediation: _

FULL-TINE ' PART-TIME
fEnrolied  Pass  fFafl Withdrew : fenrolled  7Pass TFail Withdrew
267 85 n 4 ' 30 87 10 3

b. Pre~ and post-Test resulls for remedial courses v anlsJ area. owe atiached!.

7. Four-semester follow up of tull-tiee students (based on Spr.ag "85 datal®:

3. S¥cdents cnrolTTed Tn appropriale remedial courses in dny semester from Suwmer "B3 fo Spring
‘86 (% of those identiffed in #3 2bove):
FULL-TINE PART-TIME
[ L]
85.5

/ 2
195  98.4 65

5. Tourse enrolTment {3n; semester from Summer "BY To Spring 'BEY 2nd cutcnees Tor Final Tever of
remediation:

FULL-TINE ' PART- (IME
fEnrolled gPass Fail Withdrew : #Enrolled gPass 1Fail Withdrew
195 62 36 2 h 65 60 38 ?

5. Pre-"and post-test resuits for remedfal courses in skilT area: seé atlached.

7. Four-semester follow up of full-time students (based on Spring 85 datal:

2

TERM DATA (SPRING '86) ' CUMULATIYE DATA TERM DATA (SPRING '86) h CUMULATIYE DATA
Remediat., Remediat. lemediat. * Remediat. Remediat. Remediat. Remediat. Remediat. Remediat. ' Remediat, Resediat. Remediat.
Hot Nei fed Completed !'.. Complcted 'Not Needed Completed Not Completed Not Keeded Completed Mot Completed 'Not Needed Completed Hot Cosplete
TOTAL # 239 228 180 h TOTAL # 449 120 8 '
# RETURNED SPR,'86 (%) 141( 58.9) 155( 67.9) 42( 23.3)' # RETURNED SPR.‘'86 (%)  259( 57.6) 78( 65.0) 5( 6.4)°*
MEAN CREDITS ATTEMPT™Y 12,2 12.0 12.3 7N | 50.2 48.8 MEAN CREDITS ATTEMPTED 12.4 12,2 n.o 5041 983 45.2
MEAN CREOITS EARNED 12.1 1.9 1n9 f 49,3 46.0 42.4 MEAN CREOITS EARNED 12.3 12.0 10.2 oo 4. 391
HMEAY GPA 2.5 2.2 2.1 o2 2.5 2.1 HEAN GPA 2.5 22 2.0 Y26 2.3 2.1
TPA D 2.0 €9 47 ' 88 81 55 %2 GPA > 2.0 74 06 20 '8 68 40
% SUCCESSFUL SURV. 4 n : 52 55 13 1 SUCCESSFUL SURYIVAL 43 43 i : 49 44 3
B, Performance of fuli-t, «ATS Tn Tirst college-Tevel course in SKTTV rea [Through Spring 8. Performan=¢ of Tull-time students in Tirst coTlege-Tevel courSe Tn SKiTT aréa {tarough Spring
'86): Remediat. Remediat. '86): Remediat, Remediat.
Hot Needed Compieted Hot Needed Completed
# ENROLLED 219 €24 # ENROLLED 444 m
% PASS 85 79 % PASS R 76
ROTES: - - ROTES:
*College has two "levels” of reading, only one of which (Reading For College) was required in
1984 {both required 1985--). These figures and follow up based on both courses.
**Uhile these 62 students did complete remediatian prior to enrolling in subsequent aurse,
college policy did not require it.
These dzta only for the required course.
[v062188) {v030387)
o
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NKEW JERSEY BASIC SKILLS COUNCIL 1984-86 IHSTITUTIONAL PROFILE

DEPARTMENT UF HIGHER EOUCATICN

COLLEGE Jersey Cit
8ASIC SRILT R{H Todputation
of 3

(Fall 1984 Cohort) AREA NUMBER 3

1. Students required to bc tested: FULL-TIME 651 PART-TIME 189

2. Students tested {and % of FULL-TIME PART-TIME
those counted in #1 abovz): ! % { 13

6d? 99.3 185 97.8

3. Students needing resediation FULL-TTHE PARI-TINE
{t of those tested): ! 1 [} 3

333 51.4 143 11.2

B% to Jpring

-
h

Students enrolled in appropriate remedial courses in any sesester from Suamer
*86 (3 of those identified in 33 above):

FULL-TIME PART-TIME
{ % L4 %
294 88.2 95 66.4
5. Course enrolizent [any scmester froa Summer "84 to Spring 86; and outcseés Tor Final Tevel of
resediation:
FULL-TIME ! PART-TIME 3

l’l) fEnrolled  3Pass  %Fail  IWithdrew : #€arolled  IPass  3Fail  WWithdrew
o '
TS 294 80 15 5 . 95 61 36 3
! See attached.

5. Pre- and post-test results for remedial courses in sSkill area.

7. Four-semester follow up of full-time students (based on Spring "85 datal.

TERH DATA {SPRING '86) * CUMULATIVE DATA
Remadiat. Resediat. Rezediat. ' Pezediat. Remediat. Remediat.
Not Needed Completed Mot Completed 'Not Needed ~.pleted Mot Completed

TOTAL ¢ 314 234 99
# REYURNEO SPR.'86 (%) 194( 61.7) 142( 60.6) V0( 10.1)"
MEAY CREDITS ATTEMPIED 12.3 ¥2.2 11.6 ' 52.4 51.3 44.6
MEAN CREDITS ESQNED ¥2.2 12.3 1.1 ' 48.8 46.9 37.8
MEAH GPA 2.3 2.1 1.9 2.5 2.3 2.0
T SPA > 2.0 14 67 20 '8 13 40
% SUCCESSFUL SURVIVAL 46 4 2 : 52 44 4
8. Performance of full-time students In First college-Teve. coursce Ta SKTTT aréa [through Spring
‘86): Resedjat. Remediat.
Not Needed Completed
# ENROLLED 90 V7
% PASS n 59
RJTES:
{v030387]
385
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ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

NEW JERSEY BASIL IaitlS COUNCIL
DEPARTMENT OF HIGHER EOUCATION

1984-86 INSTITUTIONAL PROFILE COLLEGE Jerseﬁ Cit¥
EFFECTIVERESS REPORY BASIC ebra
of g

(Fall 1984 Cohort) AREA NIMBER 4

PART-TIME 189

1. Students required to be tested: FULL-TIHE 651

2. Students tested (and % of FULL-TIME PART-TINE
those counted In #1 above): I % [} %
€47 99.3 185 97.8
3. Students needing rewediations  FULL-TIRZ PART=TIME
{2 of those tested): i 3 [ %
555 85.7* 178 96.2*
. Students enrolTed in approp..ate recedial couises in any serester from Suemer 83 to Spring
*'86 (3 of those identified in #3 above):
FULL-TINE PART-TIME
{ 1 [ °
217+ 39.0** 344 19.1**

5. Course enrollment fany semester from Symwer "83 to Spring 'B5) and outcozes for Tinal Tevel of
resediation:

FULL-TIME * PART-TIME
{Enrolled  Pass  IFail $¥ithdrew : 1Enrolled *Pass gFail Wi thdrew
207es 93 6 1 : 34 85 12 3

&. Pré- and post-test resuils for remedial courses in skill area: RNo post-test data.

7. Four-semester Tollow up of full-time studentc (based on Spring "85 data) *:

TERM DATA {SPRING *86) ' CUMULATIVE DATA
Remediat. Remediat. Remediat. ' Remediat. Resediat. Resediat.
Hot Meeded Completed Mot Completed ‘Mot Meeded Completed Hot Complete
TOTAL 2 92 201 2 '
# RETURNED SPR.'86 (3) 61( 66.3) 125( 62.1) 8( 38.0) '
MEAN CPEDITS ATTEMPTED 13.4 ¥2.6 11.8 ' 5.4 52.3 49.1
MEAN CREDITS EARNED 13.2 12.1 1.4 ' 50.2 49.6 46.2
MEAN GPA 2.7 2.3 1.8 © 2.8 2.6 2.0
3GPA D> 2.0 82 70 25 89 84 50
% SUCCESSFUL SURVIVAL 5% 44 10 : 59 52 19

8. Performance of Tuli-time students Tn Tirst college-Tevel course Tn SkiTT area [through Spring

'86): Remediat. Remediat.
Not Needed Completed
¢ ENROLLED 58 K7}
% PASS 90 62
ROTEST— _

*Students identificd for computation were also required to complete algebra remediation.
**Includes only students who did not first need to satisfy a computation requirement {college
will report on all students from now on).

{v062388)
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NEW JERSEY BASIC SKILLS COUNCIL CDLLEGE__ JERSEY CITY

OEPARTMENT OF HIGHER EDUCATION

1984-86 INSTITUTIONAL PROFILE
EFFECTIVENESS REPORT
(Fali 1984 Cohort)

3a. Criteria below which students were placed into remediation (NJCBSPT unless otherwise
specified):
Reading: RC 161 and in-house test
Writing:  In-house evaluation of Essay and 1 hour in-houwse writing sample

Computation: MC 168 and in-house test

Elementary Algebra: EA 177 with MC 168-180 and curriculum requiring algebra

4a. Percent of students identified for remediation who had enrolled in appropriate remedial
course in the skill area by Spring '85 (i.e., within two semesters):

FULL-TIME PART-TIME
Reading: 79 39
Writing: 98 83
Computation: 82 50
Elementary Algebra: a5 91

4b. Students idzntified as needing remediation who were present in Spring ‘86 but had not
enrolled in an appropriate remedial course in the skill area:

FULL-TIME PART-TIME
# % # %
Reading: 20 4.9 13 10.5
Writing: 0 0.0 0 0.0
Computation: 8 2.4 10 6.9

Elementary Algebra: 1 0.4 0 0.0

L&,




JERSEY CITY STATE COLLEGE

PRE-TEST AND POST-TEST RESULTS FOR REMEDIAL COURSES (FINAL LEVEL ORLY)
IN READING, WRITING, MATH COMPUTATION AND ELEMENTARY ALGEBRA
FALL 1984 COHORT

CUMULATIVE DATA FOR SUMMER 19684 THROUGH SPRING 1986

} PRE~TEST POST-TEST Pearcent Students
Neme of Course!] Total Ho. | Nowe of Test Section Hinlaum Score ﬂ_s Moan . Standard | Mesn | Standard Attolning Win,
Enrolled Adalnlstered of Test Nesded to Detor- Doviation Devietion | Level on Post-test?
in Course Adminlstered | mlne Pmllclom:y2
adi P .
Reading for | 5y  [Departmental] Reading 7.2 133 fr.32] 135 |7.56| o0.71 64%
College Assessment [omprehensioh
College Departmental 94 0.82 100%
| Writing 260 Assessment Essay 8 160 }4.93 1.32 18. .
Departmental o
293 5.5 3.92 j§31.93 1.95 100%
Arithmetic 389 Assessment ComputationJ 26 q

387




NEW JERSEY BASIC SKILLS COUNCIL  1984-86 INSTITUTIONAL PROFILE COLLEGE kean

OEPARTHENT OF HIGHER EOUCATION 8ASIC SKTLL AREA Readin
(Fall 198¢ Cohort) AREA NUMBER 1 oF 3

1. Students required to be tested: FULL-TIME 1018 PART-TIMNE 285

2. Students tested {and § of FULL -TINE PART-TIME
those counted in #1 above): [} } [} b3

985 96.7 228 80.0

J. Students needing.resediation  FOLL-TIAE VRRT-TIRE
(2 of those tested): [} 1] H b

269 21.3 92 40.3

T Students enrolfed in appropriate remedial Courses in any semester from sumser B4 to Spring
'86 (% of those {dentified in 43 above):
FULL-TIME P:RT-H;!E

[} ]
256 95.1 85 92.3

NEW JERSEY BASIC SKILLS COUKCIL 1984-86 INSTITUTIONAL PROFILE COLLEGE Kean
OEPARTMENT OF HIGHER EQUCATION 171 R
{Fal1 1984 Cohort) AREA NUMBER

1. Students required to be tested: FULL-TIME 1018 PART-TIME 285

BASIC SKITT AREA writin
20of3

2. Students tested {and 3 of FULL-TIME PART-TINE
those counted in #1 above): 1 4 [} 4

985 96.7 228 80.0

3. Students needing resediation*  FULL-TINE PART-TIHE
(% of those tested): 1 1 i b3

339 3.4 87 38.1

§. Students enrolled in appropriate remedjal courses in any semester from Summer "83 to Spring

'86 (3 of those {dentified in #3 above):

5.7 Course enrolTment {any semester from Sumser 84 to Spring '46) and outcomes for final Tevel of
remediationt:

§ FULL-TIME ¢ PART-TIME
lo\g fEnrolled  gPass  3Fail W1 thdrew . fEnrolled  gPass  gFail Withdrew
OI\ W7 85.4 10.9 3.7 : 72 90.3 6.9 2.8
§.7i Fe- and post-tast results for remedial conrses Tn SKiTT dr€dT SEE aTLACMEE,
7. Four-semester follow up of full-time students {based om Spring '80 datal:
TERM OATA (SPRING '86) ! CUMULATIVE 0ATA
Remediat. Remediat. Remedfat. ' Remediat. Remediat.  Remediat.
Hot Needed Completed Mot Cumpleted ‘Mot Needed Completed Wot Completed
TOTAL ¢ neé 212 57 '
# RETURNED SPR.'86 (%)  465( 64.9) 156( 73.5) 17( 29.8)'
HEAN CREDITS ATTE:PTEO 12.8 12.0 10.2 '8l 45.6 38.2
HEAN CREDITS EARNED n.z7 10.5 6.8 ' 48.8 42.3 29.7
NEAN GPA 2.48 2.09 1.50 2.5 2.26 1.70
TPAD> 2.0 76.1 60.9 52.9 ' 80.4 65.4 47.1
%2 SUCCESSFUL SURYIVAL 49.4 44.8 15.8 : 52.2 48.1 14.0
8. Per{omancc of full-time students In ﬂfst college-Tevel course Ta SKTTT ares [Unvougn t,rimg
'86): Remediat, Remedi at.
Not Needed Cozpleted
# ENROLLED 601 177
% PASS 86.5 84.7
ROTES:
IReflects final course attespts (explicit),
Repor ted post-test data not restricted to Fall '84 cohort (reason for large course
enrol }aents ).
Passing defined as grade of 'C' or better.
e {v092887)
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Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

FULL-TIME PART-TINE
1 % ] ]
333 98.2 83 95.4
5. Course enro]l:rent {any semester from Summer 83 to Spring '86) and oulcomes for final Tevel of
rezediation’: —
FULL-TIME ' PART-TIME
#Enrolled  %Pass  %Fail $Withdrew ' #Enrolled gPass $Fail *Withdrew
3z 87.5 9.5 3.0 : 81 84,0 12.3 3.7
§. Pre- and post-test results for remedial courses in SKiVl area: See€ ITeaThEde:
1. Four-semester follow up of full-time students {based on Spring "85 dataJ:
TERM OATA (SPRING '86) ' CUMULATIVE OATA

Remediat. Remediat. Remadiat. ' Remediat. Remedict.

Hot Needed Completed Mot Completed 'Mot Meeded Completed Not Complete:

Remediat.

TOTAL # 646 286 53 '
4 RETURNEO SPR.'86 (3)  413( 62.9) 216{ 75.5) 9( 16.9) *
MEAN CREDETS ATTEMPTEO  12.9 12.0 9.1 ¢ 52,2 45.2
MEAN CREOI™S EARNEO 12.0 10.2 2.7 ' 50.3 41.2
MEAN GPA 2.61 1.96 0.58 ' 2.65 2.17
TGPA D 2.0 9.7 58.8 22.2 ' 83.8 63.9
% SUCCESSFUL SURYIYAL 50.9 4.4 0.7 : 53.6 48.3
8. Performance of full-time students Tn T1rSt coliege-Tevel course In skiTT area (TNVOGgn SPFITNg
'86): Remediat. Remediat,
Not Keeded Coepleted
3 cnnokuo 547 259
% PASS 88.8 76.4

N
S0 O

3
1
1.0
0
0

HOTES:
JReflects final course attempts {(explicit).

Reported post-test data not restricted to Fall '84 cohort {reason for 1arge course

enrol ]ments). .
Passing defined as grade of 'C' or better.

{v092887)
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NEW JERSEY BASIC SKILLS COUNCIL 1984-86 INSTITUTIONAL PROFILE C0' _EGE Kean
DEPARTMENT OF HIGHER EDUCATION EFFECTTVENESS REPORT BASIC SKTLL AREA A]gebra]
(Fall 1984 Cohort) AREA NUMBER 3 o

1. Students required to be tested: FULL-TIME 1018 PART-TIME 285

2. Students tested (and % of FULL-TIME PART-TIME
those counted in #1 above): # % # %

985 96.7 228 80.0

3. Students needing remediation FULL-TTHE PART-TIME
(% of those tested): # y3 # %

377 38.2 153 67.1

4. Students enroifed in appropriate remeaial courses Tn any semester from Summer "84 to Spring
'86 (% of those identified in #3 above):

FULL-TIME PART-TIME
# 3 # %
356 94.4 134 87.5
3. Course enroETmenfflggl semester from Summer '84 to Spring '86) and outcomes for final Tevel of
remediation:
FULL-TIME ' PART-TIME
#Enrolled  %Pass  %Fail  %ZWithdrew ' #Enrolled  %Pass  FFail  %Withdrew
356 79.2 16.6 4.2 X 134 73.1 23.1 3.8

2
6. Pre- and post-test results for remedial courses in skill area: See attachied~.

7. Four-semester follow up of full-time students (based on Spring "8b data):

TERM DATA (SPRING '86) ! CUMULATIVE DATA
Remediat. Remediat. Remediat. ' Remediat. Remediat. Remediat.
Not Needed Completed Not Completed 'Not Needed Completed Not Completed
TOTAL # 608 281 96 !
# RETURNED SPR.'86 (%) 409( 67.2) 203( 72.2) 26( 27.0)'
MEAN CREDITS ATTEMPTED 13.1 11.8 10.1 ' 53.3 45.3 38.9
MEA! CREDITS EARNED 12.1 10.2 7.2 ' 50.0 41.9 33.3
MEAN GPA 2.53 2.15 1.45 '2.57 2.31 1.89
% GPA > 2.0 76.5 66.5 38.5 ' 80.2 70.9 46.2
% SUCCESSFUL SURVIVAL 51.5 48.0 10.4 : 54.0 51.3 12.5
8. Performance of full-time students in first college-Tevei course 1n sK1TT area (LNrougn >pring
'86): Remediat. Remediat.
Not Needed Completed
# ENROLLED 320 92
% PASS 81.3 59.8
NGTES:

lintermediate Algebra is offered; however, data shown here are for Elementary Algebra only.
2Reflects final course attempts (explicit).
3Reported post-test data not restricted to Fall '84 cohort (reason for large course
enrol lments ).
4passing defined as grade of 'C' or better.

{v092887]
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DEPARTMENT OF HIGHER EDUCATION
1984-86 INSTITUTIONAL PROFILE

EFFECTIVENESS REPORT
(Fall 1984 Cohort)

3a. Crite;ia l))elow which students were placed into remediation (NJCBSPT unless otherwise
specified):

Reading: Nelson-Denny 12.5

Writing: Essay 8 or Essay 7 and SS 166

Computution: (no computation course)

Elementary Algebra: For math-related majors: EA 164. However, if EA 12-19
raw (or below 175), then required in addition to take
Intermediate Algebra. For non-math majors: EA 15 (raw)
{or 168)

4a. Pe-zent of students identified for remediation who had enrolled in appropriate remedial
course in the skill area by Spring ‘85 (i.e., within two semesters):

FULL-TIME PART-TIME
Reading: 96 3

Writing: 99 94
Computation: _— _—

Elementary Algebra: 95 87

4b. Students identified as needing remediation who were present in Spring ‘86 but had not
enrolled in an appropriate ;emedial course in the skill area:

FULL-TIME PART-TIME
# % # %

Reading: 5 1.8 0 0.0
Writing: 0 0.0 0 0.0

Computation: ~ -— - _—

Elementary Algebra: 8 2.1 5 3.2

NEW JERSEY BASIC SKILLS COUNCIL COLLEGE__ ¥EAN
-




KEAN COLLEGE OF NJ

PRE-TEST AND POST~TEST RESUL\S FOR REMEDIAL COURSES (FINAL LEVEL OtiLY)
IN READING, WRITING, MAT: COMPUTATION AND ELEMENTARY ALGEBRA
FALL 1984 COHORT

CUMILATIVE DATA FOR SUMMER 1984 THROUGH SPRING 1986

PRE-TEST POST-TEST Porcent Studonis
Nome of Course!| Total No. Nome of Test Sectlon Hinlmum Score ﬁ_’ Mean , Stsndard Meon { Standard Attalnlag Min,
Enrolled Adsinlstered of Test Hoedod to Doter- Dovlatlon Devistion | Lovel on Post-test?
in Course Ldminlstered | mine Prollclency2
Eng 0109 721 Holistic 7 87.9 (for 7)
Rssay 5 380 {6.81 1.8 | 8.0 1.3 65 (for 8)
Ma 0150 1056 Local 35 371 {174 8.8 40.5 6.1 84.4
. (Grade
CS 0411 488 Nelson Denny ComprEhEHS] on 12.0 Equiv.) 187 }10.¢6 1.1 13.6 1.5 97.3

334




COLLEGE Montclair

BASIC SRTLL AREA Reading
AREA NUMBER 1 o

PART-TINE _479

1984-86 INSTITUTIONAL PROFILE
{Fall 1984 Cohort)

HEW JERSEY BASIC SKILLS COUNCIL
DEPARTMENT OF HIGHER EDUCATION

1. Students required to be tested: FULL-TIME 1428

COLLEGE Montclair
8ASIC ritin
AREA NMBER 2 OF 3

1984-86 INSTITUTIONAL PROFILE
(Fall 1984 Cohort)

HER JERSEY BASIC SKILLS COUNCIL
DEPARTMENT OF HIGHER EDUCATION

1. Students required to be tested: FULL-TINE 1428  PARI-TIME _479

2. Students tested {and % of FULL-TINE PART-TIME 2. Students tested {and 3 of FULL-TINE PART-TIME
those counted in #1 above): [} b3 [} 3 those counted in #1 above): [} 3 [} b3

1428 100.0 479 100.0 1428 100.0 479  100.0

3. Students necding remcdlation FOLL-TIH PART-TIHE 3. Students ne~ding remediation FULL-TTHE PART-TINE
(¢ of those tested): [} 3 ] 13 (¢ of those tested): ] % [} 1]

497 34.8 227 4.3 210 14.7 m 23.1

4. Students enrolled in appropriate remedial courses in any secester from Summer '83 to Spring

uden enrol te n appropr € remedial courses Tn _L serester from Summer 0 Jpring
'86 {g of those ldentlﬂed in #3 above): '86 (3 of those identified in #3 above):
FULL TIHE PART-TINE FULL-TIME PART-TIME
{ 1 i 1 { 1
456 91 7 125 55.0 204 97.1 8l 72.9
S. Tourse enroiiment Tany semester from Summer "84 to Spring '85) and outcomes for final Tevel of 5. Tourse enrofiment {any secester froa Sumr "84 to Spring '85) and outcomes for Final Tevel of
resedistion: remediation:
i FULL-TIME ' PART-TINE FULL-TIME ' PART-TIME
N #Enrolled  gPass  gFail  SWithdrew v feorolled  gPass  %Fafl  gWithdrew f€nrolled  gPass  gFail  3wWithdrew ' #€nrolled  gPass  3Fall  sWithdrew
3 2nrotied  aTaxy  arall SNTOrEW ,  ZOT0TIEC afass sfall xREITAOCR
o 456 89.0 7.6 2.0! ' 125 7.5 . 2.3 204 9.6 4.9 0.5 : 8l 86.4  13.6 0
i '
6 PTE= 3y POST-TEST FESUTTS TOF TERBAsal Couses in skill area: Wo post-test data. 6. Pre- and post-test results for remedial Courses Tn SKill area:r Ho poST-TEIT 43va.
7 FoUT=sEmeSTer fUTTOW Up of Tuii-time students [based on Spring '86 data): 7. Four-semester follow up of full-time students {based on Spring 8% ¢ata):
TERM DATA (SPRING '36) ' CUMULATIVE DATA TERM DATA (SPRING '86) ' CUMULATIVE DATA
Remediat, Remediat. Resediat. ' Remediat. Remediat. Remediat Remediat. Remediat. Remediat. ' Remediat. Remediat. Recediat.
Hot Heeded Completed Hot Completed 'Hot Meeded Completed Hot Completed Hot Needed Completed Mot Completed 'Not Heeded Cospleted MNct Coaplets
TOTAL # 937 404 ' TOTAL # 1219 190 19 '
# RETURNED SPR.'86 (%)  685( 73.1) 305( 75.4) 21( 24 1)' F RETURNED SPR.'86 (3) 883( 72.4) 125( 65.7) 3( 15.7) '
MEAN CREDITS ATTEMPIED 15.0 14.0 59,6 53.8 47.4 MEAN CREDITS ATTEMPIEO 14.8 13.5 8.3 ' 58.6 51.3 40.0
BEAN CREDITS EARNED 13.5 11.8 10 2 ' 552 47.5 41.8 MEAN CREDITS EARNEO 13.3 10.8 7.3 ' 53.8 4.3 32.0
MEAN GPA 2.8 2.3 2.3 '8 2.4 2.4 MEAN GPA 2.7 2.1 1.7 ‘2.8 2.2 1.9
164 > 2.0 82.3 62.6 42.9 ' 77.4 61.9 % GPA _>_ 2.0 79.4 49.6 33.3 '90.2 66.4 33.3
% SUCCESSFUL SURVIVAL 60.2 47.3 10.3 : 67.3 §8.4 14,9 % SUCCESSFUL SURYVIVAL §1.5 32.6 5.3 : 65.3 43.7 5.3
8. Perl’gmancc of fuli-time students Tn first college-Tevel Course Tn SKTTT 3rca (TWFOUGN SPFIMg g, pﬁgf""“"“ of Tull-time students Tn First colTege-Tevel course Tn SKYIT ared [UNFOUGH SPring
Remediat Remediat. '86): Remediat. Remediat.
Not Needed Completed Not Needed Completed
# ENROLLED 624 298 ¥ ENROLLED 816 120
% PASS 99.4 99.0 % PASS 99.5 97.5
HOTES: - ROTES:
g1 percent withdrew includes incompletes.
Course is “Intro to Literature.”
‘% o ‘2 T il
(VXY RV ]
{v092987) {v092937)
O
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KEW JERSEY BASIC SXILLS COUNCIL
OEPARTMENT OF MIGHER EOUCATION

1984-85 INSTITUTIONAL PROFILE COLLEGE ¥ontclair
I

GRT BASIC ozputation
30

3 REP
{Fall 1984 Cohort) AREA NUMBER

1. Students required to be tested: FULL-TIME 1428 PART-TIME 479

2. Students tested {and % of FULL-TIME PART-TINE
those counted in #1 above): £ < { 3

1428 100.0 479 160.0

3. Students needing rewegiation FULC-TIRE PART-TIFE
(1 of those tested): 1 b ] b

245 Pf.0 191 39.8

. Students enrolled in appropriate recedial courses in any seoester from Susmmer 8% to Spring
'86 (3 of those identified in #3 above):
FULL-TIME PART-TIME
! b3 ] 3
110 57.5

228  93.0

5. Course enrolTeent (any semester froa Suwer "84 to Spring 86) and outcomes for final lTevel of
resediation:

FULL-TIME ' PART-TIME
#Enrolled  gPass  $Fail $Wi thdrew ' #Enrolled  tPass  gFail 381 thdrew
228 90.9 7.4 0 : 110 85.1 1.4 0

5. Pre- and post-test results for remedial courses In sKiTT area. Ko post-test data. -

7. Four-semaster follow up of full-time students (Dased on Spring "Bo datal:

TERH OATA (SPRING "86) ' CUHULATIVE DATA
Rezedfat. Remedlat. Remedfat. " Remedlat. Remediat. Resediat.
Hot Meeded Completed Not Coopleted "Mot Needed Coepleted Mot Completed
TOTAL ¢ 1185 210 33 '
# RETURNEO SPR.'86 (%) 850( 71.7) 155( 73.8) &( 18.1) '
HEAN CREDITS ATIEHPTED 14.8 13.6 13.2 ' 58.7 51.8 49.8
MEAN CREDITS EARNED 13.3 1.1 1.2 ' 54.0 45.1 41.5
HEM GPA 2.7 2.2 2.2 2.8 2.3 2.2
T 6PA D> 2.0 79.5 54.2 66.7 ' 90.1 70.3 83.3
% SUCCESSFUL SURYIYAL 57.1 40.0 12.1 ' 64.6 51.9 15.2
B, Performance of full-time students in first college-Tevel course in SkI1T arca (through Spring
'86): Remediat. Remed{at.
Hot Needed Coopleted
# ENROLLED 784 151
% PASS 99.4 99.3
WOTES:
(v092987]
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NEW JERSEY BASIC SKILLS COLNCIL

1984-86 INSTITUTIONAL PROFILE
DEPARTMENT OF MIGHER EOUCATION WESS REPORT

COLLEGE Montclair
. BASIC
{Fall 1984 Cohort)

AREA NUMBER

ebra
40

1. Students required to be tested: FULL-TIME 1428 PART-TINE _479

2. Students tested {and 2 of FULL-TIME PART-TIME
those counted in #1 above): [} % ] 3

1428 100.0 479  100.0

J. Students needing recedsation FOLL-TTRE PART-TIHE
(% of those tested): ] b ] b

819 57.3 420 87.6

4. Students enrolled in 3ppropriate remedial courses in any semeSter from Sumser 84 to Spring
'86 (% of those identiffed in #3 abave):
FIML-TIKE PART-TIME
f k4 i 3
519  63.3 181 43.0

5. CTourse enrolimcnt {any semester froa Suxser "83 to Spring '86) and outcowes for final Tevel of
resediaticn:

FULL-TINE ' PAAT-TIME
#Errolled  ZPass $Fail $Wi thdrew ' #Enrolled LPass $Fail Withérew
519 95.4 1.4 0 ' 181 83.9 9.9 0

5. Pre~ and post-test results for remedial courses in skill area: No post-test data.

7. Four-semester follow up of full-time students (based on Spring '86 datal:

TERM DATA (SPRING '86) ' CUNULATIVE OATA
Remediat. Rezediat. Remedfat. " Remediat. Remediat. asszdise

Hot Heeded Completed Wot Cocpleted 'Not Needed Completed Not Complete

TOTAL ¢

614 465 127
# RETURNED SPR.'86 (%)  456( 74.2) 37K 79.7) 29( 22.8)"
MEAN CREOITS ATTENPTEOD 15.1 14.2 12.2 '60.7 54.7 48.5
MEAN CREOITS EARNED 13.8 12.2 9.0 ' 55,7 48.7 39.6
HEM GPA 2.8 2.5 1.7 '2.9 2.6 2.1
2 GFA > 2.0 82.9 70.6 4.1 '92.5 81.9 62.1
% SUCCESSFUL SURVIYAL  61.6 56.3 5.5 : 68.7 65.4 14.2
B. Perfonmance of tulT-fime Students in first college-Tevel course in skill ared (through Spring
'86): Remediat. Remediat.
Not Needed Cozpleted
# ENROLLED 423 360
% PASS 99.4 99.2

HOVES:

Intermedizte Algebra (which the institution does not consider a remedial course) is offered;
however, data shown here are for Elementary Algebra only.

(v092987}
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NEW JERSEY BASIC SKILLS COUNCIL COLLEGE___ KONTCLAIR
DEPARTMENT OF HIGHER EDUCATION

1984-86 INSTITUTIONAL PRCFILE
EFFECTIVENESS REPGRT
(Fall 1364 Cohort)

Ja. Criteric below which students were placed intno remediaticn (NJCBSPT unless otherwise
specsfied):

Readirg: RC 166

Writing: TE 160

Computation: ¥C 161 (math-related majors) or MC 165 (otherwise)

Elementary Algebra: EA 172 (math-related maiors) or EA 176 (otherwise)

4a. Percent of students identified for remediation who had enrolled in appropriate remedial
course in the skill area by Spring ‘85 (i.e., within two semesters):

FULL-TIME PART-TIME
Reading: 99 50 )
Writing: 93 39
Computation: 94 65
Elementary Algebra: 83 43

4b.  Students identified as needing remediation who were present in Spring "86 but had not
enrolled in an appropriate remedial course in the skill area:

FULL-TIME PART-TIME
# % # %
Reading: 7 1.4 20 8.8
Writing: 2 0.9 1 0.9
Computation: 3 1.2 13 6.8
Elementary Algebra: 6 0.7 32 7.6

39
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1984-86 INSTITUTIONAL PROFILE

HEW JERSEY BASIC SXILLS CGUNCIL COLLEGE Ramapo
DEPARTHENT OF HIGHER EOUCATION BASIC B IA

Readin
AREA NUMBER of 4

(Fall 1984 Cohort}

1. Students required to be tested: FULL-TIME 377 PART-TIME 106

1984-86 INSTITUTICHAL PROFILE
DEPARTMENT OF HIGHER EQUCATION EFFECTIVEN R
(Fall 1984 Cohort)

COLLEGE Ramapo

BASIC A Writin
AREA NUMBER 2 of &

—_—

NEW JERSEY BASIC SKILLS COUNCIL

1. Students required to be tested: FULL-TIME 377 PART-TIME 106

2. Students tested (and % of FULL-TIKE PART-TIME 2. Students tested (and § of FULL-TIME PART-TIME

those counted in #1 above): § 3 § 3 those counted in 1 above): ¢ 4 4 4
377 100.0 49 46.2 377 100.0 49 46.2

3. Students needing remediation FULL-TIAE PART~-TTHE 3. Students needing resediation FULL-TIHE PART-TIRE

(¢ of those tested): f 3 f 3 [t of those tested): ] 3 ) b4
202*  53.5* 23 46.9* 188*  49.8* 23 46.9*

F.Students enrolTed 1n Appropriate remedial courses 1n any sewester froa Sucwer B3 £o Spring
'85 (% of those identified in #3 above):

by

Studenis enrolled 1n appropriate remedial courses in any semester frea Sumser "BY to Spring
'86 (3 of those identified in #3 above):

FULL-TIHE PART-TIME FULL-TIME PART-TIME
§ ] [ % [ ] [} 3
172 85.1 18 78.2 179  95.2 14 60.8
5. Tourse enroliment (any semester from Sumeer B3 to Spring 'Eb) and outcomes for ¥inal 1evel of 5. Course envollzent [any semester from Sumser ‘B3 to Spring '85) and outcomes for Final Tevel of
rezediation: rezediation: -
i FULL-TIME ' PART-TINE FULL-TIME ' PART-TIME
N fEnrolled  Pass  3Fail  gwithdrew  *  fEnrolled  gPass  gFall  IWithdrew fEnrolled  3Pass  3fall  suithdrew | fEnrolled  Pass  fFail  Iuithdrew
O
[ 116 81.9 15.% 0.86 . 10 70 20 10 149 71.2 19,5 2.0 ' 9 .7 22.2 0
1
o, Fre- and post-test resuits Tor remedial courses In skiTl area. sSee attacned. 6. Pre- and post-test results for remedial courses in skill area: Ko post-test data.
7. Four-semester tollow up of full-ti®e students (based on Spring "85 data). 7. Four-semester follow up of full-tike students (based on Spring 85 data):
TERM DATA (SPRING '86) ' CUMULATIVE DATA TERM DATA (SPRING '86) ' CUHULATIYE DATA
Remediat. Resediat. Remediat. ' Remediat. Remediat. Resediat. Remediat. Remediat. Remediat. ' Remediat. Remediat. Remediat.
Not Needed Coopleted Not Completed :uot Needed Completed Not Completed Hot Needed Cospleted MNot Completed 'Not Needed Completed Mot Complet:
TOTAL # 231 106 4 ' TOTAL 4 a8 125 35 !
4 RETURNED SPR.'86 (3) 97( 41.9) 93( 87.7) 18( 43.9)* # RETURNED SPR.'86 (g} 105( 48.1) S4( 75.2)  10( 28.5)'
MEAN CREOITS ATTEMPIED 12.4 11.9 10.9 ' 51,6 45.7 42.7 MEAN CREDITS ATTEMPTED  12.6 11.5 10.2 ' 52.4 4.3 38.7
MEAN CREOITS EARNED 121 11.2 9.33 ' £0.1 43.7 38.3 MEAN CREOITS EARNEO 12.6 10.5 9.4 'Sl 4.8 32.6
MEAN GPA 2.45 2.17 1.86 'o2.54 2,25 2.0 HEAN GPA 2.51 2.09 1.74 '2.54 2.22 1.77
2 6PA D> 2.0 80 62 55 o8l n 61 3 GPA > 2.0 83 59 40 ' 84 68 40
3 SUCCESSFUL SURVIVAL  33.6 54.4 24 ' 3400 62.3 2.8 2 SUCCESSFUL SURVIVAL 38,3 4.4 1.4 ' 40.5 51,1 1.4
8. VerTormance ol tull-tise students In First coliegc-Tevel course In skill area [through Spring 8, perTormance of full-time students in first college-Tevel course ¥n sk§iT area {through Spring
'86): Remediat. Rezediat. '86): Remediat. Remediat.
Not Needed Completed Not Needed Completed
# ENROLLED 97 64 # ENROLLED 97 70
1 PASS 96 90.6 % PASS 95.8 91.4
TIOTES: HOTES:
*Remedial and developmental programs cosbined; developmental prograw, although a basic skills *Remedial and develcosercal programs cosbined; developmental prograa, although a basic skili
program, is not considered by institution to be remedial. progras, s not considered by institution to be remedial,
[v092887) {v092887)
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1584-86 INSTITUTICHAL PROFILE
(Fa11 1984 Cohort)

NEW JERSEY BASIC SKILLS COUNCIL
DEPARTMENT OF HIGHER EOUCATION

COLLEGE Ramapo
BASIC SKII.'I.'%&! Computation

A
AREA NMEZTR 3 0

1. Students required to be tested: FULL-TINE 377 PART-TIME 106

2, Students tested (and $ of FULL-TINE PART-TIME
those counted in #1 above): [} 3 [ 3

377 100.0 49 46.2

3. Students needing remediation FOCC-TIRE PART-TIWE
(% of those tested): ! b3 [} b3

75 19.8 16 32.6

T Students enrolied in appropriate remedial courses in any semester from Sumster "84 to Tpring
*86 (3 of those identified in #3 above):

FULL-TINE PART-TINE
] 3 { 4
59 8.6 9 56.2
5. (0 our;: er;rolment Tany semcster Trom Summer "84 to Spring 86 and outcomes for Final Tevel of
remediation: _—
FULL-TIME ' PART-TIME
| #Enrolled  gPass  3Fail Wi thdrew : fEnrolled  gPass  3Fail tHithdrew
N
\g 59 65.8 27.4 5.5 ' 2 100 0 0
! 8. Pre-~ and post-test resuits for remedial courses in skiil area: See attacned.
7. Four-sezester foliow up of fuli-time students (based on Spring 'B5 data):
TERM OATA [SPRING '86) ! CUNULATIVE OATA
Remediat. Remediat. Remediat. ' Remediat. Remediat. Remediat.
Not Needed Completed Not Completed 'Mot Needed Completed Mot Completed

TOTAL # 269 73 36 '

# RETURNEO SPR.’86 (%) 173( 64.3) 24( 32.8) 7019.4) '

MEAN CREOITS ATTEMPTED 12.2 1.5 8.85 ' 49.3 42.4 4.7

MEAN CREOITS EARNEO 1.5 10.8 8 4.4 39.7 35.3

MKEAN GPA 2.3 2.1 1.43 'o2.4 2.09 1.96

T GPA > 2.0 72 63 43 tn 63 57

% SUCCESSFUL SURVIVAL  46.3 20.7 8.4 ' 495 20.7 n.a

g, fgrﬁ';omnce of fuiT-time studen®s Tn Tirst college-Tevel course Tn skiTi ared (through Spring

Remediat. Resediat.
Not Needed Completed
# ENROLLEO 130 7
% PASS 91.5 n.4

[v092887])
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1984-86 INSTITUTIONsL PROTILE

NEW JERSEY BASIC SKILLS COUNCIL
P
(Fall 1984 Cohort)

DEPARTMENT OF HIGHER EFUCATION

COLLEGE Ramago
BASIC A_él_;M_
AREA NUMBER 4 0

1. Students required to be tested: FULL-TIME 377 PART-TIME 106
2. Students tested {and % of FULL-TIME PART~TIME
those counted in #1 above): ] b3 [} 4
377 100.0 49 46.2
3. Students needing remediation FULL-TTH| PERT-TIRE
(3 of those tested): ! 3 ! b3
215 57.0 23 46.9

7. Studénts enrolled in appropriate remedial courses in any semester from Summer '83 to Spring
'86 (% of those identified in #3 above):
PART-TIME
{ b

FULL-TIME
[ 1]
202 93.9 19 82.6

T, Course enroliment {any semester from Sumwér "84 to Spring "85 and outcomes for Tinal Tevel of
resediation: —

FULL-TIME ' PART-TIME
#Enrolled  tPass  gFall  withdrew : #Enrolled  gPass  gFail Wi thdrew
19 74.8 20.2 2.5 ' 7 42.9 28.6 28.6
6. Pre- and post-test results for remedial courses in Skill area: See attached.
7. Four-secester follow up of Tull-time students (based on Spring ‘8o data):
TERM OATA {SPRING '86) ' CUMULATIYE DATA
Remediat. Remediat. Remediat. ' Remediat. Reamedfat. Remedi at.

Not Needed Cowpleted Not Completed ‘Not Meeded Completed Mot Complets

TOTAL ¢ 218 125 35

# RETURNEO SPR.'86 (%) 48( 22.0) 1,0( 88.0) 30( 85.7)*

MEAN CREOITS ATTEMPTED 12.9 13.1 8.8 ' 524 49.3 39.2
MEAN CREOITS EARNEO 12.3 12.5 8.33 ' 5.0 47.6 35.2
MEAN GPA 2.48 2,40 1.94 ' 2.63 2,36 2.09
% GPA > 2.0 I 71 66 90 n 13
% SUCCESSFUL SURYIYAL  17.0 50 56.6 'o19.8 50 62.6

8, 'l:?gf)omance of FulT-time Students Tn first college-Tevel courseé Tn SkITT area {thraugh Spring
86):

Remediat. Regediat.
Hot Needed Conpleted
# ENROLLED 48 82
% PASS 95.8 89
ROTES:
-
4
-1
[v092887)
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NEX JERSEY BASIC SKILLS COUNCIL COLLEGE___ RAMAPO

DEPARTMEN:T OF HIGHER EDUCATION

1984-86 INSTITUTIONAL PROFILE
EFFECTIVENESS REPORT
(Fall 1984 Cohort)

3a. Criteria below which students were placed into remediation (NJCBSPT unless otherwise

specified):

Reading: kC 168

Writing: Essay 8

Computation: MC 169

Elementary Algebra: EA 178

4a. Percent of students identified for remediation who had enrolled in appropriate remedial
course in the skill area by Spring '85 (i.e., within two semesters):

FULL-TIME PART-TIME
Reading: 87 70
Writing: 82 63
Computation: 78 66
Elementary Algebra: 57 38

4b. Students identified as needing remediation who were present in Spring ‘86 but had not
enrolled in an appropriate remedial course in the skill area:

FULL-TIME PART-TIME

# % # %

Reading: 2 0.9 2 8.6

Writing: 4 2.1 1 4.3

Computation: 3 4.0 1 6.2

Elementary Algebra: 4 1.8 1 4.3
4035

-295-




T

RAMAPO COLLEGE OF NJ

PRE-TEST AND POST-TEST RESULTS FOR REMEDIAL COURSES (FINAL LEYEL ONLY)
IN READING, WRITING, MATH COMPUTATION AND ELEMENTARY ALGEBRA

FALL 1984 COHORT

CUMULATIVE DATA FOR SUMMER 1984 THROUGH SPRING 1986

PRE-TEST POST-TEST Percent Students
Name of Course!| Total No. | Nome of Test Sectlon Minlmum Score _{{_3 Moon , Standard Moan | Standard Attalning Min,
Enrolled Adminlstered of Test Neoded to Deter- Dsviation Devlation | Leve! on Post-test?
In Course Adninlstered | mlne Prot‘cloncyz
College 158 I
Reading 147 NJCBSET Rdg.EJP 167 106 | 8| 8.57 88-1 7.ss 732
Comp. Math 122 NJCBSPT Comp. 2¢ 54 22.% 3.26 27.29 1.99 1007
Elem. Alg. NJCBSPT Alg. 24 61 14.41 5.11 26.54 1,92 100%
. oy G,
{ . l) ‘2




NEW JERSEY . iC SXILLS COUNCIL  1984-86 INSTITUTIONAL PROFILE COLLEGE Stockton
DEPARTMENT G HIGHER EDUCATION i SSREPD BASIC SKTTU AREA Reading*
AREA NMBER 1 "rj—g-o

T
(Fall 1984 Cohort)

1. Students required {5 be tested: FULL-TIME 72] PART-TIME 17

2. Students testud (and § of FULL-TINE PART-TIME
those counted in £ above): [} 1 [} 1
720 99.8 17 100.0
3. Students feeding reacaiation  FULL-TINE TTTUTRIIRCT T T T - -
{1 of those tested): [} b3 [} 1
300 4.6 2 n.;

T Students enrolTed 1n appropriate rewedial Courses Tn any scmesfer Tiom Suzmer "B3 o Spring
‘85 (% of those identified in ¢3 above):

REW JERSEY BASIC SKILLS COUNCIL 1984-86 INSTITUTIGHAL PROFILE COLLEGE Stockton

DEPARTMENT OF HIGHER EDUCATION BASIC Writin
(Fal1 198¢ Cohort) AREA NIMBER _2 o7 T
1. Students required to be tested: FULL-TIME 720  PARI-TIME 17
2. Students tested {and § of FULL-TINE PART-TIKE
those counted {n #1 sbove): [} 2 [} b3
120 99.8 17 100.0
J.Students necding rescdialion FULT-TTHT FART=TIRE
(¢ of those tested): ] 3 ] %
399 55.4 ? 4a.1

4. Students enrolled in 3ppropristle remedial coursés in any semester Troo Susmér “BY Yo Spring
'86 {2 of those identified in #3 above):
TULL-TINE PART-TIME
] 3
100.0

[ 3
399 100.0 7

50 l’odr"ﬁ Ev'TroTTm-nt {gny semester Trom Suwaer BT to Spring "B} and oufcomrs Tor TTnal Tevel of
resediation: i

FULL-TIKE ' PART-TIKE
tfarolled  gpass! 3fan))  swithdrew ! sfnrolled gPass! 3faill suithdres
399 92.7 6 1.25 : 1 10 o 0

&. Pre- and post-Test résuTts Tor remedisl courses ¥n SKITT dred:  See attached:

7. Your-semester Tollow up of full-time students 1based oA Spring "B5 datal:

TERM DATA (SPRING '85) N CUMULATIVE DATA
Remediat. Remediat.  Repediat. * Resesfat. Remediat.  Rooediat.
Hot Heeded Completed Mot Completed ‘Mot Needed Completed Not Coaplet:
T0TAL ¢ hH] 370 29 ‘
# RETURNKED SPR.°B6 (%)  233( 72.5) 273( 713.10 1( 3.4)*
MEAN CREDITS ATTEMPIED 15.1 14.2 8.0 * 640 62.0 32.0
HEAN CREOITS CARNED 13.7 n.; 0 ' 56.6 52.7 8.0
MEAN GPA 2.18 2.51 0 t 2,68 2.46 0.37
26PA > 2.0 85.4 72.8 0 ' 85.4 76.6 0
% SUCCESSFUL SURVIVAL 62.0 53.5 0 1] 56.5 0

E. fag}'onﬁn’?e of Tull-time sfudents {n Tirst colTege-Tevel course In SKTTT arés [thedugh Spring

enediat, Remediat.

Hot Needed Coapleted
# ENROLLED 183 128
% PASS 93 92

FULL-TINE PART-TIME
{ 1 ] 1
300 100.0 2 100.0
5. LOUI‘S: er;rouncnt Tany Semester Trom Somadr “BY 16 Spring "BE] and outcones Tor TTml Tevel 6T
resediation:
I FULL-TIME ! PART-TIME
o Harolled  gpass!  IFaill  gwithdrew ' fErolled  gPass sFa1l  gwithdrew
3 300 93.3 6.3 0.33 ' 2 100 0 0
t
§. Pre- and post-Test results Tor reaedial courses Ta SkiTl drea: Sie etlachs -
7. Fourssemester fciiow up of full-time studenls [based on Spring "85 datal. h
TERM DATA (SPRING '86) ' CUMULATIVE DATA
Remediat, Remediat. Remediat, ° Remedfat. Rewediat.  Remediat.
Not Needed Cospleted Mot Cospleted ‘Mot Meeded Compieted Mot Completed
TOIAL ¢ 420 280 20 N
 RETURNED SPR.*'86 (3) 289 69.8) 217( 77.5) 1( s.0)'
MEAN CREQITS ATTEXPTEOD  14.7 1.4 8.0 * 637 61.9 32.0
MEMN CREDITS EARNED 13.1 n.9 0 ' 56.2 52.3 8.0
MEM GPA 2.84 2.36 0 tooan 2.33 0.37
I 6PA > 2.0 83.7 n.4¢ 0 ' 85.8 13.7 0
X SUCCESSFUL SURVIVAL  57.6 55.4 0 : £9.0 51.1 0
Y PerTormance of Toil-tiee 3¥udents Th TTrst colTege-TaveT course In sEITT area [Chrough Spring
‘86): Reaediat. Revediat.,
Not Needed Coapleted
¥ ENROLLED 127 133
1 PASS 92 95
ROTES: - -
*Bask 1102; °Study Skills ano Critical Thinking.”
13 Pass/Fall: {ncludes students who fafled first sesester and passed/failed second semester
tutorial.exit test.
|
‘ {v082087)
-
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ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

ROTES?

Vg pass/Fail: includes students who falled first sedester and passed/failed second semester
tutorial-exit test.
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NEW JERSEY BASIC SKILLS COUNCIL 1984-86 INSTITUTIONAL PROFILE COLLEGE Stockton

DEPARTMENT OF HIGHER EDUCATION EFFECTIVENESS REPORT BASIC SKILL AREA Computation*
(Fall 1984 Cohort) AREA NUMBER 3 of 3

1. Students required to be tested: FULL-TIME 721 PART-TIME 17

2. Students tested (and % of FULL-TIME PAKT-TIME
those counted in #1 above): # % # %

2N 99.8 17 100.0

J. Students needing remediation FULL-TIME PART-TIME
(% of those tested): # % # %

265 36.8 4 23.5

4. Students enrolled in appropriateé remedial courses in any semester from Summer "84 to Spring
'86 (% of those identified in #3 above):

FULL-TIME PART-TIME
# % # %
265 100.0 4 100.0
5. Course enroliment {any semester from Summer "84 to Spring "86} and outcomes for final Tevel of
remediation: —_—
FULL-TIME 1 ' PART-TIME
#Enrolled %Pass %Fail FWithdrew : #Enrolled %Pass gFaill  ZWithdrew
265 89.8 9.4 0.75 : 4 100 0 0

6. Pre- and post-test resulls for remedial courses in SKill area: 3See attached.

7. Four-semester follow up of full-timé students {based on Spring 86 data):

TERM DATA (SPRING '86) CUMULATIVE DATA

Remediat. Remediat. Remediat. ' Remediat. Remediat. Remediat.
Not Needed Completed Not Completed *Not Needed Completed Not Completed
TOTAL # 455 238 27 '
# RETURNED SPR.'86 (%) 323( 70.9) 183( 76.8) 1( 3.71) '
MEAN CREDITS ATTEMPTED 14.9 14.1 8.0 '63.3 62.4 32.0
MEAN CREDITS EARNED 13.2 11.4 0 ' 56.0 52.0 8.0
MEAN GPA 2.78 2.39 0 ' 2.67 2.36 0.37
% GPA > 2.0 83.6 69.4 0 ' 86.7 70.0 0
% SUCCESSFUL SURVIVAL 59.3 53.4 0 : 61.5 53.8 0
8. Perfgrmance of tull-time students in first college-ievel course in Skill area {through Spring
'86)¢: Remediat. Remediat.
Not Needed Completed
# ENROLLED 138 56
% PASS 96 89

NOTES:
*Bask 1103: "Quantitative Reasoning."
% Pass/Fail: includes students who fai’~d first semester and passed/failed second semester

tutoEial-exit test.
Course used was "Info. Systems & Programming."

[v082087]
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NEW JERSEY BASIC SKILLS COUNCIL COLLEGE___ STOCKTON

DEPARTMENT OF HIGHER EDUCATION

1984-86 INSTITUTIONAL PROFILE
EFFECTIVENESS REPORT
(Fall 1984 Cohort)

3a. Criteria ijelow which students were placed into remediation (NJCBSPT unless otherwise
specified):

Reading:* Sum of 64 on RC and SS (out of 85 possible)

Writing: Essay 7; Essay=7 with the sum of 64 or greater on RC and SS
(students with < 64 go into writing-intensive section of reading
course)

Computation:* MC 22 raw (equal to approximately 169 scaled score)

Elementary Algebra: (no algebra course)

4a. Percent of students identified for remediation who had earolled in appropriate remedial
course in the skill area by Spring '85 (i.e., within two semesters):

FULL-TIME PART-TIME
Reading:* 100 100
Writing: 100 100
Computation:* 100 100

Elementary Algebra: — ——

4b. Students identified as needing remediation who were present in Spring '86 but kad not
enrolled in an appropricte remedial course in the skill area:

FULL-TIME PART-TIME

# % # %
Reading:* 0 0
Writing: 0 0
Computation:* 0 0

Elementary Algebra:

*See footnotes to profiles.

407
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RICHARD STOCKTON STATE COLLEGE

PRE-TEST AND POST-TEST. RESULTS FOR REMEDIAL COURSES (FINAL LEYEL OHLY)
IN READING, WRITING, MATH COMPUTATION AND ELEMENTARY ALGESRA
FALL 1984 cotionT

CUMULATIVE DATA FOR SUMMER 1984 THROUGH SFRING 1986

PRE-TEST POST-TEST Porcant Students
Hame of Course!| Total No. | Nemo of Test Section Hinlaum Score .E? Hean . Standard | Meon § Standard Attalning Min,
Enrolled Adnlnistered of Test Neoded to Doter- Davlatlion Devistlon | Level on Post-test
In Course Adnintstered | mine Pro(lclency2
Stockton
BASK 1101 406 Essay Test - - 340 p.69 1.68 7.40] 1,65 —_—
Nelson -
BASK 1102 302 Denny Vocabulary - 255 PR4.43 9.71 28.67 {10.80 -
BASK 1102 302 " Comprehensién —--— 255 3223 8.28 PB5.49] 9.04 -
BASK 1102 302 " TOTAL - 255 Pp6.62] 15.37 v3.97 118.37 -
California
BASK 1103 269 Achievement Computation — 201 P9,62 5.20 38.36 | 5.69 —
Concepts &
BASK 1103 269 " Problems - 201 P6.29 5.90 32.84 §5.97 -
BASK 1103 269 " TOTAL - 201 b5.93 9.45 71.20}10.44 -
BASK 1103 269 NJCBSPT Computation| 22 (raw)* 203 11690 3.58 22.06} 4.50 63.5%
BASK 1103 269 NJCBSPT Algebra - 203 11203} 4.99 13.07| 4.46 -
_ 4il




NEW JERSEY BASIC SKILLS COUNCIL  1984-86 INSTITUTIONAL PROFILE COLLEGE Thomas Edison

DEPARTMENT OF MIGHER EDUCATION BASIC SKTLL 7.EX Reading
(Fall 1984 Cohort) AREA NUMBER 1 o

1. Students required to be tested: FULL-TIME __  PART-TINE 77

COLLEGE Thomas Edison

BASIC SKILUAREA Writing
"REA NWMBER 2 ©

NEW JERSEY BASIC SKILLS COUNCIL  1984-86 INSTITUTIONAL PROFILE
DEPARTHENT OF MIGHER EOUCATION

(Fall 1984 Cohort)

1. Students required to be tested: FULL-TIME __ PART-TIME 77

2. Students tested {and % of FULL-TIME PART-TIME 2. Students tested (and % of FULL-TIME PART-TIME
those counted in #1 above): N | |3 those counted in 71 above): A ¢ |3

w 69 89.6 69 89.6
J.Students needing remediation  FULL-TINE PART-TIHE I Students needing remediation  FULL-TIAZ PART-TTHE
(2 of thosc tested): [} 3 IO' |: . (2 of those tested): [} 3 [} b

. 6 8.6

3. Students enrolled In appropriate remedial courses In any semester from Sucrer 84 to Spring
°86 (3 of those identified in #3 above):

FULL-TINE PART-TINE
i t [ 1
7 70.0
5. Course enrolTment [any semester from Summer 83 to Spring "85J and outcomes for §inal level of
resediation: -
i FULL-TINE ! PART-TINE
w fEnrolled  gPass  3Fall  IWithdrew ! ftnrolled  gPass  3Fayl  Withdrew
o
r'- ! 7 106 7 0

¥. Students enrdiTed in appropriate remedial courses in any seaester from Susmer 'B§ to Spring
'86 (3 of those identified in #3 above):
FULL-TIME PART-TIME
[ 3 [ 1
4 66.6

5. Cours? er'!rollneni la_ny_ semester Trom Summer '8 to Spring '86) and outcomes for Final Tevel of
recediation: ha—

FULL-TIME N PART-TIME
#Enrolled  tPass  1Fail  $withdrew : #€nrolled  tPass  3Fail gWithdrew
' 4 100 0 0

&, pre- and post-test resuits for remedial courses in skill area. Not applicable.

1. Four-semester folTow up of fuli-time students (based on Spring 'Bb data).

TERM DATA (SPRING '86) ¢ CUMULATIVE DATA
Remediat. Remediat. Remediat. ' Remediat. Remediat. Remediat.
Hot Needed Ccmpleted Not Completed ‘Mot Needed Completed Not Coapleted

TOTAL #

# RETURNED SPR.'86 (3)
KEAN CREDITS ATTEMPTED
MEAN CREDITS EARNED
KEAN GPA

3 GPA D> 2.0

% SUCCESSFUL SURYIVAL

8. Perforzance of fuil-time students in first college-Tevel course In skIIl area [through Spring
'86): Remediat. Remediat.
Hot Needed Conpleted

# ENROLLED
% PASS

8. Pre- and post-test resuits for remedial courses in skill area: Kot applicabic.

7. Four-Semester follow up of fuli-time students (based on Spring '5o dataJ:

TERM DATA (SPRING *86) ' CUMULATIVE DATA
Remediat. Remediat. Remediat. * Remediat. Remediaty Remediat.
Not Meeded Completed Mot Completed ‘Mot Needed Completed Mot Complet:

TOTAL #

# RETURNED SPR.'86 (3)
HEAN CREDITS ATTEMPTED
MEAN CREDITS EARNED
MEAN GPA

T 6PA > 2.0

% SUCCESSFUL SURVIVAL

B. Performance of fuil-tire Students Ta first coliege-Tevel course 1n skil1 area (through Spring
*'86): Remediat. Remediat,
Hot Needed Completed

# ENROLLED
% PASS

KOTES:
Edison reports students as part-time only.
Host follow-up data not applicable, since courses are taught elsewhere.

Edison’s cohort includes students enrolled from January 1, 1984 through December 31, 1984.

[vi11987)
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Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

ROTES:
€dison reports students as part-time only
Most followe-up data not applicable, since co.rses are taught elsewhere.

Edison’s cohort inciudes students enrolled from January 1, 1984 through December 31, 1984.
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COLLEGE Thomas Edison

BASIC SKTLLAREA Computation
AREA NWMBER 3 0

1984-86 INSTITUTIONAL PROFILE
(Fal1 1984 Cohort)

NEW JERSEY BASIC SKILLS COUNCIL
DEPARTMENT OF HIGHER EDUCATION

1. Students required to be tested: FULL-TIME __ PART-TIME _77

2. Students tested {and % of FULL-TINE P?RT-TIHE
§ 3 1

those counted in #1 above):

69 89.6

3. Students needing remediation FOLL-TIFE PART~T1ME
{4 of those tested): 7 b3

14 20.2

4. Students enrofled in appropriale remedial courses in any semester from Sumser "84 to Spring
'86 (% of those identified in #3 above):
FULL-TIME PRRT-TIME
§ 3 i b4
10 7.4

5. Coursé enrollment {any sewester from Summer 84 to Spring "B5) and oulcomes for Final Tevel of
repediation:

FULL-TINE ‘ PART-TINE
L!o {Enrolled  gPass  LFafl Wi thdrew : #€nrolled tPass  gFail i thdrew
o
'|° : 10 100 0 0
6. Pre- a-d post-test resuits for remedial courses in skili area. Wot appiicable.

Four-semester ToT10w up of fuli-time students (Dased on Spring '86 data):

COL_EGE Thomas Edison
BASiC S ebra
AREA NUMBER 4 0

NEW JERSEY BASIC SKILLS COUNCIL  1984-85 INSTITUTIONAL PROFILE

DEPARTMENT OF MIGHER EDUCATION S REPUR
{Fall 1984 Cohort)

1. Students required to be tested: FULL-TIME __ PART-TIME _77

2. Students tested {and 3 of FULL-TINE PART-TIME
thase counted in #1 above): £} % [} 3

69 89.6

3. Students needing remcdiation® FULL-TIME PART-TIME
(3 of those tested): ? 3 38' 1

55.0

¥, Students enroiied In appropriate remedial courses In any semester from Sumzer "84 to Spring
'86 (3 of those identified in #3 above):
FULL-TINE PART-TINE
1 ) i 1
21 55.2

5, Course enrofiment [any Semester Tro. umaer B4 to Spring 867 and outcomes for Tinal Tevel of
revediation:

FULL-TINE ‘ PART-TIME
#Enrolle’  gPass  3Fail Wi thdrew : {€nrolled gPass $Fail $Withdrew
! 21 100 0 0

§. Pre- and post-test results for remedial Courses in skill area: Hot applicable.

7. Four-semester follow up of full-time students (based on Spring '86 dataj:

7.
TERM DATA (SPRING '86) ¢ CUMULATIVE OATA TERM OATA (SPRING '86) ' CUMULATIVE OATA
Pemediat. Remediat, Remediat. ' Remediat. Remediat. Remediat. Remediat. Remediat, Remediat., ‘' Remediat. Remediat. Remediat.
Hot Needed Completed Mot Completed 'Not Meeded Completed Mot Coapleted Not Needed Completed Mot Completed 'Mot Needed Completed Mot Completc
TOTAL # ! TOTAL # !
# RETURNEO SPR.'86 (%) ! # RETURNEO SPR.'86 (3) !
HEAN CREOITS ATTEMPTEO ' MEAN CREOITS ATTEMPTED !
MEAN CREOTTS EARNEO ! MEAN CREOITS EARNEO !
MEAN GPA ' MEAN GPA .
3 A é? 2.0 : 3 PA D> 2.0 !
% SUCCESSFUL SURYIYAL , % SUCCESSFUL SURYIVAL :
3. Performance of Tuli-time students 1n first college-1evel course In ski1T arca (through Spring 8. Performance of Tull-time Students Tn First colTége-Tevel course in skiii aréa {through Spring
'86): Remediat, Remediat. '86): Qemediat, Remediat.
Not Needed Completed Not Needed Completed
# ENROLLEO
% PASS ; nggum
KOTLES: WOTES:

€dison reports students as part-time only.
Most follow-up data not applicable, since courses are taught elsewhere.

Edison’s cohort includes students enrolled from January 1, 1984 through December 31, 1984.

4
ERI

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:
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Edison reports students as part-time only.
Most follow-up data not applicable, since courses are taught elsewhere.

Edison's cohort inciudes students enrolied from January 1, 1984 through December 31, 1984,
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NEW JERSEY BASIC SKILLS COUNCIL COLLEGE___ THONAS EDISON
DEPARTMENT OF HIGHER EDUCATION

3a.

1984-86 INSTITUTIONAL PROFILE
EFFECTIVENESS REPORT
(Fall 1984 Cohort)

Criteria below which students were placed into remediation (NJCBSPT unless otherwise
specified):

Reading: RC 165

Writing: SS 164, Essay 7

Computation: MC 166

Elementary Algebra: EA 176

4a.

Percent of students identified for remediation who had enrolled in appropriate remedial
course in the skill ar_ 1 by Spring '85 (i.e., within two semesters):

FULL-TIME PART-TIME
Reading: - -
Writing: - -
Computation: - -

Elementary Algebra: - -

4b.

Students dentified as needing remediation who were present in Spring '86 but had not
enrolled in an approg:iate remedial course in the skill area:

FULL-TIME PART-TIME
# % # %
Reading: - - 3 30.0
Writing: - -- 2 33.3
Computation: - - 4 28.5
Elementary Algebra: - - 17 44.7
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COLI EGE Trenton
BASIC SKIT AREK Readin
AREA MUMBER 1 0

1984-86 INSTITIITIONAL PROFILE
(Fall 1984 Cohort)

NEW JERSEY BASIC SKILLS COUNCIL
DEPARTMENT OF MIGHER EOUCATION

1. Students required to be tested: FULL-TIME 1020 PART-TIME 82

COLLEGE Trenton

: oHrltlng

W JERSEY BAS1C SXILLS COUNCIL 1984-86 INSTITUTIONAL PROFILE

ARTMENT OF HIGHER EOUCATION BASIC
{Fatl 1984 Cohort) AREA HUMBER

1. Students required to be tested: FULL-TIME 1020 PART-TIME 82

2. Students tested {and % of FULL-TIME PART-TIME 2. Students tested {and % of FULL-TINE PART-TIME
those counted in #1 above): ? b3 ] b3 those counted in #1 above): [ % ] 3

1020 100.0 82 100.0 1020 100.0 82 100.0

3. Students necding remediation FULL-TIRE PART-TINE 3. Students nceding remediation FOLC-TTHE PART-TINE
(% of those tested): [ % ] % (4 of those tested): [} b3 [ k3

306 30.0 5 6.0 260 25.4 5 6.0

4. Studenis enrolled Tn appropriate remedial courses in 3ny semesTer from Summer (83 to Spring

'86 (3 of those identified in #3 above):
FULL~TINE PI’\RT-UQE

4 ]
292 95.4 3 60.0

5. tourse enroliment {any semester from Swier B4 to Spring Bb] and outcomes for finai level 0:
remediation:

FULL-TIME ' PART-TIME
#Enrolled gPass  3Fail 2Withdrew : #Enrolled  gPass TFail $Hithdrew
292 93 2 1 ' 3 100 0 0

6. Pre- and post-test resulls for remedial courses 1n skill area, See attached.

¥, Students enrolled in appropriate remedial courses in any semester from Summer ‘84 to Spring
'86 (3 of those identified in #3 above):
FULL-TINE PART-TINE
f % f 3

254 97.6 3 60.0

5. Course enroliment (a_nx semester Trom Summer B3 to Spring "806) and outcomes Tor Final Tevel of
renediation: —

FULL-TIME ' PART-TINE
fEnrolled  3Pass  3Fail Wi thdrew : #Enrolled  gPass  $Fail Wi thdrew
254 95 2 2 : 3 100 0 0

6. Pre- and post-test results for reémedial cours?s In sKill area: See atiached.

7. Four-semester follow Up of full-time students [based on Spring "85 datal.

7. Four-semester TolTow up of full-time students [based on Spring "85 datal:

TERM DATA (SPRING '86) ¢ CUMULATIYE OATA TERN DATA (SPRING ‘86) ' CUMULATIYE DATA
Remediat. Remediat. Remediat. ' Remediat. Redediat. Remediat. Remedfat. Remediat, Remediat. ‘' Remediat. Remediat. Remediat.
Not Needed Completed MNot Completed :Not Needed Completed Mot Completed Hot Needed Completed Mot Completed 'Not Needed Completed Not Coanlet.
TOTAL £ 796 273 38 ! TOTAL ¢ 842 204 61 '
# RETURNED SPR.°'86 (%) 602( 75.6) 213{ 78.0) 9( 23.6) * # RETURNED SPR.'86 (%)  627( 74.4) 158{ 77.4) 39( 63.9)"
MEAY CREOITS ATTEMPTEO  i5.4 15.0 14.4 : 50.5 49,0 26.1 MEAN CREDITS ATTEMPIEO  15.4 14.9 14.7 '50.1 48.0 41.6
MEAH CREDITS EARNEO 13.9 13.4 1.4 49.7 48.7 22.8 MEAN CREOITS EARNEO 14.0 13.1 13.1 '49.3 47.6 40.9
NEAH GPA 2.76 2.42 1.74 : 2.49 2.28 1.35 MEAH GPA 2.67 2.38 2.41 '2.45 2.25 2.07
1 G6PA > 2.0 92 83 4 * * * $GPA > 2.0 N 82 n . * * *
2 SUCCESSFUL SURVIVAL 70 65 10 : * b * % SUCCESSFUL SURVIVAL 68 64 49 : * * -
B Performance of TulT-tiee students In Tirst college-1¢6 <1 course Tn SKiTT area [through Spring 8. PerTormance of fulT-time students Tn TTrst colTege-Tevel course Tn SKTTY ored {through Spring
'86): Remediat. Remediat. '86): Remediat, Remediat.
Hot Needed Coapl eted Hot Needed Coup. eted
# ENROLLEO 744 245 # ENROLLEO 797 185
% PASS 96 95 % PASS 95 97
ROTES: ROTES?

*Submitted data were calculated incorrectly and nefther are reflective of the program nor
are comparable to data from other colleges.

{v111987)
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1984-86 INSTITUTIONAL PROFILE
hy
(Fall 1984 Cohort)

NEW JERSEY BASIC SKILLS COUNCIL
DEPARTMENT OF HIGHER EDUCATION

COLLEGE Trenton
BASIC Computation
AREA NUMBER 3 oF ¥

1. Students required to be tested: FULL-TIME 1020 PART-TINE 82

2. Students tested (and § of FULL=-TIME PART-TINE
those counted in #1 above): f b3 [ b3

1020 100.0 82 100.0

3. Students needing reacdiation FOLL-TIRE PART-TINE
{1 of those tested): [} 3 f b3

kK| 2.4 10 12.1

T.*Tudents enrolled 1n agpropriate remedlal courses In any semaster from Susmer B3 to Spring

COLLEGE Trenton

s e

HEW JERSEY BASIC SKILLS COUNCIL 1984-86 INSTITUTIONAL PROFILE

OEPARTMENT OF HIGHER EOUCATION BASIC
(Fall 1984 Cohort) AREA NUMBER

1. Students required to be tested: FULL-TIME 1020 PART-TIME 82

2. Students tested (and % of FULL-TINE PART-TIME
those counted in #1 above): 1 b3 [} 3

1020 100.0 82 100.0

« Students needing remediation FULL-TIN ~ PRRT-TINE
(3 of those tested): [} 3 [} b3

494 48.4 10 12.1

¥, Students enrolTéd In appropriate Fémcdlal Courses 1n"2ny semester from Sumwer B3 to Spring
'86 (5 of those identified in #3 abovel:

'86 (3 of those identified in #3 above):
FULL-TINE PART-TINE FULL-TINE PART-TINE
[} 1 ’ % ’ ] f 3
32t 96.9 8 80.0 481 9.3 8 80.0
5, Course er’\rollnent {any semester Trom Sumver “83 to Spring "85] and outcoacs for Iinal Tevel of 5. Cour;: e?rolTneﬁI {any semester Trom SuEaer BT to Spring "B67 and outcomes Tor Tinal Tevel of
resediation: reaediation: —
i FULL-TINE ’ PART-TINE FULL-TIME ' PART-TIKE
w féarolled  gPass  3Fail  gWithdrew . ftnrolled  gpass  gFail  gWithdrew fenrolled  tPass  gFail  gwithdrew v IEnnlle tPass  tFail  gwithdrew
81 k3| 81 13 1 ' 8 75 25 0 481 79 15 1 . [ 75 25 0
[}
&. Pre- and post-test resuTts for remedial courses in skiil area. See atfached. 6. Pre-"and post-test resuTts Tor remedial courses 2w SKITT ared: See attaches.
7. Four-semester foViow up of Tull-tiBc students (based on Spring "B data]: 7. Four-semester foliow up of full-time students [based on Spring '8b datal:
TERM DATA (SPRING '86) ’ CUKULATIYE DATA TERM DATA (SPRING '86) ' CUMULATIYE DATA
Remediat. Remediat. Remediat. ' Remediat. Remediat. Reaedfat, Remediat. Remadiat. Remediat. ' Remediat. Remediat. Reaediat,
Not Needed Completed Not Completed ‘Mot Meeded Completed Mot Completed Not Heeded Completed Kot Cozpleted *Not Needed Completed Kot Comolets
TOTAL ¢ 766 266 75 ’ TOTAL ¢ 603 387 17 '
# RETURNED SPR.'85 (3)  575( 75.0) 215( 80.8) 34( 45.3)* f RETURNED SPR.'86 (3)  453( 75.1) 321 82.9) 50( 42.7)'
MEAN CREDITS ATTENPTED 15.3 15.2 14.7 ' 50.4 50.7 32.7 MEAN CREDITS ATTEMPIED 15.4 15.1 15.1 ' 51.0 51.5 33.3
MEMI CREDITS EARNED 13.9 13.7 1.3 'o49.4 51.2 29.5 MEAN CREDITS EARNED 14.1 13.6 12,2 ' 50,1 51,8 29.3
MEAN GPA 2.68 2.51 1.96 2,49 2,34 1.68 MEAN GPA 2.70 2.53 2.19 '2.54 2.39 .71
T 6PAD> 2,0 91 87 68 ' . . 3 $6PA > 2.0 92 87 74 ' . . .
% SUCCESSFUL SURYIVAL 68 70 3 : . ¢ ¢ % SUCSESSFUL SURYIVAL 69 72 32 : . . ¢
B Perlomance of fuli-time students in FIrst coliege-level course in skiIl area [through Spring B, Vertormance of Tull-time students Tn TTrs¥ College-Tevel course In SkiTT area [through Spring
'85): Remediat, Reaediat. '86): Remediat, Resediat,
Hot Needed Cozpleted Not Needed Completed
# ENROLLED 239 119 1 ENROLLEO 177 172
2 PASS 92 85 % PASS 94 87
ROTES? HOTES:
*Subaitted data were calculated incorrectly and neither are reflective of the prograa nor *Subaitted data were calculated iacorrectly and nefther are reflective of the progras nor
are coaparable to data from other colleges. are coaparable to data from other colleges.
{y111987) [v111987}
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NEW JERSEY BASIC SKILLS COUNCIL COLLEGE___ TRENTON

DEPARTMENT OF HIGHER EDUCATION

1984-86 INSTITUTIONAL PROFILE
EFFECTIVENESS REPORT
(Fall 1984 Cohort)

Ja. Criteria below which students were placed into remediation (NJCBSPT unless otherwise
specified):
Reading: RC 166
Writing: Essay 7

Computation: MC 171

tlementary Algebra: EA 176

4a. Percent of students identified for remediation who had enrolled in appropriate remedial
course in the skill area by Spring ‘85 (i.e., within two semesters):

FULL-TIME PART-TiHE
Reading: 94 64
Writing: 95 97
Computation: 97 77
Elementary Algebra: 98 78

4b. Students identified as needing remediation who were present in Spring '86 but had not
enrolled in an appropriate remedial course in the skill area:

FULL-TIME PART-TIME
¥ % # %
Reading: 14 4.5 2 40,0
Writing: 6 2.3 2 40.0
Computation: 10 3.0 2 20.0
Elementary Algebra: 13 2.6 2 20.0

424
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TRENTON STATE COLLEGE
PRE-TEST AND POST-TEST RESULTS FOR REMEDIAL COURSES (FINAL LEVEL ONLY)
IN READING, WRITING, MATH COMPUTATION AND ELEMENTARY ALGEBRA
FALL 1984 COMORT
CUMULATIVE DATA FOR SUMMER 1984 THROUGH SPRING 1986
PRE-TEST POST-TEST Percent Students
Name of Course!| Total No. | Name of Test Sectlon Minlmum Score ﬁ3 Mean , Standard Mean | Standard Attalining Min,
Enrolled Adminlstered of Test Needec to Deter- Devlatton Devliation | Level on Post-test!
In Course Adminlstered | mine Pro”clencyz
RDG 098 273 NJCBSPT Reading 166 212 {158 7.23 168 6.27 67
ENG 098 20k NJCBSPT Fssay 7 L7 |5.87 .61 | 7.35) .9 67
MAT 091 266 NJCESPT Computatior 171 190 {16L | 5.55 175 | L.13 85
MAT 092 387 NJCBSPT Algebra 176 30h {167] 5.88 |180| 5.59 83
:
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NEM JERSEY BASIC SKILLS COUNCIL 1984-86 INSTITUTIONAL PROFILE COLLEGE W=, Paterson

DEPARTMENT OF HIGHER EQUCATION YEC BASIC e7din
(Fal1 1984 Cohort) AREA NWMBER 1 _f_‘_ﬂ_o
1. Students required to be tested: FULL-TIME 1041 PART-TIME 104
2. Students tested (and % of FULL-TINE PART-TIME
those counted in #1 above): 2 3 § 3
1046 100.4 104 100.0
3. Students needing rexediation FULL-TINE PARI-IIH"
(3 of those tested): [} 2
321*  30.6 26" 25 0

COLLEGE w2. Paterson
8ASIC SKILL ARER Writin
AREA NUM3ER 20T 4 _fT_L

NEW JERSEY BASIC SKILLS COUNCIL

1984-86 INSTITUTIONAL PROFILE
DEPARTMENT OF HIGHER EDYCATICN

EFFECTIYENESS REPORT
(Fa11 198¢ Cohort)

1. Students required to be tested: FULL-TIME 1047  PART-TIME 104

2. Students tested (and % of FULL-TIME PART-TIME
those counted in 1 above): [} 3 [ 3

1046 100.4 104 100.0

3. Students needing resediation FOLL-TIRE PART-TIRE
{3 of those tested): ’ % [} 3

341 32,9 35 33.6

. Students enrolied In appropriate remedjal courses in any semester Irod Sumser 8% to Spring
'85 (% of those fcentified in #3 above):
P,;RT-TIHE
3

FULL-TIME
[ L
290** 90.3 18** 69,2

. Students enrollfed in appropriate remedial courses in a any seaester trom Sumser 83 to Spring
'85 (% of those fdentified in 23 above):

FULL-TIME PART-TINME
[} 2 ! 3
332** 36.2 29** 82,3

5. Course enroliment Tany semester Troa Suomer 84 to Spring 86 and outcomes for final Tevel oF

5. Tourse enroliBent {any secester from Sumzer "84 to Spring '86) and outcomes For Final Tevel of

regediation: remediation:
FULL-TINE ' PART-TINE FULL-TIME ' PART-TIME
I fEnrolled  3IPass  3Fail Wi thdrew ' fEnrolled  gPass $Fail Wi thdrew fEnrolled 3Pass  TFail Wi thdrew ! #Enrolled gPass $Fail Wi thdrew
w —_— — — —— ] — — —— — ) — ——— — ——
8 290 81.7 13.4 4.8 ' 18 82.3 16.6 1.1 332 88.3 8.7 3.0 . 29 71.6 13.7 8.7
1
b. Pre- ang post-test resuits Tor remedial courses in skill area. see attacned. &, Pr - and post-test results for remediai courses in skill area: See attached.
7. Four-semester follow up of full-tige students {Dased on Spring "85 datal: 1. Four-semester follow up of full-tiee students (based on 3pring ‘85 dataj:
TERM DATA (SPRING *86) ' CUMULATIYE OATA TERM DATA (SPRING '86) ! CUMULATIYE DATA
Remediat. Resediat. Remediat. ' Remediat. Reaediat. Remediat. Remediat. Remediat. Remediat. ' Remediat. Remediat. Remediat.
Hot Heeded Completed Mot Coupleted 'Not Needsd Completed Mot Completed Not Needed Cocpleted Not Completed 'Not Needed Completed Not Complet:
TOTAL # 725 236 85 ' TOTAL # '
# RETURNED SPR.'86 (3) 483( 66.6) 172( 72.8) 35( 41. I) # RETURNED SPR.'86 (3) 467( 66.6) ZIZ( 72.3) II( 21.1)’
MEAX CREOITS ATTEMPTED 10.3 9.2 8.7 50.4 41.7 37.8 MEAN CREDITS ATTEMPIED 10.2 9.6 8.8 ' 50.7 4.4 33.5
MEAN CREDITS EARNED 9.2 7.8 6.7 ' 46.2 33.3 30.3 MEAN CREOITS EARNEO 9.1 8.1 5.6 ' 46.6 334 23.9
MEAN GPA 2.4 2.0 1.8 2.5 2.1 1.9 MEM GPA 2.4 2.1 1.5 28 2.1 1.7
S > 20 3.7 65.1 53.3 ' 187 55.2 42.9 3 GPAD> 2.0 76.4 61.2 s ' o19.2 54.7 36.4
% SUCCESSFUL SURYIVAL  49.8 47.4 21.9 Vo524 40.3 17.6 % SUCCESSFUL SURVIVAL  50.9 44.3 1.9 . s52.8 39.6 7.7
B, Perfor:unce oF Full-time students In first college-Tevel course Tn SkiTT arca (tnrough Spring 8. Perionunce of Tull-tise students l Hrst colTege-TeveT course Tn skITT area Tthrougn Spring
85): Recediat. Resediat. 86): emediat, Remediat.
Hot Needed Cozpleted Not Needed Coapleted
# ENROLLED 661 213 # ENROLLED 656 263
3 PASS 86.8 83.1 % PASS 87.8 77.2
FOTES: NOTES:
“11 students subsequently exempted from reading requirement. *5 students subsequently exempted and completed college-level writing course.
**12 students with original requiresent left college before first year. **13 students with original requirement left college before first year.
4 'S At
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1984-86 INSTITUTIONAL PROFILE
EFFE W
(Fa1l 1984 Cohort)

NEW JERSEY BASIC SXILLS COUNCIL

COLLEGE Wa, Paterson
DEPARTMENT OF HIGHER EOUCATION BASIC

caputation
KREA NUMBER 3 0

1. Students required to be tested: FULL-TIME 1041 PART-TIME 104

2. Students tested {and & of FULL-TIME PART-TIME
those counted in #1 cbove): i 1 § 1

1946 100.4 104 100.0

J. Students needing recediation FOLC-TIRE PART-1INE
(% of those tested): [} 1 [} 4

305*  29.1 32t 30.7

4. Students enroiTed in 3ppropriate remedial courses in any semester from Sumser 84 to Spring
'86 (3 of those identified in #3 above):

FULL-TINE PART-TINE
§ % § 1
269** 88.1 21**  65.6
5. Cour:;' er;rollaent {any semester from Sumser "84 to Spring "86) and outcoses for final level of
resediation:
i FULL-TIME ' PART-TINE
w fEnrolled  3Pass  IFall  Zwithdrew . ftorolled  IPass  ZFail  IWithdrew
3 %9 8.0 9.7 3.3 ' 20 85.0  10.0 5.0
i
6. Pre- and post-test results for resedial courses in skil1 area. See attacneo.
7. Four-semester follow up of full-time students (based on Spring "85 datal:
TERX DATA (SPRING '86) ' CUMULATIVE DATA
Remediat., Remediat.  Remediat. ' Remediat. Remediat.  Remediat,
Not Heeded Completed Not Completed Mot Meeded Completed Mot Completed
TOTAL # 741 234 n '
# RETURNED SPR,°86 (3) 492( 66.3) 176( 75.2) 23( 32.3)"
MEAN CREDITS ATTEMPTED 9.9 10.2 8.4 ' 501 4.5 40.9
HEAH CREDITS EARNED 8.8 8.7 7.9 ' 454 33,9 35,9
MEAN GPA 2.3 2.1 2.6 ] 2.2 2.6
% GPA > 2.0 73.9 62.7 83.3 ' 75.8 58.3 65.2
% SUCCESSFUL SURYIYAL  49.1 47.2 21.0 T 503 43.6 2.1
B, Performance of full-tice students Tn first college-Tevel course in skii7 area [IMroUYN SPring
‘86): Remedfat. Remediat.
, Hot Heeded Completed
# ENROLLED 134 58
% PASS 88.8 75.9
HOTES:
*28 students subsequently exespted and completed coiirga-level math course.
**30 students with original requirement left college oefore first year.
{vos2187)
2 I
Q 4 £ ‘J

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

NEW JERSEY BASIC SXILLS COWNCIL 1984-86 INSTITUTIGHAL PROFILE COLLEGE Wm, Paterson

DEPARTMENT OF HIGHER EDUCATION EFFECTIVENESS REPORT BASIC SKTLL AREA Algebra
(Fal1 1984 Cohort) AREA NUMBER 4 o
1. Students required to be te-ted: FULL-TIME 1041  PART-TIME 104
2. Students tested (and % of FULL-TINE PART-TIME
those counted in #1 above): i 4 [} 1
1046 100.4 104 100.0
3. Studenis needing remediation- FOLL-TIFE PART-TIFE
(3 of those tested): [} 1 13
238*  22.7 33 3.7

4, Students enrolTed ¥n appropriate remedial courses in any sewester from Sumper 3% to Spring
'86 (3 of those identiffed in #3 abuve):
PART-TIME

FULL-TIME
[ % 1] L]
198+* 83.1 23**  87.8

5. Tourse enroliment (i_n‘z semester Trom Susmer B4 to Spring 'Eb) and outcomes for Final Tevel of
resediation:

FULL-TINE ' PART-TINE
fEarolled  IWass  fall  ZWithdrew | fEnrolled  Pass  3Fail  3ithdrew
198 81.3 14.1 4.5 : 29 72.5 17.2 10.3
BT Pre- aN0 POST-Test results TOr reaealal Courses I1n skill area: See attached.
7. Four-Semester follow up of Tail-Yime students (based on Spring ‘856 data):
TERM DATA (SPRING °86) ‘ CUMULATIYE DATA
Remediat. Remediat. Resediat. ' Remediat. Remediat. Reudift.
Not Meeded Completed Not Completed 'Not Meeded Completed Mot Complet:
TOTAL # 808 160 78 '
# RETURNEO SPR.'86 (3) 548( 67.8) 121( 75.6) 21( 26.9)'
MEAN CREDITS ATTEMPTED 10.1 9.3 9.8 ‘479 47.0 43,2
MEAN CREDITS EARNED 8.9 8.5 1.5 ' 42,6 a. 37.3
MEAN GPA 2.3 2.2 1.8 o224 2.4 2.0
3 6PA > 2.0 73.2 67.9 47.4 7.0 76.0 42.9
2 SUCCESSFUL SURVIVAL 49.6 51.3 12.8 ' 4841 57.5 1.5

B, PeE;omance of fu'7-tTme students Tn First college-level Course in skilf area [through Spring
'86):

Remediat. Remediat.
Not Meeded Compl eted
# ENROLLED 168 82
3 PASS 83.9 80.5

NOTES:
*52 students subsequently exempted or changed to non-algebra majors.

#*33 students with original requirement left college before first year.

{v082187)
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NEW JERSEY BASIC SKILLS COUNCIL COLLEGE___ WILLIAM PATERSON

DEPARTMENT OF HIGHER EDUCATION

1084-86 INSTITUTIONAL PROFILE
EFFECTIVENESS REPORT
(Fall 1984 Cohort)

3a. Criteria below which students were placed into remediation (NJCBSPT unless otherwise

specified):

Reading: RC 166; SATV 400 with RC 166-168; Nelson Denny 4th Stanine

Writing: Essay 7; SS 168 with Essay = 7

Computation: MC 167

Elementary Algebra: EA 175 and math-related major

4a. Percent of students identified for remediation who had enrolled in appropriate remedial
course in the skill area by Spring ‘85 (i.e., within two semesters):

FULL-TIME PART-TIME
Reading: a3 69
Writing: 97 71
Computation: 90 66
Elementary Algebra: 92 75

4b. Students identified as needing remediation who were present in Spring "86 but had not
enrolled in an appropriate remedial course in the skill area:

FULL-TIME PART-TIME

# % # %

Reading: 19 5.9 3 11.5

Kriting: u 0.0 3 8.5

Computation: 16 5.2 7 21.8

Elementary Algebra: 7 2.9 2 6.0
Ci /3 O
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WILLIAM PATERSON COLLEGE OF NJ

PRE-TEST AND POST-TEST RESULTS FOR REMEDIAL COURSES (FINAL LEVEL ONLY)
IN READING, WRITING, MATH COMPUTATION AND ELEMENTARY ALGEBRA
FALL 1984 COHORT

CUMULATIVE DATA FOR SUMMER 1984 THROUGH SPRING 1986

PRE-TEST POST~-TEST Percent Students
Neme of Course!| Total Nc. | Name of Test Section Minlmum Score ﬂ-" Mean , Standard Mean | Standard Attalning Min,
Enrolled Adalnlstered of Test Needed to Deter- Devlation Deviation | Level on Post-testd
In Course Administered | mine Proficiency?
TH 101 269 NICBSPT Camputation 167 192 1158.6] 5:66 172.5 1 3.60 97.4
MATH 105 198 NJCBSPT Algebra 176 148 1165.4] 4.74 179.8 | 4.59 84.5
ENG 108 32 NICBSPT Essay 7 228 | 5.9] 1.10 8.4 |1.14 97.4
RA 107 290 NJCBSPT Reading Conp. 165* 185 }154.7] 8.25 162.3 | 7.50 91.9
i

*0n Nelson-Denny Test greater than stanine 3.

"~ -
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1984-85 INSTITUTIONAL PKOFILE
(Fall 1984 Cohort)

NEW JERSEY BASIC SKILLS COUNCIL

COLLEGE Rutgers-Camden
DEPARTHENT OF HIGMER EQUCATION BASIC

ASIC SK Readin
AREA NUHBER 1 OF 3

1. Students required to be tested: FULL-TIME 323 PART-TIME 50

NEW JERSEY BASIC SKILLS COUNCIL

1984-86 INSTITUTIONAL PROFILE
OEPARTMENT OF HIGHER EQUCATION EFFECTIVEWESS REPORT

(Fall 1924 Cohort)

COLLEGE Rutgers-Camden
8ASIC SRTLL AREA Vritin
of J )

AREA NUMBER 2

1. Students required to be tested: FULL-TIME _323  PART-TIME _50

2. Students tested (and % of FULL-TINE PART-TIME 2. Students tested (and 3 of FULL-TINE PART-TINE
tnose counted in 1 above): [} 3 [ 3 those counted in #1 above): 4 L] ! ]

N2 96.5 27 54.0 312 96.5 27 54.0

3. tudents needing remediation POLL-11he PART-TIRE 3. Students necding remediation FOLL-TTRF PART-TINE
(% of those tested): ! 4 ! b3 {4 of those tested): H 3 [} 1

74 23.7 5 18.5 65 27.2 10 37.0

¥, Students enroile. 1n appropriate remedial courses in any semester from Summer B3 to SPring
'86 (% of those identified in #3 above):
Fl’lLL-IIHE PART-TIME
3 { 3

58 78.3 2 40.0
5. Course enroliment {any semester from Sumwer B4 to Spring 'B5] and outcomes for Final level of
resediation: —
FULL-TINE ' PART-TIME

L’n fEnrolled  %Pass  gFail IHi thdrew . #Enrolled  $Pass  $Fail M1 thdrew
(=
o 58 98.3 1.7 0 : 2 100 0 0
{

5. Pre- and post-test results for remedfal courses in skill area: Ro post-test Jdia.

7. Four-semester follow up of full-time students (Dased on Spring "L datal™

TERH DATA (SPRING '86) ' CUMULATIVE € TA
Remediat. Remediat. Remediat. ' Remediat. Remediat. Remediat,

Not Needed Coapleted Mot Completed ‘Mot Meeded Completed Mot Completed

%, Students enrolTed in appropriate rewmedial cudrses in any seester from Sumas, B4 0 Spring
'86 (3 of those identified in #3 above):

FULL-TINE PART-TINF
! ] H )
64 75.2 7 15.0

I‘Cﬁﬁﬁf e‘r;rollmenf. {any semester Trom Sumer 8% to Sering "85} and outcomes Tor final icvel of
remediation:

FULL-TIME ' PART-TIME
f€nrolled  3Pass  3Fall  Suithdrew *  [nrolled  gPass  3fall  uithdrew
64 84.4 12.5 31 : 7 n.4 14.3 14.3
5. Pre- and ; ' tést results for remedial courses In skill area: No post-teést gata.,
T Four-temester Toliow up of Tuli-time students [based on Spring '8b dataji:
TERM DATA (SPRING *86) ! CUMULATIYE 0ATA

Remedfat. Remediat. Remediat. ' Remediat. Remediat. Remediat,
ot Needed Completed MNot Completed ‘Not Needed Completed Mot Complet:

TOTAL # 238 57 17 TOTAL ¢ 227 73 2 '
# RETURNED SPR.'86 (3) 161( 67.6) 139{ 68.4)  10( 58.8)' # RETURNED SPR.'86 (%) 153( 67.4) SS{ 75.3}  2( 16.6) '
MEAN CREDITS ATTEMPTED 13.4 13.0 12.8 ' 544 50.6 50.4 MEAK CREDITS ATTEMPTIED 13.5 12.7 7.0 ' 54,8 50.3 37.0
MEAN CREDITS EARNEO 12.6 12.7 12.4 'o52.7 49,5 49.8 MEAN CREDITS SARNED 12.9 n.9 7.0 ' 537 48.1 33.5
KEAN GPA 2.6 2.6 2.5 b 2.5 2.7 MEAN GPA 2.7 2.3 2.6 t2.8 2.3 21
< GPA > 2.0 79 74 90 ‘87 87 100 % GPA > 2.0 82 N 50 'o9l 80 50
% SUCCESSFUL SURVIVAL 53 51 53 '59 60 59 % SUCCESSFUL SURYIVAL 55 53 8 o6l 60 8
B, Performance of FUTT-time students in TIrst college-Tevel course in SKI11 area {through Spring 8. Performance of fuli-time students In Tirst college-Tever coursé In snaiT area [Ehrough Spring
'86): Remediat, Remediat. *86): Remediat. Remediat.
Hot MNeeded Comple’ed Hot Needed Completed
# ENROLLEO 204 57 # ENROLLEO 214 67
3 PASS 89 86 3 PASS 39 92
RUTES? WOTES?:

Icriterion for completion {second & third study groups) Is enroliment In English 101, even
though a student may not have enrolled in remediation.

431

{vos2487)

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

ICriterion for cospietion {second & third study groups) is enroliment 1n Engiish 101, even
though a student may not have cnrolled in remediation. PN
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NEW JERSEY BASIC SKILLS COUNCIL 1984-86 INSTITUTIONAL PROFILE COLLEGE Rutgers-Camden
DEPARTMENT OF HIGHER EDUCATION EFFECTIVERESS REPORT BASIC S ebra

(Fall 1984 Cohort) AREA NUMBER 3 _f'g—o )

1. Students required to be tested: FULL-TIME 323 PART-TIME 50

2. Students tested (and % of FULL-TIME PART-TIME
those counted in #1 above): # % # %

312 96.5 27 54.0

3. Students needing remediation FULL-TTME PART-TIME
(% of those tested): # % # %

72 23.0 9 33.3

4. Students enrolied in appropriate remedial courses in any semester from Summer 84 to Spring
'86 (% of those identified in #3 above):

FULL-TIME PART-TIME
# 5 # %
49 68.0 7 77.7
5. Course enroliment (any semester from Summer 8% To Spring '86] and outcomes for final level of
remediation: —
FULL-TIME ' PART-TIME
#Enrolled  %Pass  %Fail %Wi thdrew : #Enrolled  %Pass  %Fail ZHithdrew
39 69.2 20.5 10.3 : 3 100 0 0

6. Pre- and post-test resulls Tor remedial courses in skill area: HNo post-test data.

/. Four-semester follow up of full-time students {based on Spring ‘86 datal):

TERM DATA (SPRING '86) ! CUMULATIVE DATA
Remediat. Remediat. Remediat. ' Remediat. Remediat. Remediat.
Not Needed Completed Not Completed 'Not Needed Completed Not Completed
TOTAL # 246 27 45
# RETURNED SPR.'86 (%) 167( 69.5) 23( 85.1) 20( 44.4)'
MEAN CREDITS ATTEMPTED 13.6 13.4 10.5 ' 54.9 50.1 45.7
MEAN CREDITS EARNED 12.9 13.1 9.6 ' 53.7 48.0 42.8
MEAN GPA 2.6 2.7 2.4 voo2.7 2.5 2.3
% GPA > 2.0 78 78 80 ' 90 87 70
% SUCCESSFUL SURVIVAL 55 67 36 : 62 74 31
8. Pertormance of fuii-time students n Tirst colTege-Tevel course in ski1l area (through Spring
'86): Remediat. Remediat.
Not Needed Comnleted
# ENROLLED 37 12
% PASS 76 75
NCTES:
(v082487]
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NEW JERSEY BASIC SKILLS COINCIL COLLEGE___ RUTGERS-CAMDEN

DEPARTMENT OF KIGHER EDUCATION

1984-86 INSTITUTIONAL PROFILE
EFFECTIVENESS REPORT
(Fall 1984 Cohort)

3a. Criteria below which students were placed inio remediation (NJCBSPT unless otherwise
specified):
Reaviig:  RC 171, McGraw Hill Reading Test 50th percentile
Writing: SS or RC 168, plus in-house essay in some cases

Computation: (no course in computation)

Elementary Algebra: EA 168 or MC 165

4a. Percent of students identified for remediation who had enrolled in appropriate remedial
course in the skill area by Spring ‘85 (i.e., within two semesters):

FULL-TIME PART-TIME
Reading: 65 100
Writing: 57 53
Computation: - -
Elementary Algebra: 75 75

4b. Studeats identified as needing remediation who were present in Spring '86 but had not
enrolled in an appropriate remedial course in the skill area:

FULL-TIME PART-TIME
# % # %
Reading: 7 9.4 3 60.0
Writing: 4 4.7 2 20.0
Computation: - — - ——
Elementary Algebra: 9 12.5 2 22.2
435




1984-86 INSTITUTIONAL PROFILE
(Fall 1984 Cohort)

NEW JERSEY BASIC SKILLS COUKCIL
DEPARTMENT O HIGHER EDUCATION

AREA NUMBER 1 o

1. Students required to be tested: FULL {(ME 740  PART-TIME 104

COLLEGE Rutgers-Newark
BASIC SKIIL AREA Read & writ*
ofz

1984-86 INSTIVUTIONAL PROFILE
(F211 1584 Cohort)

NEW JERSEY BASIC SKILLS COUNCIL
DEPARTMENT OF HIGHER EDUCATION

CDLLEGE Rutgeirs-Newark
BASIC SXTIL AxtX Zlgﬁra

AREA NUMBER

20

1. Students required to be tested: FULL-TINE 740 PART-TINE 104

2. Students tested {and % of FULL-TIHE PART-TIME 2. Students tested {and § of FULL-TIHE PART-TIME
those counted in #1 above): f 3 f 1 those counted in #1 above): 4 b4 [ 5

685 92.5 49 471 685 92.5 39 3.5

3. Students needing remediation FULL-TIRE PART-TINE 3. Students needing remediations  FULL-TIRE PART-TIRE
(% of those tested): U b3 i 1 (3 of those tested): [} 3 1 )

59 8.6 n 22.4 90 13.1 2 56.4

9. Students enrolled in appropriate remedial courses in any seceSter from Suzmer 87 tO Spring
'86 (3 of those {dentified in #3 above):

¥, Students enrolled in appropriate remedial courses Tn any semester from Susmer '84 to Spring
86 (% of those {dantified in #3 above):
FULL-TIME PART-TIME
[} b3 1 b
7.2

82 9.1 17

5. Tourse enroliment {any semester from Suwser '84 to Spring '80] and outcomes for Final level of
remediation: -

FULL-TINE ' PART-TIME
fenrolled  gPass  gFall Wi thdrew . fEnrolled  gPass  gFail IWithdrew
78 93.6 2.6 3.8 : n 63.6 2.3 0

FULL-TIME PART-TIME
i } [} b
57 96.6 7 63.6
5. Tourse enroliment ~3ny seémester from Suamer 83 toO Spring 85) and outcomes for final Tevel of
remedi ation:
FULL-TIME ' PART-TINE

L!o fEnrolled  gPass gFall Wi thdrew . fEnrolled  ZPass  gFail Wi thdrew
{I},' a1 83.0 128 2.1 : 7 2.9 €l 0

5. Pre- and post-test resuits Tor remediai courses Tn skill orea: NO post-te3T data.

5. Pre- and post-test results for rewedial courses in skill area: Ko post-test daca.

7. Four-semester Tollow up of full-time students [based on Spring 8o @arT

7. Four-semester follow up of full-time students (based on Spring ‘85 datal:

TERM DATA (SPRING *86) : CUMULATIYVE DATA TERM DATA {SPRING '86) ' CUMULATIVE DATA
Renmediat. Remediat. Remediat, . Remediat. Remediat. Remediat. Remediat. Remediat. Resediat. ' Remediat. Resedfat. Remadiat.
Not MNeeded Completed Not Completed 'Not Needed Completsd Mot Completed Not Needed Completed Not Cocpleted 'Not Needed Completed Hot Complete
TOTAL # 626 16 ' TOTAL # 58. 13 17 b
# RETURNED SPR.'85 (%)  508( 81.1) 41( 95.3) 2( 12.5) : # RETURNED SPR.'86 (%)  484( 81.7) 57( 78.0) 9( 52.9) *
MEAN CREDITS ATTEMPTED  13.1 12.3 1.5 ! 533 46.7 3.8 MEAR CREDITS ATTEMPTED  13.2 12.2 12.6 ' 535 52.3 53.9
MEAN CREDITS EARNED 1241 10.3 6.5 . 51.2 41.2 23.8 MEAN CREDITS EARNED 1.9 1.2 121 ' 50.6 48.6 49.7
'{ng‘;’.‘ 20 %{;5 5-0 8-4 : géﬁ g.z 1. MEAN GPA 2.4 2.5 2.7 P25 2.5 2.6
3 SUCC'ESSFI.JL SURYIVAL 63 61 0 v 63 8 10 320 1 # it ' & & s
, % SUCCESSFUL SURYIVAL 62 60 47 . 67 64 35
B. Performance of full-time students In TIrst college-1evel course in k1T area [through SPring 8. Performance of TulT-time Students In Tirst college-1evel course fn skIVT area [Ehrough SPring
86): Remle.dlet; Remediat. '86): Remediat. Remediat.
Not Completed Not Meeded Conpleted
4 ENROLLED 531 43 # ENROLLED 94 72
3 PASS 89 72 3 PASS 64 92
ROTES: ROTES:
**English.*
Icriterfon for cﬁletlon {second 3 third groups) Is enrollament in English 101, whetner or
not a student enrolled in reésedfation. S
(V082187 [v082187]
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NEW JERSEY BASIC SKILLS COUNCIL COLLEGE___ RUTGERS-NEWARK

DEPARTMENT OF HIGHER EDUCATION

1984-86 INSTITUTIONAL PROFILE
EFFECTIVENESS REPORT
(Fall 1984 Cokort)

3a. Criteria below which students were placed into rei ediation (NJCBSPT unless otherwise
specified):

Reading:* Essay 8; SS 24 (raw); TSWE 49; SATV 400 with SS 166 and high
school rank top 50%
Writing: (no separate writing course)

Computation: (no computation course)

Elementary Algebra: EA 167 with MC 168

4a. Percent of students identified for remediation who had enrolled in appropriate remedial
course in the skill area by Spring '85 (i.e., within two semesters):

FULL-TINE PART-TIME
Reading:* 98 75
Writing: - -
Computation: - -
Elexentary Algebra: 92 48

4b. Students identified as needing remediation who were present in Spring ‘86 but had not
enrolled in an appropriate remedial course in the skill area:

FULL-TIME PART-TIME

# % # %
Reading:* 1 1.6 1 9.0
Ariting: - - - _—
Computation: - P _— _—
Elementary Algebra: 6 6.6 2 9.0

*Reading and Writing {"English").
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1984-86 INSTITUTIONAL PROFILE
{Feli 1983 Cohort)

NEW JERSEY BASIC SXILLS COUNCIL
DEPARTHENT OF HIGHER EDUCATION

COLLEGE Rutgers-N.Brunswick
8ASIC SKITL AREA Zeadin
T of 3

AREA NUMBER

1. Students required to be tested: FULL-TIME 4485 PART-TIME 138

NEW JERSEY BASIC SXILLS CCUNCIL
DEPARTMENT OF MIGHER EDUCATION

1984-86 INSTITUTIOHAL PROFILE COLLEGE Rutgers-N.Bruaswick
EFFECTIVERESS REPORT SaSIC X Nriting

(Fall 1984 Cohort) AREA MMBER 2 G

1. Students required to be tested: FULL-TIME 4486 PART-TIMNE 138

2, Students tested {and % of FULL-TIME PART-TIME 2. Students tested {and % of FULL-TIME PART-TIME
those counted in #3 above): § 2 f 3 thoze counted ir, #1 above): f b4 § b4

4219 953 29 21.0 4219 95.3 28 21.0

J. Students nceding resediation FOLL-VTHE PART-TTHE 3. Students needing remediation’ FOCC-TIRE PRR:=TIHE
(2 of those tested): L] 3 f 4 (% of those tested): 4 f 2

767 17.9 n 37.9 Jud 164 4 13.7

4. Stuaents enroiied In appropriate rewedial courses in any semester Irom Summer B3 t0 opring

'85 (% of those identified in #3 above):
FULL-TIME P;RT-TIME
§ % b4

407*  53.0 2 18.1

>. Course enroliment {any sezester fros Suwer "84 to Spring '85) and cutcomes for final Jevey of
resediation:

fuLL- ' PART-TIME
#Enrolled  gpPass  3Fail Wi thdrew : fEnrolled  gpass  %Fail  Withdrew
407+ 92 4 1 : 2r 100 0 0

6. Pre- and post-test results ¥or remedial courses In skij) area. Ho post-test data,

&, Students enrolled In zppropriate remedial courses In any semester frod Suwmer 'B3 €0 Spring
'66 (% of those Jdentified in #3 above):
FULL-TIME PART-T"’(E
i

f 3
657  93.3 3 5.0

5. Course enrolleent (any sesester froa Sumer "84 to Spring '861 2nd outcomes for Firal level of
resediation:

FULL-TIKE ' PART-TIME
fEnrolled  gpass  3Fail $¥ithdrew : fEnrolled  gPass  %Fail sWithdrew
636 97 2 1 : 3 100 0 0

©. Pre- and post-test resuits 0r remediai courses 1n skiil trea: RO post-iest gata.

7. Your-sesester Toiiow up of full-time students (based on Spring 85 data);:

TERM DATA (SPRING '86) ' CUMULATIYE DATA
Recediat. Rezediat. Remediat. ' Remediat. Remediat. Remediat.
Not Needed Cospleted MNot Completed Mot Keeded Coopleted Not Completed

7. Four-semester follow up of full-time stucents (based on Spring ‘86 Gatalt:

TERN DATA {SPRING *86) ' CUKULATIYE DATA
Remediat. Reaediat.  Remediat. ' Remed’!at. Remediat. Resediat.
Not Heeded Coaspleted Mot Completed :Not Needed Cospleted Not Complet:

TOTAL # 3744 374 393 ' TOTAL # 3802 621 83 '
# RETURNED 5PR.'86 (%)  3211( 8S.7) 308( 82.3) 318(80.9)" # RETURNED S°R.'86 {g) 3256( 85.6) 542( 87.2) 35( 42.1)*
MEAN CREDITS ATTEMPT. Y  14.7 13.7 13.2 P58.3 52.1 51.2 MEAR CREDITS ATTEMPTED 14.7 13.5 12.8 ' 58.3 51.7 46..
NEAN CREDITS EARKED 14.0 12.8 12.2 56.2 43.4 43.4 MEAN CREDITS EARNED 14.0 12.5 1.4 ' 56,2 48.8 41.6
HEAN GPA 2.7 2.3 2.2 'oag 2.3 2.2 HEAH GPA 2.7 2.2 2.0 v 2.3 2.0
T 6PA D 2.0 84 68 65 ‘86 72 65 T 6PAD 2.0 83 67 60 ‘g6 68 46
$ SUCCESSFUL SURVIVAL 72 56 53 '8 59 52 % SUCCESSFUL SURVIVAL 71 58 25 P 59 19
o Verfo.s: "I-time students In Tirst coilege-TeveT course In SKTIT area [through Spring B, Performance of fuii-time students in first coliege-level course In skill #rea (through Spring
86): Remediat. Remediat, '86): Remedfat. Remediat,
Hot Needed Completed Hot Nesded Ceapleted
# ENROLLEO 2487 336 # ENRGLLED 2647 621
T PASS 93 93 S PASS 93 92
WOTES: NOTES:

*Sumser ‘84 enrollments not fncluded (data not avallable).

Ycriterfon for coepletion (second & third groups) is enrollment in English 101, whether or
not a student enrolled Tn rezediation.

{vos2187]

N,
V)
-}

T¢riterfon for cospletion {second & third groups) {s enrollment in English 101, whether or
not a student enrolled in remediation.

{vos2187]
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NEW JERSEY BASIC SKILLS COUNCIL 1984-86 INSTITI TIONAL PROFILE COLLEGE Rutgers-N.Brunswick
DEPARTMENT OF HIGHER EDUCATION EFFECTIVENESS REPORT BASIC SKTILL AREA Algebra
(Fall 1984 Cohort) AREA NUMBER 3 of g -

1. Students required to be tested: FULL-TIME 4486 PART-TIME 138

2. Students tested (and % of FULL-TIME PART-TIME
those counted in #! above): # % # %

4279 95.3 24 17.3

3. Students needing remediation FULL-TIME PART-TINE
(% of those tested): # % # %

737 17.2 21 87.5

4. Students enrolled n appropriate remedial courses in any semester from Summer "84 to Spring
'86 (% of those identified in #3 above):

FULL-TIME PART-TIME
# % # 2
395 53.5 9 42.8

5. Course enrolTment Tany semester from Summer "84 to Spring "86) and cutcomes for final level of
remediation:

FULL-TIME ! PART-TIME
#Enroiled %Pass %Fail Wi thdrew : #Enrolled %Pass %Fail Wi thdrew
395 75 20 ) : 6 83 0 17

6. Pre~ and post-test rasults for rewedial courses in skill area: No post-test data.

7. Four-semester follow up of full-time students (based on Spring '86 data):

TERHM DATA (SPRING '86) ! CUMULATIVE DATA
Remediat. Remediat. Remediat. ' Remediat. Remediat. Remediat.
Not Needed Completed Not Completed ‘Not Needed Completed Not Completed
TOTAL # 3751 298 439 '
# RETURNED SPR.'86 (%) 3225( £5.9) 261( 87.5) 331(75.3)'
MEAN CREDITS ATTEMPTED 14.7 13.2 13.7 ' 58.3 49.6 53.0
MEAN CREDITS EARNED 14.0 12.7 12.6 ' 56,2 47.0 50.4
MEAN GPA 2.7 2.4 2.4 'ooad 2.4 2.4
% GPA > 2.0 82 72 73 ' 85 75 77
% SUCCESSFUL SURVIVAL 2 63 55 : 73 66 58
8. Performance of fuil-Fime students in first c6iT ge-level course in skill area (through Spring
'86): nedia? Remediat.
Noc Needuu Completed
# ENROLLED 642 220
% PASS 70 56

NOTES:

Throughout: Elementary & Intermediate Algebra combined.

[v082187]
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NEW JERSEY BASIC SKILLS COUNCIL COLLEGE__RUTGERS-NEW BRUNSWICK

DEPARTMENT OF HIGHER EDUCATION

1984-86 INSTITUTIONAL PROFILE
EFFECTIVENESS REPORT
(Fall 1984 Cohort)

3a. Criteria below which students were placed into remediation (NJCBSPT unless otherwise
specified):

Reading: RC 167 with SATV 460; or RC 170 with SATV 410

Writing: Combined total of RC and SS raw scores plus first digit SATV 89 (85
at Livingston College); SATV 410 and SATM 430 (unless RC > 172 or
SS > 174); SATV 390 (unless RC > 176 or SS » 177)

Computation: (no computation course)

Elementary Algebra: EA 161 with MC 167; or EA 171 with in-huuse test 12

4a. Percent of students identified for remediation who had enrolled in appropriate remedial
course in the skill area by Spring '85 (i.e., within two semesters):

FULL-TIME PART-TIME
Reading: 55 52
Writing: 92 81
Computation: -- -
Elementary Algebra: 62 41

4b. Students identified as needing remediation who were present in Spring ‘86 but had not
enrolled in an appropriate remedial course ‘n the skill area:

FULL-TIME PART-TIME
# % # %
Reading: 296 38.5 2 18.1
. Kriting: 38 5.3 0 0.0
Computation: - — - ———
Elementary Algebra: 276 37.4 3 14.2

S
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NEW JERSEY BASIC SKILLS COUNCIL COLLEGE NJIT
BASIC SRTLL AREA_Reading*
AREA NUMSER 1 of | -

1984-86 INSTETUTIONAL PROFILE
DEPARTMENT OF MIGHER EOUCATION

EFFECTIVERESS REPORT
(Fall 1984 Cohort)

1. Students required to be tested: FULL-TIME 505 PART-TIME _2_

2. Students tested (and § of FULL-TIME PART=-TIME
those counted in #1 above): [} b ! b

505 100.0 2 100.0

3. Students needing remediation FUCL-TINE PART-TIRE
(% of those tested): ! 3 ! 3

60 1n.s 0 0.0

§. Students enrofied Tn appropriate remedial courses 1 any semester from Sumer "33 to Spring
'86 (3% of those identified in #3 above):

-0c¢e-

FULL-TEME PART-TIME
! 3 ! 3
60  100.0 0.0
5. Course enroliment (any semester from Suamer "4 o Spring 8b) and ouicomes for final Jevel of
remediation: -
FULL-TEME PART-TIME
#Enrolled $Pass $Fail SWithdrew finrolled %Pass  IFail  gWithdrew

b, Pre- and post-test résults for remedial courses Tn skiil area.

7. Four-semester tollow up of fuli-tite students (base” on Spring 86 datal:

TERM DATA (SPRING '86) * CUMULATIVE DATA
Remedfat. Remediat. Remedfat. ' Remediat. Rcmediat. Remediat.

Not Needed Completed Not Completed ‘Not Heeded Completed Not Completed

TOTAL ¢

# RETURNED SPR.'86 (%)
MEAN CREOITS ATTEMPTED
MEAH CREDITS EARKED
MEAN GPA

2 GPA > 2.0

% SUCCESSFUL SURVIYAL .

1984-86 INSTITUTIONAL PROFILE
"(Fall 1984 Cohort)

NEW JERSEY BASIC SKILLS COUNCIL COLLEGE NJIT
DEPARTMENT OF HIGHER EDUCATION BASIC SKILL AREA wWritin
AREA HUMBER 2 Kf“.!_g‘

1. Student: required to be tested: FULL-TINE S5  PART-TIME 2

2. Students tested {and % of FULL-TIME PART-TIME
those counted in #1 above): ! 3 # 3

505 100.0 2 100.0

3. Students needing re egiation TOLL-TIHE PART-TIAE
(% of those tested): ’ 1 [ b3

124 24.5 0 0.0

¥, Students enrolTed in appropriate remedial courses in any seme,ter Trom Summer "B¥ to Spring
‘86 (% f those jdentified {n #3 above):
FULL-TIME PART-TIME
[ b
0.0

! 1
124 100.0

5. Tourse en-oliment Tany semester Trom Sumher "84 to Spring "B6] and outcomes for finaj level of
rerdiation: —

FULL~TIME ! PART-TIME
#Enrolled iPass 1Fail gWithdrew : {Enrolled  %Pass $Fail aNithdrew
124 86.3 1.6 0 '

&, Pre- and post-test retdits fTor remedial courses in skilil area: No post-test da‘a.

7. Four-semester follow up of fuii-time studeénts (based on Spring ‘B0 data):

TERM OATA (SPRING '86) ' CUMULATIVE DATA
Remedlat. Remediat, Remediat. ' Remediat. Remediat. Remediat.
Not Heeded Completed Mot Completed 'Not Heeded Completed Hot Complet

TOTAL # 3 107 17 ’

1 RETURNED SPR.'86 (3) 276( 72.4) 77( N.9)  4( 23.5) '

MEAN CREOITS ATTEMPTED 15.7 15.4 16.0 ' 64.6 55.8 63.1
MEAN CREDITS EARNCO 12,1 11.4 15.0 ' 55.9 45.4 56.1
MEA GPA 2.53 2.2% 3.55 'o2.87 2.29 3.10
3 GPA > 2.0 80.7 12.2 100 ' Bl.9 68.8 100
% "UCCESSFUL SURYIVAL 58 52 24 ' 59 50 24

B, Perfomance of full-time students ¥n First college-Te,ci course in skill arca [through Spring
'86): Remediat. Remediat.
Not Needed Completed

# ENROLLED
% PASS

RUTES:

*All these students were required to take writing. Remedial reading instruction was embedded
in a sequence whose final level was rezedial writing. Thus, outcomes for the readfng component
cannot be fsolated (and therefore remedial course and follow-up data as submitted were not used in
this study (refer to institutional profilel.

) ( 4"',1. .j;
ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

[v082788)

L}
8. i:gg}?)mancc of TeTl-tiwe students Tn H;-sT college-Tevel course Tn skiTT area {through Spring

Rewedi at. Remediat,
Not Needed Completed
# ENROLLED 199 79
% PASS 90.5 84.8

ROTES:

[vo0924873
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NEW JERSEY BASIC SKILLS COUNCIL 1284-86 INSTITUTIONAL PROFILE COLLEGE NJIT
DEPARTMENT OF HIGHER EDUCATION EFFECTIVERESS REPORT BASIC SKILL AREA Algebra*
(Fall 1984 Cohort) AREA NUMBER 3 of g

1. Students required to be tested: FULL-TIME 505  PART-TIME _2_

2. Students tested (and % of FULL-TIME PART-TIME
those counted in #1 above): # % # %

505 100.0 2 100.0

3. Students needing remediation FULL-TIME PART-TIME
(% of those tested): # % # %

4. Students enrolled in appropriate remedial courses in any semester from Summer ‘84 to Spring
'86 (% of those identified in #3 above): -
FULL-TIME! PART-TIME
# % # %

[4;
.

Course enrolTment (any semester from Summer "84 to Spring '86) and outcomes for Final Tevel oFf
remediation: -
FULL-TIME
#Enrolled %Pass %Fail Wi thdrew

PART-TIME
#Enrolled %Pass %Fail %Withdrew

6. Pre- and post-test results for remedial courses in skill area:

/. Four-semester follow up of full-time students (bised on Spring "86 data):

TERM DATA (SPRING '86) ! CUMULATIVE DATA
Remediat. Remediat. Remediat. ' Remediat. Remediat. Remediat.
Not Needed Completed HNot Completed :Not Needed Completed MNot Completed

TOTAL # !
# RETURNED SPR.'86 (%)

MEAN CREDITS ATTEMPTED

MEAN CREDITS EARNED '
MEAN GPA !
% GPA > 2.0 !
% SUCCESSFLL SURVIVAL :

8. Pertormance of Ffull-time studenis Tn first college-Tevel course in sk. 1 area (through Spring
'86): Remediat. Remediat.
Not Need»d Completed

# ENROLLED
% PASS

NOTES:
*The bulk of data submitted pertain to courses which included advanced algebra up through

pre-caiculus; thus these datz were not reviewed and do not appear here. Only approximately 6
students took a remedial course that treated some lower-level algebra topics.

[v080988]
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NEW JERSEY BASIC SKILLS COUNCIL COLLEGE___ NJIT

DEPARTMENT OF HIGHER EDUCATION

7984-86 INSTITUTIONAL PROFILE
EFFECTIVENESS REPORT
{¥all 1984 Cohort)

3a. Criteria below which students were placed into remediation (NJCBSPT unless otherwise

specified):

Reading: RC 165, SATRC 40

Writing: RC greater » 165, Essay 7, C 165. SATV 400, SATRC > 40, TSWE 40

Computation: (no computation course offered)

Elementary Algebra: (not applicable)

4a. Percent of students identified for remed. ..on who had enrolled in ap~ropriate remedial
course in the skill area by Spring ‘85 (i.e., within two semesters):

FULL-TIME PART-TIME
Reading: 100 4=0)
Writing: 100 (n=0)
Computation: - -—
Elementary Algebra: _— —

4b. Students identif.ed as needing remediatior. who were present in Spring '86 but had not
enrolled in an appropriate remedial course in the skill area:

FULL-TIME PART-TIME
] % # %
Reading: 0 0.0 - _—
Writing: 0 0.0 - -
Computation: - — - -
Elementary Algebra: - _— - -




NEW JERSEY INSTITUTE OF TECHNOLOGY

PEE-TEST AND POST-TEST RESULTS FOR REMEDIAL COURSES (FINAL LEVEL ONLY)
IN READIHG, WRITING, MATH COMPUTATION ANO ELEMENTARY ALGEBRA
FALL 1984 COHORT

CUMULATIVE DATA FOR SUMMER 1984 THROUGH SPRING 1986
u PRE-TEST POST-TEST Percent Students
Noae of Course!] Total No. | Name of Test Sectlon Minlmum Score _!_(_3 Mean , Standard | Hean ) Standord Attalning Min,
Enrolled | Adainistered of Test Noeded to Deter- | Devlation Dovlation | Level on Post-test4
in Course Adainistered | mine Proflclency?
Standard "
Eng. 098-099 60 Task Test Form A 40 33 _R7.6 16.2 |37.2 17.6 54.5
|
446 44




ADDITIONAL NJCBSPT PUBLICATIONS AND RELATED REPORTS*

FUTURES: Making High School Count. New Jersey Basic Skills Council, 1987.

Student Information Bulletin 1989,

Interpreting Scores on the New Jersey “ollege Basic Skills Placement Test.

Interpreting Mathematics Scores on the New Jersey College Basic Skills Placement Test.

Scoring the Essays.

Teaching Reading & Writing. Observations derived from results of the New Jersey College
Rasic Skills Placement Test. New Jersey Pasic Skills Council, 1984.

Report on the Character of Remedial Programs in New Jersey Public Colleges and
Universities, Fall 1984, New jersey Basic Skills Council, 1985.

Report on the Effectiveness of Remedial Programs in New Jorsey Public Colleges and
Universities, Fall 1983 - Spring 1985. New Jersey Basic Skills Council, 1986.

Report on the Results of the New Jersey College Basic Skills Placement Testing, Fall 1988
Entering Freshmen. New Jersey Basic Skills Council, 1989.

*Publications and rept availuble from the Basic Skills Assessment Progrum, New
Jersey Department of } . Education, 20 West State Street, CN 542, Trenton, NJ
08625.




