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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

The New Jersey Bosic Skills Council reports
annually to the Board of Higher Education on the
stotus of the reading, writinyg, and mathematicol
skills of incoming freshmen and on the effectiveness
of remedial prograns in the public colleges and
universities.  Statewide test results have
consistentiy shown that from 31 percent (in veroal
skills) to 60 percent (in algebra) of entering
college students need remedial courses. In order to
monitor the effectiveness of remediaol programs,
extensive follow-up data on these students gre
requested from each of the public colleges and
universities.

This report, the seventn in the “effectiveness”
series, is the second in which the follow-up Guration
W3S two yeors. Each college submitted datg ond
narrative reports, following standordized guidelines
from tne Basic Skills Council, for the cohort of
full-time freshmen who entered college in tne fall of
1983 ond persisted through four semesters (througn
the Spring 1985 semester), This report presents
comarison, using nultiple megsures, of three groups:
students wio did not need remediation; students who
needed and completed remediation in tne appropricte
skill ares; and students wiio needed put did not
comlete remediation.

Findings gre described poth for the Hew Jersey
Higher Education System as a whole ond, in g separate
section, for individual colleges. Ali dutu reported
and policy issues raised in this report ore as of the
spring of 1985 gnd consequently do not reflect tne
fmpact of any subsequent program changes that iy
have been mode by the colleges on the basis of their
internai review of tnese duta.

General_Findings and Concerns

This report reviews seven outcome indicators
for the three student groups defined above ond
roncludes tiiat, in thie aggregate, remedicl programs

* ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:




ERI

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

in public colleges are uparading the basic skills of
underprepared students to a level where such students
con be retained within, and hence profit from higher
education., These outcome indicator data are reviewed
in the body of the report,

Reports in this series have been concerned with
the generol question of whether collegiate
developmental educution is worthwiile, particularly
when viewed at the system-wide level. Clearly, the
dnswer is "yes,” The reader, however, must keep in
mind the distinction between evaluating system-wide
renedial /developmental education ond eveluating the
extent to which on individual college’s remedial
progrom is successful, Statewide, a large nunber of
remedial sedquences (24,077 for the 1983-85 cohort
alone) were completed by students who were previously
Judged unprepared for college work. Inis good news
nust be considered in the context of the four
concerns roised below.

First, the extent of the need for remedial
prograns has not lessened. The percentages of
freshmen needing skills courses have been relatively
constant over the past eight years (as noted in the
Council’s annual test results report).

Second, tne enterprise of remediation is not an
easy one, for either the college or the students.
Colleges, particulorly in tne two-year sector, expend
a considercble percentoge of their instructional
effort on remedigl courses. Students, for their
part, often invest gs many gs three semesters in one
or more remedigl cotrse seaugnces, Counseling,
tutoring and odvisement must be tailorad to meet the
needs of skills deficient students whose expectations
and self-imoge moy not be congruent with their
academic preporedness. There is no quick fix for
ocodemic deficiencies.

Third, system or sector-wide averages mask wide
variations in progran effectiveness (see Section X).
This report series begun with an effort to collect
accurate aond oppropriate data from each college.
Upon the successful compilation of such system-wide
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datu, vroad conclusions on the relative success of
renediol programs were reocned last year ond ore
reconfirmed in this year’s report. o our kaowledge,
ilew Jersey is the only state thot haos collected such
an array of duta on the outcomes of remedial programs,

Hhile some coment is made on individuol
college programs in Section X of this report, the
Council’s next report in this series wili focus on
tie strengths and weaknesses of indivitual programs.
Tne generui porameters of the remedial programs ure
now sufficiently kaown: It 1S time to take tne next
step toward fine-tuning the system.

Fourth, the angiyses In this report ore bused
on cowering the performunce of remediotion-corpleted
students with that of non-remedial students. Ihe
latter serve us @ yardstick for tne former. The
reader should also be alert to judging the gosolute
values of tne dota reported for non-remedial
students, For exomle, is a four-semester retention
rate of &3 Dercent for non-remedici students in the
four-year stute colleges a satisfoctory figures

Further, onalyses in this report pertuin only
to students who persisted in the higher education
systen, ilo follow-up data wus gathered on those wio
dropped out, “stopped out” or transferred pefore
copleting four sewesters,

Design Dilemnas in Assassing “Effectiveness”

The evaluation design chosen is not one of a
“controlied” oxperiment; i.e., one thut withhelds
remediation from o randonly chosen needy group of
students and cogares their result to a “renedioted”
yroun. Ratner, our strategy is to gather datu on
meltiple indicators relating to most of tne aspects
that are relevant to u successful progran. For
exomle, regarding those students ploced by a college
in remediol course sequences, the assessment is
designed to produce answers to the following
auestions:  Wnat percentoge pass the remedial
course? If post-tasts gre ygiven, whot percentage
attain the placement criteria for the first college
course? Hhat percentcde are retained in colleae for

iti
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four semesters? Whot are the grade point averages of
retoined students? What percentage of these students
have a “C" average (or better)? What percentoge of
these students poss their subseauent, first
college-ievel course that reauires the skill area
Just remediated?

Judging the effectiveness of a program on only
one or two of these indicotors would not produce an
occurate assessment of the coliege progrom. A
pottern onalysis of individual programs, much like o
"personality profile.” is required. Mithin such an
analysis, bosed solely on statistical indicators, o
potentiol exists both for umvarranted criticism ond
for unfounded proise. For exawie, do hlgh rewdicl
course possing rates indicate effective instruction
or lox trading standards? Only on onglysis of
subsequent post-test competence ond college course
performance can tease this out.

A lengitudinal onolysis, i.e., over severol
conorts of students, is the mast accurate way to
assess the effectiveness of programs, Such doto will
be avolloole with tne next report. Conseauently, the
Basic Skills Council hos chosen a coutious
interpretation of the individual college data
presented in this report.

atewjde Patter

The most importont finding of the present
report is thet full-time, skills-deficient students
who complete their college’s remedial course seauence
hove two to three times the chonce of college success
as students who need but do not comlete
renediotion, This is o pottern identical to the
finding In the previous (1982-84) effectiveness
study. It suggests to the Council that the state’s
investment in placement testing ond remediation has
been productive. Specifically, th: data on
ggtcane megsures gatl.ered foir this study indicote

at:

0 Rgggn;lgg Rotes at four semesters for
those students who complete remediotion
are similor to or higher thon the raotes

- {v -

jani
| KN




for students who did not need
resediotion.  For these two growps
respectively, reteation was 72 vs, &9
percent ut the state colleges and 56 vs.
2 percent at the county colleges.
Retention rates of students not completing
needed remediation, on the other hand,
were only 31 percent in the state colleges
and 21 percent in the county colleges.
mtlszuttern wos similar ot Rutgers and

o Since retentlm is a necessory but not
sufficient indicator of grogrun success,
toe Succossful Surviv {SSR), thot
is the percentuge of tae origingl colort
who both remoin qx] have ot jeast a “C*
averoge, was corputed for all three
grouns.  Students completing remediation
tad SSR’s similar to non-remediol students
at both state and county colleges. At
Rutgers the SSR's of the two groups were
not os close as in the other sectors,

In controst, the SSR’s of students
ulio did not complete remediotion were only
aoout g third of those of students wno
completed rasediation,

¢ In terms of college ﬂ%ﬁui_cprngg at the
tWo-year point, renedliation-copleted
students in the state colleges were on the
average only five credits (45 total)
behind non-remedial students (51
credits). At the county colleges, where
mny students need multiple leveis of
remediation, the gop in credits earned
vetween students not needing remediation
ond remedigtion-completed students was 10
credits (44 vs, 34). At boch Rutgers and
{17, tnis difference in credits earned
was seven. For many students this “ggp”
con ve effectively closed by toking o to
tirge college courses in the stmmer,

o Despite the temporary slowing of progress
toward the degree, students vho complete
remediation venefit from: o preporation

1
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thot glves them a probgbility of passing
callege-level courses rearly as high as
that of nor-remedial students, af
attaining grode paint averages only
sligntly lawer thon non-remedial students,
and of hoving successfu! survival rates
two ta three times higher than students
wito did nat complete remediatian,

If remedigtion is effective, students who
hove compieted it should pass their
subsequent callege-level courses at rates
similar ta non-remediol students.
Averaged acrass oll callege sectors, the
difference in passing rate far cailege-
level English Composition between
non-remedial and writing-remediated
students was seven percent (87% vs, 80%).
In subsequent callege-level mcthematics
courses the difference in passing rutes
between non-remedial n
algebro-renediated students was 10 percent
34% vs. 74%).

While these passing rates are generally
acceptable, they might be impraved if all
students exiting remedigl sequences were
indeed prepared far callege wark. While
virtuallv oll institutions that reparted
post-test data indicated significant gains
in student scares an pre- and
post-remediol course testing, nc: all
students who passed o remedial caurse
actually met the criterio established by
tagt  institution for entry ta
college-level work, Sixty cases of
progran  exit-testing (representing
oppraximotely 10,000 -~tudents) were
reported, Of these, anly one-third aof tie
prograns hed aver 90 percent of their
students reocning the callege’s placement
criteria an the past-test after passing
the highest level remedial course.
Thirty-eight percent aof the progrom
post-tests revealed less thon 70 percent
af students recching minimum competence on
their post-tests.

_vi_
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6 The somle of past-test results in this
report suggests that the success of
remedial programs in our colleges, though
considerable, is limited in some
respects. For students who completed
remediotion, performance on multiple
outcome meastres heretofore kLas been
judged on g stondord relative to
non-remediol  students.,  Exit-testing
imoses G more absolute stondurd of
performance. Data from the current sample
af post-tests suggests that there is
consideruble room for improvement in
specific remedial programs in the state.
dowever, these dato ore as yet too
inconplete  to suggest definjtive
conclusions,

The student progress seen in the
post-test data is often significent and
tius comiendable, However, progress from
0 very low starting point may not alwuys
be sufficient to reach the level necessary
for college work (e.d. pre-/post-test
scores that increose significantly from a
“I2" to o “32" ore commendadle but
insufficient if a “70" is the criterion),
For students witn several deficiencies
wore time may be needed to imorove their
skills to thz college level,

Institution-specific Patterns

Tnere is wide diversity ocross colleges in poth
remediol prograom structures ol in the effectiveness
of remediotion within each skill orea, Within
colleges, voriation was noted doth in policies and in
progrum effectiveness among skill areas. For
exaple, a given college may demonstrate effective
progroms in reoding ond algebra but exhibit weok
progrom reselts in writing, In oddition, many
Institutions, porticularly in the county college
sector, choose ta reduire remedigtion in algchia only
of those students in math-reloted mujors.

= vif -
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Further, in instonces of incomplete or
inadequote doto from o college, judgements cbout the
academic quolity of o program may not be occurate.
There could be one or more institutions which expend
adequate effort ond resources on remedial program
instruction but do not. do on odequote job of
collecting ond reparting outcome doto. Heedless to
say, tnere is room for iwprovement in the quality ond
corpletenass of: the. doto being given to the Council.

This report contoins o section thot presents
individual institutionol profiles for each remediol
progran. Areas where colleges con inprove
performance (or ought to conduct institutional
reseorch _on onomalous outcomes) ore explicitly
noted. These reviews ore provided in o collegiol
snirit with the intent of providing information that
can leod to program improvement. Eoch college was
given the opportunity to comment on its profile prior
to the publicotion of this report.

The profiles section Of next yeor's report will
be more extensive and will use longitudinal dota to
1{lun{note progran strengths ond wedknesses nore
cleorly.

Recommendotions

This report is the second two-vear cohort study
of remediol students. The stotewide ond
institutional potterns that have emerged ore now
sufficiently cleor ond consistent thot the Basic
Skills Council recommends the foliowing:

6  Exit-Test Dato for Rémedial Programs

C(ollege-level courses should be
conducted on the expectotion thot students
possess the skills needed to succeed in
the courses. Therefore, plocement
criterio should pe estoblished corefully
s0 05 to ollon students the opportunity to
demonstrote these skills. Similorly, exit
criterio from remediol programs should be
developed to ossure that students ore
entering coilege-level courses with the
skills they need to succeed. Whotever
level of skills proficiency o college
determines for entronce into o
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college-level course should coply equally
to students who are initially pleced in
that course ond to students. who come to
the course by way of a remedial progranm.

Exit-testing (i.e., at tie end of
the lost remedial course) is currently
being reported for only 53 percent of
remediol prograns. The Council recormends
tiat all public colleges employ
exit-testing for their remedial programs.
Appropriote standardized tests such as the
HSCBSPT should be used. If tesls other
than tie NJCBSPT ore used for
post-w2sting, equating with the NJCBSPT
should o2 done.

The Council’s intent in collecting
exit-test results is to assess programs,
not ndividual students. Towurds this
end, a cellege could opt to test ull
exiting remedial students or o random,
representative somle.

Institutionai Self Assesswents

. To dote most institutions provide
tieir rededial outcomes duta witnout
explicitly attespting to assess the status
of their progroms. In_tie future, tie
Council’s reporting guidelines will usk
eoch college to provide norrative that
ossesses its remedial progran strengths
ond weaknesses, both in light of data from
comparable institutions und in the context
of program development over time.

Consultative Assistance to_ Remedial
Proarons

ihe Council wili expand its current
site visit program. which to date has
sought to observe noteworthy programs, to
offer consultations to  those programs
seexing assistance or review, Further,
the Council recommends that funds be made
available to provide options for

-ix_
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consultgtive ossistonce to those
institutions whose remediol program or
program componants need improvement.

State-wide Foculty Hetworks

., Foculty teoching basic reading,
writing ond muthematics courses should
have access to the latest research on
etfective teoching methods, The Council
ccormends that the Board of Higher
Faucaticn foster stotewide networks
designed to coilect and exchange
information on pedogogical methods.

Local Research Efforts

The Council’s guidelines for the
preparation of institutional effectiveness
reports should be viewed 0s minimum
evaluation requirements. The Council
urges colleges to conduct local research
efforts that focus on areas needing
iimprovement, serve to advonce the
effectiveness of student learning in
established programs, ond evaluate
patterns over time that could reveal more
cbout the strengths aond wecknesses of
individuol programs. The Council would
welcome the receipt of such reports from
institutions for the purpose of sharing
information among colleges.

17
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INTRODUCTION
Bockaround

Evaluating ony educationol program is g
difficult and complex process. Eoch college has a
distinct mission, and o heterogenecus student body
with a wide range of basic skills preparation. Most
Hew Jersey institutions provide multiple levels of
remedial/developmental courses. The Basic Skills
Council’s goal of evaluating remedial programs in a
consistent monner depends upon formulation of @
comon set of questions and dafinitions which yield
useful data yet permit reco?nltlon of institutionol
Idiosyncracies ond preserve institutional autonomy.

When it quthorized the development of the lew
Jersey College Bosic Skills Placement Test (NJCBSPT)
in 1977, the Boord of Higher Education of the State
of New Jersey glso reauired reports from the pudlic
institutions of higher education on the charocter gnd
effectiveness of tieir repedial programs. Virtually
all freshmen entering tlew Jersey public colleges agre
now tested in reoding, writing, computation and
elenentary algebra. The consistent finding from tnis
testing program has been that between 31 percent (in
verba] skills) and 50 percent (in gloehre) of
entering students lack the cowetence to begin
college work in one or more areas. Consequently, ol
public colleges hove remedial progroms desigred to
raise the skill levels of students found to be poorly
prepared for college. This {s tiie seventh report of
the Basic Skills Council to the Board on the
effectiveness of remediol progroms in New. Jersey’s
public colleges and universities.

Assessment Design

Six years ago, recognizing the complexity of
the data collection and anolysis invelved in an
udequate ond falr evaluation of the state's nublic
college remedial programs, the Bosic Skills Council
created tie Assessment Comittee to odvise the
Councll on metnods of program evaluation, Composed
of institutional researchers, odministrators and
faculty representing each sector of ilew Jersey public
ilgner education, the Committee formulated ond, over
several years, refined the gssessment desion used in
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this report. A report on program effectiveness |s
required of each college, including both 0 narrativa
description ond @ set of tobulor dota, following the
“Guidetines for Prepaoration of Institutional Reports
on Remedial Progrom Effectiveness” (sec Appendix A).

In recognition of the fuct thot resediation
(particulorly for students who hove more thon one
deficiency) moy take longer thon two semesters, the
Council required reporting from eoch college on the
cohort of full-time students who entered in the foll
of 1983 ond were enrolled through the spring of 1685,

The Council’s opprooch to the assessment of
remedial progrom effectiveness uses multiple measures
to corpare each of three full-time student eroups
within the colleges. Students who need ond comlete
remediation are, on the one haond, corpored with
students who did not need remediotion. On the other
liond, remediotion-completed students aore compared
with students_ who did not comlete needed
remediotion. This is o “relative” form of comparison
fn that it Judges the performorce of o college’s
remediel progran relative to the college’s own
stundord -- its non-remedial student ocutcomes.

This opprooch is supported by the work of Akst
and Ryzewiz, who conducted o natjonal survey in 1985
of the methods used by 700 colleges to evalugte
remedial mothematics progroms: they recommended thot
“...summative evoluations should compare the
ochievement in follow-up courses of students who hove
possed remedial math courses with students who needed
but did not receive remediation, ond with students
who were initially exemoted from remediation” (Akst
and Rysewiz, 1985).

Progran evaluation per se is o problenotical
and difficult task, but when diverse programs
developed ot very diffarent kinds of institutions
hove to be assessed on the basis of unifori
procedures it becames a formidoble undertoking., As
educational researchers know, borring o strictly
control/experimentol grouns design in which remedial
students con be condamly assigned to contral (no
remediation) ond 2xperimental (receiving remedial
Instruction) groups., there is no ather fu
satisfoctory method of evgluating the effectiveness
of remeéiu prograns.  The control/experimental
groups design was rejected by the Assessment

-2-
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Comittee as an imoroctical option becouse of the
obvious ethical, public policy, and governance
problems which could arise from a state reguirement
denying remedial belp to o substantial number of
students who need it.

In the ovsence of such a single megsure which
could provide sufficient information on the
effectiveness of remedial progroms, it wos decided to
identify multiple outcome megsures which would
provide evidence in context, even if it could orly be
interpreted cumlatively. If multiple msusures for
on institution form a consistent pattern, then
odequate conclusions on the effectiveness of
renediation at the fnstitution could be drosn. As
Sullivan and Feldnon argued in 1975: “If we claim to
measure a certain trait, or adstroct concept, With
each of several very different methodologies, ond
these very different measurement procedures produce
results which are quite similor, we moy be pore
confident in the valldity of our measures tion {f
this were not tie case.”

Our strutegy is to gather data on multiple
Indicatars relating to mast of tne gspects tnat ore
relevant to a successful progrom. For examie,
regording those students placed vy @ college in
renedial course seauences, the gssessment is designed
to produce answers to lne following questions: WHhat
percentoge pass tne remedial course? If post-tests
are given, #h3t percentage gttain the plocement
criteria for the first college course? Hhat
percentage gre retoined in college for four
sadgesters? Hhat are the grode point averages of
retained students? ithat percentoge of these students
have g "C" averoge (or Yetter)? "What percentoge of
these students poss their subseguent, first
college-level course tiat requires the skill area
Just remediated?

Judging the effectiveness of o program on only
one or tro of these indicators would not produce gn
occurgte gssessment of the college program. A
pottern onalysis of individual progrums, much like o
“personality profile,” s required. Witnin such on
analysis, based selely on statistical indicators, a
potential exists doth for umwurrunted criticisn and
for unfounded proise. For exomle, do high remediol
course passing rates indicate effective Instruction
or lox groding standards? Only on analysis of

-5~
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subsequent post-test competence and college course
performance can tegse this out.

A bosic dilema is whether each program's
functioning is adeauately reflected in its reported
data. A longitudinal analysis, i.e., over several
cohorts of students, is the -most Gccurgte woy to
gssess the effectiveness of programs. Such data will
ve gvoilgble with the next report. Consequently, the
Bosic Skills Council has chosen a cautious
interoretation of the individunl college dota
presented in this report. Meanwhile, the existing
indicators will continue to be refined. In addition,
the Council will pursue ways of getting more comlete
data from the colleges and will develop new models
for setting comarative standards using the present
set of indicators.

Recently, the Assessment Committee has given
considerable thought to ¢ proposed supplemental
design, nomely a single-mcasure, pre- gnd post-test
study with new data to be collected. The comittee
has concluded that this would be a weaker design than
the present anolyses of multiple indicators, would
odd no new information, and would leod to erronecus
conclusions as explained below.

Pre- and post-test results on remediated
students provide one of the seven indicators of
progran effectiveness. In the cbsence of similar
data for o comparable contrel group, conclusions from
such test results must still be open to several
interpretations. Moreover, if assessment were to be
based solely on significant differences between
pre-test ond post-test scores, almost all remedial
prograns would Oppear to be effective based on the
data currently being submitted by institutions.
Therefore, recognizing inherent problems involved in
interpreting pre- and post-test data in the gbsence
of a control group and recognizing that relatively
small differences between pre- and post-test scores
con be statistically significant, the Assessment
Comittee has de-emphasized the use of gain scores.
Instead, the focus has been on the percent of those
comleting remediation who reoch minimum competency
on a post-test (i.e., earn a score sufficient for
placement into first college-level course). It
should be understood that this percentage is gffected
by the plocement criteria odopted by an institution
and by the match between post-tests and remedicl
course content.,

-4 -
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This report primarily reflects statistics
submitted by tne institutions. However, the
calleges’ reports alsa included narrative sectigns
containing the fallowing information: histary of tne
pragram, placement criterio and their efficiency,
course descriptions, suppart services, staffing
patterns, college palicies, and student perfarmance
results, This additional informotion pravides a
valuoble cantext far interpreting the numerical
data. The individual college narrative reparts

. should therefore be of great ipterest to egch

institution’s Board of Trustees.
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OUTCOPE  INDICATORS

The Summary Table below presents retentian
rates, percentages of grede point averages greater
than or equal to 2.0, and successful survival rates
for all the college sectors averaged across eoch of
the four remedial areas. Paorallel data far tie
1932-84 cohort are provided for comparison,
Throughout this table the dominant pattern is that
the remediation-completed student data are similar to
that of non-remedial students. In contrast, students
ot cawietins remediotion hove retentian und
successful survival rates two to three times lower
than those of non-remedial students.

In the 4% tobles that follaw the narrative,
data are presented on ecch of the seven outcome
indicators for eoch of four remedial skill areas.
Each table contains data for individual colleges gs
well as weighted means by sector.

Passing Rates of Students in Remedial Courses

The first of the seven outcome indicatars to be
exanined is the passing rate af students in remedial
courses. In genergl, a low passing rate indicates a
problem which shauld be investigoted. It moy be a
warning obout the quality of instruction, ar it may
meon that the level of the course taugit is too high
for a large majority of the students, (In this lotter
case, more class haurs ar a lower-level course may be
woropriate.) 0On the other hand, 0 high passing rgte
is often a good sign. It moy indicate good tedusing
at an approprigte level for the students. However,
an extremely high passing rate could alsc be a clue
that the course is top easy far a large number of
students. Anolysis of other indicators would be
needed to resolve such issues. *

Tables 1 through 4 provide data by college on
the passing rates in remedial courses in each skill
area. The colleges were asked to provide datg only
an the highest level (or last) remedial courses in
their sequences.

Acrass the county colleges, an qverage of 75
percent of full-time students passed their remedial
regding courses (range: 53-160%), 72 percent passed
writing caurses (range: 59-87%), 68 percent passed
computation courses {range: 55-84%) .and 85 percent
passed elementary algebra (range: 31-84%), Among
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PERCENTAGES FOR RETENTION,

SIHMARY TABLE

GRADE POINT AVERAGES AT OR ABOVE 2.0, AND
SUCCESSFUL SURVIVORS AVERAGED ACROSS ALL REMEDIAL AREAS BY
"NEED FOR REMEDIATION® STATUS AT FOUR SEMESTERS, FALL 1982 AND 1983 COHORTS

COUNTY COLLEGES STATE COLLEGES NJIT RUTGERS
Remediation Remediation Remediation Remediation
Hot ot Not Hot Not Not ot lot
MQMM’MM.CMIC’MMM’MMM
Retention
1983-85 52 56 21 69 72 3 64 60 18 8 a3 &5
1082-94 51 55 2 70 75 39 66 64 18 83 8 73
GPAZ2.0
1983-85 8l 65 S8 8 75 61 83 77 60 86 67 66
1982-34 79 69 60 8 76 57 79 69 25 84 73 69
Successful
urvlvol
1983-85 43 38 13 59 54 19 S 46 11 74 6 43
1982-84 4 37 12 60 S7 24 55 LY 5 V| 61 52

*IncTudes ol students identified as

college’s recomended remedicl sequence,

needing remedlation who either hod not enrolled in or else hod not completed their
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full-time students at the state calleges, passing
rates were slightly higher: an averoge of 8/ percent
in reoding (renge: 80-98%), 85 percent in writing
(ra ge: -30%), 86 percent in computatian {range:
66-92) and 83 percent In algebra (range: 70-93%).
At Rutgers the average paossing rgtes far 1383
full-time students were 84 percent in reoding
(range: 81-97Z), 90 percent in writing (range:
78-95%) and 75 percent in algebra (range: 72-847%).

Despite the cansistency af passing rates aver a
whole sectar, passing rates varied widely among
calleges and alsg within o given callege by skill
area and course level, Law passing rates within g
caurse ar a progran should be analyzed by the
individual callege ta determine which of the
fallawing foctars might be in operatian:

- inoppropriate curricular levels (e.g.,, more
thon ane level of o remedial caurse ar more than ane
semester may be needed tg serve the needs and roise
the proficiencies af students with law skills levels);

- inappropriate plocement (e.q., some students
may have been placed ot a level higher thon they
could handle);

.~ lack of effectiveness in the instructian
pravided; or

- varigus student-related foctars (e.g..
withdrawal from courses ar from the callege due ta
persanal reasans).

—

. Colleges should gim far the highest passible
passing rates In these caurses cansistent with
students attaining proficiency.in the skill areg
being addressed.

Retentiaon Rates

The rate of retentian af an entering graup of
students is a troditional megsure aof the health of an
institution of higher educatian, but it must alwoys
be interpreted in light of the mission and sectar of
the institution as well as in light of tne abjectives
af the students.

Interpretation of retention rates for two-yeor

calleges must toke inta consideration their more
varied missions and their more “open-door” odnissians

~8 -
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policies relative to four-yeor schaols. While many
students seek associcte-level degrees in Hew Jersey’s
county colleges, G substontiel number seek early
transfer to G four-yeor school or desire to complete
only @ few caoreer oriented courses. Eorly tronsfer
of such students (i.e., ot the second or third
semester) may be seen @s 6 mark of the institution’s
success in preporing these students, but at the same
time this success lowers the institution’s reported
retention rates. On the other hond, o very low
retenticn rote moy indicate that on institution is
not meeting its students’ needs ond that its policies
ond/or services snould be reviewed,

Students leave college for G voriety of
reasons; for example, poor grades, transfer to other
institutions, poor heglth, financicl hordship and
changes in coreer gools. Therefore, in inspecting
the tables under “Retention Rates,” it is importont
to exanine not only the retention rates of the
students needing remediation but clso to compore
those rotes with those students who did not need
renediotion ot the same college.

Wnot continues to e the most consistent
finding in this report series is that, across all
collegiate sectors and in oll skill areos, students
who complete remediotion are retgined in college at
rotes thot cre similor to or higher than those for
students who did not need remediation. and ot rates
nuch higher than for those who did not complete it
(see Tooles 5 - 8)., This pottern was seen in the
current two-yeor study grouwp gnd in the comparable
group from the previous (1982-84) Effectiveness
Report. Two Yeor retention rgtes for the groups for
botn cohorts are given as weighted averages across
oll skill areas in the Sumoary Table.

Overcli, the county colleges have the lowest
retention rotes, ond Rutgers University has the
highest, Eighty-three percent of
remediotion-completed students ot Rutgers were still
enrolled ot the fourtn semester (Spring ’85).
Fifty-six percent of remediation-completed students
rengined at_ the county colleges ot the fourth
seester, These retention rgtes ore reported Gs
?Ségentoges of the original cohort that began in Fall
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The remediation-incomplete groups in Tables 5
through 8 showed the lowest retention rates. In the
county colleges, these students had @ probability of
remaining in college of only 14 to 27 percent if they
had not comleted remediation, At the state
colleges, tne retention rates in the fourth semester
for the remediation-not-completed groups ranged from
26 to 35 percent.

Being “retained” in a college at the fourth
semester, however, does not necessarily megn that the
student is “successfui” in tnat coliege. The section
on "Successful Survival Rates” oddresses this issue.

The consistent finding ocross the last two
reports, that students who completed remediation are
even more likely than non-remedial students to remain
In coliege for at least four semesters, may seem
surprising to some, One possible explanation is that
the extra attention given to remedial students in the
form of special advisors, peer tutors, etc. not only
helps them ocademically but also helps them feel more
socially "at home” and, hence, more likely to remain
at the college, Last year, the Council recommended
that individual institutions study this phenomenon on
their own campuses, Site visits conducted during the
past academic yeor by the Assessment Committee have
begun to yield a pattern that suggests that this
social milieu is important,

College Credits Farned

Colleges were asked to report the mean totul
college credits earned for each of the three study
groups at the end of the fourth semester, Tables 9
through 12 display the average number of credits
earned in each college by each skill area over the
four-semester period., Tables 13 through 16 show the
mean credits earned (by skill grea) in eoch college
for the mcot recent term only (Spring ‘85),

The most important issue arising from these
data is the size of the difference. “the gm.” in
credits eorned Dbetween non-remedial and
remediation-completed students. Tobles 9 through 12
contain the average credits earned both by college
and os weighted averages by sector in eoch of the
four remedial areas. The difference in credits
earned ranges from as low Qs two credits for
algebra-remediated students in the state colleges to
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a high of H credits far writing-remedioted students
in the county colleges.

Combining all the remedial areas with weighted
averages results in the fallowing differences in
total credits earned through four semesters between
non-remediol ond remediation-completed students:
county colleges, 10 credits (44 vs. 34); stote
colleges, 5 credits (51 vs. 46); NJIT, 7 credits (59
vs, 52), and Rutgers, 7 credits (55 vs. 49),

A second, related issue is whether students who
comleted remediation assumed course “credits earned”
levels in their fourth semester comparable to
students who did not need remedial courses, Tables
13 througn 16 display the credits earned for the
Spring 1985 semester. Across all disciplines,
remedioted students at the county colleges averaged a
Spring 1985 semester credit load within two credits
(9 vs, 11 of their non-remedial peers; at the state
colieges, the two groups were within one credit (12
vs, 13); at IJIT tne difference was one credit (13
vs, 14); and at Rutgers, it was two credits (12 vs.
14),  Students wio were “full-time” in their first
semester (and hence counted as such in these study
groups) may become part-time students in any
semester. This foct cun depress the average credits
arned reported for Spring 1985, The "credits
earned’ evidence is in keeping with the overall
pottern of remediation-completed students progressing
and succeeding in college very much like students who
did not need remediation,

While it is encouraging  that
remediation-completed and remediation-not-needed
groups were earning callege credits ot comarable
rates, nevertheless some students wha did not
comlete remediation by the fourth semester and who
were still in college were alsg passing their courses
ond earning college credits. It should be noted tiwat
these students were very few in nunber (20-25 per
college), Their motivation, their relative moturity,
the nature of their skills deficiencies (e.g., "math
only” versus multiple deficiencies) ond their
possible selection of less demanding courses may play
significant roles in their success.

-l]-
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Grode Point Avergge

The fourth indicator used to assess remedial

programs is grade poeint gveroge (GPA). The use of

A as a measure of performance is based upon the
notion that students who have completed needed
remediagtion should be cble to egrn satisfoctory
grades in nan-remedial courses in the semesters
follomngP remediatian. The colleges were usked to
report GPA’s for each of the three groups being
studied (non-remediql, remediction-comleted, and
remediation-pot-completed).  6rgde point  Gverages
were reported both cumulatively (i.e., from first
through fourth semesters) and for the Spring 1985
term alone. For the students who were present in the
spring semester, the colleges reported the percentage
af students in each grouo whose GPA’s were gregter
than or equal to 2.0 (the eauivalent of a “C”
average, which is generally the minimum average
required_for groduation from college). Tables 17
through 20 present the cumulative GPA‘s for the three
study groups, by discipline for each college. Tables
21 tirough 24 present the GPA‘s for the most recent
term only (Spring ‘85),

Across all the tobles a consistent pattern is
evident: students completing remediation (all areas
combined) ochieved rwch higher GPA’s than the few
remaining students who needed but had not comleted
remedigtion. Grade point averages of students
comleting remediation did not. however, edQual the
GPA's of non-remedial students. At the county
colleges, the weighted GPA‘s across gll skill oregs
for the three study groups were 2,53 (non-remedial
students), 2,19 (remedigtion-comleted students) and
2,01 (remedigtion-incomplete students), At the state
colleges the respective GPA’'s were 2.70, 2.41 and
2,15, At NJIT, the averages were 2,61, 2,44 and 2,33
(for 10 students), For Rutgers: 2,69, 2,24 and 2.31.

The only apparent discrepancy in these results
fs the relgtively high GPA found for the
remediation-incomlete students at Rutgers. The bulk
of tnis group was composed of students who had not
completed algebra remedigtian but who were obviously
coping well with their other college work.

Tables 17 through 24 also recard the percentoge
of students in each college who had GPA’s at or gbove
2.0, Mithin the four skill areas a number of

-12_
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prograns have percentages of remediation-completed
students that are only in the 50 percent (or lower)
range. Hhile the mean GPA of these groups may hover
around a “C,” the future retention of the group as g
whole requires thot g more substontial percentoge be
at or gbave tie “C" level, Colleges whose
remediation-completed student groups have less than
60 percent of the cohort at or above a 2.0 averoge
should carefully examine the acodemic status of these
students and determine whether changes are needed in
the remedial curriculum, in-the advisina svstem, or
in other areas.

Successful Survival Rate

. The successful survival rote (SSR) is a measure
designed to assess the relative success of an
gcedemic pragram by combining the 6PA varigble and
the retention rate. The successful survival rate for
the four-semester cohort can be illustrated as
follows: if 100 freshmen enrolled in the fall gnd 80
remained four semesters later; and of those 80, 65
had a GPA above 2.0, then the SSR would be 65/100 or
65 percent. Note thgt this rate is lower than the
retention rote (i.e., 380%) becouse it asks the
question: “How many students, as a percentoge of the
original cohort, both remained and had a C" or
better average?”

data on_tne SSR's at eoch of the colleges are
presented in Tables 25 through 28, Comparisons among
the non-remediol, the remediotion-completed and tie
renediation-not-comlete groups agre again striking,
At the county colleges, the average successful
survival rates ocross skill areas were 43 percens, 38
percent, and 13 percent for the three study groups
respectively. At the state colleges, the successful
survival rates were 59 percent, 54 percent and 19
percent,

At Rutgers, the four-semester SSR’s averaged
across the skill areas were; 74 percent for the group
that did not need remediation, 56 percent for the
groun thot completed remedation and 43 percent for
the oroup that did not complete remediation. At ilew
Jersey Institute of Technology, the three groups
averaged 55 percent, 46 percent and 1l percent.
Again, the results for Rutgers students were
inconsistent with the statewide pattern. The SSR for
students who did not complete remediation is high.

-13_




Rutgers attributes this finding, in part, to an
over-identification of students in need of reading
remedigtion in the fall of 1983, {lany of these
borderline students gvoided reoding remediation
courses and yet maintained “C” averages.

The successful survival rate is the most
sensitive and descriptive indicator that the Basic
Skilis Council uses to describe the relative success
of remediol programs. It clearly {llustrates the
similarity In performance of students who have
comleted remediation to those who did not need
remediation, It also {llustrates rather grophically
the low probability of success in college (13% in
county colleges, 19% in state colleges) found for
students who began college but did not comlete g
needed remedial sequence before the end of their
second year,

The SSR for remediation-completed students
varied widely within sectors. For exomole, in the
grouns of students who comleted writing remediation,
R’s ronged from 20 to 48 percent in the county
college programs and from 38 to 62 percent in the
state college programs. Colleges which have SSR’s
for this grow that fall in the lower end of the
sector range should be actively reviewing their
remedial programs to determine gregs that can be
improved.

Pre-/Post-Tes and Hinimen Competency

Colleges were requested to submit data on the
results of any pre- ond post-testing in remedial
courses. Most colleges provided “somple” post-test
dotg-- that Is, from several but not all course
sections. Of 119 possible 5post-test areas, the
colleges provided data for 75, or 63 percent of the
possible total. Of the 75 reports of post-test dota,
only 60 include percentoges of students reoching
minimum competency on the given post-test.

The New Jersey College Basic Skills Placement
Test could be considered a pre-test for all students,
and the Council has made alternate forms of the test
availeble for post-test use. However, many colleges
use a variety of other pre- and post-tests (se2
Tables 29-36). This variety makes a consistent
interpretation of pre- and post-test results
difffcult. Nevertheless, It is true that across the

- 14 -
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colleges virtuol l{ every reported post-test anglysis
showed statistically significant gains in scores. In
other words, the score gains between pre- and
gostl-testlng were large enough not to hove occurred
y chance.

. It is importont, however, to distinguish
oetween a gain in test scores and the attainment of
the minimum competency needed for college work. A
student with on algebra score of, for examle, 140
may “improve” to a post-test megn of 155, But If g
165 score on this hypothetical test represents
minimum competency os set by the institution, then
the studeat would still have a long way to go before
being odequately prepared for college-level work,
Such a student moy need unother semester of remedial
work at that {nstitution.

In the college profiles section, the percentoge
attaining minimum competency for the highest-level
remedial course in eacn skill area is presented for
each college tnat provided such data. Post-testing
was specified only for students wio passed the
highest level remedial course. In Tobles 29-3b, it
Is clear that many samples showed that the percentoge
of students who attained the minimum level (as
defined by the colleges) wgs not only highly varioble
out often very low.

Sixty pre-/post-test comparisons listing
percentages of students attoining their college’s
minimum post-test level were reported. Of these only
one-third revealed 90% of students both passing the
last level remedial course and reaching minimum
cometency. Across all sectors and remedial areas,
the progrom post-tests were distributed as follows:
20 percent of the program post-tests showed student
attoinment of minimum post-test scores as less than
0 percent; 18 percent of program post-tests revealed
minimum post-test scores between five and 69 percent;
15 percent of program post-tests were between 70 gnd
79 percents 13 percent fell between 80 and 89
percent: and the last third of progrom post-tests
shawed attainment of minimum post-test scores to pe
0 percent or gbove. While these dota represent but
a sople of the possible Bost-tests. they raise
questions gbout the possibly lorge numbers of
students who were maved out of remediation without
the confirming evidence of successful performence on
an exit test with oppropriate proficiency standards.

-15-
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Inspection of the profiles of individuol
collese remedial programs indicates that where
minimum levels on "post” or exit-testing were low,
the students who were then "possed along” into
credit-bearing courses attained lower grade point
averages thon students who exited from programs where
the percentage of minimum post-test levels upon exit
was higher, Institutions should examine this pattern
where it occurs in thelr remedial programs. It cen
suggest that another level of remediation should be
added in thot skill area or possibly that standards
for completing remediation should be raised.

In order to ensure that students do coplete
remediation with oppropriate, college-level skills,
pussln? grades in courses must be supplemented with
objective measures of minimum competency. Exit
requirements from remedial programs should be defined
by the foculty at the individual institutions. Like
placement criteria, they shiould consist of multiple
neasures such as examination grodes in the
course, department-wide evaluations, In-class work,
and stondardized tests. Exit standards may be more
comlex (and higher) thon the demonstration of
“minimun competency” via objective testing.

rformance §n Sub nt_Cour:

Colleges were asked to compare the passing
rates In specific college-level courses of tnose
students from the two-semester cohort who completed
remediation with tnose students who did not need
remediation. Obviously, it §s a goal of remediation
to encble students to succeed in subsequent
college-level courses, Data were requested on this
comoarison for two types of courses. depending on
skill area:

- first-semester, regular college course in
English comosition; and

- first college-level course in mathematics,

Tables 37 throug't 44 provide data on
performance in subsequent college-level courses based
on original need for remediation in four aregs:
reading, writing, mothemotical computation ond
elementary aqlgebra.  The results indicated that
across all the tobles, the range of differenCes
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between non-remediol and remediation-completed
students was from 3 t, 16 percentage points. The
larger varfations appeored between the two grows in
~hseauent first-level mothematics courses. At the
county colleges (Toble 37), the two study grows
differed by only three parcentage points (81 vs. 78%)
In passing rates for Epylish Composition, but by
twelve points (78 vs. 06%) in passing rates for
first-level college mathematics courses (Toble 43)
token following algebra remediation.

The highest possing rates, In generul, were
found at Rutgers (uwp to 972 of non-remedial students
pass English Composition). Renedlutlon-cmgleted
students ot Rutgere showad poecing rates in Epglish
Composition auite comparable ta non-remedial
students. However, the widest vuriations in passing
rates were also found in the Rutgers sector. The
largest difference in oosslg% rates {n this study is
the 15-point difference (83 vs. 72%) between
mn-remediol and remediotion-completed students in
first coliege-level mothematics ot Rutgers (Toble
h4). It snould be noted thot the first-level
mathemdatics courses rebresent a wide range of content
ocross Rutgers’ undergroduste colleges and tiat the
students wha complete mothenatics remediation moke up
u relotively smoll percentoge of the enrollment.

-17-
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PART-TIME STUDENTS

The policy of the Board of Higher Educotjon
concerning port-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 spon, part-time student outcomes
were not required from the colleges. Because ,of
irregular enrollment patterns and lower course loads,
very few port-time students complete remediotion
within four-semesters. As o-port of the October I8,
1985 report to the Board on the “Ciarocter of
Remedial Programs in New Jersey Public Colleges and
Universities,” the Council reported on a special
follow-up study of skills-deficient, part-time
students. One finding in that study was that ver¥
few part-time, skills-deficient students (between 28
ond 40%) octuolly attend college for four consecutive
semesters; however, their rates of enrollment in
required remedial courses were not significantly
different from those of full-time students (84%
enrolled in needed reading courses, 84% in needed
corputation, ond 77% in elementory algebro),

The only dota for part-time students in the
current report are the passing rates for the first
level of remediotion, found in Tebles 3 and 4. In
general, part-time students passed their remedial
courses at rates only a few points lower than the
full-time remedial students. A comparison of Table 3
with the full-time student dota in Table 1, for
exaiple, shows that in reoding courses from the
county college sector, 75 percent of full-time
students passed, while 72 percent of part-time
students passed. In writing, the compaorable figures
were 72 percent ond 68 percents in computation, 68 ,
percent and 64 percent; ond, in elementary algebra,
65 percent and 60 percent.
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CONCLUSTONS

Statewide reparting on the qutcomes af college .
remedial programs in os much detail os required by
the Bosic Skills Council is aon effart currently
uniaue to New Jersey. The public calleges have, aver
the post six years. restructured their comuterized
recard keeping systems ta comly with the Cauncil’s
requirements far remedial qutcomes data. While these
data are self-reparted by the calleges, the reparting
guidelines are sufficiently stondardized (ond
supplemented by warkshops held far institutignal
repart respandents) ond the institutian-specific data
are sufficiently cross-checked that the Basic Skills
Council can canfidently drow the fallawing general
conclusions:

a  When viewed as a unified pattern, the
seven gutcome indicatars studied in this
report show that, in general, the remedial
prograns in the iew Jersey system gf
higher educatian are successful in roising
the skil) levels af students wha comlete
remediotion tg G point where their
subsequent callege perfarmance (retentign, s
grade point average ond passing rates in
subsequent caurses) is satisfoctary

relative to tie performance  aof
nan-renedial students,

a In tems of the two-year duration of this
repart, the data shauld be regarded as a
snopshot af a moving stream af students
through the state’s system of higher
educatian. Acrass all college sectars and
remediol oreas, this repart_ represents
data from 30,581 grodes! assigned gt the
level af tie final remedial cgurse in each
college. Acrass the system, 75 percent af
the students passed (range. 65-90%) their
remedial caurses. |

a Those students conpleting r?mediotion
acrass all skill areas (24,0771)

' Duplicated nead count. llany students are
enralled in more than one remedial areaq.

~i9 ~
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exhibited two-year retention rates similor
ta (and in tie cose of county and state
calleges higher than) non-remedial
students.

In subsequent callege-level courses that
assumed praficiency in the skills being
remediated., students who comleted
remediation generally passed the caurses
ot rates similar ta non-remedial
students.  Passing rates in these
subsequent courses ranged from 86 ta 90
percent.  Students completing mathematics
remediation were not as clase tg their
nan-remedial counterparts as students who
comleted remediation in reading or
writing.

Full-time students who completed
remedigtion gssumed callege-level credit
loads in their fourth semester that were
within two credits of thase of
nan-remedial students. Accumulation of
tatal credits was lawer faor
remediation-completed students by five ta
10 credits—a 9m that could canceivably
be closed far mony students by tcking
sumer caurses.

In contrast, students who did nat complete
remedigtion within two years have chances
of successful survival appraximately three
times lawer than remediation-completed
students.

Tnere is roon far impravement in both the
quality and the completeness af the data
an remedial oqutcomes that calleges’
callect, both far their own internol use
and far reporting ta the Bogrd, Systems
af program evaluatian can anly be as valid
3s the data an which they are based. The
numerous gaps in the tables cantained in
this repart indicate that the data
callectian and reporting functians at many
calleges con be improved.

The auality contral af remedial programs
that stems from exit testing is alsg in
need of improvement. The data in this
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report on progran pre-/post-testing is
incomplete, a mere samling of the entire
context of college remediation. The 60
pre-/post-test cases that were reported,
however. give couse for concern, The
percentages of students emerging from some
programs with reauisite scores for
college-level placement are
unsatisfoctory.

Bosed on the findings in this report the
Council mokes the following recommendations:

Recormendat ions

Tnis report is the second two-vear cohort study
of remedial students, The statewide and
institutionai patterns that have emerged are now
sufficiently clear and consistent that the Basic
Skills Council recormends the following:

o  Exit-Test data for Remedial Programs

College-level courses should be
conducted on the expectation that students
possess the skills needed to succeed in
the courses.  Therefore, placenent
criteria should be estoblished carefully
so as to allow students the opportunity to
denonstrate these skills, Similarly, exit
criteria from remedial prograns should be
developed to gssure that students are
entering college-level courses with the
skills tney need to gsucceed, Whatever
level of skills proficiency a college
determines for entrance into a
college-level course should apply ecually
to students who are initially ploced in
that course and to students who come to
the course by way of o remediul program.

Exit-testing (i.e., at the end of
the last remedial course) is currently
being reported for ¢nly 63 percent of
remedial programs. The Council recommenas
that all public colleges employ
exit-testing for their remedial programs.
Aporooricte stondardized tests such as the
RJCBSPT shouid be used. If tests other
than tne HJCBSPT ore used for
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post-testing, equating with the NJCBSPT
should be done.

The Council’s intent in collecting
exit-test results is to assess programs,
not individuol students. Towards this
end, a college could opt to test ali
exiting remediol students or a random,
representative samle,

Institutional Self Assessments

To date most institutions provide
their remedial outcomes data without
explicitly ottempting to assess the stotus
of their programs. In the future, the
Council’s reporting guidelines will ask
each college to provide narrotive thot
assesses its remedial programs’ strengths
and weaknesses, both in light of data from
comparable institutions and in the context
of program development over time.

nsultaotive Assistonce to Remedigl
roqrams

. The Council will expand its current
site visit progrom, which to date has
sought to observe noteworthy programs, to
offer consultations to those programs
seeking assistonce or review. Further,
the Council recommends that funds be iade
ovoilable to provide options for
consultative agssistance to those
institutions whose remedial progrom or
program corponents need improvement.

State-wide Faculty Networks

Foculty teaching basic reading,
writing ond mathematics courses should
have dccess to the latest research on
effective teaching methods, The Council
recommends thot the Board of Higher
Education foster statewide networks
designed to collect ond exchange
information on pedogogical methods.
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The Council’'s quidelines for the
preparation of insticational effectiveness
reports should be viewed 0s minimum
evaluation requirements. The Council
urges colleges to conduct.local research
efforts that focus on areas needing
improvement; serve <to advance the
effectiveness of student learning in
established programs: and evaluate
patterns over time that could reveal more
gbout the strengths ond weaknesses of
individual prograns. The Council would
welcose the receipt of such reports from
institutions for the purpose of sharing
information among colleges.
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DATA TABLES

Key to Symbols and Abbreviations Used:

/A

Hlot applicable, either for reosons
indicated via footnote (e.q.,
institution locks a course in the
particular skill ares, only
port-time students are tested and
tracked by on institution) or as a
logical consequence of other dota
(e.g., retention rate was zero, no
students  were identified for
remediation in a particular study
group, etc.).

Literally, "no occount.” Data not
availoble (institution did not
furnish dota).




TABLE 1

NUMBER ENROLLED ANDAEERCENTAG}E{Rgﬁ&SlIgG fI’INAL LEVEL OF REMEDIATION
FULL-TIME STUDENTS, BY COLLEGE
ENTERING FALL 1983

READING WRITING COMPUTATIOH ELEMENTARY

COUNTY COLLEGES il Z N z N 2 N z
Atlantic 168 80 109 81 167 o - -
Bergen 6672 85 308 59 1130 73 87 63
Brookdale 369 75 303 80 412 6 43 62
Burlington 245 78 381 80 240 8l 146 74
Canden 339 67 416 64  uiS 8 45 6l
Cunber land 9% 73 1% &7 113 65 12 77
Essex 119 69 348 59 319 5 318 5
Gloucester 96 76 209 74 253 69 N/A N/A
Hudson 182 6 170 68 146 S 77 67
Mercer 577 82 6% 83 6l4 72 643 73
Hiddlesex 759 77 666 69 987 69 180 8y
Morr is 34 78 388 75 255 5 185 3
Ocean3 283 73159 79 28 69 5 50
Passoic® % 5 16 72 %2 79 10 8
Salem 9] 6 8 72 95 6 & 76
Somer set 62 % 194 79 -5 - Iy oy
SussexS - -- -- -- - - - --
Unian 530 61 44 65 497 66 169 66
Warren T N T

-County College
Total/ Average %  S011 75 5087 72 6012 68 4082 65
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TABLE 2

NUMBER ENROLLED AHD PERCENTAGE PASSING FINAL LEVEL OF REMEDIATION
FALL THROUGH SPRING 1985
FULL~TIHE STUDENTS., BY COLLEGE
ENTERING FALL 1983

READING HRITING COMPUTATEQN EI EMEN !I\gY

L] b4 N Z Z i}

STATE_COLLEGE

Glassbora 407 80 313 83 32 87 626 84
Jersey City 166 8 20 64 202 8 153 80
Keon 258 T B - 3 70
Montcloir 393 8 152 92 25 92 m? g3
Ramapo 104 8§ 15 W 6 13 73
Stacktan 3 w3 oa wt g -0
Trenton 233 0 30 @ 258 8 377
Willion Patersan 269 87 480 91 280 85 124 77

Thomas Edison 6

tate Callege
Total/Average 7 2138 87 2300 o5 1628 8% 2477 83

MIT w oo o s ' - w® g
RUTGERS_UNIVERSITY

Canden 63 v ¥y B - : - B8
Hework A S Lo w8
Hew Brunswick %7 8l 538 a3 - - 317 72
Rutgers University 1

Tatal/Averoge 7 485 8 565 92 - N T
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TABLE 3
NUMBER ENROLLED AND PERCENTAGE PASSING F INAL LEVEL OF REMEDIATION
FALL | 8 THROUGH SPRING

PART-TIME STUDENTS, BY COLLEGE
ENTERING FALL 1983

READING HRITING COMPUTATION EIE.EMENTQRY
COUNTY COLLEGES N A | AN z

Atlantic 100 70 85 62 9] 67
Bergen 2. n % 6l 72
Brookdale 68 66 172 73
Bur1ington 46 76 103 61 49 92
Camden 62 58 273 61
Cumber land 23 78 38 79 33 73
Essex 6 83 39 80 51 63
Gloucester 12 83 42 67 64 72
Hudson 96 73 70 67 63 67
Mercer 82 75 70
Middlesex 81 0 73 72
Morris 2 50 50 0
Ocean * 2 6 7 74
Passaic® 29 69 64
Salem 18 67 83
Semerset 59 84 72
Sussex 22w -
Union 60 59
Yorren 12 100 -

County College
Total/ Average § 1242 72




TABLE 4

NUMBER ENROLLED AND PERCENTAGE PASSING FINAL LEVEL OF REMEDIATION
FALL 1983 THROUGH SPRING 1985
PART-TIME STUDENTS, BY COLLEGE

ENTERING FALL 1983

READING WRITING COMPUTATON EMENTARY
i} )4 N A i} & N 2
STATE COLLEGES
Glassboro 17 81 14 57 2 100 18 79
Jersey City 34 79 106 50 72 70 42 60
Kean 102 79 3 s -} - 18 64
Montclair 205 89 61 84 184 8 234 85
Ramaoo 3 100 3 2 18 100 32 83
4
Stockton 3 00 3 33 33 00 - -
Trenton 0 -- 0 -~ 0 - 0 -
Williom Paterson 35 89 67 8 15 98 16 88
Thomas Edison 2 100 3 100 0 - 4 100
State College
Total/Average % 434 8% 398 74 34y 8 4oy 77
RUTGERS UNIVERSITY
1
Camden 0 R S - - --
Newark w5 - - - - 13 77
New Brunswick 2 50 5 60 - - 15 73
Rutgers University 1
Total/Average % 16 50 5 60 -- - 28 75
- 29 .
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TABLE 5

RETENTION RA"I:ES FOR FALL 1983 BﬂERlNGi FULL-TH‘E STUDENTS

COUNTY COLLEGES
Atlontllc

Bergen
Brookdale
Burlington
Canden

Gloucester
Hudson
Mercer

Unfon 1
Horren

6 10 P£ED FOR REMEDIATIO
READ . BY
CUMULATIVE THROUGH SPRING 1985
COMPLETED
N0 REMEDIATION * REMEDIATION"
) Retentjon

DID, HOT CONPLETE
—REFEDIATION *

a\.:,oh'ga&;;‘a‘.azszx

1% | =38

ool okt 1

STATE COLLEGES

6lossboro
Jersey City
Kean

Montclair
R

anano
Stockton 5
Treaton

Wn, Paterson 6
Thoas Edison

Stote College
Totol/Average %

ml

RUTGERS UNIVERSITY?

Candenl
Nework
New Brunswick

Rutgers University
Totol/Average %
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TABLE 6
‘ RETENTION RATES FOR FALL 1983 ENTERING, FULL-TIME STUDENTS
ACCORDING TO NEED FOR REMEDIATION IN
WRITING, BY COLLEGE
CUMULATIVE THROUGH SPRING 1985
COMPLETED DID NOT COMPLETE
NORENDIATION  REFEDIATION® —_REREDTAION
) Betentjon ) Retention ) Retention
COUNTY COLLEGES
Atlontic 376 52 88 45 2 19
Bergen 833 49 175 59 140 18
Brookdole 821 50 24) 4y 13
Bur 1§ngton 240 45 306 53 | 16
Conden 830 40 365 62 44y 14
Eumerlond 144 43 121 43 11 9
11133 194 15 206 45 306 20
Gloucester 392 51 1% 57 s iy
e 2 : B s omo
HiodTesex 57 83 83 2l
Horrig 1284 63 289 1 2
Oceon 832 57 135 s7 47 19
Passaic 32 2 12 42 182 8
Salem 172 S1 58 69 58 13
onerser 43 43 159 4] 7 0
thion. 6% 53 9 6 a6 B
Warren 3 - -~ - - - -
County College
Total/Average % K77 51 3853 s4 2368 14
STATE COLLEGES
Glassboro 827 68 20 76 62 27
Jersey Clty 382 57 Nt 63 7 3
Keon 656 65 284 78 63 la
Montclalr 1456 75 142 63 14
Ramaoo 206 H 157 62 74 15
?‘tockton 426 71 352 72 27 0
renton 589 90 252 75 35 4
W, Paterson s 691 68 450 67 97 39
Thonos Edison 43 49 3 33 5 0
s§ote College
otal /Averdge % 5376 n 2044 n 454 %
nIT 505 63 7 6 4 0
BUTGERS, UN]VERS]TYS
Newark 3 = - ~- - -
New Brunswick 3830 87 Sty 86 70 34
Rutgers Unfversity
Total /Average % 4099 87 505 84 82 35
-3]1 -
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TABLE 7
RETENTION RATES FOR FALL 1933 ENTERING, FULL-TIME STUDENTS
ACCCRDING TO NEED FOR REMEDIATI
COMPUTATION, BY € OLLEGE
CUMULATIVE THROUGH SPRING 1985
CO‘IPLETED DID NOT COMPLETE
NO REMEDJATION * REMEDIATION* REMEDIATION *
Q) Retention ) Retention (i)} ention
COUNTY COLLEGES
Atlontic 231 S0 113 62 159 2
Bergen 690 51 821 53 409 16
Brookdale 572 51 253 63 284 19 .
Burlington 256 52 195 52 195 27 2
Camden 874 (1) 280 55 442 12
Cumber 1ond 175 50 73 4 )] 22
Essex 78 44 176 43 452 2
Gloucester 348 49 173 68 90 12
Hudson 126 35 78 47 239 15
Mercer 926 55 448 o4 204 8
Middlesex 1190 55 738 61 348 11
Morr{ 1407 63 145 63 128 24
Ocean 628 61 20 63 177 24
Passoic ] 75 119 49 111 11
en 185 50 61 57 47 15
Somersat 2 -- - - - -- -
Sussex == =- == -- -- -
Union 560 55 3% 51 315 32
YWarren 87 N/A 5 2 1 0
County College
Totol/Average % 8337 54 4213 56 3642 19
STATS COLLEGES
Glassboro 778 70 279 73 92 3
Jersex City 28 61 172 60 143 36
Mon'clc!r 1350 76 236 70 2% 8
Ramapo 375 ] 43 53 19 11
Stockton 5 53] 19 257 7 17 0
Trenton 702 76 201 81 73 ]
Wn, Paterson 920 64 240 74 88 53
Thomos Edison® B 53 9 2 4 0
State College
Tatol/Average % 4972 68 1437 72
HJIT 4 - - - -~
RUTGERS UNIVERSITY®
c - - - -
Nework - - - -
Hew Brunswick -- - - -
Rutgers University
Totol/Average % - - - --
- 32 -
s
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RETENTION R‘A‘EES f[-;(lR FALL 1983 ENTERING, FUL

FULL-TIME STUDENTS

T0 NEED FOR REMEDIATION N
ARY ALGEBRA, BY COLLEGE
CIMLATIVE THROUGH SPRING 1985

COMPLETED DID NOT COMPLETE,
N0 REMEDIATION REMEDJATION — REMEDIATION ~
) Retention ) Retention ) Retentfon
COUNTY COLLEGES
Atlantld - - == - - ==
Bergen 203 42 531 71 1186 3
Brookdale 285 56 251 69 S45 31
Burllngton 166 S 108 63 279 32
Canden 0 30 261 66 708 21
Cumberlond 97 6l 53 49 13 54
Essex 2 49 45 160 43 437 19
Gloucester N/A N/A N/A N/A H/A N/A
Huedson 35 43 > o4 153 23
Mercer 694 57 .5 -6l ~~ 401 18
“Hlddlesex 413 62 158 53 0 2
Yorrl 1486 60 71 69 123 50
Oceon 244 62 3 0 9 2
Passajc 5 0 8 % § 75
Salem 175 40 52 62 12 25
Somers%t 353 51 241 4] 161 7
Sussex -- - - - - -
lUnlon 330 56 1 §2 59 35
Horren 80 N/A 0 - 0 -
County College
Total/Average % 5383 53 2630 61 4250 7
ATE_COLLEGE
6lassboro 459 70 57 77 163 34
Jersey Clty 116 67 122 67 40 25
Keon 5 70 26} 70 78 18
Montclair 609 76 730 72 27 4y
Rawoo 106 37 136 63 185 12
Stockton == == == - - --
Trenton 565 78 203 108 41
W, PatErson 6 1054 68 13 61 81 35
Thomas Edlson 12 58 30 23 9 89
State College
Total/Average % 3585 71 2222 72 701 2
i %9 68 175 61 3 n
RUTGERS UNIVERSITY
Canden 279 75 32 63 | 55
Newark 492 78 9k 8 21 33
New Brunswick 3775 8 2 89 432 72
Rutgers Universlty
Total/Average 7 4546 8 355 85 484 69
-33.
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MEAN CREDITS EARNED FOR FALL 1983 ENTERING STUDENTS

TABLE 9

ACCORDING TO NEED FOR REMEDIATION IN
READING, BY 6E
CUMULATIVE THROUGH SPRING 1985

COMPLETED DID 0T COMPLETE
NO REMEDIATION® REMEDIATION * REMEDIATION *
Mean Credits Heon Credits Meon Credits
) _Eorned (W) _ Forped = (W) _ Eorned
COUNTY COLLEGES
Atlontic 132 45 2 3% 30 N/A
Bergen Si7 ) 2% 3 19 12
Brookdale 3 4 134 59 3
Burlington 1 47 10 3 70 3
Canden 388 45 180 3 67 3
Cumberland 8 4 7 . 7 ks
Essex 4 39 " 2% 133 3]
Gloucester 250 49 (74 28 62 18
Hudson Q45 72 19 -- -
Mercer 477 30 267 25 2 7
Middiesex 72 iy %7 4 15 17
Horris 7 166 19 18
Oceon 31 S i 46 3
Passaic 19 3 4 18 13 12
lem 84 53 43 3 43
Somersat 25 83 75 4k 2 53
Sussex - - - == - -
Unlon 33y 2 19 7 48 28
Warrenl WA WA 2 H - --
County College
Total/Average 5025 44 240 32 576 2
STATE COLLEGES
6lassboro 512 235 45 34 8
Jersey City 188 I8 93 45 53 i3
Kean 470 50 173 43 15 35
Montcloir 841 S6 348 S0 3 S1
Ramapo 95 53 65 ~ &g 17 b
Stockton S 51 S 05 52 0 --
Trenton 6i1 51 i3 &6 g il
Wn. Poterson 614 &S 167 37 37
Thomas Edison n - 2 = 0 -
State College
Total/Average 3698 51 1395 46 159 38
wir ! 3 58 v 6 48
"RUTGERS UNIVERSITY?
Conden, 18 57 f 55 58 58
Hewark 39% 55 70 g 9 3y
New Brunswick WYy 55 vz S 178 50
Rutgers University
Total/Averace 56 w8 193 49
- 34 -
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TABLE 10

MEAN CREDITS EARNED FOR FALL 1983 ENTER['{G STUDENTS
ACCORDING T[] m F(R RIMEDIA

ING. COLLEGE
CUI‘IJLAT]VE TIROUGH SPRING 1985

. COMPLETED DID NOT CO‘lPLETE_
NO REMEDIATION REMEDIATION * REMEDIATION
Meon Credits Meon Credits Meon Credits
M) _Eorned = (W) _ Forned = (W) __Eorned
COUNTY_COLLEGES
Atlontic 185 43 40 34 5 N/A
Bergen 407 42 104 42 25 28
Brookdale 407 39 106 28 11 17
Burlington 109 bz 163 35 16 14
Canden 330 48 225 33 63 28
Cumberlond 71 49 52 45 1 ==
Essex 30 45 93 7 Sl 30
Gloucester 201 51 8 35 ] 13
Hudson 49 45 56 19 15 12
Mercer 474 29 279 25 15 ]
Middlesex 829 u7 290 38 25 1
l‘lorri§ 81y 45 168 37 24 14
Ocean 472 49 77 32 ] 2
Passaic 7 40 53 23 14 b
Salen 87 53 40 4s 7 %
Sanersezt 232 53 65 44 0 --
Sussex -- -- == - -= --
3 357 42 187 43 25
Horren -- == -- -- - --
County College
Total/Average 5071 oy 2086 33 343 2
STATE COLLFGES -
6iassboro 565 53 198 43 17 36
Jersey City 216 48 93 u7 2 40
Kean 424 51 223 43 12 31
Montclair 1102 55 90 43 0 -
Rancpo 71 53 97 47 12 3
Stockton 301 55 255 54 i) --
Trenton 622 51 190 49 16 31
Wn, Paterson u71 g 309 37 33 39
Thomas Edison 2 -- 1 - 0 -
State College
Total/Average 3793 52 1455 45 17 37
NJIT 319 58 43 53 0 -
RUTGERS UNIVERS]TYS
Canden 0 57 w6 57 6 526
Newark3 -~ - == == -= --
New Brunswick 3348 57 470 49 24 42
Rutgers University
Total/Average 3548 57 510 49 3 43
- 35 -
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MEAN CREDITS EARNED FOR FALL 1983 ENTERING STUDENI'S

TABLE 11°

ACCORDING TO NEED FOR REMEDIA TlON
COMPUTATION, BY COLLEGE
CRULATIVE THROUGH SPRING 1985

COMPLETED DID NOT COMPLETE
NO REMEDIATION® REMEDIATION * REMEDIATION *
Mean Credits Feon Credits Meon Credits
@ _Eorned =~ (W) _ Eorned = (M) _ Eormed
COUNTY COLLEGES
Atlontic 116 L7 70 35 66 N/A
Bergen 353 42 436 3% 84 2
Broockdale 293 49 159 32 55 25
Burlington 134 4y 102 32 52 39
400 45 153- 30 51 3
Curber1ond 87 45 .30 Ly 9 51
Essex 3 46 % 2 a3 3]
Gloucester 169 51 118 40 11 18
Hudson ] iy 37 2 39 21
Mercer 507 29 24 24 17 12
Hiddlesex 654 48 453 4 3 16 4
Horrii 834 44 9 38 3] 7
ean 384 51 131 39 43 35
Passaic 3 32 58 20 12 21
Salem 2 54 35 ] 7 25
mersslz - = < - -- --
Sussex -- -- -- - -- -
Union 309 4y 165 30 101 23
Werren N/A N/A 1 35 0 -
County College
Total /Average 4453 oy 2355 3 693 y: ]
STATE (8
€lassboro 548 52 203 45 30 40
Jersgy City 170 50 164 46 52 42
Keon - == - -- - -
Montcleir 1074 55 166 49 2 33
oo 150 49 23 43 2 ]
Stockton 365 56 191 52 0 --
Trenton 535 5k 163 ‘2 30 30
Wn, Paterson 593 178 3% 47 35
Thomas Edison 6 % - 2 - (i} -
State Coll -
Total /Average 3405 51 1030 u7 163 37
NJITS - - - - - -
. RUTGERS UNTVERSITY
Canden - - - - -- --
Newark -- -- - - - -
New Brunswick - - - - - -
Rutgers Unjversity
Totol/Average - - - - - -
- 36 -
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TABLE 12

MEAN CREDITS EARMED FOR FALL 1983
ACCORDING TO NEED FOR REI'EDEIN%INNGI pIUIEATS
ELEMENT OLLEGE

ARY ALGEBRA, BY C
CUULATIVE THROUGH SP‘(ING 1985
COMPLETE
" ATION A D . DIDRM)T C%PLETEA’

Meon Credits Meon Credits Heon Credits
N Earned W) __ tarned [4:)} Earned

COUNTY COLLEEES

Atlonticl
Be

Burlington
Camden

Cumberlond
Essex
Gloucester?
Hudson

Hercer
Hiddlesex
Horri§
Oceon
Passaic
Salemd
Sa'mers%t
Sussex

County College
Total/Average

A EG!

Glassboro
Jersey City
Kean
Montclair

ancco
Stockton 1
Trenton

Hn, Paterson
Thomas Edison

State College
Total/Average

wit?

UTGERS URIVERSITY
Canden

Newark

tew Brunswick

Rutgers University
Total /Average

. ERIC - b

KA 1 7ex Provided by ERIC

e et ey S e e S ATt ot N ks A 7 ke s oAbl bl e b T



TABLE 13
MEAN CREDITS EARNED FOR FALL 1983 ENTERING STUIENTS

ACCORDING TO NEED Fm REMEDIAT
READING, OLLEGE
SPRIN 985
COMPLETED DID NOT COMPLETE
NO REMEDIATION * REMEDIATION* REMEDIATION *
Meon Credits Meon Credits Meon Credits
M) _Egrned = (D _ Eorped —FEarned
COUNTY_COLLEGES
Atlontic 132 10 72 ] 20 N/A
Bergen1 547 ] 287 8 19 4
Brookdale 339 ] 134 7 40 7
Burlington 114 10 104 ] 70 7
Camden 32 10 160 7 67 7
Cunberlond 8 10 k74 10 7 10
Bl 2 1 B3 s
ster
Hudson B 77 B 2 -
Mercer 477 10 267 9 74 2
Middlesex 772 1 357 10 15 3
Morri 821 11 166 11 19 2
Oceon 37 12 141 10 46 8
Passeic 19 9 47 7 13 S
Salen 84 13 40 12 39 13
Somers%t 215 12 75 1 2 12
Sugsex -- - -= -- - --
Union 1 10 193 7 48 7
Worren H/A H/A 2 8 - --
County College
Total/Average 5025 10 2240 9 576 7
STATE COLLEGES
6lasshoro 512 13 235 12 34 10
Jersey City 184 12 93 11 53 12
Keon 470 12 173 11 16 10
Montclair 841 14 348 13 3 14
Romapo 5 95 13 65 12 17 1
Stockton 251 13 205 12 0 -
Trenton 611 N/A 108 H/A 9 N/A
Wn. Paterson 614 1 167 19 37 10
Thomas Edison® 20 - 2 - 0 -
State College
Total/Average 3598 12 1396 12 169 11
HJIT ! I 0 14 6 10
RUTGERS UNIVERSITY’

" Canden, 1% 13 548 12 $ g8
Nevark 295 13 70 9 g 6
New Brunswick 3440 14 23 12 179 13
Rutgers University

Total/Average 4022 14 7 12 193 12
~38 -

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:




AFLES Ny b

PR A v ext Provided by ERIC
—_—

TABLE 14

MEAN CREDITS EARNED FOR FALL 1983 ENTERING STUDENTS
ACCORDING T0 NEED FOR REMEDI

ATION IN

WRITING, BY COLLEGE
SPRING 1985 TERM
COMPLETED DID NHOT COMPLETE
NO_REMEDIATION* REMCDIATION * REMEDIATION *
Meon Credits Meon Credits Meon Credits
M) _Eorned = () __Eorned = (M) _ Egreed
COUNTY COLLEGES
Atlontic 195 10 40 10 5 N/A
roen 407 13 104 9 25 5
Brookdale 407 9 106 7 1 2
Burlington 109 10 163 9 16 3
Camden 320 10 25 8 63 7
Cumberlond 71 1 52 10 1 -
Essex 30 9 93 8 61 7
Gloucester 201 13 88 10 9 2
Hudson 49 11 56 8 15 5
Mercer 474 10 279 9 15 3
Middlesex 823 1 290 10 25 3
Horrl§ 814 11 168 11 24 3
Oceon 472 12 77 8 9 7
Passaic 7 8 53 7 14 5
Salen 87 13 40 12 7 6
,Scmersezt 232 12 65 1 ] -
Sussex == == == == -- --
Union 357 10 187 8 43 7
Worren3 -- - - - - --
County College
Totel/Average 5071 il 2086 9 343
EGE
Glassboro 565 13 198 12 17
Jersey City 216 12 93 11 2
eon 424 12 223 11 12
Hontcloir 1102 14 90 12 0
Ramopo 71 12 97 13 12
Stockton 301 13 255 12 0
Trenton 622 N/A 190 H/A 16
Wn. Paterson 471 11 2 1 38
Thomas Edison ¢ 2 - i - 0
State College
Totol/Average 3793 13 1456 1 17
MIT 319 14 43 13 0
RUTGERS UNIVERSITY 5
Conden 0 13 w13 5°
Newark 3 -- -- - - --
New Brunswick 3348 14 470 13 24
Rutgers University
Totol/Average 3548 14 510 13 2
-39 -




TABLE 15

MEAN CREDITS EARNED FOR FALL 1983 ENTERING N
ACCORDING TO NEED FOR REMEDIATION lNSTUDENT
COMPUTATION, BY COLLEGE
SPRING 1985 TERM

RC(HPLE]ED

*

DID W01
10 REMEDIATION” gg@clmm P[QLEI’F

Mean Credits Mean Credits Mean Credits
M) _Eorned =~ (W) __Eorned = (W) _ Eorned

COUNTY COLLEGES

Atlantic
Bergen
Brookdale
Burlington
Camden

Cumberland
Essex
Gloucester
Hudson
Mercer

......
28
=

—
ORI e O NOCE OOV -

- e
NN OO OO OO O W

[ non

[ l\lN\N"'ﬁ\l@"'goh\L‘N\l‘l

s e

. AN
[] bd =
I V1000 QO -5 COVNIO0 O IOV

—
(=]
(=1
[++]

County College
Tote1/Average

A EG

6lossboro
Jers%v City
Kean
Hontclolr
anapo
Stockton®
Trenton

Hn, Paterson
Thonas Edison 6

State College
Total /Average

nair?

RUTGERS UMIVERSITY
Canden

Nework
New Brunswick

Rutgers Unlversity
Total/Average
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TABLE 16

MEAN CREDITS EARNED FOR FALL 1983 EN

N
M
Full Toxt Provided by ERIC

IEIRING STUDENTS
ACCORDING TO NEED FOR REMEDIATION IN
ELEMENTARY AL »_BY COLLEGE
SPRING 1985 TERM
. COMPLETED CID NOT COMPLETE
NO REMEDJATION R * REMEDIATION*
. Meon Credits Meon Credits Meon Cre tits
. M) _Eorned = () _ Eormed —Eforney
; COUNTY COLLEGES
] Atlantic 1 - -= - - -~ --
N Bercen 8 378 9 389 7
. 2dole 164 10 174 ] 170 7
* Burlington 89 9 68 9 89 8
s Camden 210 19 237 ] 152 7
: Cumberland 59 10 2% 10 7 10
. Essex 2 12 78 9 % 7
* Gloucester N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A
¢ Hudson 15 10 17 9 35 8
: reer 295 10 26 10 74 4
= Middlesex 257 1 83 8 2 6
d Horrl§ 895 11 49 13 62 9
: Oceon 151 12 0 - 2 9
Passaje 0 - 2 11 3 6
Salem 70 1 22 12 3 8
Somersgt 186 12 99 12 12 7
Sussex -- - - - - --
Union 2 1 69 9 4 )
Warren F/A N/A -- - -- -
County College A
Total/Average 2806 1 1608 9 1138 7
STATE COLLEGES
Glassboro 321 13 404 13 56 9
Jersey City 78 13 82 12 10 10
ean 452 12 183 11 14 9
Hontclair 461 14 52 13 12 9
Romaoo 39 12 El 13 1
Stockton .= -- - - -- --
Trenton 443 A 241 N/A 4l N/A
tim, Patercon 720 1 69 1 29 8
Thomas Edi son 7 - 7 - 8 --
State (ollege
Total/Average 2531 12 1602 12 196 9
wi’ %2 14 106 13 4 12
UTGERS UNIVERSITY.
Camden 208 13 20 12 17 12
Newark 385 12 83 11 7 10
New Brunswick 3319 14 203 13 312 13
‘ Rutgers University
r Total/Average 812 14 306 12 336 13
-4 -




TABLE 17

RADE INT_AVERAGE (GPA) FOR FALL 1983 ENTERING STUDENTS
ACCORDING TO NEED FOR REMEDIATION IN EADlNG, BY COLLEGE
CUMULATIVE THROUGH aPRlNG 198

COMPLETED » DID NOT COMPLETS.
__MOREMEDIATION " _ REMEDIATION™ T
) Heon 322,00 (M) Meon 222,00 W) fMeon 222,00
COUNTY COLLEGES
Atlontlc 132 2,79 9] 72 227 70 0 216 65
Bergen 2 547  2.52 82 287 210 63 19 118 16
Brookdale 339 - - 134 -= == 40 - =-
Bur1ington 114 2,49 99 104 2.2 64 70 2.04 50
en 388  2.69 9y 160 2,28 74 67 2.26 75
Cumberlond 80 2.98 9] 37 2.5 70 7 2.53 86
Essex 34 2,78 9] 39 2,10 56 133 2.23 69
Gloucester 50 2.48 2 172 33 63 115 0
Hudson 48 2.72 83 72 1.90 53 == - -=
Mercer 477 2.4 75 267 1.99 52 22 1.09 27
Middlesex 772 2,55 82 387 2.2 69 15 1,32 33
Ilorrfili 821 2.40 76 166  2.00 55 19 1.40 21
Oceai 371 272 11 2,25 67 4 1,95 57
Passaic 19  2.68 74 47 1.86 38 13 1.60 23
Salem 84 2.78 85 40 2.22 63 39 2.2 64
gomers t 215  2.65 87 75 2.2 68 2 2,33 50
USSex - - - - - == - - -
Union 334 2,40 75 198 1.96 50 48  1.90 56
Harren! WA N/A H/A 2 179 50 - e -
County College
Total/
Average 25 255 82 2240 2.1 6} 576 1.99 56
STATE COLLEGES
Glassboro 512 2.68 86 235 2,35 75 34 212 56
Jersev City 184 2.60 93 2.30 76 53 2,20 63
Kean 470  2.64 82 173 2.43 76 16 2.05 63
Montclair 841 2,90 99 348 2,50 83 3 2.5 100
Ramopo 95 2.76 89 65 2.27 74 17 244 80
Stockton & 351 2.67 84 205 2.33 69 0 - =-
Trenton 611 276 93 108 2.36 71 9 1,98 56
¥m. Poterson 7 614  2.40 73 167 2,00 47 37207 57
Thomas Edison’ 20 - - 2 -- - 0 - --

State College
Total
Average 3698  2.69 87 1396 2,35 73 169 2,16 62

[Nk 33 260 85 20 2.38 75 § 217 50
RUTGERS UNIVERSITY 8

¢ & 2@ & 5P 2,50 829 9 2.40° 100
Hiewark 1 260 8 70 2.0 50 3 1.80 38
New Brunswick I S 23 7.0 0 179 2,20 58

Rtll_tgt;e;s University
ota
Average 4022 2.,6¢ 86 347 216 61 193 2,19 58

- 42 -
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TABLE 18

GRADE POINT AVERAGE (GPA) FOR FALL 1983 ENTERING STUDENTS
REMEDIATION IN WRITING, BY COLLEGE

ACCORDING TO NEED F
CWA??VE THROUGH SPRING 1985

. COMPLETED DID NOT c0tT1PLEIE
—NO REMEDIATION® —REMEDIATIOH«
M) Heon 222,00 (M) Heon 222,00 (W) Meon 22200
COUNTY COLLEGES
Atlantic 195 2,62 86 40 2,31 58 5 1.8 60
gen 407 2,58 85 104 2,43 78 25 1.87 52
Brookdole! ho7 , -- == 106 - -- 11 -- -=
Burlington 109 2,54 77 163 2,17 61 16 1.5 25
Canden | 2,72 9% 225 2,33 78 83 2,33 73
Cumber 1and 1 29 93 52 2.3 75 1 - -
e 408 F BB OB 4 3
oucester . . .
Hudson ‘4& 2 7% 8 56 1.86 4] 15 2.08 87
Mercer 474 2.4 74 279 1.9% 52 15 L.18 27
Hicdlesex 829  2.54 82 290 2,22 70 25 1.39 24
:1orrl§ 314 2,40 76 168 1.90 55 24 1,50 17
Oceon 472 2,63 85 77 2.06 55 g 1.8 44
Passaic 7 2.9 N 53 2.0 47 14 1.5 2
Salem & 279 85 40 2.38 72 7 1.69 29
Somers%t 232 2.62 8 05 2.2 65 0 -
Sussex == -- == -= -= -- - - -
Unlon 4 357 2,40 76 187 1,93 49 43 1.8 49
Horren - - == -- - - - - -
County College
Total/
Averoge 5070 2,55 82 208 2,12 61 343 1.84 48
STATE_COLLEGES
Glassboio 565 2,66 86 198 2.29 68 17 2,30 71
Jersey Clty 216 3.00 8 93 2.20 66 2 22 46
Kean 424 2,70 86 223 2.38 72 12 1.73 50
tontclair 102 2.9 9 0 279 n 0 --
Romopo 1 275 92 97 2.49 81 12 2,13 V|
tockton 300 2,61 8 255 . 2.46 75 ] -
renton 622 .77 92 190 2,47 82 16 2,35 88
Wm. Paterson . 471 2,43 75 309 2,13 56 38 212 53
Thomos Edison5 21  -- - [ - 0 - -
State College .5 .
Total/ sl
Average 3793 274 8 1456 2.33 70 17 2,15 61
HIT 319 2,58 85 43 2.57 79 0 -- --
RUTGERS UNIVERSITY6
Concen, % 270 8 407 2,50 857 57 240 100
ewar == =- = -- -= -- -- -- =~
Hew Brunswick 3348  2.70 86 470  2.20 85 25 1.9 38
Rutgers University
Tota)/
Average 3548 2,70 8 510 2,22 66 29 1,99 ug
- 43 - .
O ‘.
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TABLE 19

POINT AVERAGE (GPA) FOR FALL 1983 ENTERING STUDENTS
ACCG(DING 10 NE(E:D FOR_REFEDIATION IN CWUTAEION. BY COLLEGE

TIVE THROUGI) SPRING 198!

COMPLETED DID KOT CRHPLETE

10 REMEDJATION™® : —REMEDIATION®
M) Heon 222,00 (W) Heon 3Z22,00 () Meon 222,00

COUNTY COLLEGES
Atlontic 116 2.70 86 70 2.3 71 66 2.26 65
gml ) %gg 2.56 82 ';}g 2,27 73 §g 1.67 4y
- - 5 ol - - -
Burtington 134 244 73 102 20 % 0 8 22 8
Camnden 400 2.64 91 153 2,35 80 51 2.12 63
Curberlond 87 2.4 9] 30 2.5 77 9 22 56
Essex 3 272 79 75 2.19 67 98 2.23 69
Gloucester 169  2.54 82 118 2.14 59 11 157 27
Hudson 4y 2.69 82 37 20 54 39 1.8 56
Hercer 507 2.39 71 24 2,0 54 17 153 35
Middlesex 654 2.35 82 453 2.3 75 37 154 35
Horr 12 884 2.40 74 9 2.1 64 31 1,70 23
Oceot 384 2.68 85 131 2.2 69 43 2,20 67
Passalc 3 2.3 67 58 1, 40 12 1.83 46
golem 3 92 2.75 84 35 2 69 7 232 57
amerset - - - - - - -~ - -
Sussex == - - == == = -~ - -
Union 309 2,38 2,08 58 101 1.88 52
Horren N/A WA /A 1 Z.05 100 0 -~ -~

County College

Totol/

Averoge 4463 2,52 79 2355 2,22 67 693 1.93 55
STATE COLLEGES
6lassboro S48 2,62 84 203 2.43 77 30 2.2 63
klerseg City 170 2,60 80 104 2,30 73 52 2.2 7

em - - - - - - - - -
Montclair 1024 2,90 94 166 2.50 8 2 2.00 50
Ranaoo 150 2,60 85 23 232 05 2 1.8 50
Stockton 6 365 2,65 83 191 2.33 70 0 --
Trenton 53 2,78 93 163 2.47 80 3 2143 67
W, Paterson 593 2,38 " 178 2,14 56 47 2,04 51
Tnongs Edison” 20 - -- 2 - -- 0 - -
State College

Total/

Averoge 3405 2.69 8 1030 2.3 73 163 2.15 63
NI - - - - - - - - -
RUTGERS UNIVERSITYS
Canden - - -- - -- -- .- -~ -
Nework -- -- - - - - - - -
New Brunswick =~ -- - - - -- - - -
Rutgers University

Total/

Averoge - - - - - -- - -- -

Ty -




TARE 20

GRADE POINT AVERACE (GPA) FOR ﬁALL 1983 ENTERING STUDENTS
ACCORDIMNG TO NEED FOR REMEDIATION IN ELEMENTARY ALGEBRA, BY COLLEGE
CUMILATIVE THROUGH SPRING 1985

. PLETED DID NOT COMPLETE o
10 REMEDIATION Mll()f __MM
M) Men 22200 () Heon Z22,00 () leon 222,00
COUNTY- COLLEGES
tlontic ! w e e = - s - =
61 08N 86 2,57 78 378 2.47 80 383 2,18 68
Broockdole2 16y -- e= 7y - -- 7 - -
Burlington 83 2.4 74 58 216 57 83 215 61
Eanden 210 2.74 95 237 2.48 85 152 2.28 74
wberjond 59  2.64 91 % 2.52 85 7 293 100
Essex 2 2.8 86 78 2, 73 9% 2,13 64
Glowcester 3 N/A  N/A H/A NA  NA H/A WA WA WA
fudson 15 2.77 93 17 2,18 59 5 208 63
Mercer 395 2.39 73 26 2.6 63 7% 1.4] 27
Middlesex 257 2,50 77 83 2.3 66 1.90 60
rls4 95 2,40 73 4 2,30 09 62 2.00 55
Oceon 151 2,73 87 .- - 1.70 50
Possolg 0 - - 3.27 1 321 o7
Solea 70 2.59 73 32 2.64 91 2,30 67
gmers%t 180 2.5 82 99 2,45 80 12 2.08 83
ussex -- - .- - - -- .- -
nion 213 2.5) 69 215 61 2% 179 58
Horren /A 77 - e - - - -
County follege
Total/
Averoge 2806 2.50 78 1608 2,37 74 138 2.10 64
, A £
Glossboro B;I 2.68 85 404 2.53 82 56 2,03 48
Jersey City 8 2.80 86 82 2. 87 | 2.40 05
Keon 452 2,66 84 183 2.41 73 15 2,03 57
t‘-onzclolr 461 3,00 97 522 2.7 89 12 210 58
Raropo 1 39 2.51 79 y 2, 92 23 . 85
Stockton - - -- -- - - =~ -
Trenton 443 2,84 95 241 2.49 o3 ’Ifl 2.26 68
Wa, Paterson , 720 2,33 09 69 2, Byl A 202 45
Thowos Edison? 7 == - - - 8 - -

State College
Total/
Averoge 2531 .66 84 1602 2.5 83 196 2,15 59

pnt 252 2,66 76 106 2,40 7 4 2.5 75

TGERS_UNIVERS

Canden 208 270 & 20 2.60 90 7 260 88

Hework 385 2.60 80 8 2.40 7 7 2.30 57

“flew Brunswick 3319 270 85 203 2.3 W N2 240 72 :

R%%gﬁ Unjversity
Averoge 3912 2,69 85 306 2,35 75 3% 2.41 72

- 45 -
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TABLE 21

GRADE POINT AVERAGE (GPA) FOR FALL 1983 ENTERING STUDENTS
ACCORDING TO NEED FOR REMEDIATION IN READING, BY COLLEGE
SPRING 1985 TERM

DID NOT COMPLETE

COMPLETED
NQ REMEDIATION* REMEDIATION* REMEDIATION”
QD Heon 222,00 (M) Meon 522,00 (W) Heon 222,00

COUNTY COLLEGES
Atlanti 132 2.61 82 72 2.09 60 30 1.79 66
Bergen I | Si7 3,25 69 287 1.89 60 19 1,25 2%
Brookdale 139 TS -- 134 == -- 1 R --
Burlington 114 2,38 H/A 104 2.01 /A 79 1.9 H/A
Conden 388 2.64 87 160 2.17 73 67 2.08 64
Cusberland 80 2.73 8l 37 2.1 62 7 2.40 86
Essex 3 2,51 79 33 1.9 5] 133 1.9 63
Gloucester 250  2.49 74 42 1.5 33 53 1.1 17
Hudson 48 2.62 81 72 174 53 --% e --
Hercer 477 237 72 %7 1.9 53 2 073 27
Middlesex 772 2.60 83 357 2.4 77 15 L3 33
Horrls, 821 2.70 /& 106 2.10 H/A 19 1.3 /A
Ocean 371 2.52 75 4l 2,14 67 4 1.68 Sy
Passalc 19 2,55 68 47 1.65 47 13 1.30 23
Salem 8 2.72 76 40 2.6 63 33 2.2 64
Somersgt 215 2.65 80 75 2.25 68 2 2.2 50
Sussex ~= - = -- == - -- -- -~
Union | 33 2,3 77 198 1.75 50 4 1.82 58
Harren WA NA WA 2 2.2% 50 - e --
County College

Total/

Average 5025  2.52 77 240 2.01 62 576 1.80 56
STATE COLLEGES
Glassboro 512 2.63 82 235 2.19 71 3 1.87 59
Jersey City 184 2.50 75 2 2.3 68 53 2.20 6l
Kean 470 2.5 79 173 2.3 72 16 1.9 ]
Montclair 84 2,90 90 g 2.40 76 2.70 100
Ramapo 9% 2.66 86 65 2.17 69 17 2.47 78
Stockton & 381 2,68 81 5 2,35 73 0 -- --
Trenton 611 H/A WA 108 N/A /A 9 NA N/A
Wm. Paterson _ bl4§ 2.4 5 167 1.9 53 37 210 54
Thomas Edison? 20 -- - - -- - -
State College

Total/

Average 3698 2.65 82 1386 2.27 70 169 2,12 60
i 336 2.6 83 20 2.2 63 6 1.9 67
RUTGERS IWIVERSITY S
Conden 1% 270 84 58 2.40 740 g 2.00° o
Newark ! 396 2.60 80 70 1.70 44 9 L0 33
New Brunssick 340 2,70 84 223 2.10 65 179 2.2 65
Rutgers University

Total/

Average 4022 2.69 83 347 2.07 62 193 2.16 63

- l;s -

O
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TABLE 22

GRADE POINT AVERAGE (6PA) FOR FALL 1983 ENTERING STUDENTS
ACCORDING TO NEED FOR REMEDIATION IM WRITINS, BY COLLEGE
SPRING 1985 TERN

- COMPLETED DID NOT CONPLETE ,
HQ REMEDIATION __ REMEDIATION REMEDIATION

(D Heon 222,00 M Heon 22200 (N) Heon 222,00

COUNTY COULEGES
y

Atiatic 195 2.39 75 4 217 63 5 1.70 60
Bergen- 47 2.3 N 106 2.13 6l 25 1.5 8
Brookdale! 4y - -- 106 - -- - --
Burlington 109 2.45 /A 163 2.00 /A 5 L2 1A
Canden 320 2,70 88 225 2.23 74 63 1.98 65
Cuaberland 71 2.66 88 52 211 63 1 0.060 -=
Essex- 30 2.67 83 3 1.9 63 61 1.76 49
Gloucester 200 2.5 78 8 1.8 50 g 0.5 0
Hudson 4 .56 80 % .73 is 15 2.19 87
Mercer Wy $37 Vil 2779 1.8 54 15 0.57 20 .
Middlesex 829 2.59 84 290 2.5 75 25 0.70 25
Hlorris 8l 2.50 W/A 168 2.00 /A 2 1.90 H/A
Ocean 2 472 2.4 78 77 177 56 9 2.02 57
Passaic 7 2.7 7 53 1.82 53 W L% 29
Salem 2.75 78 4o 2.2 63 7 1.3 43
Somerseg 232 2.62 8 65 2.25 68 0o - --
Sussex - - it - == - -= - -
Union %7 2.3 77 187 179 49 43 1,53 49
Horren - e - - - -- - = -

County College
Total/
Average 5071 2.51 73 208 2.01 62 343 1,57 49

STATE COLLEGES

6lassboro 565 2.60 8 198 2.11 66 17 181 53

Jersey City 206 2.50 76 3 2.2 58 2 1.9 58

Keon 424 2,63 81 23 2.7 70 12 .13 17

Hoatclair 102 2.80 74 2.10 63 ] == ==

Ramopo 71 2.54 84 97 2.38 76 12 2.51 91

Stockton 301 2.68 83 %5 2,42 72 9 -= --

Trenton 622 N/A /A 190 /A li/A 16 1A N/A
Wn, Paterson . 471  2.46 73 309 2.10 58 38 203 51

Thomas Edison® 21

State College
Totol/
Average 3793 2.65 83 5% 2.2 66 17 1.9 54

HIIT 319 2,59 82 43 2,49 74 0 - -
£8S UNIVERSI
Conden 260 2.60 83 407 2.50 787 57 2.007 4o’

Newor - - = e -
New Brunswick 3348 270 & 40 220 67 24 210 63

Rutgers University
Total/
Average 3548  2.69 84 510 2.2 68 29 2.08 59

- 47 -
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TABLE 23

GRADE POINT AVERAGE (GPA) FOR FALL 1983 ENTERING STUDENTS
ACCORDING T0 NEED FOR m&lﬂ;&gg '}ER!%WUTA"M' BY COLLEGE

, COMPLETED DID_NOT COMPLETE
N0 REMETSATIQN® REREDIATION* REMEDIATION®
(D Meon 22200 () Mem 22208 (D Mesn 222.00
COUNTY COLLEGES
Atlontic 116 2.48 78 70 2.07 63 66 2.16 60
rgen 355 2,27 67 436 2.09 67 6 1.38 42
Brookdaled 283 - -- 159 - -- 55 -- --
Burlington 13 2.23 /A 102 2.01 /A 5 212 WA
Canden 408 2.59 84 153 2.18 74 51 1.89
Cucberland 87 2.43 82 3 2.5 9 1.58 4i
Essex 3 2.3 77 75 1,88 55 9% 2.04 65
Gloucester 169 2.58 75 118 2:05 59 1l 1.63 36
Hudson 4 2.5 77 7 1.9 57 30 1.8/ 56
Hercer 507 2.32 70 25 1.83 5] 7 1.5 53
H1ddlesex 65 2.8 83 453 2.39 79 1.39 53
Horrs, 84 2.70 /A 91 2.30 /A 3 2.00 /A
Ocaan ¢ 384 2.55 76 131 1.9 58 43 2.02 0
Passeic 2.46 100 S8 1.80 43 12 1.8 S4
len 2 2.69 78 I 214 54 7 2.5 57
Scmerist3 - - -= - - - - -
4 Susse; - - = - - - - - -
Lnion 303 2.29 74 165 1.9 52 100 1.8 54
Worren WA H/A WA 3.2 1 0 - -

County Col lege
Total/
Average 4463 2,51 77 2355 2,10 o4 633 1.85 S7

STATE_COLLEGES

Glasskoro 548 2,54 79 203 2.3 75 30 1.9 57
%erseg City 170 2.60 74 106 2.30 73 52 1.70 52
eon b - - o e = o 22
Hontclair 1024 2.80 87 166  2.40 78 2 1.9 50
Ramopo 150 2.49 82 23 2.16 61 2 1.8 57
Stockton & 365 2.68 81 191 2,33 72 g - --
Trenton 535 N/A H/A 163 HN/A WA 30 HA HA
Wn. Paterson _ 593 2,38 73 178 2.13 62 4 202

Tnomos Edison’ 200 - -- 2 - - 0o -- -

S]t_utel(/:ollege
0%a
Averoge 3405 2,62 81 1030 2.28 72 183 1.8 SS

HIx S - - - - - -- - - -

RUTGERS UNIVERSIiYS

Canden - - - - - - - - e

Nework
New Brunswick  -- - -- - - - - - .

Rutgers University
Total/
Average -~ - - - == -- - - -

O
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TABLE 24
GRADE POINT AVERAGE (GPA) FOR FALL 1983 ENTERING S N

ACCORDING TO NEED FOR REMEDIATION IN ELEMENTARY ALGEBRA, BY COLLEGE [
SPRING-1985 TERM- : .
COGPLETED DID NOT COMPLETE
N0 REMEDIATION* ___REMEDIATION*  __ RFMEDIATION*
4 feon 222,00 (M) lMeon 222,00 () Hean 222,00
COUNTY FQLLEGES
Atlontic! el - - -~ - - --
gen 86 2.22 65 378 2,20 67 383 2.00 83
Brookdale? 164 - -= 174 - -~ 170 - --
Burlington 89 2,24 89 68 2.07 87 89  2.00 85
Canden 20 2.70 88 237 2.4 82 152 2.06 85
Cunberland 59 2,25 8l % 2.28 73 7 2.8 100
Essex 2 2,53 82 78 2.0 64 g6 1,8
Sloucester 3 N/A /A H/A N/A  N/A H/A WA /A N/A
Hudson 15 2.79 20 17 2,14 71 35 1.8 ?7
Hercer 395 2.31 71 236 2.12 6l 74 131 S
Hiddlesex 25 2.60 8 83 1.9 66 20 1.5 44
Wrris 835 2.70 WA 49 2,40 /A 62 2.30 WA
Ocean 4 151 2,53 8 0 - -~ 2 1.60 50
Pcsscig 0 -- -- 3.7 160 3 Ly 33
Salen 70 2.43 81 32 2.60 75 3 2.4 67 .
gmers t 180 2,61 80 9 2.38 72 2 223 75
ussex ~- -- - -- -~ -~ -- - -
Union 213 2.45 77 69 2.08 62 4137 50
Morren WA /A H/A - -- -- - - -

County College
Total/
Averoge 806 2.55 79 1608 2.21 70 1138 1.9 62

SIATE COiLEGES

Glassboro 321 2.62 83 404 2,43 77 56 1.79 55
Jersey City 78 2.80 81 82 2.00 78 10 2,50 65
Kean 452  2.60 79 183 2.25 68 14 172 ]
Hoatclair 46l 2,90 9 522 2.60 80 12 1.70 42
Ranapo 39 2.54 82 84  2.63 85 23 2.09 65
Stockton ! -- -- -- - -- - -- -- -

irenion 443 N/A N/A 241 WA fi/A 4y /A N/A
Wn. Poterson _ 720 2,33 i 63 2,16 oi 23 2.0l 55
Thomas Edison 7 - - 7 - - 3 - -
State College

Total/

Average 2531 2.58 80 1602  2.48 77 196 1,91 57
wis 252 2.64 84 106 2.45 75 4 225 75
RUTGERS UNIVERSITY
Cande:s 208 2.60 82 20 2.50 80 17 2.40 7
Hewark 385 2.50 74 83 2.30 72 7 22 71
New Brunswick 3319 2,70 84 203 2.30 68 312 2.40 71

R¥t9erl';s laiversity |
0tc |
Average 3912 2.68 83 306 2.31 70 33 2.40 71 g

- 49 -
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TABLE 25

SUCCESSFUL. SURVIVAL RATES FOR FALL 1983 ENTERING STUDENTS
ACCORDING TO NEED FOR REMEDIATION [N READING, BY COLLEGE
CUMULATIVE THROUGH SPRING 1385

N COMPLETED DID NOT CQHPLETE

N0 REMEDIATION _REMEDIATON* __REMEDIATION®

@M SR M SR N SR
CQUNTY COLLEGES
Atlonti i3 S 135 3 13 19
Bergen 1169 39 S64 2 187 2
Brookdale 693 49 77 48 155 %
Bur1ington 262 43 191 35 193 18
Canden 97 39 23 L] %7 14
Curberlond 165 4y 83 3] L] 15
Essex 146 21 82 24 478 19
6loucester S03 49 74 19 3 0 2
Hudson 134 20 17 25 1% --
Hercer 895 ] 496 28 188 3
Hiddlesex 1461 43 614 3
Yorri 1275 49 259 35 1456 3
Ocean 620 21 43 173 15
Possalé: 63 9] 20 191 ¢
Salem 175 4 62 41 45
Somerseg 524 149 51
Sussex == == =~ - == -
Union 620 L] 32 3 260 10
Worren ! 79 N/A [] 59 0 -
County College

Total/

Averaoe % 9954 43 4024 35 3017 12

T EG!

Glassboro 736 80 327 54 8 2
Jersey City 325 45 139 51 129 26
Kean 717 54 29 58 57 18
¥ontclair 1124 71 460 6l 28 1
Ramapo 264 R 140 34 3 41
Stockton 6 497 ] B 5 24 0
Trenton 784 71 155 50 7 19
Wn, Paterson 919 49 22 k) 103 20
Thomas Edison 7 45 44 3 66 2 0
State College

Total/

Average % 5422 59 1963 52 489 21
wir! 533 54 5 43 %2
RUTGERS UNIVERSITY 8

9 9
Canden 2o V) 10° 5
Newark 1 502 67 82 53 74 11
New Brunswick 3931 75 %8 50 45 42
Rutgers University

Total/

Average % 4680 74 435 49 282 40

~ 50 -
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TABLE 26

CESSFUL URVlVAL RATES Fm FALL 1983 ENTERING STUDENTS
ACCOR ING TO NEED FOR REMEDIATION IN WRITING, BY COLLESE
CUMULATIVE THROUGH SPRING 1985
CmPLETED DID HOT COMPLETE
NO REMEDIATION* _REMEDIATION" __REMEDIATION*
O w s @ s
COUNTY COLLEGES
Atlantic 376 45 8 26 27 11
-Bergen 833 42 175 45 140 9
Brookdale 821 0 241 4y 87 13
Buriington 240 35 306 32 100 4
Canden 30 38 355 ] 44y 10
Cumberlond 144 &5 121 R 1 -
: Essex 194 14 200 3 305 12
Gloucester 302 4y 154 25 65 0
’ Hudson 139 30 100 23 206 2
Hercer 895 39 538 7 148 3 -
diddlesex 1574 43 483 42 219 3
lbrrl§ 1284 48 289 R 107 ]
eon 832 43 135 3l 47 ]
Possalc 32 16 126 2 182 2
172 u7 58 48 55 ]
Sonersezt 543 34 159 27 7 0
Sussex - == == - -~ -~
676 40 309 29 215 12
Horren 3 - - -- -- -- -
County College
Total/
Averoge % 9977 42 3853 34 2358 7
ATE COLLEG!
Glassboro 827 53 260 52 62 19
Jersey City 382 48 134 45 77 13
Kean 555 55 24 55 §3 10
Hontcloir 145 70 142 2 14 0
Ramopo 206 32 157 50 74 12
Stockton 42 57 352 o 27 0
Trenton 689 70 252 62 35 40
Wn, Paterson 691 51 460 38 97 2]
Thomas Edison 4 43 o 3 3 5 0
State College

Total/

Average % 5376 60 2044 %0 sy 16
Y 505 54 72 47 ] 0
RUTGERS WHIVERS!TY S
Canden 29 85 66 S5 126 426
Hewark 3 - - == - - -~
New Brunswick 3830 75 Shly 55 70 13
Rutgers University

Total/

Average % 4093 75 605 SF 82 17

-5] -
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TABLE 77 ’
SUCCESSFUL SURVIVAL RATES FOR FALL 1983 ENTERING STUDENTS ’
ACCORDING TO NEED FOR REMEDIATION IN COMPUTATION, BY COLLEGE N
CUMULATIVE THROUGH SPRING 1985
COMPLETED DID NOT COMPLETE
NO REMED[ATION* REMEDIATION" REMEDJATION*
@w o sRe w s JOTEN R ’
CQUNTY COLLEGES ’
Atloatic 231 43 13 44 159 7
Bergen 690 42 321 39 409 7
Brookdale 572 51 253 63 284 19
Burlington 256 38 195 2 195 16
Canden 874 [} 280 44 442 7
Cunberlond 175 45 73 3 4] 12
Essex 78 35 176 28 452 15
Gloucester 348 40 173 4 90 3
Hudson 126 2 78 23 239 6
Mercer 926 29 g 204 3
hiddlesex 1190 42 738 46 348 [
Forr § 1407 45 145 ] 128 6
Ocean 628 52 43 177 16
Passoic ] 50 119 19 1 5
, Salen 185 u7 61 40 u7 ]
* Somers - -- -- - -- --
Sussex -= -- == - - -
Union 560 40 32 315 17
Horren 87 A 5 100 1
County College
Total/
Average 7 8337 43 4213 39 3642 1
STATE COLLEGES
Glassboro 778 59 279 56 92 2
Jersgv City 278 49 172 Ly 143 26
Kean -- - - - -- --
Montclair 1350 70 236 57 26 8
Romopo _ - 375 34 43 35 19 5
Stocktor® 53} 57 % 52 17 0
Trenton 702 71 201 65 73 7
Wm, Poterson 920 46 240 2 88 7
Thomas Edison & 38 53 9 2 4 ]
State College
Total/
Average 7 4972 59 1437 52 462 2
NIT4 - - - - - -
RUTGERS UNIVERSITY 4
Cemden - - - - - -
Newark - - -- - - -
New Brunswick - - - - - --
Rutgers University
Total/
AVEI'O% A - - - - - ad
- 52 - 5
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TABLE 28

SUCCESSFUL SURVIVAL RATES FOR FALL 1983 ENTE"ING STUDENTS
ACCORDING TO NEED FOR REMEDIATION If ELEMENTARY ALGEBRA, BY COLLEGE
CUMILATIVE THROUGH SPRING 1985

COMPLETED DID NOT € TE

HO REMEDIATION * RERCDLTION * Rgmmmplgmu *

M R @M SR & sR**
COUNTY COLLEGES
Atlontic -- -- -- - - -=
Bergen 203 33 531 57 1186 22
Brookdale 285 56 51 69 545 3]
Burlington 166 49 108 35 279 19
Camden 709 8 351 50 708 16
Cumberland 97 56 53 1] 13
£ssex 49 39 160 35 497 12
Gloucester? N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A
Hudson 35 40 39 26 153 12
Mercer 694 42 433 39 401 5
Middlesex 413 48 158 32 90 13
orri 1486 il ! 43 123 28
Ocegn 2 43 3 0 9 11
Passaic [ 0 8 25 i 50
Salexn 175 2 52 56 12 17
Somerset 353 42 yL1] 3 151 1
Sussex 5 - -- -- - - -
tnion 380 4 111 38 69 2
Hocren 30 N/A 0 - 9 -
County College

Total/

Average % 5383 2 2630 47 4250 18
STAT EGES
Glassboro 459 60 57 63 163 17
Jersev City 116 53 122 53 40 18

Kean 654 58 201 51 78 10
Montclair 609 73 730 63 27 7
Ranopo 105 2 136 o4 195 10
Stockton! - - == == -- -
Trenton 565 74 203 66 108 2
Hn. Paterson 1054 u7 113 35 8] 1
Tnomas £dison 6 12 59 1 B 9 89
State College

Total/

Average % 3585 59 222 60 701 16
7 369 60 175 ) 38 8
RUTGERS UNIVERSITY
Canden 279 65 32 55 3 48
Hewark 492 63 94 65 2} 19
Hew Brunswick 3775 75 229 66 432 52
Rutgers University

Total/

Average 7 4546 73 355 65 434 50

- 53 .
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PRE-AND POST-TESTING FOR FINAL LEVEL OF REMEDIATION, FALL 1983 ENTERING STUDENTS
CUMULATIVE THROUGH SPRING 19858$11E§GE AVAILAWCE (*); OTHERWISE FALL 1983 TERM

TABLE 29

BY COLLEGE

MIN. SCORE
NEED

% ATTAINING
HININUM LEVEL

TOTAL NO. MEAN SCORE
COLLEGE COURSE TEST ADHINISTERED TESTED PR(E! CL_CY PRE-TEST POST-TEST ON POST-TEST
COUNTY COLLEGES
Atlantic lo Data
Bergen No Data
Brookdale No Data
Burlington €SK100 Stanford Diggnostic 100 720 678.7 755.6 84
HJCBSPT - RC 35 166 157 168 74

:n Camden Basic Reading Skills 1i*® NJCBSPT - RC 220 32 ron WA N/A 3

f Cunberlcad RDG 111 NJCBSPT - RC 59 165 149 170 9
Essex RDG-099 TABE-Form D 67 574 su7 556 34
Gloucester RDG-010* Stanford - Reoding Comprehension 67 10.0 7.7 8.8 N/A
Hidson College Reoding 11* HJCBSPT-RC 163 165 141 156 3%
Hercer Level 1 (78S Reoding-Level 4 33 622(11.0 GE) 628.89 643.87 100
Mlddlesex RDG-001* NJCBSPT - RC 25 162 154.9 160,5 53
Hori'is tio Data
Ocean No Data
Passaic RD 004 Stanford-Totul Test 17 39 3.47 38.82 53
Salem to Data
Somerset Critical Reading NJCBSPT - RC 8. H/A 155 148 7
Sussex o Data

. Union In-house Essay Adninlstered as Post-test nly N Iy
EMC Worren No Data -'-l-‘l ¢
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TABE 30 ¢}

PRE-AND POST-TESTING FOR FINAL LEVEL OF REMEDIATION,
CUMULATIVE THROUGH SPRING 1985 WHERE AVAILABLE (*);
READING, BY COLLEGE

FALL 1983 ENTERING STUDENTS
OTHERWISE FALL 1983 TERM

HIN SCORE
% ATTAINING
DE Rg MEAN SCORE MINIMUM LEVEL
COLLEGE COURSE, TEST_ADMINISTERED TESIED PROFICIENCY PRE-TEST PGST-TEST QN POST-TEST
STATE_COLLEGES
Glassbore Reoding & Study Skills Improvement/ R
Imoroving Personal Reoding Skills® NJCBSPT - RC 285 168 160,0 168.5 61
Jersey City Reoding Study Skiils Deportmental Test 103 20 (702)  16.3 18,5 78
Keon CS omt Nel son-Denny 227 125 6E  10.5 13,6 N/A
Montclair Basic Reading Skills Diagnostic Reading Test 526 10 9,3 10,1 60
, Romoo Dev. Reoding® NJCBSPT - RC 85 168 158.4 165.6 45
& Stocktan Study Skills & Critical Thinking Helson-Denny-Yocobulary 260 N/A 11.7 12,4 N/A
-Comorehension N/A 11,0 11, N/A
! -Total N/7A 1.3 12, N/A
Trenton RDG 102 NJCBSPT - RC 28 166 153.0 166.0 93
Hn, Paterson RLA 107° NJCBSPT - RC 148 166 152,1 164.8 92
Thomas Edison (Not Aoplicable)
I ENG 108/109* Stonford Task Test - Form A 2 33 23.68 38.68 73
RUTGERS UNIVERSITY
Canden Yo data
Newark flo dota
New Brunswick No data
Y ‘ 78
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TABLE 3}
PRE-AND POST-TESTING FOR FINAL LEVEL OF REMEDIATION, FALL 1.83 ENTERING STUDENTS
CUXULATIVE THROUGH SPRING 1985 WHERE AVAILABLE (*); OTHERWISE FALL 1983 TERM
WRITING, BY COLLEGE
TOIAL 10, DETERRIE L LEVeL
COLLEGE COURSE TEST ADMINISTERED JESTED  PROFICIENCY PRE- IUSALSI ON POST-TEST
NTY 6
' Atlontic No Data

Bergen o Doto
Brookdale No Data
Burltngton ESK 070 NJCBSPT - SS 276 160 157.4 163.5 82
Concen Bosic Writing Skills 11* NJCBSPT - SS & Essoy N/A /A N/A H/A /A

1+ Cumberlond ENG 100 HJCBSPT - SS 75 165 151 155 n

& Essex ENG 095 DTLS-Sentence Structure 226 2 17.3 2.8 i

' Gloucester o 010° NJCBSPT - Total English 150 162 152 164 84
Hudson Bosic English 11° NJCBSPT - SS 132 161 146 159 55
Hercer Level 11 In-house Test 328 42 (qom)  38.42 48.14 100
Hiddlesex ENG 010 NJCBSPT ~ SS 289 162 154.1 1592 43
Horris o Dota

’ Oceon do Dato
Passaic EN 004*° Developmental He.lstic Essay 25 7 N/A 7,48 N/A
(Administered os Post-test Only)
Solem Yo Doto
Somerset Basic Composttion HJCBSPT - §S 97 /A 154 157 42
Sussex (No Separate Hriting Course in Foll '83) —
]: MC Unfon In-house Essay Administered os Post~test Only A .-
Worren (No Separate Writing Course) '7 9




TABLE 328 3 :

PRE-AND POST-TESTING FOR FINAL LEVEL OF REMEDIATION, FALL 1983 ENTERING STUDENTS
CUMULATIVE THROUGH SPRING l%&ﬂﬁé A&l&% A E('); OTHERHISE FALL 1983 TERH

HIN, SCORE
TOTAL MO, gEETgRHlNg MEAN SCORE élﬁ%&“&&t
COLLEGE __COURSE JEST ADMINISTERED IESTED _ PROFICIENCY PRE-TEST POST-TEST QM POSI-TEST
STATE COLLEGES
Glassboro Imoroving Person Writing Skills In-house Essay 146 7 5.8 7.8 97
Jersey Clty College Hriting In-house Essoy 100 8 4,3 8.99 43
Keon ENG 0109 Hriting Somple 3 7/8 6.2 7.5 79/52
Hontcloir o Dato
Ramopo o Date
,  Stockton College Hriting Locol Essay Test 283 N/A 7.5 8.2 A
1 Trenton tio Data
' W, Poterse E£NG 108° HJCBSPT - Essoy 26 7 5.5 8.3 0
Thomas Edison (Hot Aoplicanle)
WIT Yo Data
RUTGERS UNJVERSITY
Canden tio data
Nework (o Senarote Hriting Course)
New Brunswlck o data
Q 8 O
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TABLE 33

PRE-AND POST-TESTING FOR FINAL LEVEL OF REMEDIATION, FALL 1983 ENTERING STUDENTS
CUMULATIVE THROUGH SPRING 1985 WHERE AVAILABLE (*); OTHERWISE FALL 1983 TERM

—- . COMPUTATION, BY COLLEGE
HIN, SCORE
NEEDED TO X ATTAIRING
TOTAL NO. DETERMINE MEAN SCORE MININGH LEVEL
COLLEGE COURSE TEST_ADMINISTERED JESTED  PROFICIENCY PRE-TEST POST-TEST OM POST-TEST
COUNTY COLLEGES
Atlontic No Data
Bergen No Data
Brookdale lio Data
Bur}ington MTH 001 In-house Test 82 35 18,96 35.35 50
(nossible 48)
Camden Basic Hath Skills I1° NJCBSPT - HC 506 19 row N/A N/A 100
,  Cunberlond Hath 095 NJCBSPT - MC 49 165 156 169 100
8 Essex ¥oth 081 Depor tmental Test 182 20 700 7.5 23.4 77
' Gloucester MAT 010° NJCBSPT - 1C 149 165 156 168 67
Hudson Baosic Math 11° NJCBSPT - MC 97 168 152 166 52
Hercer HS 100 NJCBSPT - MC 306 175 157.4 184.45 100
Hiddiesex Hath 010 NJCBSPT - HC 77 166 154.4 162.4 30
torris No Data
Oceon No Data
Passaic MA 004° NJCBSPT - HC 2 24 18.73 2.7 3%
Solem No Data
Somer set (No Computation Course Uatil Spring ‘84)
Q Sussex MA 010-Computation® NJCBSPT - MC . 4 165 152 174 N/A
E lC Unlon MAT 001 NJCBSPT - HC 140 165 12,25 2,07 93

Worren No Data L K1 (19 ra0)




TABLE, 34 ‘

PRE-AND PO%-IES"NG FOR FINAL LEVEL OF.REMEDIATION, FALL 1983 ENTERING STUDENTS
CUMULATIVE THROUGH SPRING 1985 WHERE AVAILABLE (*3; OTHERHISE FALL 1983 TERM
COMPUTATION, BY COLLEGE

HIN, gcm
IOIAL "0 né%ganms MM SCORE Ml mnliNLmG
COLLECE COURSE TEST ADMINISTERED ESTED PROFICIENCY PRE-TEST POST-TEST ON POST-TESY
STATE COLLEGES
Glussxro Cooutatlon B* NJCBSPT - HC 239 170 161.5 173.6 84
Jersey Clty Developmental Foth In-house Computatic 8 30 19,3 33.1 68
(possible 40)
Keon (No Comoutation Course)
Hontclalr Dev, Kath I-tomputatlion Coputation laventory 27 25 2.3 7.2 84
Ramopo Coroutation® NJCBSPT - MC/EA N/A 24/24 21/10,2  25/27.8 100
Stockton Quantative Reasoning NJCBSPT - HC 240 2 16.7 23.2 69.1
{posslible 30)
NJCBSPT - £A 240 ( :gf 30 1.7 14.4 il7A
possible
CA Achleverent-Computation 235 N/A 10.0 11.5 N/A
'Conceots H Pl ‘oblens 235 N/A 10.6 1.7 N/A
~Total 235 N/A 10.3 11.7 N/A
Trenton MAT 031 HICBSPT - 1C 42 171 164 173 100
Ha, Paterson FATH 101° NJCBSPT - I 145 169 154.0 173.0 88

Thomas Edl son (ot Apollcoble)

T (No Computation Course)

RUTGERS UNIVERSITY

Canden (Mo Computation Course)

Newark (Ho Computation Course) 8 2
New Brunswlck (Ko Computation Course)

ERIC
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TABLE 35

PRE-AND POST-TESTING FOR FINAL LEVEL OF REMEDIATION, FALL 1983 ENTERING STUDENTS
CUMULATIVE THROUGH SFRING 1985 WHERE AVAILABLE (*); OTHERWISE FALL 1983 TERM
ELERENTARY ALGEBRA, BY COLLEGE

MIN. SCORE
NEEDED T0 2 ATTAINING

TOTAL 110. DETERMINE MEAN SCORE HINIHOY LEVEL
COLLEGE COURSE TEST ADHINISTERED TESTED  PROFICIENCY PRE-TEST POST-TEST O POST-TEST
COUNTY COLLEGES
Atlontic (Ho Algebra Course)
Bergen lo Data
Brookdole tio Data
Burlington HTH 002 In-house Test 61 12 8.05 17.16 160
Canden No Dota
Cunberlond MATH 100 NJCBSPT - EA %6 169 152 165 92
Essex JATH 081 Deportmental Test 164 21 (70%) 7.5 2.3 55
Gloucester Ho Data
Hudson Bosic Algebra® NJCBSPT - EA 3 167 158 169 58
Hercer S 110 HJCBSPT - EA 132 179(2) 158,18 176.46 100(?)
Hiddlesex tloth 018 NJCBSPT - EA 43 167 157.5 178.9 84
Horris Ho Data
Oceon o Dato
Passalc Ho Data
Salem Ho Dato
Somerset Elenentary Algebro NJCBSPT - EA 15€ H/A 156 172 85
Sussex MA 010-Algebra® NJCBSPT - EA 5 167 150 175 N/A
Union HAT 02 nJeBsPT - €A T T 89 166 7.83 2033 93
Worren Ho Pata non ot 2 (135 ran)
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TABLE 36

PRE-AND POST-TEST ING FOR FINAL LEVEL OF REMEDIATION,
CUMULATIVE THROUGH SPRING 1985 WHERE AVAILABLE (*);
ELEMENTARY ALGEBRA, BY COLLEGE

FALL 1983 ENTERING STUDENTS
OTHERdlSE FALL 1983 TE!

84

HIN, SCORE

NEEDED 10 ATTAINING
COLLEGE COURSE TEST ADAIHISTERED I%é%Ego' %BFHIUC‘I{EEEJCY PRE-I’E%;'#H gggt -TEST !)H POSI-IEW

ATE EG!

Glassboro Algebra B* NJCBSPT - EA 475 175 165.4 180.4 91
Jersey City to Data
Keen HA 0150 Local Test 107 35 15.1 40,1 77
Hontclair Dev. Math 1i-Algebro Algebra Inventory 676 24 16,3 26.4 79
Ramapo Elem. Algebro® NJCBSPT - HC/EA N/A 2% .49 254 100
Stockton (o Algebra Course)
Trenton HAT 092 HJCBSPT - EA %9 176 164.0 176.0 8
Wn. Paterson HATH 105* NJCBSPT - EA 67 176 157.0 177.4 73
Thomas Edison (ot Applicable)
NIT lo Data
RUTGERS UNIVERSITY
Conden to Dota
Newark Ho Data
New Brunswick Ho Data




TABLE 37

PERFORMANCE OF FALL 1983 ENTERING, FULL-TIME STUDENTS

IN FIRST COLLEGE-LEVEL COURSE IN ENGLISH COtPOSITION
ACCORDING TO NEED FOR REMEDIATION IN READING, BY COLLEGE -
THROUGH SFRING 1985 -

NO NEED FOR NEEDED AND COMPLETED
REMEDIATION REMEDIATION
No, Enrolled % Pass No, Enrolled % Pass

COUNTY COLLEGES
Atlontic 166 84 39 90
Bergen 1404 78 549 75
Brookdale 520 83 207 84
Burlington 275 73 128 74
Canden * 602 74 199 66
Cwier land 167 83 56 80
Essex 78 54 31 65
-Gloucester i 76 55 75
Hudsan 82 §7 147 59
Mercer 134 8 185 82
Middlesex 1110 78 358 75
Morris 1159 8 225 9
Ocean N/A H/A H/A H/A
Passaic 39 80 65 55
Salem 144 33 38 89
Somer set 478 92 132 92
Sussex 2 -- -- - --
Union 202 9y 150 83
Warren 79 H/A 5 100
Uy fokiese 7150 81 2582 78

-2 -




TABLE 38 *

PERFORMANCE OF FALL 1953 ENTERING, FULL-TIME STUDENTS

IN FIRST COLLEGE-LEVEL COURSE IN ENGLISH COMPOSITION

ACCORDING TO NEED FOR REMEDIATION IN READING, BY COLLEGE

THROUGH SPRING 1985

RExEiAT 00 411
No, Enrolled % Pass No. Enrolied Z Pass
- STATE COtLEGES
Blassboro 7 86 290 81
Jersey City 325 83 79 65
Kean 650 83 209 88
Hontclair a1l 93 334 9
. Ramepo 111 96 73 91
- Stockton 57 93 80 86
Trenton 73% 48 137 92
William Paterson 623 8 187 80
Thomas Edison ! -- -- -- -
Stote Callege
Total/Average % 4000 91 1389 87
NIt 426 89 19 74
RUTGERS UNIVERSITY
Camden 233 97 81 %
Nework 433 95 Sy 93
New Brunswick 3339 97 34 83
‘Rutgers University
\ Total/Average 7 4005 97 369 8

- 63 -
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TABLE 39

PERFORMANCE OF FALL 1983 ENTERING, FULL-TIME STUDENTS
IN FIRST COLLEGE-LEVEL COURSE Iif ENGLISH COMPOSITION
ACCORDING TO NEED FOR REMEDIATION IN WRITING, BY COLLEGE

THROUGH SPRING 1985

87

RO TAT 0% 11t
No. Enrolled % Pass No, Enrolled % Pass
COUNTY COLLEGES .
Atlontic 358 85 64 77
Bergen 1025 80 205 -
Brookdale 531 84 164 77
Burlington 235 85 242 84
Canden 514 76 296 67
Cunberland 147 84 89 79
Essex 73 64 i45 64
Gloucester 337 78 129 72
Hudson 82 67 139 60
Mercer 80 88 318 77
Hiddiesex 1237 79 376 73 .
Morris 1186 89 244 84
Ocean WA N/A N/A N/A
Passaic 23 ai a7 55
Salem 138 80 15 %
Somerset 516 93 67 &
Sussex? - - - -
Union 33 9% 169 86
Worren® -- - - -
Cunty fostess 4 6905 8 279 75
- 64 -




TABLE 40

PERFORMANCE OF FALL 1983 ENTERING, FULL-TIME STUDENTS

1. FIRST COLLEGE-LEVEL COURSE IN EHGLISH COMPOSITION

ACCORDING TO NEED FOR REMEDIATION IN WRITING, BY COLLEGE

THROUGH SPRING 1985

88

HO NEED FOR NEEDED AND COMPLETED
REMEDIATION REMEDIATION
No. Enrolled % Pass No, Enrolled % _Pass
STATE COLLEGES
- Blassboro 769 87 240 69
Jersey City 382 30 130 © 80
Kean 622 83 263 84y
Hontclair 1052 9 176 97
Ramapo i 3 81 85
Stockton 24 83 112 9
Trenton 640 938 228 93
Williom Paterson 627 85 240 78
. Thomas Edison 1 - - -- -
State College

Total/Avercge 7 4157 9] 1470 84
MIT 384 83 61 84

RUTGZRS UNIVERSITY
CamGets 259 97 58 a5
Newark - - -- -
.New Brunswick 3244 97 525 89

Rutgers University
. Total/Average 7 3500 97 533 89

- 65 -




TABLE 41

PERFORMANCE OF FALL 1983 ENTERING, FULL-TIME STUDENTS
IN FIRST COLLEGE-LEVEL COURSE IN MATHEMATICS
ACCORDING TO NEED FOR REMEDIATION IN COMPUTATION, BY COLLEGE
THROUSH SPRING 1985

N0 NEED FOR NEEDED AND COMPLETED
REMEDIATION REMEDIATION
H rolled % Pass No, Enrolled m

COUNTY COtLEGES
Atlantic 128 84 70 75
Bergen ' 145 65 94 57
Brookdale 129 65 26 3
Burlington 72 74 33 30
Canden ! 415 69 97 55
Cumberland 136 7 17 53
Essex Yl 72 33 67
Gloucester 275 72 115 65
Hudson 3 87 62 55
Mercer 200 73 150 52
Middlesex 878 75 142 59
Morris 104 75 2 100
Ocean N/A /A N/A N/A
Passaic 5 80 13 5
Solem 46 89 21 90
Somerset - - - -
Sussex® - -- - --
Union 128 87 3 72
Harren 87 N/A S 100

o Roeross 1 2806 74 912 61

- 66 -
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TABLE 42

PERFORMANCE OF FALL 1983 ENTERING. FULL-TIME STUDENTS
IN FIRST COLLEGE-LEVEL COURSE IN MATHE}
ACCORDING TO NEED FOR REMEDIATION IN COMPUTATION, BY COLLEGE
THROUGH SPRING 1885

NO NEED FOR NEEDED AND COMPLETED
REMEDIATION REMEDIATION
No, Enrolled Pass No, Enrolled Z Pass
" STATE COLLEGES
6lassboro 370 84 62 73
Jersey City 105 70 18 6,
‘Kean 1 -- -~ - --
‘Montclair 662 97 g 68
Ramopo- 84 92 2 100
“Stockton v a4 12 92
Trenton 177 93 79 82
Milliom Paterson 159 82 22 77
Thomas Edison -- -- -- --
‘State College
Totul/Averuge A 1574 90 235 76

RUTGERS UNIVERSITY!

Canden - - - -
Newark - - - -
Mew Brunswick - - -- -

Rutgers University
Total/Average 7 .- --

v




TABLE 43

PERFORMANCE OF FALL 1983 ENTERING, FULL-TIME STUDENTS
IN FIRST COLLEGE-LEVEL COURSE IN MATHEMATICS 3

ACCORDING TO HEED FOR REMFDIATION IN ELEMENTARY ALGEBRA, BY COLLEGE
THROUGH SPRING 1985

NO NEED_FOR NEEDED AND COMPLETED
REMEDIATION REMEDIATION
No, Enrolled 4 _Pass No, Enrolled ZPoss -
COUNTY COLLEGES
Atlantic ! -- -- - -
Bergen 15 87 208 59
Brookdale 74 62 85 57
Burlington 106 80 36 67
Canden ? 224 7 249 66
N Cumberand 124 71 24 54 !
Essex 9 89 83 51
Gloucesters N/A N/A /A NiA

Hudson
Mercer
Middlesex
Morris

Ocean

Passaic

Salem

Somerset

Sussex *

Union

Herren

1
County fomese o 1378 78 1275 66




TABLE U

FERF ORMANCE OF FALL 1983 ENTERING, FULL"TIME STUDENTS
IN FIRST COLLEGE-LEVEL COURSE IN MATHEMATIC
ACCORDING TO NEED FOR REMEDIATION IN E.EMENTARY ALGEBRA BY COLLEGE
THROUGH SPRING 1985

HO NEED_FOR NEEDED AND COMPLETED
REMEDIATION _ REMEDIATION
. No. Enrolled 2 Pass No, Enrolled % Pgss
STATE COLLEGES
' Blassboro 170 a8 103 67
Jersey City 82 72 27 67
¢ Kean 375 83 85 n
. Montclair 256 90 427 93
Romapo 45 93 67 89
Stockton ! -~ - - -
‘Trenton 135 92 117 86
" Willion Poterson 80 79 58 78
* Thomas Edison 2 -- -- -- --
‘ State College
Total/Average % 1143 86 885 85
It 3 289 85 148 82
: RUTGERS UMTVERSITY
.Canden 99 97 4 100
Newark 221 91 67 82
--New Brunswick 1254 87 147 57
Rutgers University
Total/Average % 1565 88 218 72
- 69 -




FOOTNOTES TO TABLES

Ioble |

lnstitution does not offer a remedial course
in algebra.

2Course integrates reading and writing,

3Passing defined as a grode of “C” or betters
or “pass”,

Ypgssing defined as o grade of “C" or better,

Sinstitution did not offer a computation course
in 1933,

6N.t ooplicable, Only port-time students are
tested ond tracked (full-time dato reported by other
institutions).

71nstitution does not offer o separate writing
course,

Ible 2

nstitution does not offer o course in
conoutation,

ZIncludes 18 students enrolled in Intermediote
Algebra, which the institution does not consider @
remedial course.

3BASK 1102:  “Study Skills ond Critical
Thinking.”

YiBASK 1103: “Quantitative Reasoning.”

Sinstitution does not offer o remedial course
in algebra,

BNot opplicable. Institution reports students
as port-time only.

TCourse integrates reading and writing.
8Course includes trigonometry.

-71 -
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nstitution does not offer 0 separate writing
course,

Igble 3

. Mnstitution does not offer a remedial course
’ in algebro.

2Course integrotes reading and writing,

3Not_coplicable, since part-time students do
not enroll In programs reauiring algebra,

Ypassing defined as a grade of “C" or Letter
or “pass.”

SPassing defined os o grode of “C* or better.

i lgégstltutlon did not offer a computation course
n .

7institutjon did not offer o separate writing
course in 1983,

8Basic matnemotics ond algebra reported
together,

Institution does not offer o separote writing
course,

Table 4

nstitution does .not offer o course' in
computation.

2pASK 1102:  “Study Skills ond Critical
Thinking,”

3BASK 1103: “Quantitative Reasoning.

Y41nstitution does not offer o remedial course
in algebra.

SCourse intzgrates reading and writing.

bInstitution does not offer o separate writing
course,

-72 -
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Tables 5, 9, 13

*See “Guidelines For Preparation of Institutional
Report on Remedial Program Effectiveness” (Appendix)
for definition of study groups.

ICourse integrates reading and wri ting.

2Students who fall to comolete remediation ore
not permitted to take college-level courses.

3Second study group (“completed remediation”)
defined by institution as obtaining o grade of “C* or
better, or “pass.*

ot opplicoble. Only part-time students are
tested ond trocked (full-time dato reported by other
institutions.

SBASK 1102:  “Study Skills ond Critical
Thinking, "

bInstitution reports students os part-time
only. Most follow-up data not opplicable, since
courses are taught elsewhere.

7Criterion for complet:on (second ond third
study grouns) is enrollment in English 101, even
though a student may not have enrolled in remediation.

8additional data, received too late for
comoi lation, render this volue somewhat inoccurate.
Refer to institution’s profile (page 156) for
explanation.

Tables 6, 10, 14

*See “Guidelines For Preparation of Institutional
Renort on Remedial Progrom Effectiveness” (Appendix)
for definitinn of study groups.

ISecond study group (“coroleted remediution”)
defined by institution as obtaining a grede of “C" or
better, or “poss”,

2ot opplicable, Only part-time students are
tested and trocked (full-time dato reported by other
institutions).

- 73 -




institution offers o course thot integrotes
reoﬁ%ng ond writing. These doto ore reported under
reoding.

Yinstitution reports students os part-time
only. Fost follow-up doto not oppliceble, since
courses ore tought elsewhere.

Striterion for comletion (second ond third
study groups) is enrollment in English 101, even
though o student may not hove enrolled in remediotion.

bAdditionol doto, received too lote for
comilotion, render this volue somewhot inaccurote.
Refer to institution's profile copy (poge 156} for
explonotion,

Tobles 7, 11, 15

“See “Guidelines For Preporotion of Institutionol
Report on Remedicl Program Effectiveness” {Appendix)
for definition of study groups.

ISecond study group (“completed remediotion®)
defined by institution os obtoining o grode of “C” or
better, or “pass”.

2Institution did not offer o comutotion course
in 1983,

3ot opplicoble. Only part-time students ore
tested ond trocked (full-time doto reported by other
institutions).

Yinstitution does not offer o course in
computotion,

SBASK 1103: "Guontltotive Reasoning.”
bInstitution reports students os port-time

only. Most follow-up doto not opplicoble, since
courses ore tought elsewhere,

Tables 8, !2, 16

*See “Guidelines For Preparotion of Instjtutionol
Report on Remediol Program Effectiveness” (Appendix)
for definition of study groups.

- 74 -
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lnstitution does not offer a remedial olgebra
course,

2Institutior; not able to provide dota for its
elementory and intermediate algebra courses.

3second study group (“completed remediation”)
defined by institution as obtaining 0 grode of "C” or
better, or "pass.”

YSecond study group ("comoleted remediation™)
includes students who were not reauired to take
remedial course but took it.

SNot applicable. Only part-time students are
tested and trocked (full-time data reported by other
institutions).

Sinstitution reports students as port-time
only. tost follow-up date not opplicable, since
courses are taught elsewhere,

TCourse includes trigonometry ond intermediate
algebra,

Tables 17, 21

*See “Guidelines For Preparation of Institutional
Repart on Remedial Progrom Effectiveness” (Appendix)
for definition of study groups.

ICourse integrotes reoding ond writing.

2Ipsti tution’s “non-punitive” groding system
(2,0-4,0) does not ollow for medningful GPA
comarisons with other colleges.

3Stuqents who fail to comlete remediation ore
not permitted to taxe college-level courses.

'“Second'stu'dy group (“completed r.nediotion”)
defined by institution as obtaining a grode of “C” or
better, or “pass.”

SNot coplicable. Only port-time students are
tested and tracked (full-time dato reported by other
institutions,

-75 -
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eask 1102:  “Study Swills ond Critical
Thinking."”

7Institution reports students os part-tine
only. Most follow-up dato not aoplicable, since
courses are taught elsewhere.

8Criterion for comoletion (second and third
study groups) is enrosiment in English 101, even
though a student may not have enrolled in remediation.

Spdditionol data, received too late for
comilation, render this value somewhat inaccurate.
Refer to institution’s profile (poge 156) for
explanation,

Tables 18, 22

“See “Guidelines For Preparation of Institutional
Report on Remedial Program Effectiveness” (Appendix)
for definition of study groups.

Institution’s “non-punitive” groding system
(2.0-4,0) does not allow for meaningful GPA
comoarisons with other colleges.

_ZSecond study group (“completed remediotion”)
defined by institution as obtaining a grode of “C” or
better, or “pass”.

3liot_coplicable,  Only port-time students are
tested ond trecked (full-time dota reported.by other
institutions).

‘_’Institutio_n offers o course that integrates
regggng ond writing, These dota are reported under
reading,

SInstitution reports students os port-time
only. Most follow-up data not cpplicable, since
courses are taught elsewhere.

BCriterion for comletion (second and third
study groups) is earollment in English 101, even
though o student may not have enrolied in remediation.

7pdditional dato, received too late for
ﬁomilotlo_n, render this value somewhat inaccurate.
efer to institution’s profile copy (page 156) for
explanation.

-76 -
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ables 19, 23

*See "Guidelines Fer Preporation of Institutional
Report cn Remedial Program Effectiveness” (Appendix)
for definition of study groups.

Hnstitution’s “"non-punitive” groding system
(2.0-4.0) does not ollow for meaningful GPA
comparisons with other colleges.

Zsecond study group (“corpleted remediation”)
defined by institution as obtaining a grode of "C” or
better, or "pass”.

. Spstitution did not offer o comoutation course
in 1683,

“fot ooplicable, Only port-time students ore
tested and tracked (full-time dota reported by other
institutions).

51ns;itution does not offer @ course in
comutation.

63ASK 1103: “Quantitative Reasoning.”

7institution reports students as part-time
only. iost follow-up dota not ooplicable, since
courses are taught elsewnere.

Tobles 20, 24

*See “Guidelines For Preporation of Institutional
Report on Remedial Program Effectiveness” (Appendix)
for definition of study groups.

linstitution does not offer a remedial algebra
course.

Zlpstitution’s “non-punitive” groding system
(2.0-4,0) does not ollow for meoningful 3PA
comarisons with other colleges.

3nstitution not cble to Provide dota for its
elementory and intermediate algebra courses.

USecond study group (“completed remediation”)
defined by institution as obtaining a grode of “C” ar

better, or "pass.”
- 77 -
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5Second study group (“comleted _remedigtion”)
includes students who were not reauired ta take
remedial course but took it.

SNat ooplicable. Only port-time students ore
tested ond tracked (full-time dato reported by other
irstitutions).

7Institution reports students as port-time
only. HMost follow-up data not opplicable, since
courses are taught elsewhere,

8Course includes trigonometry ond intermediate
olgebra.

Table 25

*See “Guidelines For Preparation of Institutional
Report on Remedial Program Effectiveness” (Appendix)
for definition of study groups.

“*Represents the percentage of the Fall 1983
entering students who were still enrolled at the
institution in the Spring 1985 semester and who
attoined o cumulative grode point average of 2.0 ar
better at the end of Spring 1985,

Icourse integrates reoding ond writing,

ot aopliceble, since students who foil to
comolete remediotion are not permitted to toke
college-level courses.

3Second study group (“completed remediotitn”)
defined by institution as obtaining a grade of “C” or
better, or “pass.”

SFor cunulative data, note that ot the time
this cohort entered, students in some programs were
not required to comlete remediation in recding.

SNot copliceble, Only port-time students are
tested ond tracked (full-time dato reported by other
fnstitutions).

Bpask 1102:  “Study Skills ond Criticol
Thinking.”

-78 -
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7institution reports students as part-time
only. Most follow-up dota not coplicable, since
courses are taught elsewhere.

8Criterion for comletion (second ond third
study groups) is enrollment in English 101, even
though a student may not have enrolled in remediation.

9Additional data, received too late for
comijlation, render this value somewhat incccurate.
Refer to institution’s profile (page 156) for
explanation.

Ioble 26

*See “Guidelines For Preparation of Institutional
Report on Remedigl Pragrom Effectiveness” (Appendix)
for definition af study groups.

“*Represents the percentage of the Fall 1983
entering students who were still enrolled gt tie
institution in the Spring 1985 semester and who
attaoined o cumlative grode point average af 2.0 or
better at the end af Spring 1935,

ISecond study graup (“comleted remediation”)
defined by institutian gs obtaining a grade af “C” or
better, ar “pass.”

2ot opplicable. Only part-time students are
tested and tracked (full-time data reported by other
institutions).

3lnstitution offers a course that integrates
reog%ng ond writing, These data are reported under
reading.

“Institution reports students as port-time
only. HMost follow-up data nat opplicable, since
courses are taught elsennere.

Sriterion for comletion (secand ond taird
study graups) is enrollment in English 101, even
though a student may not have enrolled in remediation.

bAdditional data, received too late for
compilation, render this value somewhdt inoccurate.
Refer to institution’s profile (page 156) far
explangtion,
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Table 27

"See “Guidelines For Preparation of Institutional
Report on Remedial Program Effectiveness” (Appendix)
for definition of study groups.

**Represents the percentage of the Fall 1983
entering students wno were still enrolled ot the
institution in the Spring 1985 semester and who
attoined o cumulotive grode point average of 2,0 or
better ot the end of Spring 1985,

1Second study group (“corpleted remediation
defined by institution as obtaining a grade of “C” or
better, or “pass.”

. lgzlggstitution did not offer a computation course
in .

3Not opplicable. Only part-time students are
tested ond tracked (full-time data reported by other
institutions).

Y1nstitution does not offer o course in
computation.

SBASK 1103: “Quantitative Reasoning.”

Sinstitution reports students os port-time
only, HMost follow-up data not applicable, since
courses are taught elsewnhere.

Table 28

*See “Guiczlines For Preparaticn of Institutional
Report on Remedial Program Effectiveness” (Appendix)
for definition of study groups.

**Represents the percentage of the Fall 1983
entering students who were still enralled ot the
institution in the Spring 1985 semester and who
attained o cumulative grode point averoge of 2.0 or
better ot the end of Spring 1985,

linstitution does not offer o remediol olgebra
course,

2Institutior; not able to provide data for its
elementary and intermediate algebra courses.

- 80 -
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3Second study group (“cormleted remediation”)
defined by institution as obtaining o grade of “C* or
better, or “pass.”

USecond study group (“completed _remediation”)
includes students who were not required to take
remedial course but took it.

SHot aoplicable, Only port-time students are
tested and trocked (full-time dota reported by other
fnstitutions).,

OInstitution reports students os part-time
only. Most follow-up dota not applicable, siace
courses are taught elsewhere.

7Course includes trigonometry and intermediate
algebra,

Toble 37

IFirst attemot ot course only (explicit).

Uit coolicoble, Only part-time students are
tested aond trocked (full-time dato reported by other
fnstitutions).

Table 38

ot oopliceble, since courses are tought
elsewhere,
Table 33

‘First attemt ot course only (explicit).

2ot applicable. Only part-time students ore
tested and tracked (full-time data reported by other
institutions).

?Not ooplicable. Refer to date reported under
reading,

Table 40

Iot opplicable, since courses are taught
elsewhere,
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2ot coplicoble. Refer to dota reported under
reoding.
Jable 41

Ifirst attemot at course only (explicity,

2Institution did not offer computation
remediation fn 1983,

3Not ooplicable. Only part-time students are
tested ond tracked (full-time dota reported by other
institutions).

Toble 42

Unstitution does not offer o course In
comutation,

2Not opplicoble, since courses ore taught
elsewhere,
Toble 43

Hnstitution does not offer a remedial algebra
course,

2rirst attemot at course only (explicit).

lnstitution not able to provide dota for its
elementary and intermediate algebra courses.

Not ocoplicable. Cnly port-time students are
tested ond tracked (full-time doto reported by other
fnstitutions).

Joble 44

lnstitution does not offer a remedial algebra
course,

2Not cpplicoble, since courses are tought
elsewhere,

3Remediation consists of trigonometry and
intermediate algebra,
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RENCHIAL PROSRAM PROFILES OF INDIVIDUAL COLLEGES

The Remedial Progrom Profiles for individual institutions are each
divided Inta three parts. The first part {s g tabular presentation of the
relevant data os reported by the callege, It Includes the criteria the
callege used far plocement in the fall of 1983, fallawed by a sectian giving
the percentages af students identified faor remedigtion, enralled in
remediation ond reoching minimum competency at the end af the callege’s
remedial caurse seauence. The placement criteria given are the scares (ar
combinatiaon af scares) belaw which students are placed inta a remedial caurse.
Cumulative gutcome data are then given by remedial skill area far eoch af the
three study graups (remediatian nat needed, remediotion completed and
remediation not completed).

The secand part is a bar groph of the cumulative successful survival
rate far the three study g9raups in each af the faur remedial areas.
Inspectian af this groph can vield infarmotion an the relationships between
the nan-remediol ond remedigtion-completed graups. It alsy allaws for @
comparison among the remedial pragram areas af the callege being displayed.

The third part of the Remedial Pragram Prafiles is a norrative
interpretation af the data far each institution. The narrative is meant as @
suggested interpretotion aof the data, toking inta eccaunt, where passible, the
sowle size, the percent reoching the mintrum criteria for plocement {nta
regular classes at the institutian, and the callege’s narrative descrintian of
fts programs.

The remarks ore nat meont to be on in-depth analysts af all aspects af
an {institutian’s remediutﬂL pragrams, Site visits are reQuired for o mare

complete onalysis. HMost impartant here is the relative difference between the
“no need” groups and the “remedigtion-completed” graups within ecch
Institution. Anomolous patterns and/ar perceived weoknesses in pragrams are
explicitly pointed aut, where opprapriate. Each institution was given the
oppartunity ta review bath the dota and the narrative befare pubiicatian.
Hnere inodequacies are cited, the Council mokes such comment far the purpase
af stimulating impravement at the callege.
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ATLANTIC COMMUNITY COLLEGE

1983 FULL-TIME COHORT
Students Tested: 549 98 z
Plosement Criterig

Reoding: JCBSPT RC 166
Writing: JCBSPT SS 163
Comutation: ICBSPT MC 165

El. Algebro:  (No algebro course)

Course Piacenent, Enroliment and Outcomes

Reoding  Mriting  Computation El. Alqebro

% Identified 48 26 53

% Enrolled 63 78 57
% Passing Final Remedial Course 80 81 70
% Reoching Minimum Competency H/A N/A N/A

Cunslative Four-semester Follow Up

Remediation Remediatisn
Hot Heeded _Comleted

e
Reod|ng:
# Returned Spring 1985 (%) 132 (52) 72_(53)
% GPA Gregter Than/Ea:0l to 2.0 9] 70
% Successful Survival 47 37
% Passing First College-level
" Course 84 90
riting:
Returned Spring 1985 (%) 195 (52) 40 (45)
% GPA Greater Thon/Eaual to 2.0 86 58
% Successful Survival 45 26
% Passing First Cnllege-level
Course 86 77
n:
eturned Spring 1985 () 116 (50) 70 (62)
% GPA Greater Than/Equal to 2.0 86 71
% Successful Survival 43 uy
% Passing First College-level
Course 84 76

Elementary Algﬁbru:
Returned Spring 1985 (%)

% GPA Greater Than/Equal to 2.0

% Successful Survival

% Passing First College-level
Course

Remediation

Not Completed

30 (29)
6

-84 -




ATLANTIC COMMUNITY COLLEGE

SUCCESSFUL SURVIVAL, FALL ‘83 — SPR ‘33
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READING WRITING COMPUTATION EL ALGEBRA

EDIATION:
[ZZ] NOT NEEDED S COMPLETED NOT COMPLETED

REMEDIAL PROGRAM REMARKS

Students comoleting remediation at Atlantic in both reoding ond
corputation hod higner retention rutes than non-remedial students. In
reoding, writing and comoutation the performance in first coliege-level
courses for students who conpleted remediation wds close to the per formonce of
students who did not need remediation.

o dota were reported for the clementory algebrg group becouse no
ulgebra course is given ot this college. The consequence of this for students
who moy be weok In olgebrotc skills and pursue nl?her level mathematics
courses ougnt to be investigated by the college. Ihe successful survival
rates of students wio comolete the co™utution courses dre more ¢hon equal to
those of non-remediol students, but both the retention rate and the successful
rs‘lijr;/lvol rate for stugents act cxpleting remediation in matnematics oppear

gh.

No post-testing dota was presented for any discipline, nor Gny dota on
the percentage of students reoching minimum competence upon exiting
renediation.
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ROEN COMMUNITY COLLEG
1983 FULL-TIME COHORT
Students Tested: 1920 1002

P nt Criterjo
Reoding®: HJCBSPT RC & SS 161 average
Writing: HJCBSPT RC & SS 161-1C4** average
Computation:  NJCBSPT MC 168
El, Algebra:  NJCBSPT EA 183 ond curriculum reouiring algebrg

Lourse Plocement, Enrollment and Qutcomes
Reoding® Mriting  Cowputation El, Algebrg

% ldentified 39 17 G4 89
% Enrolled 89 9% 2 52
% Passing Final Remedio) Course 85 59 73 03
Z Reoching Hinimum Competency N/A N/A N/R WA

Lumniotive Four-semester F W

Remediaotion Remediation Remediotion
Jliot teeded _Completed Mot Corpleted

ng*:
Returned Spring 1985 (X)_ 547 (47) 287 (51) 19 (10)
GPA Greater Thon/Eoual to Z.0 82 63 16
% Successful Survival 39 32 2
% Passing First College-lavel
" Course 78 75 -
riting:
Returned Spring 1985 (%) 407 (49) 104 (59) 25 (18)
% GPA Greater Thon/Eaual to 2.0 85 78 52
% Successful Survival 42 )
% Possing First College-level
Course 80 N -
eturned Spring 1985 (%) 353 (51D 436 (53) 04 (16)
% GPA Greater Thon/Equal to 2.0 82 73 4y
% Successful Survival 42 39 7
% Passing First College-level
Course 65 57 -

Elementary Algebrg_:
Returned Spring 1985 (%) 86_(42) 378 (71) 389 (33)
78 80 08

% GPA Greater Thon/Eaual to 2.0

% Successful Survival 33 57 22
% Passing First College-level
Course 87 59 .-

[}
..s?gcrse lgtfglfuggsdggogl?gsgm w[étgﬂg'run 161-164 (inclusive), {f
161, placed Into Qreod‘llng.x 9 9e _if below
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BERGEN COMMUNITY COLLEGE

SUCCESSFUL SURVIVAL, FALL ‘83 ~ SPR ‘83

100

PERCENT SUCCESSFUL SURVIVAL
& 3
1 1

W7\

READ & WRIT WRITING COMPUTATION EL. ALGEBRA
KEY=~ REMEDIATION:
7] NOT NEEDED {SY COMPLETED NOT COMPLETED

REMEDIAL PROGRAM REMARKS

Bergen 1dentifies and enrolls lurge numbers of students 1n its remediol
progroms (667 1ir reoding, 897 1n algebra for examle). Consequently, it is
irpressive that students who have completed remediation in all four areas have
significantly higher retention rates tin students who have not completed
remediation and even higher retention rates thon students who needed 10
remediation. In contrast, retention ond successful survival rates for
remediation-incomplete students are very low (2 to 227),

In oreas of reoding ond writing, the performance in the first
college-level course by students who completed remediation is also close to
the performonce of students who needed no remedigtion. However, students
comleting algebra remediotion present a more complex picture. Their reported
per formance in subsequent mathematics courses (59% passing) 1s much lower than
non-remedial students (877 passing). This suggests that the percentage of
students reaching minimum competence upon exit from algebra remediation may
not be odeauat2. Since the college provided no post-test duta and no
norrative explanation of its program, further interpretation is not possible.
A further complication, as seen from the graph, is that remediation-completed
students in qlgebra have higher successful survival rates than non-remedial
students (olthough there were only 86 such students who returned for the
fourth semester),
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BROOKDALE COMHUNITY COLLEGE
1983 FULL-TIME COHORT
Students Tested: _J1212 _ 94 %
Placement Criteria

Reoding: NJCBSPT RC 163
Writing: NJCBSPT SS 161
Comoutation:  NJCBSPT MC 166

El. Algebra:  MJCBSPT EA 171

Course Placement, Enrollgent and Qutcomes
Reading  MHriting  Computation El, Algebra

% ldentified 36 7 4y 66
Enrolled 85 92 77 51

% Passing Final Remedial Course 75 ) 69 62

% Reaching Minimum Competency N/A N/A N/A N/A

Cumulative Four-semester Follow Up

Remediation Remediation Remediation
Hot Needed _Completed Mot Completed

Reading:
# Returned Spring 1985 (%) 339 (49) 134 (48) 40 (26)
% GPA Greater Than/Equal to 2.0! == -- --
% Successful Survival 49 48 26
% Passing First College-level
Course 83 84 --
Writing:
eturned Spring 1985 (%) 407 (50) 106 (44) 1 (13)
% 6PA Greater Than/Equal to 2.01 -~ -- -
% Successful Survival 50 uy 13
% Passing First College-level
Course 84 77 -
Computation: .
eturned Spring 1985 (%) 293 (51) 159 (63) 55 (19)
% GPA 6reater Thon/Equal to 2.0l - -- -
% Successful Survival 51 63 19

% Passing First College-level
65 34 --

Course
Elementory Algebra:
Returned Spring 1985 (%) 164 (56) 174 (69) 170 (31)

% GPA Greater Than/Equal to 2.01

% Successful Survival 56 69 31
% Passing First College-level
Course 62 57 --

Institution’s unique grading system (2,0-4.0) does not allow for meaningful
6PA comporisons with other colleges,
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BROOKDALE COMMUNITY COLLEGE

SUCCESSFUL SURVIVAL, FALL ‘83 — SPR ‘8%

PERCENT SUCCESSFUL SURVIVAL

READING WRITING COMPUTATION EL ALGEBRA
KEY—— REMEDIATION:
Z71 NOT NEEDED [SY COMPLETED NOT COMPLETED

REMEDIAL PROGRAM REMARKS

Brookdale’s GPA data are unusual because the institution’s
“non-punitive” groding systen results 1n every student having a GPA of 2.0 or
better. Brookdale does not give a grade of D, and instead of F a "no credit”
is given. This also results in the successful survival rate calculation not
having the same meaning as in other colleges. Successful survivors were
reported as all those who returned in Spring 1985 (same as the retention rate).

However, it should be noted that Brookdale employs o system of student
accountability that looks at student performance on the basis of credits
attempted versus credits earned, both for each semester gnd cutmigtively,
Students whose ratios fell Sclom dueeptoole levels, while offered odditional
suwport services, are placed on academic warning, acodemic limitation, and are
finally dismissed if they do not achieve occeptable ratios. Also, becguse
Brookdale does not offer a grode of D, students who may have passed with a D
at other institutions may not have been oble to pass courses at Brookdale.

Overall, retention rates are very much like those of other county
colleges and in terms of the earned-credits ratio, remedigtion-completed
students appear to fare as well as non-remedial students. Retention rates for
students who completed remedigtion were sigmficantly higher than for students
who did not complete remediation in all four areas and clese to or higher than
the retention rates for students wno did not need remediation (except in
writing). Students who comlete needed computation remediation have g
significantly greater survival rate than those who did not need remedigtion.
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(] UNITY 6
REMEDTAL PROGRAM REMARKS, CONTINUED

The college employs the "mastery learning” concept in oll remedial
courses but did not report past-test dato, With the exception of the areg of
computotion, the performence in the first college-level courses for students
who completed remediation wos close to the performance of students who did not
require remediation.

-90-

Q 112
ERIC

. Aruitoxt provided by Eic:




BURLINGTON COUNTY COLLEGE
1983 FULL-TIME COHORT
Students Tested: 646 96

Plocement Criteria

Reading: NJCBSPT RC 167
Writing: NJCBSPT SS 162 or SS 173 & Essoy judged remedial by faculty
Comoutation:  NJCBSPT MC 168
El. Algebra:  NJCBSPT EA 167
Lourse Placement, Enroliment and Qutcomes
Reoding  MWriting  Computotion El, Algebra
% ldentified 59 63 60 60!
% Enrolled 86 94 62 38
% Passing Final Remedial Course 78 80 81 74
% Reaching Minimum Competency 74 82 50 100
Cumuiotive Four-semester Foilow Up
Remediaticn Remediation Remediation
Not Needed _Completed Hot Completed
Reading:
Returned Spring 1985 (1) 114 (44) 104 (54) 70 (36)
% GPA Greater Than/Eaqual to 2.0 99 64 50
% Successful Survival 43 35 18
% Passing First College-level
Wi Course 73 74 -
riting:
: # Returned Spring 1985 () 169_(45) 163 (53) 16 (16)
% GPA Greater Than/Equai to 2.0 77 61 25
% Successful Survival 35 32 ]
% Passing First College-level
Course 85 84 -
Computation:
§ Returned Spring 1985 (%) 134 (52) 102 (52) 52 (27)
% GPA Greater Thon/Equal te 2.0 73 56 62
% Successful Survival 38 29 16
% Passing First College-level
Course 74 30 -
Elementary Algebra:
# Returned Spring 1985 (2) 89 (54) 68 (63) 89 (32)
% GPA Greater Than/Equal to 2.0 74 57 61
% Successful Survival 40 36 19
% Passing First College-level
Course 80 67 -

lncludes only students that are in curricula that reduire algebra.
- 92 -
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BURLINGTON COUNTY COLLEGE

SUCCESSFUL SURVIVAL, FALL ‘83 — SPR ‘85

PERCENT SUCCESSFUL SURVIVAL

COMPUTATION

KEY~- REMEDIATION:
S COMPLETED NOT COMPLETED

REHEDIAL PROGRAM REMARKS

Burlington reported that they tested more part-time students than were
reauired to be tested. For this report they trocked 646 full-time ond 241
part-time students.

. The possing rates reported for the final level of remediol courses for
full-tine students ranged from a high of 31 percent 1n computatica to a low of
74 percent in algebra. As with most colleges, in oll four areds tne percent
retained after two years was puch higher for the group of students who did not
need remediotion as well 3s for the group who needed remediation and completed
it, thon for the students «ho needed remediation but did not complete it.
However, the retention rates for students not completing remediation 1n
reﬁing and computation appeor higher than those observed 1n other county
colleges.

The mean GPA for the group not needing remediation was higher than the
mean for the group needing remediation aond completing 1t., In turn, the mean
for those completing remediation wgs nigher than the meon GPA for tnose not
completing remediotion. The pre-/post-test data reported indicates that
Burlington nas a comprehensive pre-test and post-test program ond that the
percentage of students reaching minimuwp competency 1S satisfactery 1n the
verbol aregs, and much 1mproved 1n computation compared with last year’s
report (100% reoched minimum competency vs. 607 last vear), However, tne
remedi ation-completed group In mathematics had much lower passing rates in the
college level mathematics course than those not needing remediation.
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BURLINGTON COUNTY COLLEGE
REMEDIAL PROGRAM REMARKS, CONTINUED
The high retention rates and GPA’s for students needing remediation in

algebra and not completing 1t, comared with those completing remediation,
should be topics for institutionol research ot the college.
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CAMDEN COUNTY COLLEGE
1983 FULL-TIME COHORT

Students Tested: 1156 _96 %
Placement Criteria

Reading: NJCBSPT RC 166
Writing: NJCBSPT Compgsition 166
Computation:  NJCBSPT HC 165

El. Algebra:  NJCBSPT EA 175
Course Placement, Enrollment and Outcomes

Reading  Writing  Computotion El. Algebra

% ldentified 51 60 46 54
% Enrolled 79 82 a5 107*
% Possing Final Remedial Course 67 64 59 bl
% Reoching Minimum Competency 34 N/A 100 N/A

Cunulative Four-semester Follow Up

Remediation Remediation Remediotion
Not Needed _Completed Not Completed

Reading:
Returned Spring 1985 (%) 388 (42) 160 (55) 67 (18)
% GPA Greater Thon/Equal to 2.0 9 74 75
% Successful Survival 39 40 14
% Pussin? First College-level
Course 74 66 -
ng:
eturned Spring 1985 (%) 330 (40) 225 (62) 63 (14)
% GPA Greater Than/Equol to 2.0 9% 78 73
% Successful Survival 38 48 10
)4 Pussln? First College-level
Course 76 o7 --
Computation:
# Returned Spring 1985 (%) 400 (46) 153 (55) 51 (12
% GPA Greoter Thon/Equal to 2.0 a] 80 63
% Successful Survival 42 i
)4 Pussln? First College-level
Course 69 56 --
Elementary Algebra:
# Returned Spring 1985 (%) 210 (30) 237 (66) 152 (21)
% GPA Gregter Than/Eaqual to 2.0 a5 85 74
% Successful Survival 28 60 16
)4 Pussing First College-level
Course 70 66 --
'Co}lege requests footnote stating that a co sidechle amount of fhe data
comi]pt on was done manually and t erer "f ;nexn 1cable errors moy exist.
Irst attemt at course only (explicit).
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REMEDIAL PROGRAM REMARKS

Cauden reported that they tested a lorge number of students (1156
Full-time ond 521 Part-time), As with most colleges. in all four areas the
percent retained after two yeors wos much higher for the group of students who
did not need remediation as well as for the group who neeced remediation ond
completed It, thon for the students who needed remediation but did not
comlete {t, The successful survival rates followed the some pattern,
However, 14 to 21 percent of students who needed remediation In ony of the
four areas but did not complete it, oppear to have grade point overages that
are above o “C" and only slightly lower thon those who completed remediation.

Successful survival rates were higher omong students who completed
remediotion In computation and algebra thon those who completed remediation in
verbal areos. The college did not report comlete pre-tesi/post-test dato
because it uses local exit-essay exams in writing which semm to equate DOssing
with ninimm cometence.

- 97 -

ERIC -

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:




“OUNTY COLLEGE OF MORRIS
1583 FULL-TIME COHORT
Students Tested: 16801 o4 %

—_—rt

Plocement Criterig
Reoding: NJCBSPT RC 166
Writing: NJCBSPT Composition 165; C grode in high school Engllsh, SAT-V 350
Computation:  NJCBSPT MC 165; C grade in hich school math; SAT-H 350
El. Algebra:  NJCBSPT EA 172; C grode in high-school algebro/gzomatry: SAT-M 400

Course Plocement, Enroliment onG Qutcomes
Reoding  Mriting  Computasjon El. Algebrg

X Identified 24 24 16 12
X Enrolled 82 98 93 a5
% Passing Final Remedial Course 78 75 S7 38
% Recching Minimum Competency N/A N/A N/A N/A
Cunulative Four-semester Follow Up
Remediotion Remediation Remediation
_Hot Needed _Completed_ fog Completed
?Returned Soring 1985 (%) 821 (64) 166 _(64) 19 (13)
% GPA Gregter Than/Equal to 2.0 76 55 2]
% Successful Survival 49 35 3
)3 Pusslng First College-level
e \.ourse 88 9] -
r
3 Returned Spring 1985 (%) 814 (63) 168 (58) 24 (22)
% GPA Gregter Than/Equal to 2,0 76 55 17
% Successful Survival 48 32 U]
X Passing First College-level
c C(laurse 89 84 --
utatio
Heturned Spring 1985 (%) 884 (63) 91 (63) 31 (2%
% GPA Greoter Thaon/Equal to 2.0 74 64 23
% Successfyl Survival 6 40
X Passing First College-level
Course 75 100 -

Elementary Algebra:
eturned Spring 1985 (%) 895 (60) 49 (69) 62 (50)
73 69 55

% GPA Greater Thon/Equal to 2.0

% Successful Survival (it 48 28
% Passing First College-level
Course 74 93 -

lHom;ver, institution reports that only 1576 of these took the algebra
portion of test,
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COUNTY COLLEGE OF MORRIS

SUCCESSFUL SURVIVAL, FALL ‘83 — SPR ‘83
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READING WRITING COMPUTATION EL ALGEBRA
KEY—— REMEDIATION:
2] NOT NeeDED KN COMPLETED NOT COMPLETED

REMEDIAL PROGRAM REMARKS

One of the larger county colleges, County College of Horris displays
both high retention rates (for poth non-remediol and remediol students) and o
velotively low percentage of its student body identified as needing
remediation (247 in reading, for exarole, vs, 41% as the sector average),

Over oll skill areas, the remediotion-corpleted group attalined
significantly higher rates of retention, credit ratlos, percentages of GPA's
obove 2,0 and successful survival rates as compored to the
remediaton-not-comoleted group. Retention rates for the remediation-completed
group were octually higher thon the remediation-not-needed group in the areas
of corputation and elementary algebra.

Significont percentages (75 to 78%) of Horris' students pass their
reoding ond wrltlng remedial courses. In mathematics the percentages passing
oppear low (38 to 57%) but are misleoding becouse of the college’s use of an
“in progress” grode for 40 to 56 percent of these students. Host significant
is the comarison of passing rates in subseouent college-level courses where
Horris' remedigtion-comoleted students often out-perform thelr non-remedial
peers. The college did not report pre- and post-testing data, detrocting from
the otherwise fine outcome dota reparted.
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Students Test

Reading: HJCBSPT RC 165
Writing: NJCBSPT SS 165
Computation:  NJCBSPT MC 165
€1, Algebra:  NJCBSPT EA 175

CUMBERLAND COUNTY COLLEGE
1983 FULL-TIME COHORT

ed: _ 304

Criter

100_%

Course Plocement, Enrollment and Dutcomes

R

% ldentified
% Enrolled
% Passing Final Remedial Course

eading Hriting  Computation
lip 53 42
86 9] 88
73 87 65
9] 7] 100

% Reoching Hinimum Competency

El. Algebra

tunulotive Foyr-semester Foijow Up

Rggdlgg:
eturned Spring 1985 (%)

% GPA Greater Thon/Eaual to 2.0

% Successful Survival

% Passing First College~level
Course

eturned Spring 1985 (%)
% GPA Greater Thon/Equal to 2.0
% Successful Survival
% Passing First College-level
Course

eturned Spring 1985 (X)
% GPA Creater Thon/Eguol ta 2.0
% Successful Survival
% Passing First College-level
Course

Elementary Algggru:
eturned Spring 1985 (%)

% GPA Greater Than/Equal to 2.0

% Successful Survival

% Passing First College-level
Course

Wr

Remediation Remediation Remediation
_Not Needed _Comleted . Hot Comleted

80 (48)
9]
4y
8
71 (49)
93
lig
84
87 (50)
9]
b5
71
59 (61)
9
56
71

37 (45
70 ‘
3
80

52 (43)
75
32
79

30_¢41)
77
3
53

26 (49)
85
4
54

9 ()
56
12

7 (5)
100
54

ncludes s

as need?ng rened}ut on in computation are required to take algebra.

126
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CUMBERLAND COUNTY COLLEGE

SUCCESSFUL SURVIVAL, FALL ‘33 — SPR ‘83
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PERCENT SUCCESSFUL SURVIVAL

READING WRIMING COMPUTATION EL ALGEBRA
KEY~—— REMEDIATION:
2] NOT NEEDED [SXI COMPLETED DZ2 NOT CONPLETED

REMEDIAL PROGRAM REMARKS

Cunberlond reported much higher retention rates for the non-renedial
and renediation-completed groups than for the group needing remediation but
not comoleting it in the oreas of reoding. writing, and computation, but not
in elementary algebra. It should be noted that the nwiber of non-conpleting
students who Were retained after two vears was smali (not lorger than 9 in any
areo). It oppears that these students did almast os well as those who did not
need remedlation and those who needed remediation and completed it in terms of
meon credits eorned and mean GPA. The percentage bars in the groph should be
interpreted with caution because of the small numbers of students involved,

Following o similor pattzrn, with the exception of elementary algebra
the successful curvival rates for the groups not needing remediation and
needing remediation ond corpleting it was higher thon that of the group
needing remedlotion hut not comoleting it. However, students who completed
remediotion in reoding and writing hod lower GPA's than those not needing
reacdlation in these areas. In contrast. the remediation-comoleted group in
comoutatlon and algebra had higher GPA‘s than the non-remedial students.

It con also be noted thot Cumberlond oopears to have a comorehensive
pre~ ond post-testing program, The percentage of students who attained
minimum competency level ronged from 67 percent in reoding to 100 percent in
comutation. The passing rates of remediotion-completed students in first
college courses were close to thace of non-remedial students for
reoding/#riting but lower in mathematics.
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ESSEX COUNTY COLLEGE
1983 FULL-TIME COHORT
Students Tested: 206 99 7

P Cr

Reoding: NJCBSPT RC 161
Writing: NJCBSPT SS 153, Essay 9
Computation:  NJCBSPT MC 169
El. Algebra:  NJCBSPT EA 168

rse P nt, tnrolimen ones

Reading ritin Coputation ), Algebro

X ldentified 79 73 89 921
X Enrolled 90 87 88 491
X Possing Finol Remedial Course 69 59 55 51
% Reoching Ninimum Competency 34 4 77 55

Luny Ve Four-s r Fojlow

Remediaotion Remediotion Remediotion
Mot Needed _Comleted Hot Comloted

Reoding:

eturned Spring 1985 (%) 34 (23) 39 (48) 133 (28)
X GPA Greater Thon/Equal to 2.0 9] 56 69
% Successful Survival 21 24 19
% Passing First College-level

Course 64 65 -

riting:

eturned Soring 1985 (%) 30 (15) 93 (45) 61 (20)
X GPA Greater Thon/Eaual to 2.0 93 68 59
X Successful Survival 14 3 12
X Passing First College-level

Course 64 o4 --

eturned Spring 1985 (%) 34 c4y) 75 (43) 98 (22)
% GPA Gregter Thon/Equal to 2.0 79 o7 89
% Successful Survival 35 28 15
X Passing First College-level

Course 72 67 --
ntar rq:

Returned Spring 1985 (%) 22 (45) 78 (49) 95 (19)
X GPA Greater Thon/Equal to 2.0 86 73 o4
X Successful Survival 39 36 12
% Passing First College-level

Course 83 51 -

lncludes sfudents carried over from comutation, s'nce those identified as
needing remediation fn comutation are required to toke clgebra.
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ESSEX COUNTY COLLEGE

100 SUCCESSFUL SURVIVAL, FALL ‘83 ~ SPR ‘83
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RCADING WRITING COMPUTATION EL. ALGEBRA
KEY~~ REMEDIATION:
7] NOT NEEDED (SY COMPLETED 23 T COMPLETED

REMEDIAL PROGRAM REMARKS

The percentage of students reauiring revediotion at Essex County
College is very high, considerably higher than the sector average. The range
is from 73 percent needing remediation in writing to 92 percent in olgebra,
Therefore, it is most impartunt to compare the performonce af those completing
remediation with those who have not yet completed it.

Four-semester retentian and successful survival rates for non-remedigl
students at Essex are well below those of other twa-year institutions. Early
transfer to four-year schools by non-remedial students is one explanation for
this pattern (nate the low percentage of non-remedial successful survivars in
writing on the graph).

Retention rates for students who have conpleted remediation are much
higher than for those who have not completed remediation, in all faur
disciplines. They are even higher than for those whc did not need remedigtion
in three of the disciplines and eaual in the fourth, computation,

Passing rates for students in remedial courses are lawer (51 tg 69%)
than in ather colleges. Post-testing data also indicate that in mony of the
reading ond writing courses less than holf of the studen*s who did pass
reached minimum competence. The callege reports using mu. .iple criteria to
assess minimum competence for exit from remediation. Nevei cheless, it should
be concerned about such post-test results.
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SSEX COUNTY COLEEGE
REMEDIAL PROGRAM REMARKS, CONTINUED

. Performnce on GPA’s is not so cleor cut, In writing and algebra,
remediated students perform better thon those who did not complete remediation
but the oppasite is true for reoding and computation. However, when using
successful survival rate Gs the criterion, all disciplines follow the expected
pattern with remediation-completed students showing twice the successful
survivel rate of non-completers,




GLOUCESTER COUNTY COLLEGE
1983 FULL-TIME COHORT
Students Tested: 611 992
Placement Criterig

Reading: NJCBSPT Tatal English 162
Writing: HJCBSPT Tatal English 162
Computation:  NJCBSPT MC 165

El. Algebra:  (Algebra dato not availablel)

Course Plocement, Enrollment and Qutcomes
Reading  Yriting  Computotion El. Algebra
% ldentified 18
% Enrolled 97

% Passing Final Remedial Caurse 76
% Reoching Hinimum Competency H/A

Cumulative Four-semester Follaw Up

nemediation Remediation Remediation
Not Heeded _Completed Mot Completed

eoding:
eturned Spring 1985 (%) 250 (50) 42 (57 6 (18)
80 33 0

% GPA Greater Than/Ecual to 2.0
% Successful Survival 40 19
% Possing First College-level

ourse 76 75

C
Writing: .
g Returned Spring 1985 (%) 201 (SD) 88 (57
% GPA Greater Thon/Equal to 2.0 87 43
% Successful Survival u4 25
% Passing First College-level
Course 78 72

C :
ﬁm%gﬁjmeturned Spring 1985 (%) 169 549) " 118 (68)
% GPA Gregter Than/Equal to 2.0 8 59
% Successful Survival 40 4]
Course 72 65

% Passing First College-level
Elementary Algebro:
# Returned Spring 1985 ()
% GPA Greater Than/Equal to 2.0
% Successful Survival
% Passing First College-level
Course

lcourses are affered in elementory and intermediote olgebra; however,
institution was unable to provide algebra data.
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REHEDIAL PROGRAM REMARKS

The performance of students who have completed remediation is much
higher than for those #ho have not completed remediation. This is evident in
all four disciplines and on all critericn measures. Retention rates for
corplaters are even higher than for those who needed no remediation, However,
successful survival rates for remediation-completed students in reoding (19%)
are of ly holf those of other community colleges while those in computation
(40.57%) are slightly cbove the average. The college’s pre-/post-testing means
in reoding suggest that a large percentage of students exiting remediation may
not be reoching minimum competence. Equating the college’s test instrument
with the NJCBSPT may nelp resolve this issue. Paradoxically, students
copleting reading remediation have a high probebility of passing the first
level English Composition course (752). A trenscript analysis of this group
of students may be necessary to determine why their mean GPA was only 1,72,

The imoortance of remediation in the baosic English skills is further
demonstrated by the failing grode point average of gll students who did not
comlete their remediotion, Lless than 20 percent of them remain in college
and none have ochieved a GPA of 2.0 or better.

Although the college offers both elementary ond intermediote algebra
courses, corputer support for placement in elementary olgebra is not
available, Thus, no dota was reported on remediation in this area.
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HUDSON COUNTY COMMUNITY COLLEGE

1983 FULL-TIME COHORT
Students Tested:  _499! 1002

Placement Criteria

Reoding: NJCBSPT RC 165
Writing: NJCBSPT $S 161
Computation:  NJCBSPT MC 168
El. Algebra:  NJCBSPT EA 167

Course Placement, Enroliment ¢cnd Outcomes

Recding Hriting  Computation E1, Algebra

% ldentified 71 67 86 301
% Enrolled 99 100 82 302
% Passing Final Remedial Course 67 68 56 67
% Reoching Hinimum Competency £ 52 58

Cunulative Four-semester Follow Up

Remediation Remediation Remediation
Hot Needed _Comleted Not Comleted

Rem]gg?(:
eturned Spring 1985 (%) 48 (36) 72 (62) -
% GPA Greater Than/Equal to 2.0 83 53 -
% Successful Survival 30 25 -
% Passing First College-level
Course 67 59 --
Hriting:
¥ Returned Spring 1985 (%) 48 (35) 56 (56) 15 (D)
% GPA Greater Than/Ecual to 2.0 86 4] 87
% Successful Survival 30 23 2
% Passing First College-level
Course 67 60 --
Computation:
# Returned Spring 1985 (%) 44 (35) 37 (4D 39 (16)
% GPA Greater Than/Equal to 2.0 82 54 56
% Successful Survival 29 23
% Passing First College-level
Course 87 S5 --
Elementaory Algebra:
# Returned Spring 1985 (%) 15 (43) 17 (4i) 35 (23)
% GPA 6reater Than/Equal to 2.0 93 59 63
% Successful Survival 40 26 12
% Passing First College-level
Course g2 63 --

IHowever, algebra portion of test not reauired for students who have not
taken,on algebra course.
%ﬂlci;?grgtﬁgrdll_atior(lﬂreguiredlorglséugn c%rtalrlllc(lir);iculcll.
group (“not completed”) not applicable, since students who fall
to complete remediation are not permitted to take college-level courses.
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REMEDIAL PROGRAM REMARKS

Hudson is an institution that controcts for the tecching of most of its
college-level programs at other colleges. However, its remedial programs are
hendled in-house by its own faculty,

The percentage of students requiring remediation at Hudson County
Comunity College is higher then the sector average. It ronges from 67
percent in writing to 86 percent in computation. Retention rates for both
remedial ond non-remediol students are considercbly lower than in other
comunity colleges.

Retention rates, however, for students who have completed remediation
are much higher than for those who have not completed remediotion. and ore
even higher than for those who did not need remediotion. This is true in oll
four subject aregs.

The performance on the other measures is not encouraging, The
percentage of students who pass Hudson’s final level of remediation is well
below that found in other colleges. For example, only 56 percent of the 146
students enrolled in computation passed the course. Of those who pass their
remedial courses, post-testing indicates that only 39 percent reach minimum
competei.2 in reoding and 45 percent in conputation. When these students go
on to college-level courses, they have just over a 50 percent chance of
passing them. The grade point averages of these remediation-completed
students overaged just below a "C” for the recding/writing-remediated and just
above “C" for the mathemotics-remediated students.
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HUDSON COUNTY COMMUNITY COLLEGE
REMEDIAL PROGRAM REMARKS. CONTINUED
While Hudson County Community College has developed multi-tiered

remedial courses and corefully trocked its students, the overoll per formance
of the program os judged by outcome measures Jeaves much to be improved.
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HERCER COUNTY COMMUNITY 6
1983 FULL-TIME COHORT
Students Tested:  _1584 _ 99 %
Placement Criterig
Rending: NJCBSPT RC 162
Writing: NJCBSPT SS 165, Essay 8

Computation:  NJCBSPT MC 165
El. Algebra:  NJCBSPT EA 166

Course Placement, Enrollment ond Outcomes
Reading  MWritina  Comutation F). Algebra

% ldentified iy 43 42 56
% Enrolled 9% % 93 72
% Passing Final Remedial Course 82 83 72 73
% Reaching Hinimun Compatency 100 100 100 100

Comulative Four-semester Follow Up

Remediation Remediotion Remediation
_Not Needed _Completed jot Completed

Reading:
# Returned Spring 1985 (%) 477 (53) 267 (54) 22 (12)
% CPA Greater Than/Equal to 2.0 75 52 27
% Successful Survival 40 28 3
% Passing First College-level
Course 87 82 --
riting:
eturned Spring 1985 (%) 474 (53) 279 (52) 15 (10)
% GPA Gregter Than/Equal to 2.0 74 52 74
% Successful Survival 39 27 3
% Passing First College-level
Course 88 77 --
Computation:
# Returned Spring 1985 (%) 507 (55) 241 (54) 17 (8)
% GPA Greater Than/Eaqual to 2.0 71 54 35
% Successful Survival 39 29 3
% Passing First College-level
Course 73 63 -
Elementary Algebra:
¥ Returned Spring 1985 () 395 (57) 296 Y61) 74 (18)
% GPA Greater Thon/Equal to 2.0 73 63 27
% Successful Survival 42 39 5
% Passing First College-level
Course 83 66 -
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MERCER COUNTY COMMUNITY COLLEGE
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REMEDIAL PROGRAM REMARKS

Hercer’s percentage of students tested and percentage enralled in
needed remedial courses are both aver 95 percent with the exception of
enrallment in remedial algebra. Over 80 percent af the students in remediol
reoding or writing pass their courses and aver 70 percent pass remedial
mathematics caurses.

Non-remedial students and students wha complete remediation at Mercer
have virtually the same retention rates, MHore than half of both these graups
from Fall 1983 were enralled in Spring 1985, In cantrast, approximately 10
?ggcent of the unremediated students from Fall 1983 returned in the Spring

Students who exited remediotion in reoding and writing passed their
subsequent callege level writing course at rates comparable to non-remediol
students, Students completing remediation In algebra, however, did not pass
their next mathematics course at the same rates (06 vs, 83%) as nan-remedial
students, The callege alsa reported an extensive, supplementary gnalysis aof
the passing rotes aof remedioted vs. non-remedial students in 13 ather
callege-level courses, ng these courses, five showed Impressive
perfarmance by remediated students, while the comporison in elant athers did
nat meet the callege’s expectatians,

Pre- and past-testing data reported by the callege are more extensive
and comlete thon any ather institution yet contain some seeming
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MERCER COUNTY COMMUNITY COLLEGE
REMEDIAL PROGRAM REMARKS, CONTINUED

Inconsistencies, While 100 percent of students who pass every remedial areq
are reported as attoining minimum competency, the meon post-test scores in
elementary olgebra are below the criterion the college uses for minimun
competency. Datg from the next (1984) cohort of students do not show this
inconsistency, Further, in the reading area, there wos some difficulty in
equoting the Californio test used for pre-testing with the Initial placements
of remedial students via the HJCBSPT.

Althoush the remediotion-not-needed group evidenced the highest GPA's,
credit ratios ond successful survival rotes, the remediation-cotpleted group
In"general attoined levels only slightly lower. Successful survival rates and
credit rotios were lowest in the remediation-not-completed group. In fact,
students who did not comolete reauired remediation overaged only o five
percent chance of successful survival at Mercer.
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HIDDLESEX COUNTY COLLEGE

1983 FULL-TIME COHORT

Students Tested: 2277 99 %
Placement Criterig
Reoding: HJCBSPT RC 162
Writing: NJCBSPT SS 162
Comoutation:  HJCBSPT MC 166
El. Algebra:  NJCBSPT EA 167 aad curriculum reauiring math

Course Plocement, tnrollment ond Qutcomes

Reoding  Mriting Computatjon EIl, Algebrg
% Identified 36 3 48 111
7. Enrolled 93 95 93 96
% Passing Final Remedial Course 77 69 69 8y
% Recching Minlmss Cotostency 53 43 30 84
Lumulative Four-semester Follow Up
Remediation Remediation Remediation
Hot Heeded _Comleted Hot Comlete
ngil%g:
eturned Spring 1985 (%) 772 (53) 357 (58) 15 (7)
% GPA Greater Thon/Equal to 2.0 82 69 33
% Successful Survival 43 40
% Passing First College-level
N Course 78 75 --
riting:
eturned Spring 1985 (%) 829 (53) 290 (60) 25 (1D
% GPA Gregter Than/Eaual to 2.0 82 70 24
% Successful Survival 43 42
X Passing First College-level
c Course 78 73 -
ation:
eturned Spring 1985 (%) 654 (55) 453 (61) 37 (i)
% GPA Greater Than/Eauel to 2.0 82 75 35
X Successful Survivel 42 46 4
% Passing First College-level
fCOur;s‘tle b, 75 59 --
E]mg ar ra:
Returneﬁ Spring 1985 (%) 257 (62) 83 (53) 20 (22)
% GPA 6regter Than/Eaual to 2.0 77 66 60
% Successful Survival 48 32 13
X Passing First College-level
Course 77 62 -

IStudents are identified as needing algebra remediation only in certain

prograns,
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MIDDLESEX COUNTY COLLEGE
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REMEDIAL PROGRAM REMARKS

In all skill areas, the remedigtion-conpleted group achieved higner
retention rates, higher percentage of GPA's exceeding 2.0, and higher
successful survival rates then did the group who did not complete remediation.

Retention rates were higner for the remediation-completed group as
comoored with the remediation-not-needed group In eoch of the skill areas
except elementary algebra, wherein the remediation-not-needed group rates were
nighest. Students vwho comleted remediation also hod successful survival
rates similor to those who did not need remediation and aporoximately 20 times
nlsl;mler thon those who did not complete remediation In either reoding or
writing,

Although the remediation-completed groups in reading, writing and
comoutation had relatively small percentages of students ochieving ainimun
competency., they performed at_ opproximately the same levels as the
remediotion-not-needed group. The college reported that for the 1984 cohort
post-testing will become a part of the final groding procedure in order to
ensure  high student  motivation for  post-testing,
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N C COLLEG
1983 FULL-TIME COHORT
Students Tested: 1682 9%

p nt Criter
Reoding: ICBSPT RC 161; in-house test
Writing: ICBSP Essug 9§ SS 145; Essay 7-8 & SS 150; Essay 6
Convutotlon ICBSPT l, in-house test
. Algebra: JCBSP

Course Plocement, Enrollment and Dutcomes
Reoding  Yriting  Computation El. Algebrg

% Identifled! ;9 18 38 ]
% Enrolled 2 87 73 38
% Passing Final Remedlal Course? 73 79 69 60
% Reoching Hinimum Competency N/A N/A N/A N/A

Cumy ve rour-semester Follow up
Renediation Remedlotlog Remediation
Hot Heeded _Completed? Hot Completed

Reoding:
eturned Spring 1985 (¢4) 371 (60) 141 (64) 46 (27)
X GPA Gregter TMn/Eouul to 2.0 88 67 57
z Successful Survival 53 43 15
X Passing First College-level
Course H/A N/A -
r :
eturned Spring 1985 (%) 472 (57) 77 (57) 9 (19)
X GPA Greater Thon/Equal to 2.0 85 55 4y
% Successful Survivol 48 3 9
X Passing First College-level
Course H/A N/A -
eturned Spring 1985 (%) 384 (61) 131 (63) 43 )
% GPA Greater Than/Equal to 2.0 85 69 67
% Successful Survivol 52 43 16
X Pussing First College-level
Course N/A N/A --
lementary Algebra:
eturned Spring 1985 (%) 151 (62) 0 <0) 2 (22)
X GPA Greater Thon/Equal to 2.0 87 - 50
X Successful Survival 49 0 11
X Passing First College-level
Course N/A - -

yere based on number f tested ond retalned students (= 1014),
ossing and remedlct on cornle ) defined as grode of “C* or better, or
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OCEAN COUNTY COLLEGE

SUCCESSFUL SURVIVAL, FALL ‘83 ~ SPR ‘83
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REMEDIAL PROGRAM REMARKS

Ocean County College hos a “block” style remedial program in which the
most skills-deficient students toke only remedial courses in their first
semester. “Developmental” courses are offered as seporate units for those
students who gre judged to be trensitional between remedial and college-level
work. The college’s placement criteria in writing (o combination of the essay
ond sentence sense scores) oppear to result in an unusually low percentage
(18%) identified s needing remedigtion in writing., In oddition, of the 1,682
students tested only 13 were identified for remediation in algebra becouse the
ccllege requires algebra only in a few mejors. Of tne 13 algebra-identified
students, five enrolled {n the assigned course, three passed but no one wgs
retalned in the fourtn semester,

The possing rates in remedial courses were comporatively high but the
college did not present dota either on the percentage of remediation-completed
students passing subsequent college-level courses or on post-testing at the
end of remedial courses. The post-testing datg 0gresented by the college in
lost yeor’s report were problematic, Of tne 20b students who passed the
remedial course fn reoding, post-test results were oveilobie for only 135
students. There Is no Indication of which post-test was used, but if the mean
of 56.4 on the post-test was on the New Jersey_Reoding Comprehension test, it
wos very low. It is not surprising that only 36 percent of the students for
whom the post-test results were availoble attained the minimum level on the
post-test. In writing, although 42 out of 125 students who possed remediol
courses took the post-test, the data reported were impossible to interpret,
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OCEAN COUNTY COLLEGE
REMEDIAL PROGRAM REMARKS, CONTINUED

In terms of follow-up dgto, of the students who did not complete
remediation, 27 percent in reoding ond 24 percent in mathematics were still
enrolled in the fourth semester. And, in glmost all skill arees, students who
completed remediation hod o much lower level of academic performance conpared
to those who did not need remediation,

Ocean County College repeatedly has had difficulty in odequately
reporting the dato asked of it by the Basic Skill Council.” Adequate ond fair
analysis of its remediol program is ebfuscated by inodeauate and incomlete
dota reporting, It is entirely possible that on the pedagogical side their
remedial program may be functioning well. Their placement policies in writing
ond algebra, as well os their data reporting, however, could benefit from
revien and revision,
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PASSAIC COUNIY COMMUNITY COLLEGE
1983 FULL-TIME COHORT

Students Tested: 347 93

Placement Criteria

Reoding: HJCBSPT RC 161
Writing: NJCBSPT SS 165, Essay 9
Computation:  NJCBSPT MC 165
El, Algebra:  HNJCBSPT EA 176

Course Plocement, Enrollment and Outcomes
Reading  Hriting  Computation El, Algebra

% Identified 82 89 95

Enrolled - 3 96 92
% Passing Finol Remedial Coursel 53 72 79
% Reaching Minimum Compatency 53 N/A 36

Cunulative Four-semester Follow Up

Remediation Remediation Remediation
Hot Needed _Completed Hot Comlesed

Reading;
eturned Spring 1985 (%) 19 (30) 47 (52)
GPA Greater Than/Equal to 2.0 74 38
% Successful Survival 2 20
% Passing First College-level
Course 80 55

Hriting:
¥ Returned Spring 1985 (%) 7.(22) 53 (42)
% GPA Gregter Than/Equal to 2.0 71 47
% Successful Survival 16 20
% Passing First College-level 9 6

Course
Computatjon:
# Returned Spring 1985 (Z) 36575) 584[(]49)

% 6PA Greater Thon/Equal to 2.0
% Successful Survival 50 19
% Passing First College-level

Cour 80 54

se

Elementory Algebra:

Returned Spring 1985 (%) 0 (0) 2 (25
% GPA Gregter Than/Equal to 2.0 -- 100
% Successful Survival 0 25

% Passing First Col lege-level
Course - 100

IPassing defined us grode of “C” or better.
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PASSAIC COUNTY COMMUNITY COLLEGE

SUCCESSFUL SURVIVAL, FALL ‘83 — SPR ‘83

100

’o -

80 ~

| § ~
: E 0 4
. .
§

: E 0.
: & 20-
' 10 4

0 LA //§%‘ N
READING WRITING COMPUTATION EL ALGEBRA
7] NOT NEEDED X SOWPLETED DATIONG 7 Not compLETED

RENEDIAL PROGRAM REMARKS

It q0es to the credit of Passoic County College that despite the fact
that an overwhelming majority (more than 95%) of students entering the college
were skills-deficient in one or more oreas, the college succeeded in testing
most of them (92-93%), and in enrolling in remedial courses over 90 percent of
those needing remediation.

Except for the passing rotes for full-time students enrolled in
remedial reoding courses, the passing rates in remedial courses were high.
However, the percentoges of students passing remedial courses and ottaining
minimum competency on the past-test were very low: 36.4 percent in math; 52.9
percent in reoding; and even lower in writing.

Although retention rates at Passaic are only gbout half of the courty
college sector average, students who completed remediation had a much higher
retention rate thon those who did not need remediation. For examle, only
21.8 percent of those-who did not need remediation in writing were enrolled in
the fall semester compored to 42 percent of those who hod completed
remediotion, It moy be that students with an adedugte level of siills are

’ tronsferring to other institutions before groduation.

In terms of GPA and performonce in subsequent courses, those who
completed remediation performed at o much lower level thon those who did not
need remediction. It should be noted, however, that very few students gt
Passaic who did not need remediation persisted for four semesters (e.g., 7 in
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PASSAIC COUNTY COMMUNITY COLLEGE
REMEDIAL PROGRAM REMARKS, CONTINUED

writing and 3 in computation). However, while successful survival rates of
both the groups were low, the completers hod slightly higher rates than those
who did not need remediation, mainly because of @ higher retention rate anong
the students who completed remediation.

It oppears from the data that the remedial program at Passaic is
struggling to produce even low successful survival rates. Students completing
remedigtion have a low rote of reaching minimm level on the post-test, have
low GPA's ond low passing rates in subseauent courses. Passaic's thorough
enolysis of its data and remedial program performance clearly indicates that
the fnstitution is fully awore of its problems with the outcomes of the
program,
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SALEM COMMUNITY COLLEGE
1983 FULL-TIME COHORT

Students Tested: 293 99 7
Plocenent Criteria

Reading: NJCBSPT RC 159
Writing: NJCBSPT $S 161
Computation:  NJCBSPT MC 161
El. Algebra:  NJCBSPT EA 168: in-house test

Lourse Plocement, Enroliment and Odtcomes
Reoding  MWriting  Computotion El. Algebrg

% ldentified 40 4 37 4ol
% Enrolled 77 1] 838 741
% Possing Final Remedial Course 67 72 56 76
% Reaching Hinimum Competency N/A N/A N/A N/A

turuiative Four-semester Follow Up

Remediation Remediotion Remediation
Not Needed _Completed Not Completed

eading?:
Returned Spring 1985 (%) 84 (48) 40 (65) 39 (70)
Z GPA Greater Than/Equal to 2.0 85 63 64
Z Successful Survival 4s i iy
% Passing First College~level
- Course 83 89 -
riting:
eturned Spring 1985 (%) 87 (S1) 40 (59) 7 (13
% GPA 6Greater Thon/Equal to 2.0 8 72 29
% Successful Survival iz 48 ]
% Passing First College-level
Course 80 a5 -
totion:
Returned Spring 1985 (%) 92 (50) 35 (S7) 7 (1S)
% GPA Greater Than/Equal ¢ 2.0 84 69 57
% Successful Survival u7 40 9
% Passing First College-level
Course 89 a0 -
Elementary Alaebrad:
Returned Spring 1985 (%) 70 (40) 32 (62) 3 (%)
% GPA Greater Than/Equal to 2.0 73 9 57
2 Successful Survival 2 56 17
% Passing First College-level
Course a0 85 --
lgeblonly g fraction of students included here were In progroms that require
a (0]

At the time this cohort entered, students in some programs were not
requlged to comolete remediation in reading.

Second study group (“completed”) includes students who were not required to
toke remediol algebra but tock it.

- 126 -

141




SALEM CCGMMUNITY COLLEGE

SUCCESSFUL SURVIVAL, FALL '83 ~ SPR ‘85
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REMEDIAL PROGRAM REMARKS

Salem wags able ta test most af the students wha needed ta be tested.
but its rate of enrglling remedial students in remedial courses was law far
part-time students in genergl, and far full-time students needing remediation
in reading and/ar algebra (77% ond 73%) in particulor. Pgssing rates in
remedigl courses were reasonably high, but in the absence af past-test data,
it wos difficult ta interpret thase high passing rates.

Generally, completers hod a higher retention rate then thase nat
needing remediatian: but, in reading, it is surprising ta find that
nancompleters had a very high rate af retention (69.6%), even higner than the
rote far completers (64.57), What is even more surprising, the 37
nancompleters in reoding hod a slightly higher term GPA (2.22) than completers
(2.16), and higher successful survival rates (44%7) than completers (41%),
These findings need ta be investigated by the callege ta find qut what could
be the praboble reasans far these unexpected autcomes,
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SOMERSET COUNTY COLLEGE
1983 FULL-TIME COHORT
Students Tested: 808 99 %
Placement Criteria

Reoding: NJCBSPT RC 161
Writing: NJCBSPT SS 162
Computation: (No computation course until Spring ‘84)
El. Algebra:  NJCBSPT EA 167

Course Plocement, Enreliment and Qutcomes
Reoding  MWriting  Computaticn E1, Algebro

% ldentified 31

Enrolled 99
% Passing Final Remedial Course 95
% Reaching Minimum Competency 7

Cumulative Four-semester Foliow Up

Remediation Remediation Remediation
Not Needed _Completed Not Completed

Reoding:
eturned Spring 1985 (%) 215 ¢4l 75 (54)
% GPA Greater Than/Equal to 2.0 87 68
% Successful Survival 37 36
% Passing First College-level
Course 92 92

ng:
eturned Spring 1985 (%) 232 (43) 65 (41)
% GPA Greater Than/Equal to 2.0 80 66
% Successful Survival 34 27
% Passing First College-level

Course 93 85

Computation:
i Returned Spring 1985 (%)

% GPA Greater Than/Equal to 2.0

% Successful Suryival

% Possing First College-level
Course

Elementory Algebra:
# Returned Spring.1985 (2) 180 (51) 99 (41)
% GPA Greater Than/Eaual to 2.0 82 80
% Successful Survival 42 33
% Passing First College-level
Course 88 82




SOMERSET COUNTY COLLEGE
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REMEDIAL PROGRAM REMARKS

Students completing remediation at Somerset County College nave far
less attrition, higher GPA's (except in algebra), aond much higher successful
survival rates thon students who have not completed remediation. Moreover,
students who complete the basic English sk:1ls remediation have even higher
retention rates thon those who needed no remediation. As can be seen in the
groph, the successful survival rates for remediation-completed students are
particulorly impressive in tihe reoding program. Thirty-one percent of the
students tested reauired reading remediation, 99 percent of these enrolled in
the remediol course(s); 96 percent passed the course and then 92 percent of
these possed the subseduent college-level English course.

Post-test dato in reoding and writing were problemotic for the 1983
cohort (student meon scores were reported to have decreased in o reoding
course from pre- to post-testing), but supplementory data presented from 1984
post-testing shows improved results though stil] not fully satisfactory. A
computation course was added beginning with the Fall 1924 cohort,
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SUSSEX COMMUNITY COLLEGE COMMISSION
1983 FULL-TIME COHORT!
Students Tested: 93 8 2

Plocement Criteria

Reading*: NJCBSPT RC 165 ond Essay evaluatian

Hrltlng (No separate writing course in Fall, ’'83)

Computa e?orote conoutotlon course in Fall, ’83)
. El, Algebru" NJCBSP NC or EA 165

Course Placement, Enrollment and Qutcomes
Reading* Writing Computotion EI Algebro**
% Identified 42
% Enrolled

54
% Passing Final Remedicl Course 97
% Reaching Minimum Competency N/A

Tunalative Four-semester Follow Upl

Remediation Remediation Remediotion
Not Needed _Completed Not Completed

Reading®:
eturned Spring 1985 (%)

% GPA Greater Than/Equal to 2.0

% Successful Survival

% Passing First College-level
Course

Writing:
¥ Returned Spring 1985 (%)

% GPA Greoter Than/Equal to 2.0

% Successful Survival

% Passing First College-level
Course

Comoutation:
eturned Spring 1985 (%)

% GPA Gregter Than/Equal to 2.0

% Successful Survival

% Passing First College-level
Course

Elementary Algebra**:
# rReturned Spring 1985 (%)

% GPA Greater Than/Equal to 2.0

% Successful Survival

% Passing First College-level
Course

*"english” (includes reading & writing)
“Includes basic mathematics and algebra
Port-time data given here, since only these students are tested and trocked
by lngtltutlon.
Full-time follow up not applicable.

- 130 -
145




E

(Sussex)
REMEDIAL PROGRAM REMARKS

In 1982, this new college hod but one remedial course and cont-acted
for educational services for its students at other nearby colleges., In 1983,
two remedial courses were offered und in 1984 the remedial program expanded to
two levels in both writing and :othemotics and one level in reoding., The
college tracked only its part-time students attending classes within the
Sussex County centers. the remtlning full- and part-time students in need of
remediation enrolled In the Couity 7.'l2ge of Horris and were reported with
that institution’s data. Betweei 95 ond 100 percent of the part-time students
in need of remediation passed th.ir assigned courses. Their past-test means
were all aobove the minimum competency level,
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UNIQN COUNTY COLLEGE
1983 FULL-TIME COHORT

Students Tested: 1201 94 %

Plocement Criterio
Reading: NJCBSPT RC 164 (Cranfard Campus); 161 (Scatch Plains Campus)
Writing: NICBSPT SS 169 ao
Computation:  NJCBSPT MC 165
El. Algebra:  NJCBSPT EA 166 & curriculum thot reauires math
rse Placement, Enrollment and 3
Reoding  MWriting  Computotion El. Algebrg
% ldentified 48 Ly 53 15
% Enralled 9] 9 78 a4
% Passing Final Remediol Course 61 65 66 66
% Reaching Minimum Competency N/A N/A 93 a8
¥ ative Four-semester igw U
Remediaotion Remediation Remediation
Mot Needed _Completed . Mot Completed
% R:eturned Soring 1985 (%) 334 (5% 198 (62) (18)
% GPA Gregter Thgn/Eouol ta 2.0 75 50 48 56
% Successful Survival 40 L1 10
% Passing First Callege-level
Course a4 89 -
riting:
eturned Spring 1985 () 357 _(53) 187 (61) 43 (20)
% GPA Gregter Than/Equal to 2.0 76 49 49
% Successful Survival 40 29 10
% Passing First Callege-level
Course 96 8 -
an:
eturned Spring 1985 (%) 309 _(55) 165 (51) 101 (32)
% GPA Gregter Than/Equal ta 2.0 73 58 52
% Successful Survival 40 30 17
% Passing First Callege-level
Course 87 72 -
Elementary Aigebra:
eturned Spring 1985 (%) 213 (56) 69 (62) 24 (35)
X GPA Greater Than/Eaqual to 2.0 78 61 58
% Successful Survival Ly 38 2
% Passing First Callege-level
Course a5 74 -
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UNION COUNTY COLLEGE

SUCCESSFUL SURVIVAL, FALL ‘83 — SPR ‘85
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REMEDIAL PROGRAK REMARKS

Union County College did very well in testing most of their full-time
students and in enrolling mast of them in remedial courses if they needed
remedigtion, The passing rates in remedial courses were reasongble, and, Ot
least in moth and glgebra, the post-test results were very satisfoctory. More
thon 93 percent of those who completed remediation in computation and 98.2
percent of those who comleted remediation in algebra attained the minimum
level on the post-test, [n-house essay post-tests were used in reoding and
writing tnot were modeled on the NJCBSPT. However, the results ore difficult
to interpret becouse the college did not provide equated pre-test dotg or the
percentage of students attaining minimum competency.

The follow-up dotg presents a mixed picture. Non-completers had feirly
high retention rotes. This wos particularly true omongst those neading
remediation in computation and algebra where the retention rates were 32 and
35 percent respectively. In terms of tne averoge number of credits earned and
of GPA’s, the performonce of those wha completed remediation was fmuch lower
than those who did not need remediation, ond coqparoble to those who needed
remediation but did not complete it. However, in the first-level college
courses, those who completed remediation performed at only o slightly lower
Tevel thon those who did not need remediation.

Overall, remedial efforts at Unfon County College oppear to be
producing desiroble results. Better past-test data in the verbol area would
help, and there appears to be o need to investigate the better thon expected
performance of students who do not complete remediaticn in computation. The
college reported that the data on the remediation-inccmplete students in
comutation moy be Inoccurate because of miscategorizations due to unrccorded
sumer remedial enrollments and changes in full- vs. port-time status that
were not entered into the data-base.
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C C COLLEGE C
1983 FULL~TIME COHORT
Students Tested: _ 651 _83 31,2
Plocement Criterjg
Reading®: NJCBSPT Total English 161 Essay 7; high school grodes
Writing: (N se?orute writing course)
SPT MC 165

o
Computation:  NJCB
El, Algebra:  NJCBSPT EA 166

Course Plocement, Enrollment ond Qutcomes
Reoding® Writing  Comutotion El, Algebrg

X ldentified 2 11 18
X Enralled 29 86 0
X Passing Final Remedial Course 100 84 -
% Reoching Minimum Competency N/A N/A N/A

TomuIGt]ve Four-semester Follow UpS

Remediation Remediotion Remediation
_Not Needed _Completed  Not Comleted

ng*:
ngdiigketurned Spring 1985 (%) H/A 2 (50) -3
A Gregter Than/Equal to 2,0 N/A 50 --
% Successful Survival N/A 50 --
% Passing First College-level
Course N/A 100 -

Writing:
eturned Spring 1985 (1)

% GPA Greater Than/Equal to 2.0
% Successful Survival
X Passing First College-level

fourse

eturned Soring 1985 (X) /A 1.(200 0 (0)
% GPA Greater Than/Equal to 2.0 N/A 109 .-
% Successful Suryival H/A 100 0
% Passing First Cllege-level

Courze N/A 100 .-

Elementor a:

e turned £Drln9 1985 (X) N/A --3 --3
% GPA Greater Than/Eaqual to 2.0 /A - --
% Successful Survival N/A - --

¥ Passing First College-]evel
Course N/A -- -

yincludes reoding and writing,
In-county and out-of-state students only (out-of-county, in-state attendees
\ are rgﬁo;gsdrbybagg c}lv? (ljnstl%gélortls). ictl d

owever, ncludes students not strictly reguired to be tested.

Not applicoble (study group total N eaualed zerg ot the anset),

- 134 -

149

A




(Warren)
REMEDIAL PROGRAM REMARKS

The college begon fts remediol program In the spring of 1983, A total
of 19 students (of 65 tested) reauired remediotion. Seven of these students
were enrolled four semesters later ond all of them hod passed thelr
first-level college courses in writing and mathematics. No grooh Is presented
because of the small somple size,
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GLASSBORQ STATE COLLEGE
1983 FULL-TIME COHORT

Students Tested: “1149 1002

Placement Criterig

Reading: HJCBSPT RC 168 -

Writing: NJCBSPT Total English 164 & Essay 7; Total English 167 & Essay 6;
Essay 5 or less

-Computation:  NJCBSPT MC 172

E1. Algebra:  NJCBSPT EA 175

Course Placement, Enroliment ond Qutcomes
Reading  Writing  Computotion El. Algebra

% ldentified 36 28 32 60
% Enrolled 99 97 95 95
% Passing Final Remedial Course 80 83 87 84
% Reoching Minimum Competency 61 97 84 9]

Cumulative Four-semester Follow Up

Remediation Remediation Remediation
_MNot Needed _Completed Not Completed

RegQigg:
eturned Spring 1985 (1) 512 (70) 235 (72) 34 (40)
% GPA Gregter Than/Equal to 2.0 86 75 56
% Successful Survivel 60 54 22
% Passing First College-level
il Course 86 81 -
Writing:
eturned Spring 1985 (%) 565 (68) 198 (76) 17 (27)
% GPA Gregter Tian/Equal to 2.0 §0 68 71
Z Successful Survival 59 52 19
% Passing First Coilege-level
Course 87 59 -
Cmpuiotion:
Returned Spring 1985 (%) 548 (70) 203 (73) 30 (3%
% GPA Gregter Than/Equal to 2.0 84 77 b3
% Successful Survival £9 56 21
% Passing First College-level
: Courztle . 84 73 -
ementor: ebra:
Returned Spring 1985 (%) 21 7m 4o4 (77> 56 (349)
% GPA Gregter Thon/Equal to 2.0 85 82 48
% Successful Survival 60 63 17
% Passing First College-level
Course 88 67 -

- 136 -




