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Committee	
  Charge	
  

The	
  Retention	
  Committee	
  provides	
  a	
  forum	
  for	
  the	
  discussion	
  of	
  college-­‐wide	
  issues	
  and	
  
strategic	
  planning	
  aimed	
  at	
  maximizing	
  student	
  success	
  and	
  retention	
  to	
  graduation.	
  	
  
Committee	
  members	
  are	
  actively	
  engaged	
  in	
  conducting	
  retention-­‐related	
  research,	
  and	
  in	
  
recommending	
  and/or	
  implementing	
  retention-­‐related	
  programs	
  and	
  policies.	
  

This	
  is	
  a	
  standing	
  advisory	
  committee	
  to	
  the	
  College	
  President	
  that	
  is	
  chaired	
  by	
  the	
  Vice	
  
President	
  for	
  Enrollment	
  Management	
  and	
  Marketing.	
  	
  Committee	
  membership	
  is	
  determined	
  
by	
  the	
  Vice	
  President	
  on	
  an	
  annual	
  basis	
  (ESF	
  Faculty	
  and	
  Professional	
  Staff	
  Handbook).	
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SECTION	
  I	
  

A	
  REVIEW	
  AND	
  ANALYSIS	
  OF	
  ESF	
  RETENTION	
  DATA	
  

The	
  administrative	
  reporting	
  system	
  developed	
  by	
  the	
  Office	
  of	
  Governmental	
  Relations	
  and	
  
Institutional	
  Planning	
  at	
  SUNY-­‐ESF	
  can	
  provide	
  a	
  variety	
  of	
  retention-­‐related	
  reports	
  using	
  
student	
  registration	
  data.	
  	
  The	
  Retention	
  Committee	
  examined	
  data	
  from	
  a	
  number	
  of	
  these	
  
reports	
  covering	
  the	
  fall	
  2002	
  to	
  fall	
  2010	
  semesters	
  to	
  identify	
  statistical	
  patterns	
  and	
  trends	
  
related	
  to	
  the	
  attrition,	
  persistence,	
  and	
  graduation	
  of	
  entering	
  freshman	
  and	
  transfer	
  student	
  
cohorts.	
  	
  Data	
  tables	
  and	
  related	
  observations	
  are	
  presented	
  below.	
  
	
  

RETENTION	
  AND	
  GRADUATION	
  OF	
  ESF	
  FRESHMEN	
  

Table	
  1	
  presents	
  an	
  overview	
  of	
  the	
  retention	
  and	
  graduation	
  rates	
  for	
  eight	
  freshman	
  cohorts	
  
entering	
  ESF	
  from	
  fall	
  2002	
  to	
  fall	
  2009,	
  showing	
  the	
  data	
  for	
  each	
  cohort	
  as	
  of	
  the	
  fall	
  2010	
  
semester.	
  	
  The	
  Attrition	
  column	
  shows	
  the	
  number	
  and	
  percent	
  of	
  the	
  entering	
  cohort	
  that	
  is	
  
no	
  longer	
  enrolled.	
  	
  The	
  Persisters	
  column	
  shows	
  the	
  portion	
  of	
  the	
  cohort	
  registered	
  for	
  fall	
  
2010	
  classes.	
  	
  The	
  Degrees	
  Received	
  column	
  shows	
  the	
  number	
  completing	
  an	
  undergraduate	
  
degree	
  (AAS,	
  BS,	
  or	
  BLA)	
  and	
  the	
  cohort	
  graduation	
  rate	
  within	
  the	
  specified	
  time	
  period.	
  

ESF	
  uses	
  a	
  six	
  year	
  graduation	
  rate	
  as	
  its	
  primary	
  assessment	
  metric.	
  	
  This	
  is	
  the	
  standard	
  metric	
  
required	
   for	
  most	
   government	
   reports,	
   and	
   it	
   provides	
   an	
   appropriate	
   graduation	
  metric	
   for	
  
students	
   in	
  four	
  or	
  five	
  year	
  (e.g.	
  BLA)	
  degree	
  programs.	
   	
  Our	
  Committee	
  offers	
  the	
  following	
  
observations:	
  

• The	
   six	
   year	
   graduation	
   rates	
   for	
   the	
   2002-­‐2004	
   cohorts	
   range	
   from	
  64%	
   to	
   72%	
   and	
  
average	
  67%.	
   	
  The	
  College’s	
  Strategic	
  Plan	
   (Vision	
  2020)	
   sets	
  a	
  goal	
   for	
   the	
  College	
   to	
  
achieve	
  an	
  80%	
  freshman	
  graduation	
  rate	
  by	
  the	
  year	
  2020.	
  
	
  

• It	
  will	
  not	
  be	
  possible	
  for	
  the	
  2005-­‐2008	
  cohorts	
  to	
  achieve	
  an	
  80%	
  graduation	
  rate	
  
target	
  given	
  the	
  attrition	
  that	
  has	
  already	
  taken	
  place.	
  	
  The	
  “best	
  case”	
  projections	
  for	
  
these	
  cohorts	
  put	
  their	
  six	
  year	
  graduation	
  rates	
  in	
  a	
  67%	
  to	
  73%	
  range.	
  
	
  

• The	
  average	
  six	
  year	
  graduation	
  rate	
  for	
  SUNY	
  four	
  year	
  college	
  campuses	
  is	
  58%	
  and	
  
the	
  comparable	
  rate	
  for	
  publicly	
  funded	
  universities	
  in	
  the	
  U.S.	
  is	
  45%.	
  	
  The	
  six	
  year	
  
graduation	
  rate	
  for	
  SUNY’s	
  doctoral	
  campuses	
  averages	
  65%	
  (source:	
  
http://www.suny.edu/sunynews/	
  efficiency3.cfm).	
  
	
  

• The	
  six	
  year	
  graduation	
  rates	
  for	
  the	
  2003	
  freshmen	
  cohorts	
  at	
  SUNY’s	
  four	
  University	
  
Centers	
  (students	
  graduating	
  by	
  fall	
  2009)	
  were:	
  Binghamton	
  80%,	
  Stony	
  Brook	
  67%,	
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Albany	
  65%,	
  and	
  Buffalo	
  63%.	
  	
  ESF’s	
  six	
  year	
  graduation	
  rate	
  for	
  the	
  2003	
  cohort	
  was	
  
64%	
  	
  (source:	
  http://nces.ed.gov/collegenavigator).	
  	
  

	
  

TABLE	
  1:	
  FRESHMAN	
  COHORT	
  RETENTION	
  AND	
  GRADUATION	
  2002	
  –	
  2010	
  

Fall	
  Entry	
   #	
  Entering	
  
Freshmen	
   Attrition	
   Fall	
  2010	
  

Persisters	
   Degrees	
  Received	
  

2002	
   198	
   	
  	
  49	
  	
  	
  (25%)	
   	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  2	
  	
  	
  (	
  	
  1%)	
   147	
  	
  	
  (6	
  yr	
  =	
  143	
  =	
  72%)	
  

2003	
   228	
   	
  	
  79	
  	
  	
  (35%)	
   	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  0	
  	
  	
  (	
  	
  0%)	
   149	
  	
  	
  (6	
  yr	
  =	
  147	
  =	
  64%)	
  

2004	
   227	
   	
  	
  79	
  	
  	
  (35%)	
   	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  1	
  	
  	
  (<1%)	
   147	
  	
  	
  (6	
  yr	
  =	
  65%)	
  

2005	
   260	
   	
  	
  86	
  	
  	
  (33%)	
   	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  8	
  	
  	
  (	
  	
  3%)	
   166	
  	
  	
  (5	
  yr	
  =	
  64%)	
  

2006	
   242	
   	
  	
  76	
  	
  	
  (31%)	
   	
  	
  	
  	
  62	
  	
  	
  (26%)	
   	
  104	
  	
  (4	
  yr	
  =	
  43%)	
  

2007	
   250	
   	
  	
  66	
  	
  	
  (26%)	
   	
  	
  183	
  	
  	
  (73%)	
   	
  	
  6	
  AAS	
  +	
  1	
  BS	
  

2008	
   310	
   	
  	
  85	
  	
  	
  (27%)	
   	
  	
  225	
  	
  	
  (73%)	
   	
  	
  2	
  AAS	
  

2009	
   284	
   	
  	
  35	
  	
  	
  (12%)	
   	
  	
  249	
  	
  	
  (88%)	
   	
  	
  	
  	
  0	
  

(Source	
  =	
  IR004I)	
  
	
  

RETENTION	
  AND	
  GRADUATION	
  OF	
  ESF	
  TRANSFER	
  STUDENTS	
  

Tables	
  2A	
  and	
  2B	
  present	
  an	
  overview	
  of	
  the	
  retention	
  and	
  graduation	
  rates	
  for	
  lower	
  division	
  
(freshman/sophomore)	
  and	
  upper	
  division	
  (junior/senior)	
  transfer	
  student	
  cohorts	
  entering	
  ESF	
  
from	
  fall	
  2002	
  to	
  fall	
  2009.	
  	
  Data	
  is	
  shown	
  for	
  each	
  cohort	
  as	
  of	
  the	
  fall	
  2010	
  semester.	
  	
  While	
  
the	
  College	
  has	
  not	
  set	
  a	
  specific	
  goal	
  for	
  transfer	
  student	
  retention	
  or	
  graduation,	
  the	
  
Retention	
  Committee	
  believes	
  that	
  an	
  analysis	
  of	
  transfer	
  statistics	
  is	
  appropriate	
  given	
  the	
  
relatively	
  large	
  number	
  of	
  ESF’s	
  entering	
  students	
  who	
  have	
  transferred	
  from	
  another	
  college.	
  

It	
  is	
  important	
  to	
  note	
  that	
  the	
  transfer	
  students	
  in	
  each	
  fall	
  cohort	
  have	
  entered	
  ESF	
  with	
  
varying	
  numbers	
  of	
  transfer	
  credits.	
  	
  The	
  majority	
  enters	
  with	
  sophomore	
  level	
  class	
  standing,	
  
but	
  many	
  enter	
  as	
  juniors	
  and	
  smaller	
  numbers	
  enter	
  as	
  freshmen	
  or	
  seniors.	
  	
  Data	
  reports	
  
have	
  not	
  been	
  developed	
  to	
  track	
  the	
  retention	
  of	
  each	
  year	
  level	
  separately,	
  but	
  a	
  comparison	
  
of	
  the	
  combined	
  freshman/sophomore	
  and	
  junior/senior	
  year	
  levels	
  shows	
  some	
  differences	
  in	
  
those	
  two	
  groups.	
  	
  Our	
  Committee	
  offers	
  the	
  following	
  observations:	
  

• The	
  five	
  and	
  six	
  year	
  graduation	
  rates	
  for	
  freshman/sophomore	
  level	
  transfer	
  students	
  
entering	
  ESF	
  in	
  the	
  fall	
  semester	
  are	
  very	
  similar	
  to	
  the	
  graduation	
  rates	
  for	
  entering	
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freshmen	
  (Table	
  1),	
  even	
  though	
  these	
  transfer	
  students	
  enter	
  ESF	
  	
  with	
  previous	
  
college	
  experience	
  and	
  with	
  some	
  number	
  of	
  transfer	
  credits.	
  
	
  

• The	
  five	
  and	
  six	
  year	
  graduation	
  rates	
  for	
  junior/senior	
  level	
  transfer	
  students	
  entering	
  
ESF	
  in	
  the	
  fall	
  semester	
  are	
  significantly	
  higher	
  (averaging	
  74%)	
  than	
  the	
  graduation	
  
rates	
  for	
  freshman/sophomore	
  level	
  transfers	
  (averaging	
  66%).	
  
	
  

• A	
   significant	
   number	
   of	
   ESF	
   transfer	
   students	
   enter	
   during	
   the	
   spring	
   semester	
   each	
  
year.	
  	
  No	
  attempt	
  has	
  been	
  made	
  here	
  to	
  study	
  the	
  attrition	
  data	
  for	
  those	
  students.	
  
	
  

• A	
  search	
  of	
  the	
  SUNY	
  website	
  has	
  produced	
  only	
  one	
  benchmarking	
  study	
  of	
  graduation	
  
rates	
  for	
  full-­‐time	
  transfer	
  students	
  enrolled	
  in	
  baccalaureate	
  programs	
  at	
  SUNY	
  
doctoral	
  campuses,	
  using	
  fall	
  2003	
  registration	
  data	
  to	
  examine	
  the	
  four	
  and	
  five	
  year	
  
graduation	
  rates	
  for	
  transfer	
  cohorts	
  entering	
  in	
  fall	
  1998	
  and	
  1999.	
  	
  ESF	
  outperformed	
  
most	
  SUNY	
  doctoral	
  campuses	
  in	
  this	
  study,	
  but	
  it	
  does	
  not	
  provide	
  data	
  comparable	
  to	
  
the	
  data	
  presented	
  in	
  Tables	
  2A	
  and	
  2B.	
  
	
  

• A	
  comparative	
  study	
  of	
  the	
  academic	
  qualifications	
  (e.g.	
  GPA)	
  of	
  entering	
  freshmen	
  and	
  
transfer	
  students	
  at	
  ESF	
  would	
  provide	
  a	
  context	
  for	
  comparing	
  their	
  respective	
  
graduation	
  rates,	
  but	
  admission	
  criteria	
  and	
  academic	
  records	
  for	
  ESF’s	
  freshman	
  and	
  
transfer	
  cohorts	
  are	
  not	
  comparable.	
  
	
  

TABLE	
  2A:	
  RETENTION	
  OF	
  FR/SOPH	
  LEVEL	
  TRANSFER	
  STUDENTS	
  

Fall	
  Entry	
   Year	
  Level	
   #	
  Entering	
  
Transfers	
   Attrition	
   Fall	
  2010	
  

Persisters	
   Degrees	
  Received	
  

2002	
   FR/SOPH	
   134	
   45	
  (34%)	
   1	
  (<1%)	
   88	
  (6	
  yr	
  =	
  66%)	
  

2003	
   FR/SOPH	
   140	
   46	
  (33%)	
   0	
  (	
  	
  	
  0%)	
   94	
  (6	
  yr	
  =	
  91	
  =	
  65%)	
  

2004	
   FR/SOPH	
   135	
   47	
  (35%)	
   1	
  (<	
  1%)	
   87	
  (6	
  yr	
  =	
  64%)	
  

2005	
   FR/SOPH	
   122	
   40	
  (33%)	
   3	
  (	
  	
  	
  2%)	
   79	
  (5	
  yr	
  =	
  65%)	
  

2006	
   FR/SOPH	
   165	
   72	
  (44%)	
   9	
  (	
  	
  	
  5%)	
   84	
  (4	
  yr	
  =	
  51%)	
  

2007	
   FR/SOPH	
   144	
   43	
  (30%)	
   39	
  (	
  	
  27%)	
   62	
  (3	
  yr	
  =	
  43%)	
  

2008	
   FR/SOPH	
   109	
   28	
  (26%)	
   70	
  (	
  	
  64%)	
   11	
  (2	
  yr	
  =	
  10%)	
  

2009	
   FR/SOPH	
   150	
   27	
  (18%)	
   123(	
  82%)	
   	
  	
  0	
  (1	
  yr	
  =	
  0%)	
  

(Source	
  =	
  IR004)	
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TABLE	
  2B:	
  RETENTION	
  OF	
  JR/SR	
  LEVEL	
  TRANSFER	
  STUDENTS	
  

Fall	
  Entry	
   Year	
  Level	
   #	
  Entering	
  
Transfers	
   Attrition	
   Fall	
  2010	
  

Persisters	
   Degrees	
  Received	
  

2002	
   JR/SR	
   30	
   	
  	
  9	
  (30%)	
   0	
  (	
  	
  	
  0%)	
   21	
  (6	
  yr	
  =	
  70%)	
  

2003	
   JR/SR	
   52	
   12	
  (23%)	
   0	
  (	
  	
  	
  0%)	
   40	
  (6	
  yr	
  =	
  76%)	
  

2004	
   JR/SR	
   48	
   12	
  (25%)	
   1	
  (	
  	
  	
  2%)	
   35	
  (6	
  yr	
  =	
  73%)	
  

2005	
   JR/SR	
   26	
   	
  	
  7	
  (27%)	
   0	
  (	
  	
  	
  0%)	
   19	
  (5	
  yr	
  =	
  73%)	
  

2006	
   JR/SR	
   30	
   	
  	
  6	
  (20%)	
   1	
  (	
  	
  	
  3%)	
   23	
  (4	
  yr	
  =	
  77%)	
  

2007	
   JR/SR	
   20	
   	
  	
  4	
  (20%)	
   	
  	
  1	
  (	
  	
  	
  	
  5%)	
   15	
  (3	
  yr	
  =	
  75%)	
  

2008	
   JR/SR	
   33	
   	
  	
  6	
  (18%)	
   	
  	
  8	
  (	
  	
  24%)	
   19	
  (2	
  yr	
  =	
  58%)	
  

2009	
   JR/SR	
   40	
   	
  	
  7	
  (18%)	
   32	
  (	
  	
  80%)	
   	
  	
  1	
  (1	
  yr	
  =	
  2%)	
  

(Source	
  =	
  IR004)	
  
	
  

FIRST	
  YEAR	
  ATTRITION	
  OF	
  ENTERING	
  FRESHMEN	
  

Colleges	
  and	
  universities	
  typically	
  lose	
  the	
  largest	
  number	
  of	
  their	
  entering	
  freshmen	
  to	
  
attrition	
  prior	
  to	
  second	
  year	
  registration,	
  so	
  first	
  year	
  attrition	
  is	
  a	
  commonly	
  used	
  metric	
  in	
  
retention	
  studies.	
  	
  Table	
  3	
  presents	
  first	
  year	
  attrition	
  data	
  for	
  eight	
  freshman	
  cohorts	
  entering	
  
the	
  College	
  from	
  fall	
  2002	
  to	
  fall	
  2009.	
  	
  Our	
  Committee	
  offers	
  the	
  following	
  observations:	
  

• Freshman	
  to	
  sophomore	
  year	
  retention	
  at	
  ESF	
  has	
  averaged	
  85%	
  during	
  these	
  years.	
  
	
  

• A	
  small	
  percentage	
  of	
  entering	
  fall	
  semester	
  freshmen	
  (averaging	
  5.4%	
  of	
  the	
  cohort)	
  
does	
  not	
  register	
  for	
  the	
  following	
  spring	
  semester.	
  	
  Freshman	
  attrition	
  during	
  or	
  
following	
  the	
  spring	
  semester	
  is	
  significantly	
  higher	
  (averaging	
  9.3%	
  of	
  the	
  cohort).	
  	
  
Difficulties	
  associated	
  with	
  transferring	
  to	
  another	
  college	
  at	
  midyear	
  may	
  be	
  a	
  factor,	
  
and	
  academic	
  dismissals	
  or	
  suspensions	
  from	
  ESF	
  are	
  more	
  likely	
  to	
  occur	
  following	
  the	
  
second	
  semester.	
  
	
  

• The	
  average	
  freshman	
  to	
  sophomore	
  year	
  retention	
  rate	
  at	
  SUNY’s	
  University	
  Centers	
  
(Binghamton,	
  Buffalo,	
  Albany,	
  Stony	
  Brook)	
  for	
  the	
  2008	
  cohort	
  was	
  88%,	
  with	
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Binghamton	
  the	
  highest	
  at	
  90%;	
  SUNY	
  Geneseo	
  had	
  the	
  highest	
  rate	
  among	
  the	
  
comprehensive	
  campuses,	
  also	
  at	
  90%.	
  	
  (source:	
  http://nces.ed.gov/collegenavigator).	
  
	
  

• Freshman	
  to	
  sophomore	
  year	
  retention	
  for	
  the	
  2008	
  cohort	
  was	
  significantly	
  lower	
  than	
  
average,	
  and	
  unexpected	
  based	
  on	
  that	
  cohort’s	
  strong	
  admission	
  metrics	
  	
  
(Tables	
  6	
  and	
  7).	
  	
  
	
  

TABLE	
  3:	
  FIRST	
  YEAR	
  ATTRITION	
  OF	
  ENTERING	
  FRESHMEN	
  

Fall	
  Entry	
   #	
  Entering	
  
Freshman	
   Fall	
  Attrition	
   Spring/Summer	
  

Attrition	
  
Second	
  Year	
  
Persisters	
  

2002	
   198	
   	
  	
  	
  	
  8	
  	
  	
  (4%)	
   	
  	
  	
  	
  17	
  	
  	
  (9%)	
   	
  	
  	
  173	
  	
  	
  (87%)	
  

2003	
   228	
   	
  	
  18	
  	
  	
  (8%)	
   	
  	
  	
  	
  20	
  	
  	
  (9%)	
   	
  	
  	
  190	
  	
  	
  (83%)	
  

2004	
   227	
   	
  	
  12	
  	
  	
  (5%)	
   	
  	
  	
  	
  20	
  	
  	
  (9%)	
   	
  	
  	
  195	
  	
  	
  (86%)	
  

2005	
   260	
   	
  	
  10	
  	
  	
  (4%)	
   	
  	
  	
  	
  32	
  	
  	
  (12%)	
   	
  	
  	
  218	
  	
  	
  (84%)	
  

2006	
   242	
   	
  	
  11	
  	
  	
  (5%)	
   	
  	
  	
  	
  22	
  	
  	
  (9%)	
   	
  	
  	
  209	
  	
  	
  (86%)	
  

2007	
   250	
   	
  	
  10	
  	
  	
  (4%)	
   	
  	
  	
  	
  17	
  	
  	
  (7%)	
   	
  	
  	
  223	
  	
  	
  (89%)	
  

2008	
   310	
   	
  	
  26	
  	
  	
  (8%)	
   	
  	
  	
  	
  35	
  	
  	
  (11%)	
   	
  	
  	
  249	
  	
  	
  (80%)	
  

2009	
   284	
   	
  	
  13	
  	
  	
  (5%)	
   	
  	
  	
  	
  23	
  	
  	
  (8%)	
   	
  	
  	
  248	
  	
  	
  (87%)	
  

(Source	
  =	
  IR004I)	
  
	
  

FIRST	
  YEAR	
  ATTRITION	
  OF	
  ENTERING	
  TRANSFER	
  STUDENTS	
  
	
  
Table	
  4	
  presents	
  first	
  year	
  attrition	
  data	
  for	
  transfer	
  student	
  cohorts	
  entering	
  ESF	
  from	
  fall	
  2002	
  
to	
  fall	
  2009.	
  	
  It	
  is	
  important	
  to	
  note	
  once	
  again	
  that	
  each	
  transfer	
  cohort	
  includes	
  students	
  
entering	
  ESF	
  with	
  varying	
  amounts	
  of	
  college	
  experience	
  and	
  transfer	
  credits.	
  	
  The	
  largest	
  
number	
  enters	
  the	
  College	
  with	
  sophomore	
  level	
  class	
  standing	
  and	
  has	
  transferred	
  from	
  a	
  
SUNY	
  community	
  college	
  or	
  technology	
  college.	
  	
  Most	
  live	
  off-­‐campus	
  and	
  commute	
  to	
  ESF.	
  	
  
Our	
  Committee	
  offers	
  the	
  following	
  observations:	
  

• First	
   to	
   second	
   year	
   retention	
   of	
   entering	
   transfer	
   students	
   has	
   averaged	
   78%	
  during	
  
these	
  years.	
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• The	
  fall	
  (first)	
  semester	
  attrition	
  rate	
  for	
  new	
  transfer	
  students	
  typically	
  exceeds	
  the	
  rate	
  
for	
   new	
   freshmen	
   (Table	
   3).	
   	
   The	
   combined	
   fall	
   and	
   spring/summer	
   attrition	
   for	
   new	
  
transfer	
  students	
  typically	
  exceeds	
  the	
  first	
  year	
  attrition	
  for	
  new	
  freshmen	
  as	
  well.	
  
	
  

• Entering	
  transfer	
  students	
  have	
  had	
  an	
  inconsistent	
  pattern	
  of	
  participation	
  in	
  ESF	
  
132/332	
  “orientation”	
  courses	
  over	
  these	
  years.	
  	
  Living	
  off	
  campus	
  may	
  be	
  an	
  additional	
  
negative	
  factor	
  in	
  their	
  successful	
  first	
  year	
  transition	
  to	
  ESF.	
  	
  Additional	
  research	
  should	
  
be	
  conducted	
  to	
  examine	
  these	
  factors	
  (and	
  others).	
  

	
  

TABLE	
  4:	
  FIRST	
  YEAR	
  ATTRITION	
  OF	
  ENTERING	
  TRANSFER	
  STUDENTS	
  

Fall	
  Entry	
   #	
  Entering	
  
Transfers	
   Fall	
  Attrition	
   Spring/Summer	
  

Attrition	
  

Second	
  Year	
  
Persisters	
  or	
  

Degrees	
  Received	
  

2002	
   164	
   	
  	
  16	
  	
  	
  (10%)	
   	
  	
  	
  	
  20	
  	
  	
  (12%)	
   	
  	
  	
  128	
  	
  	
  (78%)	
  

2003	
   192	
   	
  	
  22	
  	
  	
  (11%)	
   	
  	
  	
  	
  26	
  	
  	
  (14%)	
   	
  	
  	
  144	
  	
  	
  (75%)	
  

2004	
   183	
   	
  	
  16	
  	
  	
  (	
  	
  9%)	
   	
  	
  	
  	
  18	
  	
  	
  (10%)	
   	
  	
  	
  149	
  	
  	
  (81%)	
  

2005	
   148	
   	
  	
  24	
  	
  	
  (16%)	
   	
  	
  	
  	
  15	
  	
  	
  (10%)	
   	
  	
  	
  109	
  	
  	
  (74%)	
  

2006	
   195	
   	
  	
  32	
  	
  	
  (16%)	
   	
  	
  	
  	
  19	
  	
  	
  (10%)	
   	
  	
  	
  144	
  	
  	
  (74%)	
  

2007	
   164	
   	
  	
  19	
  	
  	
  (12%)	
   	
  	
  	
  	
  15	
  	
  	
  (	
  	
  9%)	
   	
  	
  	
  130	
  	
  	
  (79%)	
  

2008	
   142	
   	
  	
  14	
  	
  	
  (10%)	
   	
  	
  	
  	
  15	
  	
  	
  (11%)	
   	
  	
  	
  113	
  	
  	
  (80%)	
  

2009	
   190	
   	
  	
  13	
  	
  	
  (	
  	
  7%)	
   	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  21	
  	
  (11%)	
   	
  	
  	
  155	
  	
  	
  (82%)	
  

(Source=	
  IR004I)	
  

ATTRITION	
  AND	
  GRADUATION	
  BY	
  DIVERSITY	
  GROUP	
  

Colleges	
  are	
  often	
  interested	
  in	
  comparing	
  the	
  attrition	
  and	
  graduation	
  rates	
  of	
  white	
  and	
  
diverse	
  student	
  populations	
  to	
  help	
  determine	
  the	
  need	
  for	
  targeted	
  retention	
  programs.	
  

The	
  top	
  portion	
  of	
  Table	
  5	
  presents	
  attrition	
  and	
  graduation	
  data	
  for	
  four	
  freshman	
  cohorts	
  
that	
  entered	
  ESF	
  from	
  fall	
  2002	
  to	
  fall	
  2005.	
  	
  Data	
  for	
  these	
  cohorts	
  has	
  been	
  aggregated	
  to	
  
provide	
  reasonably	
  sized	
  cells	
  for	
  each	
  of	
  the	
  diverse	
  student	
  populations,	
  and	
  to	
  allow	
  for	
  a	
  
meaningful	
  examination	
  of	
  graduation	
  rates	
  after	
  five	
  or	
  more	
  years	
  of	
  enrollment.	
  	
  The	
  bottom	
  
portion	
  of	
  Table	
  5	
  presents	
  similar	
  data	
  for	
  four	
  freshman	
  cohorts	
  entering	
  in	
  2006	
  or	
  later,	
  
who	
  have	
  been	
  enrolled	
  for	
  less	
  than	
  five	
  years.	
  	
  Our	
  Committee	
  offers	
  the	
  following	
  
observations:	
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• The	
  attrition	
  rates	
  for	
  diverse	
  students	
  from	
  the	
  2002	
  to	
  2005	
  freshman	
  cohorts	
  have	
  
been	
  higher	
  than	
  the	
  attrition	
  rates	
  for	
  white	
  students,	
  and	
  their	
  graduation	
  rates	
  have	
  
been	
  lower	
  across	
  all	
  diversity	
  groups.	
  
	
  

• Data	
  for	
  the	
  more	
  recently	
  enrolled	
  2006	
  to	
  2009	
  cohorts	
  presents	
  a	
  more	
  optimistic	
  
picture	
  of	
  diverse	
  student	
  retention	
  at	
  ESF,	
  with	
  attrition	
  rates	
  for	
  four	
  out	
  of	
  five	
  
diverse	
  populations	
  (all	
  but	
  AIA)	
  lower	
  than	
  the	
  attrition	
  rate	
  for	
  white	
  students	
  as	
  of	
  fall	
  
2010.	
  	
  Admission	
  profile	
  reports	
  indicate	
  that	
  average	
  GPA	
  and	
  SAT	
  scores	
  have	
  been	
  
stronger	
  for	
  diverse	
  student	
  cohorts	
  entering	
  since	
  2006,	
  which	
  may	
  be	
  a	
  factor	
  in	
  their	
  
improved	
  retention.	
  

	
  

(Source	
  =	
  IR004)	
  	
   AIA	
  	
  =	
  	
  Native	
  American	
  or	
  Alaskan	
  Native;	
  	
  API	
  	
  =	
  	
  Asian	
  or	
  Pacific	
  Islander;	
  
	
   BLK	
  	
  =	
  	
  Black	
  or	
  African	
  American;	
  HSP	
  	
  =	
  	
  Hispanic	
  or	
  Latino;	
  
	
   NRA	
  	
  =	
  	
  Non-­‐Resident	
  	
  International;	
  DIVERSE	
  	
  =	
  	
  Total	
  of	
  the	
  diverse/under-­‐	
  
	
   represented	
  student	
  groups.	
  

TABLE	
  5:	
  ATTRITION	
  AND	
  GRADUATION	
  BY	
  DIVERSITY	
  GROUP	
  

Freshmen	
  Entering	
  2002	
  –	
  2005	
  (Enrolled	
  >5	
  Years)	
  

	
   AIA	
   API	
   BLK	
   HSP	
   NRA	
   DIVERSE	
   WHITE	
   TOTAL	
  

Total	
  Students	
   7	
   26	
   10	
   39	
   3	
   	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  85	
  	
  	
  	
   	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  828	
  	
  	
  	
   	
  913	
  

Total	
  Attrition	
  
(Attrition	
  Rate)	
   3	
   10	
   8	
   13	
   2	
   36	
  	
  	
  (42%)	
   258	
  	
  	
  (31%)	
   294	
  	
  	
  (32%)	
  

Total	
  Persisters	
  
(Persistence	
  Rate)	
   0	
   1	
   0	
   0	
   0	
   	
  	
  1	
  	
  	
  (1%)	
   	
  	
  10	
  	
  	
  (1%)	
   	
  	
  11	
  	
  	
  (1%)	
  

Total	
  Degrees	
  
(Graduation	
  Rate)	
   4	
   15	
   2	
   26	
   1	
   48	
  	
  	
  (56%)	
   560	
  	
  	
  (68%)	
   608	
  	
  	
  (67%)	
  

Freshmen	
  Entering	
  2006	
  –	
  2009	
  (Enrolled	
  <5	
  Years)	
  

	
   AIA	
   API	
   BLK	
   HSP	
   NRA	
   DIVERSE	
   WHITE	
   TOTAL	
  

Total	
  Students	
   7	
   44	
   11	
   35	
   9	
   	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  106	
  	
  	
  	
   	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  980	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
   1086	
  

Total	
  Attrition	
  
(Attrition	
  Rate)	
   3	
   5	
   3	
   9	
   1	
   21	
  	
  	
  (20%)	
   247	
  	
  	
  (25%)	
   	
  	
  268	
  (25%)	
  

Total	
  Persisters	
  
(Persistence	
  Rate)	
   4	
   36	
   8	
   25	
   6	
   79	
  	
  	
  (75%)	
   634	
  	
  	
  (65%)	
   	
  	
  713	
  (66%)	
  

Total	
  Degrees	
  
(Graduation	
  Rate)	
   0	
   3	
   0	
   1	
   2	
   	
  	
  6	
  	
  	
  (6%)	
   	
  	
  	
  99	
  	
  	
  (10%)	
   	
  	
  105	
  (10%)	
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ENTERING	
  FRESHMAN	
  QUALITY	
  METRICS	
  

Many	
  college	
  retention	
  studies	
  indicate	
  that	
  students	
  who	
  are	
  better	
  prepared	
  for	
  college	
  level	
  
studies	
  are	
  also	
  more	
  likely	
  to	
  complete	
  a	
  degree	
  program.	
  	
  Tables	
  6A	
  and	
  6B	
  present	
  admission	
  
data	
  for	
  eight	
  freshman	
  cohorts	
  entering	
  ESF	
  from	
  fall	
  2002	
  to	
  fall	
  2009.	
  	
  This	
  data	
  shows	
  the	
  
number	
  of	
  entering	
  freshmen	
  and	
  the	
  percentage	
  of	
  each	
  entering	
  cohort	
  that	
  met	
  specific	
  
quality	
  metrics	
  based	
  on	
  their	
  high	
  school	
  grades	
  (Table	
  6A)	
  and	
  SAT/ACT	
  college	
  entrance	
  
examination	
  scores	
  (Table	
  6B).	
  	
  Our	
  Committee	
  offers	
  the	
  following	
  observations:	
  

• ESF’s	
  2004	
  and	
  2006	
  entering	
  freshmen	
  had	
  the	
  weakest	
  grades	
  and	
  SAT/ACT	
  scores	
  of	
  
the	
  eight	
  cohorts,	
  but	
  their	
  attrition	
  and	
  graduation	
  rates	
  are	
  similar	
  to	
  other	
  cohorts	
  
(Tables	
  1	
  and	
  3).	
  
	
  

• ESF’s	
  2008	
  and	
  2009	
  entering	
  freshmen	
  had	
  the	
  strongest	
  grades	
  and	
  SAT/ACT	
  scores	
  of	
  
the	
  eight	
  cohorts.	
  	
  The	
  2008	
  and	
  2009	
  cohorts	
  also	
  had	
  the	
  largest	
  numbers	
  of	
  entering	
  
students.	
  	
  Sophomore	
  year	
  retention	
  has	
  been	
  very	
  strong	
  for	
  the	
  2009	
  cohort,	
  but	
  very	
  
weak	
  for	
  the	
  2008	
  cohort	
  (Table	
  3).	
  

TABLE	
  6A:	
  ENTERING	
  FRESHMAN	
  QUALITY	
  METRICS	
  
High	
  School	
  Grade	
  Point	
  Average	
  

#	
  IN	
  ENTERING	
  COHORT	
  

HS	
  GPA	
   2002	
   2003	
   2004	
   2005	
   2006	
   2007	
   2008	
   2009	
  

90	
  –	
  100%	
   89	
   92	
   72	
   107	
   95	
   128	
   173	
   194	
  

85	
  –	
  89%	
   61	
   73	
   109	
   103	
   105	
   89	
   109	
   73	
  

80	
  –	
  84%	
   32	
   45	
   35	
   47	
   37	
   33	
   27	
   12	
  

70	
  –	
  79%	
   3	
   7	
   10	
   3	
   5	
   0	
   1	
   0	
  

Unknown*	
   12	
   11	
   0	
   0	
   0	
   0	
   0	
   4	
  

Total	
   197	
   228	
   226	
   260	
   242	
   250	
   310	
   283	
  

*International	
  or	
  other	
  students	
  without	
  calculable	
  GPA.	
  

%	
  IN	
  ENTERING	
  COHORT	
  

HS	
  GPA	
   2002	
   2003	
   2004	
   2005	
   2006	
   2007	
   2008	
   2009	
  
90	
  –	
  100%	
   45%	
   40%	
   32%	
   41%	
   39%	
   51%	
   56%	
   69%	
  

85	
  –	
  89%	
   31%	
   32%	
   48%	
   40%	
   43%	
   36%	
   35%	
   26%	
  

80	
  –	
  84%	
   16%	
   20%	
   15%	
   18%	
   15%	
   13%	
   9%	
   4%	
  

70	
  –	
  79%	
   2%	
   3%	
   4%	
   1%	
   2%	
   0%	
   0%	
   0%	
  

Unknown	
   6%	
   5%	
   0%	
   0%	
   0%	
   0%	
   0%	
   1%	
  

Total	
   100%	
   100%	
   100%	
   100%	
   100%	
   100%	
   100%	
   100%	
  

(Source	
  =	
  NYSED-­‐1)	
  



13	
  
	
  

	
  

TABLE	
  6B:	
  	
  ENTERING	
  FRESHMAN	
  QUALITY	
  METRICS	
  
SAT	
  Verbal	
  Plus	
  Math	
  Scores	
  (or	
  ACT	
  Equivalent)	
  

#	
  IN	
  ENTERING	
  COHORT	
  

SAT	
  V+M	
   2002	
   2003	
   2004	
   2005	
   2006	
   2007	
   2008	
   2009	
  
1200-­‐1600	
   66	
   73	
   74	
   88	
   57	
   88	
   124	
   130	
  

1100-­‐1199	
   68	
   61	
   66	
   77	
   72	
   65	
   98	
   89	
  

1000-­‐1099	
   42	
   66	
   57	
   64	
   76	
   72	
   63	
   53	
  

<	
  1000	
   22	
   28	
   29	
   30	
   37	
   25	
   24	
   11	
  

Unknown*	
   0	
   0	
   0	
   1	
   0	
   0	
   1	
   1	
  

Total	
   198	
   228	
   226	
   260	
   242	
   250	
   310	
   284	
  

*International	
  or	
  other	
  students	
  without	
  calculable	
  scores.	
  

%	
  IN	
  ENTERING	
  COHORT	
  

SAT	
  V+M	
   2002	
   2003	
   2004	
   2005	
   2006	
   2007	
   2008	
   2009	
  
1200-­‐1600	
   33%	
   32%	
   33%	
   34%	
   24%	
   35%	
   40%	
   46%	
  

1100-­‐1199	
   34%	
   27%	
   29%	
   30%	
   30%	
   26%	
   32%	
   31%	
  

1000-­‐1099	
   21%	
   29%	
   25%	
   25%	
   31%	
   29%	
   20%	
   19%	
  

<	
  1000	
   11%	
   12%	
   13%	
   12%	
   15%	
   10%	
   8%	
   4%	
  

Unknown	
   0%	
   0%	
   0%	
   0%	
   0%	
   0%	
   0%	
   0%	
  

Total	
   100%	
   100%	
   100%	
   100%	
   100%	
   100%	
   100%	
   100%	
  

(Source	
  =	
  NYSED-­‐1)	
  

	
  
ENTERING	
  TRANSFER	
  QUALITY	
  METRICS	
  

Table	
  7	
  presents	
  college	
  grade	
  point	
  average	
  information	
  for	
  transfer	
  student	
  cohorts	
  entering	
  
ESF	
  in	
  the	
  2002	
  to	
  2009	
  fall	
  semesters	
  and	
  presents	
  the	
  mean	
  ESF	
  grade	
  point	
  average	
  for	
  those	
  
who	
  completed	
  an	
  ESF	
  degree	
  by	
  fall	
  2010.	
  	
  The	
  transfer	
  GPA	
  at	
  time	
  of	
  entry	
  reflects	
  the	
  
transfer	
  college	
  last	
  attended	
  prior	
  to	
  enrolling	
  at	
  ESF,	
  and	
  may	
  not	
  reflect	
  the	
  student’s	
  full	
  
academic	
  record	
  in	
  some	
  cases.	
  	
  Our	
  Committee	
  offers	
  the	
  following	
  observations:	
  

• Transfer	
  students	
  enrolling	
  at	
  ESF	
  will	
  generally	
  earn	
  lower	
  grade	
  point	
  averages	
  than	
  
they	
  earned	
  at	
  their	
  transfer	
  institution.	
  	
  This	
  may	
  impact	
  individual	
  student	
  
expectations	
  and	
  retention.	
  	
  This	
  could	
  be	
  addressed	
  in	
  orientation	
  and	
  academic	
  
advising	
  sessions.	
  
	
  

• Entering	
  transfer	
  GPA’s	
  have	
  risen	
  each	
  year	
  since	
  2004,	
  but	
  these	
  cohorts	
  have	
  not	
  
been	
  enrolled	
  long	
  enough	
  to	
  fully	
  assess	
  the	
  impact	
  on	
  final	
  GPA	
  and	
  graduation	
  rates.	
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TABLE	
  7:	
  ENTERING	
  TRANSFER	
  AND	
  FINAL	
  ESF	
  GPA	
  COMPARISON	
  

Fall	
  Entry	
   #	
  Entering	
  
Transfers	
  

Entering	
  Transfer	
  
GPA	
   Degree	
  Recipients	
   Final	
  GPA	
  at	
  ESF	
  

2002	
   164	
   3.05	
   	
  	
  	
  	
  109	
  	
  	
  (6	
  yr	
  =	
  66%)	
   2.97	
  

2003	
   192	
   3.03	
   	
  	
  	
  	
  134	
  	
  	
  (6	
  yr	
  =	
  70%)	
   2.99	
  

2004	
   183	
   3.00	
   	
  	
  	
  	
  122	
  	
  	
  (6	
  yr	
  =	
  67%)	
   2.95	
  

2005	
   148	
   3.04	
   	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  98	
  	
  	
  (5	
  yr	
  =	
  66%)	
   2.97	
  

2006	
   195	
   3.09	
   	
  	
  	
  	
  107	
  	
  	
  (4	
  yr	
  =	
  55%)	
   3.00	
  

2007	
   164	
   3.15	
   	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  77	
  	
  	
  (3	
  yr	
  =	
  47%)	
   3.14	
  

2008	
   142	
   3.25	
   	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  30	
  	
  	
  (2	
  yr	
  =	
  21%)	
   3.08	
  

2009	
   190	
   3.23	
   	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  1	
  	
  	
   -­‐-­‐	
  

(Source	
  =	
  IR004H)	
  

	
  
REASONS	
  FOR	
  STUDENT	
  ATTRITION	
  

ESF	
  attempts	
  to	
  collect	
  data	
  to	
  describe	
  the	
  primary	
  reasons	
  for	
  undergraduate	
  attrition.	
  	
  Many	
  
students	
  complete	
  a	
  withdrawal	
  form	
  or	
  an	
  exit	
  interview	
  to	
  provide	
  this	
  information,	
  while	
  
data	
  for	
  other	
  students	
  is	
  based	
  on	
  their	
  class	
  registration	
  status	
  or	
  suspension/dismissal	
  status.	
  	
  
Tables	
  8	
  and	
  9	
  present	
  this	
  information	
  for	
  eight	
  freshmen	
  cohorts	
  and	
  eight	
  transfer	
  cohorts	
  
entering	
  ESF	
  from	
  fall	
  2002	
  to	
  fall	
  2009.	
  	
  Our	
  Committee	
  offers	
  the	
  following	
  observations:	
  

• Freshman	
  cohort	
  attrition	
  due	
  to	
  academic	
  suspension	
  or	
  dismissal	
  averaged	
  10%	
  over	
  
this	
  eight	
  year	
  period,	
  but	
  the	
  differences	
  between	
  years	
  are	
  substantial.	
  	
  Transfer	
  
cohort	
  attrition	
  for	
  academic	
  reasons	
  averaged	
  10%	
  but	
  also	
  varied	
  substantially	
  from	
  
year	
  to	
  year.	
  
	
  

• A	
  larger	
  percentage	
  of	
  transfer	
  students	
  than	
  freshmen	
  appear	
  to	
  withdraw	
  for	
  personal	
  
reasons	
  (averaging	
  6%	
  versus	
  3%).	
  	
  ESF	
  Student	
  Life	
  staff	
  members	
  are	
  working	
  to	
  
provide	
  more	
  descriptive	
  data	
  to	
  better	
  understand	
  the	
  personal	
  reasons	
  involved.	
  
	
  

• Half	
  of	
  the	
  freshmen	
  and	
  43%	
  of	
  the	
  transfer	
  students	
  who	
  leave	
  ESF	
  do	
  not	
  complete	
  a	
  
formal	
  withdrawal	
  process.	
  	
  They	
  simply	
  do	
  not	
  re-­‐register	
  for	
  their	
  next	
  semester.	
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(Source	
  =	
  IR004I)	
  

	
  

TABLE	
  9:	
  REASONS	
  FOR	
  TRANSFER	
  COHORT	
  ATTRITION	
  

Fall	
  Entry	
   #	
  Entering	
  
Transfers	
  

Academic	
  
Dismissal	
  or	
  
Suspension	
  

Withdrew	
  for	
  
Personal	
  Reasons	
  

Did	
  Not	
  
Re-­‐Register	
   Attrition	
  

2002	
   164	
   18	
  (11%)	
   	
  	
  15	
  	
  	
  (9%)	
   	
  	
  	
  	
  21	
  	
  	
  (13%)	
   54	
  (33%)	
  

2003	
   192	
   20	
  (10%)	
   	
  	
  11	
  	
  	
  (6%)	
   	
  	
  	
  	
  25	
  	
  	
  (13%)	
   56	
  (29%)	
  

2004	
   183	
   18	
  (10%)	
   	
  	
  	
  	
  8	
  	
  	
  (4%)	
   	
  	
  	
  	
  32	
  	
  	
  (17%)	
   59	
  (32%)	
  

2005	
   148	
   15	
  (10%)	
   	
  	
  15	
  	
  	
  (10%)	
   	
  	
  	
  	
  17	
  	
  	
  (11%)	
   47	
  (32%)	
  

2006	
   195	
   26	
  (13%)	
   	
  	
  18	
  	
  	
  (9%)	
   	
  	
  	
  	
  31	
  	
  	
  (16%)	
   79	
  (41%)	
  

2007	
   164	
   20	
  (12%)	
   	
  	
  	
  	
  5	
  	
  	
  (3%)	
   	
  	
  	
  	
  22	
  	
  	
  (13%)	
   47	
  (29%)	
  

2008	
   142	
   16	
  (11%)	
   	
  	
  	
  	
  6	
  	
  	
  (4%)	
   	
  	
  	
  	
  12	
  	
  	
  (8%)	
   34	
  (24%)	
  

2009	
   190	
   9	
  (5%)	
   	
  	
  	
  	
  7	
  	
  	
  (4%)	
   	
  	
  	
  	
  18	
  	
  (9%)	
   34	
  (18%)	
  

Total	
   1378	
   142	
  (10%)	
   	
  	
  85	
  	
  	
  (6%)	
   	
  	
  178	
  (13%)	
   410	
  (30%)	
  

(Source	
  =	
  IR004I)	
  

TABLE	
  8:	
  REASONS	
  FOR	
  FRESHMAN	
  COHORT	
  ATTRITION	
  

Fall	
  Entry	
   #	
  Entering	
  
Freshmen	
  

Academic	
  
Dismissal	
  or	
  
Suspension	
  

Withdrew	
  for	
  
Personal	
  Reasons	
  

Did	
  Not	
  
Re-­‐Register	
  

Total	
  
Attrition	
  

2002	
   198	
   16	
  (8%)	
   	
  	
  	
  	
  9	
  	
  	
  (5%)	
   	
  	
  	
  	
  24	
  	
  	
  (12%)	
   49	
  (25%)	
  

2003	
   228	
   34	
  (15%)	
   	
  	
  	
  	
  9	
  	
  	
  (4%)	
   	
  	
  	
  	
  36	
  	
  	
  (16%)	
   79	
  (35%)	
  

2004	
   227	
   39	
  (17%)	
   	
  	
  	
  	
  6	
  	
  	
  (3%)	
   	
  	
  	
  	
  34	
  	
  	
  (15%)	
   79	
  (35%)	
  

2005	
   260	
   29	
  (11%)	
   	
  	
  12	
  	
  	
  (5%)	
   	
  	
  	
  	
  43	
  	
  	
  (17%)	
   86	
  (33%)	
  

2006	
   242	
   28	
  (12%)	
   	
  	
  	
  	
  6	
  	
  	
  (2%)	
   	
  	
  	
  	
  39	
  	
  	
  (16%)	
   76	
  (31%)	
  

2007	
   250	
   21	
  (8%)	
   	
  	
  	
  	
  8	
  	
  	
  (3%)	
   	
  	
  	
  	
  36	
  	
  	
  (14%)	
   66	
  (26%)	
  

2008	
   310	
   29	
  (9%)	
   	
  	
  	
  	
  7	
  	
  	
  (2%)	
   	
  	
  	
  	
  44	
  	
  	
  (14%)	
   85	
  (27%)	
  

2009	
   284	
   	
  7	
  (2%)	
   	
  	
  	
  	
  3	
  	
  	
  (1%)	
   	
  	
  	
  	
  23	
  	
  	
  (	
  	
  8%)	
   35	
  (12%)	
  

Total	
   1999	
   203	
  (10%)	
   	
  	
  60	
  	
  	
  (3%)	
   	
  	
  279	
  	
  	
  (14%)	
   555	
  (28%)	
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SUMMARY	
  OBSERVATIONS	
  FROM	
  RETENTION	
  DATA	
  

The	
  data	
  presented	
  in	
  Tables	
  1	
  through	
  9	
  (along	
  with	
  related	
  research)	
  allow	
  us	
  to	
  offer	
  a	
  few	
  
summary	
  observations	
  regarding	
  student	
  retention	
  at	
  ESF:	
  

• ESF’s	
  six	
  year	
  graduation	
  rate	
  for	
  entering	
  freshmen	
  (67%)	
  is	
  comparable	
  to	
  the	
  rates	
  at	
  
other	
  doctoral	
  campuses	
  in	
  SUNY,	
  with	
  the	
  exception	
  of	
  SUNY	
  Binghamton.	
  	
  
Binghamton	
  has	
  the	
  highest	
  graduation	
  rate	
  in	
  SUNY	
  at	
  80%	
  (Table	
  1).	
  
	
  

• ESF’s	
  Vision	
  2020	
  strategic	
  plan	
  sets	
  a	
  goal	
  for	
  the	
  College	
  to	
  have	
  the	
  highest	
  freshman	
  
graduation	
  rate	
  in	
  SUNY.	
  	
  No	
  currently	
  enrolled	
  freshman	
  cohort	
  is	
  expected	
  to	
  reach	
  
the	
  targeted	
  80%	
  rate	
  (Table	
  1).	
  
	
  

• Retention-­‐related	
  research	
  suggests	
  that	
  there	
  are	
  several	
  institutional	
  characteristics	
  
which	
  may	
  provide	
  a	
  retention	
  advantage	
  to	
  SUNY	
  Binghamton	
  when	
  compared	
  to	
  ESF.	
  	
  
These	
  include:	
  
	
  
– Higher	
  freshman	
  SAT	
  scores	
  (+100	
  points	
  on	
  average	
  CR+M)	
  

– Higher	
  percentage	
  of	
  students	
  living	
  on	
  campus	
  (over	
  50%)	
  

– Lower	
  percentage	
  of	
  students	
  in	
  STEM	
  majors	
  (approx.	
  20%)	
  

ESF’s	
  chances	
  of	
  matching	
  Binghamton’s	
  graduation	
  rate	
  would	
  likely	
  improve	
  if	
  these	
  
differences	
  were	
  smaller	
  (see	
  http://nces.ed.gov/collegenavigator/;	
  
http://www.insidehighered.com//layout/set/print/news/2010/02/17/stem/;	
  
http://www.connection-­‐collegeboard.com/home/programs-­‐and-­‐services/513-­‐sat-­‐3	
  )	
  

	
  
• Transfer	
  students	
  entering	
  ESF	
  at	
  the	
  freshman/sophomore	
  level	
  have	
  graduation	
  rates	
  

very	
  similar	
  to	
  entering	
  freshmen,	
  while	
  transfers	
  entering	
  at	
  junior/senior	
  levels	
  
typically	
  graduate	
  at	
  a	
  higher	
  rate.	
  	
  But	
  only	
  20%	
  of	
  transfer	
  students	
  enter	
  ESF	
  with	
  
junior/senior	
  level	
  transfer	
  credits	
  (Tables	
  2A,	
  2B).	
  
	
  

• First	
  year	
  attrition	
  of	
  ESF	
  freshmen	
  is	
  slightly	
  higher	
  than	
  the	
  average	
  of	
  SUNY’s	
  
University	
  Centers	
  (Table	
  3).	
  	
  First	
  year	
  attrition	
  of	
  ESF	
  transfer	
  students	
  is	
  higher	
  than	
  
attrition	
  for	
  freshmen	
  (Tables	
  3,	
  4),	
  but	
  transfer	
  graduation	
  rates	
  are	
  comparable	
  
(Tables	
  1,	
  2A,	
  2B).	
  
	
  

• ESF	
  has	
  struggled	
  to	
  retain	
  students	
  from	
  diverse	
  populations,	
  but	
  we	
  are	
  showing	
  
improvement	
  in	
  recent	
  classes.	
  	
  The	
  persistence	
  rate	
  for	
  diverse	
  freshmen	
  entering	
  
since	
  2006	
  is	
  currently	
  higher	
  than	
  the	
  persistence	
  rate	
  for	
  white	
  freshmen	
  (Table	
  5),	
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and	
  this	
  should	
  result	
  in	
  improved	
  graduation	
  rates.	
  	
  College	
  graduation	
  rates	
  for	
  
African-­‐American,	
  Hispanic,	
  and	
  Native	
  American	
  students	
  are	
  lower	
  than	
  rates	
  for	
  
white	
  students	
  in	
  national	
  studies	
  (see:	
  http://nces.ed.gov/pubs2007/2007161.pdf	
  and	
  
http://trends.collegeboard.org/files/Education_Pays_2010.pdf)	
  	
  
	
  

• Freshmen	
  entering	
  ESF	
  since	
  2007	
  have	
  entered	
  with	
  substantially	
  higher	
  grades	
  and	
  
SAT/ACT	
  scores	
  than	
  earlier	
  cohorts,	
  but	
  their	
  early	
  attrition	
  patterns	
  do	
  not	
  show	
  
consistent	
  improvement	
  (Tables	
  1,	
  3,	
  6,	
  and	
  7).	
  
	
  

• ESF	
  loses	
  an	
  average	
  10%	
  of	
  each	
  entering	
  freshman	
  and	
  transfer	
  class	
  to	
  academic	
  
dismissal	
  or	
  suspension	
  (Tables	
  8,	
  9).	
  	
  We	
  do	
  not	
  have	
  data	
  to	
  compare	
  this	
  rate	
  with	
  
other	
  institutions.	
  
	
  

• The	
  largest	
  percentage	
  of	
  students	
  who	
  leave	
  ESF	
  simply	
  do	
  not	
  re-­‐register	
  for	
  their	
  next	
  
semester	
  (Tables	
  8,	
  9).	
  	
  We	
  lack	
  data	
  to	
  identify	
  the	
  reasons	
  for	
  their	
  attrition.	
  	
  Early	
  
contact	
  with	
  students	
  who	
  have	
  not	
  registered	
  for	
  their	
  next	
  semester	
  in	
  the	
  expected	
  
time	
  period	
  could	
  potentially	
  resolve	
  retention-­‐related	
  issues	
  in	
  time	
  to	
  retain	
  some	
  of	
  
these	
  students.	
  	
  A	
  personal	
  contact	
  at	
  this	
  time	
  could	
  also	
  provide	
  additional	
  data	
  
identifying	
  reasons	
  for	
  attrition.	
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SECTION	
  II	
  

PROGRAM	
  ASSESSMENTS	
  AND	
  RECOMMENDATIONS	
  

SUNY-­‐ESF	
  has	
  developed	
  a	
  number	
  of	
  student	
  life	
  and	
  academic	
  support	
  programs	
  aimed	
  at	
  
encouraging	
  and	
  facilitating	
  student	
  success	
  and	
  retention	
  to	
  graduation.	
  	
  The	
  Retention	
  
Committee	
  studied	
  seven	
  of	
  these	
  programs	
  during	
  the	
  2009-­‐10	
  academic	
  year	
  to	
  assess	
  
current	
  program	
  activities	
  and	
  to	
  recommend	
  appropriate	
  additions	
  or	
  improvements.	
  	
  The	
  
following	
  programs	
  were	
  assessed:	
  

• Mathematics	
  Assessment	
  and	
  Placement	
  
• New	
  Student	
  Orientation	
  
• Student	
  to	
  Student	
  Mentoring	
  
• ESF	
  Learning	
  Community	
  
• ESF	
  132	
  and	
  332	
  Courses	
  
• Academic	
  Support	
  Services	
  –	
  Peer	
  Tutoring	
  Program	
  
• Educational	
  Opportunity	
  Program	
  (EOP)	
  

Our	
  Committee’s	
  assessments	
  and	
  recommendations	
  have	
  been	
  made	
  based	
  upon	
  Committee	
  
presentations	
  and	
  written	
  reports	
  provided	
  by	
  ESF	
  staff	
  or	
  faculty	
  members	
  responsible	
  for	
  
each	
  program.	
  	
  This	
  report	
  summarizes	
  that	
  information	
  for	
  each	
  program	
  below.	
  
	
  

MATHEMATICS	
  ASSESSMENT	
  AND	
  PLACEMENT	
  

The	
  purpose	
  of	
  the	
  mathematics	
  assessment	
  and	
  placement	
  process	
  is	
  to	
  review	
  the	
  level	
  of	
  
mathematics	
  preparation	
  for	
  entering	
  freshmen	
  and	
  transfer	
  students	
  in	
  order	
  to	
  place	
  each	
  
student	
  in	
  an	
  appropriate	
  first-­‐year	
  mathematics	
  course	
  at	
  ESF.	
  	
  Proper	
  placement	
  in	
  
mathematics	
  courses	
  has	
  been	
  identified	
  as	
  a	
  factor	
  in	
  academic	
  success	
  and	
  retention	
  at	
  ESF.	
  

PROGRAM	
  COMPONENTS	
  

• The	
  Office	
  of	
  Undergraduate	
  Admissions	
  coordinates	
  the	
  process	
  working	
  closely	
  with	
  
the	
  Office	
  of	
  the	
  Registrar	
  and	
  with	
  mathematics	
  faculty	
  from	
  the	
  Department	
  of	
  Forest	
  
and	
  Natural	
  Resources	
  Management.	
  	
  The	
  goal	
  is	
  to	
  identify	
  entering	
  students	
  who	
  are	
  
not	
  prepared	
  for	
  the	
  mathematics	
  course	
  normally	
  required	
  in	
  their	
  program	
  of	
  study	
  
and	
  to	
  place	
  them	
  in	
  an	
  appropriate	
  level	
  mathematics	
  course	
  (adjusting	
  their	
  course	
  
schedule).	
  

• All	
  incoming	
  fall	
  semester	
  freshmen	
  (except	
  Landscape	
  Architecture)	
  are	
  asked	
  to	
  
complete	
  an	
  online	
  placement	
  examination	
  provided	
  on	
  the	
  Syracuse	
  University	
  
Mathematics	
  Department	
  website.	
  	
  Fall	
  semester	
  transfer	
  students	
  who	
  have	
  not	
  met	
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the	
  mathematics	
  requirement	
  for	
  their	
  program	
  of	
  study	
  are	
  also	
  asked	
  to	
  take	
  the	
  
exam.	
  

• ESF	
  mathematics	
  faculty	
  (e.g.	
  Abdel-­‐Azis	
  or	
  LaVie)	
  review	
  placement	
  examination	
  results	
  
along	
  with	
  each	
  student’s	
  admissions	
  file	
  and	
  send	
  a	
  mathematics	
  placement	
  
recommendation	
  to	
  the	
  Registrar	
  prior	
  to	
  fall	
  semester	
  Orientation.	
  	
  Staff	
  in	
  the	
  Office	
  
of	
  the	
  Registrar	
  make	
  schedule	
  adjustments	
  for	
  incoming	
  students.	
  

PROGRAM	
  ASSESSMENT	
  

• Faculty	
  and	
  staff	
  involved	
  in	
  mathematics	
  assessment	
  and	
  placement	
  indicate	
  that	
  the	
  
program	
  improved	
  significantly	
  for	
  the	
  classes	
  that	
  entered	
  in	
  2008	
  and	
  2009.	
  	
  The	
  
placement	
  process	
  is	
  administered	
  more	
  consistently	
  and	
  the	
  range	
  of	
  placement	
  
options	
  is	
  greater.	
  	
  The	
  recent	
  addition	
  of	
  an	
  ESF	
  course	
  in	
  Fundamentals	
  of	
  College	
  
Algebra	
  (APM	
  101)	
  has	
  provided	
  a	
  fuller	
  range	
  of	
  placement	
  options	
  and	
  is	
  expected	
  to	
  
help	
  more	
  students	
  succeed	
  in	
  meeting	
  their	
  mathematics	
  requirement.	
  

• For	
  the	
  class	
  entering	
  fall	
  2009,	
  98%	
  of	
  the	
  freshmen	
  required	
  to	
  take	
  the	
  mathematics	
  
placement	
  exam	
  completed	
  it	
  (253	
  of	
  258),	
  but	
  only	
  69%	
  of	
  the	
  transfer	
  students	
  
required	
  to	
  take	
  the	
  exam	
  did	
  (64	
  of	
  93).	
  

• The	
  fall	
  2009	
  placement	
  process	
  determined	
  that	
  10%	
  of	
  entering	
  freshmen	
  were	
  not	
  
prepared	
  to	
  enter	
  the	
  mathematics	
  course	
  required	
  for	
  their	
  program,	
  and	
  that	
  35%	
  of	
  
entering	
  transfer	
  students	
  were	
  not	
  prepared	
  for	
  their	
  required	
  mathematics	
  course.	
  	
  
Mathematics	
  preparation	
  is	
  generally	
  weaker	
  for	
  transfer	
  students	
  and	
  it	
  is	
  especially	
  
important	
  for	
  ESF	
  to	
  evaluate	
  their	
  skills	
  prior	
  to	
  entry.	
  

• The	
  percentage	
  of	
  new	
  students	
  (freshmen	
  plus	
  transfer)	
  entering	
  ESF	
  prepared	
  to	
  
schedule	
  their	
  required	
  mathematics	
  course	
  in	
  the	
  fall	
  2009	
  semester	
  also	
  varied	
  
according	
  to	
  academic	
  department	
  as	
  follows:	
  

– Chemistry	
   100%	
  
– ERE	
   	
   100%	
  
– PBE	
   	
   100%	
  
– Env.	
  Studies	
   	
  	
  95%	
  
– Env.	
  Science	
   	
  	
  81%	
  
– EFB	
   	
   	
  	
  78%	
  
– FNRM	
   	
   	
  	
  77%	
  
– SCME	
   	
   	
  	
  43%	
  

These	
  differences	
  are	
  not	
  only	
  due	
  to	
  variations	
  in	
  student	
  preparation,	
  but	
  to	
  variations	
  
in	
  the	
  courses	
  required	
  by	
  each	
  major	
  (also	
  note	
  LA	
  students	
  are	
  not	
  tested).	
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• Mathematics	
  instructor	
  Nasri	
  Abdel-­‐Azis	
  has	
  tracked	
  mathematics	
  course	
  completion	
  
rates	
  at	
  ESF	
  for	
  more	
  than	
  a	
  decade.	
  	
  Since	
  the	
  implementation	
  of	
  the	
  mathematics	
  
placement	
  process	
  in	
  fall	
  2004,	
  the	
  fall	
  semester	
  completion	
  rate	
  for	
  APM	
  105	
  (the	
  most	
  
often	
  scheduled	
  first	
  semester	
  math	
  course)	
  has	
  averaged	
  88%,	
  while	
  completion	
  rates	
  
for	
  the	
  period	
  2000	
  to	
  2003	
  averaged	
  only	
  77%	
  (see	
  Appendix).	
  

PROGRAM	
  RECOMMENDATIONS	
  

Our	
  Committee	
  offers	
  the	
  following	
  recommendations	
  to	
  improve	
  mathematics	
  assessment	
  
and	
  placement:	
  

• The	
  mathematics	
  placement	
  process	
  should	
  be	
  required	
  for	
  new	
  students	
  entering	
  ESF	
  
in	
  the	
  spring	
  semester.	
  	
  It	
  is	
  not	
  required	
  at	
  this	
  time.	
  	
  An	
  online	
  mathematics	
  placement	
  
examination	
  is	
  available	
  through	
  Syracuse	
  University	
  for	
  use	
  with	
  spring	
  entering	
  
students,	
  but	
  ESF	
  would	
  need	
  to	
  provide	
  appropriate	
  faculty	
  resources	
  to	
  undertake	
  the	
  
additional	
  assessment	
  work.	
  	
  This	
  could	
  be	
  especially	
  helpful	
  in	
  advising,	
  since	
  spring	
  
entry	
  students	
  are	
  most	
  often	
  transfer	
  students	
  who	
  enter	
  with	
  a	
  wide	
  range	
  of	
  math	
  
skills.	
  

• Incoming	
  Landscape	
  Architecture	
  students	
  should	
  be	
  required	
  to	
  take	
  the	
  math	
  
placement	
  exam,	
  unless	
  they	
  have	
  already	
  fulfilled	
  their	
  math	
  course	
  requirement.	
  

• Students	
  who	
  meet	
  the	
  minimum	
  math	
  placement	
  requirement	
  in	
  Landscape	
  
Architecture	
  should	
  be	
  placed	
  in	
  APM	
  104	
  –	
  College	
  Algebra	
  and	
  Pre-­‐Calculus.	
  	
  Students	
  
who	
  are	
  not	
  ready	
  for	
  APM	
  104	
  should	
  be	
  placed	
  in	
  APM	
  101	
  –	
  Fundamentals	
  of	
  College	
  
Algebra,	
  which	
  will	
  also	
  satisfy	
  graduation	
  requirements	
  in	
  Landscape	
  Architecture.	
  	
  
Students	
  assessed	
  to	
  be	
  ready	
  at	
  a	
  higher	
  level	
  than	
  the	
  program	
  requirement	
  should	
  be	
  
placed	
  in	
  APM	
  104	
  unless	
  the	
  Department	
  of	
  Landscape	
  Architecture	
  faculty	
  decides	
  
differently.	
  

• Currently,	
  if	
  a	
  student’s	
  math	
  placement	
  is	
  changed,	
  they	
  are	
  not	
  notified	
  until	
  they	
  see	
  
their	
  curriculum	
  plan	
  sheet	
  at	
  Orientation.	
  	
  We	
  recommend	
  that	
  the	
  Admissions	
  Office	
  
notify	
  all	
  students	
  prior	
  to	
  arrival	
  what	
  the	
  outcome	
  of	
  their	
  mathematics	
  placement	
  
exam	
  was.	
  	
  This	
  is	
  especially	
  important	
  if	
  their	
  mathematics	
  course	
  registration	
  has	
  been	
  
adjusted	
  to	
  enroll	
  them	
  in	
  a	
  course	
  below	
  their	
  normal	
  program	
  requirement.	
  

• The	
  mathematics	
  faculty	
  should	
  conduct	
  a	
  follow-­‐up	
  study	
  to	
  examine	
  the	
  validity	
  of	
  the	
  
math	
  assessment	
  and	
  placement	
  process	
  and	
  the	
  resulting	
  students’	
  success.	
  	
  The	
  study	
  
should	
  compare	
  grade	
  distributions	
  for	
  students	
  in	
  the	
  various	
  entry-­‐level	
  courses	
  with	
  
their	
  placement	
  scores.	
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• Faculty	
  advisors	
  should	
  be	
  better	
  informed	
  about	
  how	
  the	
  math	
  assessment	
  and	
  
placement	
  process	
  works	
  and	
  who	
  to	
  contact	
  if	
  they	
  have	
  any	
  questions.	
  	
  Faculty	
  need	
  
to	
  be	
  reminded	
  to	
  check	
  the	
  math	
  level	
  on	
  the	
  curriculum	
  plan	
  sheet,	
  advise	
  students	
  if	
  
it	
  is	
  below	
  their	
  program	
  requirement,	
  and	
  assess	
  the	
  impact	
  for	
  curriculum	
  planning.	
  

• The	
  change	
  period	
  for	
  math	
  courses	
  should	
  be	
  expanded	
  to	
  two	
  weeks	
  to	
  allow	
  students	
  
greater	
  flexibility	
  to	
  adjust	
  their	
  math	
  course	
  in	
  consultation	
  with	
  the	
  math	
  faculty.	
  	
  
Currently,	
  petitions	
  for	
  math	
  course	
  changes	
  are	
  generally	
  approved,	
  and	
  this	
  would	
  
reduce	
  the	
  need	
  for	
  petitions.	
  
	
  

NEW	
  STUDENT	
  ORIENTATION	
  

The	
  purpose	
  of	
  ESF’s	
  New	
  Student	
  Orientation	
  program	
  is	
  to	
  help	
  students	
  transition	
  
successfully	
  to	
  campus	
  by	
  introducing	
  available	
  student	
  services,	
  providing	
  a	
  variety	
  of	
  
educational	
  and	
  informational	
  programs,	
  and	
  encouraging	
  peer-­‐to-­‐peer	
  relationship	
  building.	
  	
  
The	
  purpose	
  is	
  also	
  to	
  introduce	
  family	
  members	
  to	
  student	
  services	
  and	
  to	
  provide	
  information	
  
that	
  families	
  can	
  use	
  to	
  help	
  ensure	
  student	
  success.	
  
	
  
PROGRAM	
  COMPONENTS	
  

• Orientation	
  programs	
  are	
  offered	
  to	
  entering	
  freshmen,	
  transfer	
  students,	
  and	
  graduate	
  
students	
  (this	
  review	
  is	
  focused	
  on	
  undergraduate	
  programming	
  only).	
  	
  Orientation	
  
programs	
  are	
  offered	
  for	
  the	
  fall	
  and	
  spring	
  semesters.	
  	
  The	
  fall	
  semester	
  freshman	
  
orientation	
  is	
  a	
  five	
  day	
  program	
  and	
  the	
  transfer	
  orientation	
  is	
  a	
  two	
  day	
  program	
  (see	
  
program	
  schedules	
  in	
  Appendix).	
  	
  The	
  spring	
  semester	
  orientation	
  is	
  a	
  two	
  day	
  program.	
  

• Academic	
  components	
  include	
  presentations	
  on	
  course	
  registration	
  and	
  the	
  “academic	
  
experience,”	
  along	
  with	
  time	
  devoted	
  to	
  department	
  meetings	
  and	
  academic	
  advising	
  
sessions	
  with	
  faculty.	
  	
  There	
  is	
  also	
  a	
  Convocation	
  and	
  an	
  introduction	
  to	
  ESF	
  Learning	
  
Community	
  expectations.	
  

• Student	
  Life	
  components	
  include	
  campus	
  tours,	
  small	
  group	
  meetings	
  with	
  peers	
  and	
  
Orientation	
  Leaders,	
  residence	
  hall	
  floor	
  meetings,	
  a	
  financial	
  aid	
  and	
  work	
  study	
  
orientation,	
  a	
  health	
  and	
  wellness	
  presentation,	
  and	
  a	
  career	
  services	
  presentation.	
  	
  
These	
  and	
  other	
  sessions	
  introduce	
  students	
  to	
  the	
  full	
  range	
  of	
  student	
  services	
  
provided	
  at	
  ESF.	
  

• Social	
  components	
  include	
  a	
  variety	
  of	
  day	
  and	
  evening	
  events	
  to	
  build	
  student/student	
  
and	
  student/faculty	
  relationships.	
  	
  Several	
  events	
  are	
  held	
  in	
  conjunction	
  with	
  Syracuse	
  
University	
  students.	
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• Community	
  awareness	
  and	
  responsibility	
  is	
  introduced	
  through	
  a	
  community	
  speaker	
  
and	
  a	
  freshman	
  class	
  community	
  service	
  project.	
  

• Sessions	
  for	
  the	
  parents	
  of	
  first	
  year	
  students	
  introduce	
  the	
  range	
  of	
  available	
  student	
  
services	
  through	
  staff	
  presentations	
  and	
  a	
  current	
  student	
  panel.	
  

• Student	
  mentors	
  are	
  introduced	
  to	
  new	
  students	
  during	
  Orientation	
  to	
  begin	
  the	
  
Student-­‐to-­‐Student	
  Mentoring	
  program.	
  

PROGRAM	
  ASSESSMENT	
  

• Student	
  life	
  staff	
  have	
  used	
  new	
  student	
  and	
  faculty	
  questionnaires,	
  discussions	
  with	
  
ESF	
  faculty	
  and	
  staff	
  (including	
  the	
  President’s	
  Cabinet	
  and	
  Academic	
  Council),	
  and	
  focus	
  
groups	
  of	
  current	
  students	
  to	
  assess	
  overall	
  satisfaction	
  with	
  Orientation	
  programming	
  
and	
  time/scheduling	
  issues.	
  	
  The	
  focus	
  groups	
  were	
  facilitated	
  by	
  a	
  graduate	
  intern	
  with	
  
information	
  reviewed	
  for	
  emerging	
  themes.	
  

• In	
  assessing	
  the	
  2009	
  Orientation,	
  first	
  year	
  students	
  reported	
  feeling:	
  

– Overloaded	
  with	
  Orientation	
  activities;	
  they	
  wanted	
  more	
  time	
  for	
  settling	
  into	
  
their	
  residence	
  halls,	
  exploring	
  the	
  area	
  on	
  their	
  own,	
  and	
  spending	
  time	
  with	
  
new	
  friends;	
  

– Disappointed	
  in	
  their	
  amount	
  of	
  contact	
  with	
  Syracuse	
  University	
  students,	
  
unfamiliarity	
  with	
  the	
  SU	
  campus	
  (where	
  some	
  Orientation	
  events	
  are	
  held),	
  and	
  
unfamiliarity	
  with	
  the	
  campus	
  bus	
  system;	
  

– Undecided	
  about	
  the	
  benefits	
  of	
  a	
  possible	
  summer	
  orientation	
  program,	
  with	
  
some	
  feeling	
  the	
  additional	
  time	
  would	
  be	
  useful	
  and	
  others	
  expressing	
  concerns	
  
about	
  summer	
  travel	
  and	
  additional	
  costs.	
  

• In	
  assessing	
  the	
  2009	
  Orientation,	
  commuter	
  and	
  transfer	
  students	
  reported	
  feeling:	
  

– Segregated	
  from	
  first	
  year/on-­‐campus	
  students	
  during	
  Orientation	
  (e.g.	
  separate	
  
bus	
  for	
  community	
  service	
  event);	
  

– Disappointed	
  in	
  the	
  content	
  of	
  some	
  events	
  and	
  presentations	
  that	
  were	
  geared	
  
to	
  first	
  year	
  students	
  (e.g.	
  time	
  management,	
  how	
  to	
  study)	
  and	
  disappointed	
  in	
  
the	
  short	
  amount	
  of	
  time	
  devoted	
  to	
  their	
  orientation;	
  

– Concerned	
  that	
  they	
  needed	
  greater	
  access	
  to	
  academic	
  advisors	
  and	
  more	
  time	
  
to	
  deal	
  with	
  course	
  scheduling	
  and	
  registration	
  (which	
  is	
  provided	
  to	
  most	
  
students	
  on	
  the	
  weekend	
  before	
  classes	
  start);	
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– Somewhat	
  more	
  positive	
  than	
  first	
  year	
  students	
  about	
  the	
  potential	
  benefits	
  of	
  
an	
  optional	
  summer	
  orientation	
  program.	
  

• Orientation	
  assessment	
  information	
  from	
  2009	
  was	
  used	
  to	
  implement	
  several	
  changes	
  
in	
  the	
  Fall	
  2010	
  Orientation:	
  

– Scheduled	
  additional	
  “down	
  time”	
  for	
  freshmen	
  on	
  Wednesday	
  evening	
  and	
  
Sunday	
  morning;	
  

– Provided	
  more	
  information	
  about	
  the	
  campus	
  bus	
  system.	
  

– Planned	
  activities	
  to	
  allow	
  for	
  a	
  greater	
  amount	
  of	
  interaction	
  between	
  
freshmen,	
  transfer	
  students,	
  and	
  SU	
  students;	
  

– Conducted	
  a	
  two	
  day	
  Transfer	
  Orientation	
  program	
  that	
  was	
  more	
  focused	
  on	
  
getting	
  to	
  know	
  the	
  campus	
  and	
  culture	
  of	
  ESF	
  rather	
  than	
  new	
  college	
  student	
  
issues	
  (such	
  as	
  study	
  skills).	
  

• Assessment	
  of	
  Fall	
  2010	
  First-­‐Year	
  Orientation	
  is	
  ongoing.	
  	
  Eighty-­‐six	
  first	
  year	
  students	
  
completed	
  Orientation	
  surveys	
  and	
  their	
  overall	
  responses	
  were	
  quite	
  positive	
  (i.e.	
  
scoring	
  4	
  or	
  higher	
  on	
  a	
  5	
  point	
  scale).	
  

• The	
  2010	
  Orientation	
  survey	
  for	
  transfer	
  students	
  was	
  completed	
  by	
  only	
  6	
  students	
  and	
  
cannot	
  provide	
  reliable	
  assessment	
  information.	
  

• The	
  2010	
  Orientation	
  survey	
  for	
  family	
  members	
  was	
  completed	
  by	
  only	
  4	
  people	
  and	
  
cannot	
  provide	
  reliable	
  assessment	
  information.	
  

PROGRAM	
  RECOMMENDATIONS	
  

Our	
  Committee	
  offers	
  the	
  following	
  recommendations	
  to	
  improve	
  the	
  New	
  Student	
  
Orientation	
  program:	
  

• Consider	
  an	
  optional	
  summer	
  orientation	
  component	
  for	
  first	
  year	
  students,	
  recognizing	
  
that	
  not	
  all	
  students	
  will	
  be	
  available	
  to	
  attend.	
  

• Extend	
  fall	
  Transfer	
  Orientation	
  an	
  additional	
  day,	
  or	
  provide	
  an	
  optional	
  summer	
  
orientation	
  for	
  transfer	
  students.	
  	
  Some	
  transfer	
  students	
  (e.g.	
  those	
  entering	
  with	
  
freshman	
  level	
  credits	
  or	
  living	
  in	
  a	
  residence	
  hall)	
  should	
  be	
  offered	
  the	
  option	
  of	
  
attending	
  fall	
  semester	
  Freshman	
  Orientation.	
  

• Consider	
  an	
  overnight	
  summer	
  experience	
  for	
  commuter	
  students	
  aimed	
  at	
  introducing	
  
and	
  connecting	
  those	
  students	
  with	
  the	
  campus.	
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• Increase	
  efforts	
  to	
  collect	
  reliable	
  program	
  assessment	
  information	
  by	
  increasing	
  survey	
  
response	
  rates	
  or	
  implementing	
  other	
  feedback	
  methods.	
  

• Instead	
  of	
  a	
  Transfer	
  Orientation	
  picnic	
  held	
  at	
  the	
  end	
  of	
  the	
  day	
  on	
  Saturday,	
  offer	
  a	
  
breakfast	
  prior	
  to	
  the	
  first	
  session	
  on	
  Saturday	
  morning	
  to	
  make	
  immediate	
  connections	
  
prior	
  to	
  the	
  program.	
  

• Schedule	
  a	
  social	
  event	
  for	
  transfer	
  students	
  to	
  provide	
  an	
  additional	
  opportunity	
  for	
  
new	
  transfer	
  students	
  to	
  get	
  to	
  know	
  each	
  other,	
  make	
  connections	
  and	
  reflect	
  on	
  their	
  
first	
  few	
  days	
  on	
  campus.	
  	
  Inviting	
  transfer	
  students	
  to	
  freshman	
  orientation	
  events	
  
should	
  also	
  be	
  considered.	
  

• Based	
  on	
  recommendations	
  from	
  faculty	
  and	
  staff,	
  the	
  “Academic	
  Experience”	
  session	
  
should	
  review	
  the	
  online	
  registration	
  process	
  in	
  greater	
  detail.	
  

• Improvements	
  in	
  New	
  Student	
  Orientation	
  may	
  require	
  additional	
  budget,	
  faculty	
  and	
  
staff	
  support,	
  and	
  more	
  appropriate	
  large	
  group	
  meeting	
  spaces	
  (the	
  new	
  Gateway	
  
Building	
  should	
  resolve	
  most	
  space	
  issues).	
  	
  An	
  Orientation	
  Committee	
  should	
  be	
  
charged	
  with	
  leading	
  program	
  improvement	
  efforts.	
  

	
  

STUDENT-­‐TO-­‐STUDENT	
  MENTORING	
  

This	
  program	
  links	
  new	
  freshmen	
  to	
  returning	
  ESF	
  students	
  in	
  a	
  mentoring	
  relationship.	
  	
  
Student-­‐to-­‐Student	
  mentors	
  help	
  new	
  students	
  adapt	
  to	
  the	
  ESF	
  community	
  through	
  informal	
  
interactions	
  and	
  by	
  sharing	
  their	
  best	
  tips	
  for	
  academic	
  and	
  personal	
  success.	
  

PROGRAM	
  COMPONENTS	
  

• Regular	
  mentoring	
  meetings	
  provide	
  a	
  forum	
  for	
  questions	
  and	
  discussions.	
  	
  Email	
  is	
  
also	
  used.	
  	
  Two	
  mentors	
  are	
  assigned	
  to	
  each	
  residence	
  hall	
  floor	
  and	
  one	
  mentor	
  is	
  
assigned	
  to	
  work	
  with	
  commuting	
  students.	
  

• Mentors	
  participate	
  in	
  the	
  freshman	
  retreat	
  and	
  in	
  various	
  community	
  service	
  and	
  social	
  
events	
  with	
  their	
  students,	
  and	
  they	
  lead	
  specific	
  portions	
  of	
  ESF	
  132	
  courses.	
  

• The	
  program	
  typically	
  chooses	
  15	
  student	
  mentors	
  from	
  the	
  large	
  group	
  of	
  Student	
  
Orientation	
  Leaders	
  to	
  continue	
  their	
  interaction	
  with	
  freshmen	
  for	
  the	
  year.	
  	
  Mentors	
  
are	
  enrolled	
  in	
  a	
  one	
  credit	
  seminar	
  taught	
  by	
  the	
  Director	
  of	
  Student	
  Activities	
  and	
  an	
  
instructor	
  from	
  the	
  Writing	
  Program.	
  	
  The	
  mentor	
  role	
  and	
  related	
  seminar	
  help	
  these	
  
upperclassmen	
  develop	
  further	
  as	
  student	
  leaders.	
  

• An	
  estimated	
  90%	
  of	
  freshmen	
  interact	
  with	
  a	
  student	
  mentor	
  through	
  this	
  program.	
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PROGRAM	
  ASSESSMENT	
  

• Assessment	
  of	
  Student-­‐to-­‐Student	
  Mentoring	
  is	
  linked	
  to	
  assessment	
  of	
  the	
  Learning	
  
Community	
  program	
  because	
  the	
  two	
  programs	
  are	
  closely	
  related.	
  

• The	
  2009	
  Learning	
  Community	
  survey	
  asked	
  freshmen	
  to	
  rate	
  how	
  helpful	
  their	
  student	
  
mentor	
  was	
  in	
  their	
  transition	
  to	
  ESF.	
  	
  This	
  question	
  received	
  responses	
  from	
  149	
  
students	
  providing	
  the	
  following	
  ratings:	
  

Poor	
   	
   	
   =	
   22	
  (15%)	
  

Average/Poor	
  	
  	
   =	
   21	
  (14%)	
  

Average	
   	
   =	
   43	
  (29%)	
  

Average/Exceptional	
   =	
   31	
  (21%)	
  

Exceptional	
   	
   =	
   32	
  (21%)	
  

• Peer	
  mentoring	
  programs	
  in	
  U.S.	
  higher	
  education	
  are	
  growing	
  in	
  number,	
  but	
  research	
  
related	
  to	
  their	
  effectiveness	
  is	
  ongoing.	
  	
  See	
  (for	
  example)	
  the	
  article	
  by	
  Stephanie	
  
Budge	
  (2006)	
  found	
  at	
  :	
  http://eric.ed.gov/PDFS/EJ747773.pdf.	
  
	
  

PROGRAM	
  RECOMMENDATIONS	
  

Our	
  Committee	
  offers	
  the	
  following	
  recommendations	
  to	
  improve	
  the	
  Student-­‐to-­‐Student	
  
mentoring	
  program:	
  

• The	
  distribution	
  of	
  poor	
  to	
  exceptional	
  ratings	
  for	
  student	
  mentors	
  should	
  be	
  of	
  some	
  
concern	
  to	
  program	
  administrators,	
  but	
  the	
  fact	
  that	
  71%	
  of	
  survey	
  respondents	
  rated	
  
their	
  mentor	
  average	
  or	
  higher	
  and	
  one	
  in	
  five	
  rated	
  their	
  mentor	
  exceptional	
  suggests	
  
that	
  the	
  program	
  has	
  the	
  potential	
  to	
  impact	
  retention	
  in	
  a	
  positive	
  way.	
  	
  The	
  program	
  
should	
  be	
  continued,	
  but	
  program	
  assessments	
  should	
  identify	
  specific	
  needs	
  for	
  
program	
  improvement.	
  	
  Early	
  identification	
  of	
  “poor”	
  rated	
  mentors	
  should	
  result	
  in	
  
additional	
  training	
  or	
  mentor	
  replacement	
  before	
  the	
  start	
  of	
  the	
  spring	
  semester.	
  

• The	
  Director	
  of	
  Student	
  Activities	
  has	
  suggested	
  that	
  the	
  mentor	
  training	
  seminar	
  could	
  
be	
  improved	
  by	
  adding	
  a	
  more	
  formalized	
  leadership	
  component	
  and	
  additional	
  Student	
  
Life	
  staff	
  presentations.	
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ESF	
  LEARNING	
  COMMUNITY	
  

The	
  ESF	
  Learning	
  Community	
  program	
  is	
  a	
  comprehensive	
  initiative	
  focused	
  on	
  first-­‐year	
  
students	
  and	
  their	
  successful	
  transition	
  to	
  ESF.	
  	
  Built	
  upon	
  a	
  successful	
  model	
  developed	
  at	
  
Syracuse	
  University,	
  the	
  program	
  seeks	
  to	
  integrate	
  a	
  number	
  of	
  academic	
  and	
  residence	
  life	
  
experiences	
  to	
  build	
  a	
  broader	
  sense	
  of	
  community	
  and	
  foster	
  both	
  academic	
  and	
  personal	
  
development.	
  

PROGRAM	
  COMPONENTS	
  

• The	
  program	
  places	
  students	
  from	
  specific	
  residence	
  hall	
  floors	
  into	
  freshman	
  level	
  
biology,	
  chemistry	
  and	
  writing	
  courses	
  along	
  with	
  other	
  students	
  residing	
  on	
  their	
  floor.	
  	
  
Students	
  have	
  the	
  opportunity	
  to	
  develop	
  peer	
  relationships	
  inside	
  and	
  outside	
  the	
  
classroom.	
  	
  Some	
  courses	
  have	
  been	
  taught	
  within	
  the	
  residence	
  hall	
  setting.	
  	
  
Participating	
  faculty	
  and	
  staff	
  have	
  also	
  offered	
  group	
  study	
  sessions	
  and	
  academic	
  
support	
  sessions	
  in	
  the	
  residence	
  halls.	
  	
  Purposeful	
  links	
  are	
  made	
  between	
  the	
  biology,	
  
chemistry	
  and	
  writing	
  course	
  content.	
  	
  Students	
  are	
  also	
  encouraged	
  to	
  participate	
  in	
  
community	
  service	
  projects	
  that	
  are	
  connected	
  to	
  their	
  first-­‐year	
  courses.	
  

• The	
  Office	
  of	
  Academic	
  Support	
  Services	
  offers	
  students	
  a	
  series	
  of	
  Academic	
  Support	
  
Workshops	
  as	
  part	
  of	
  the	
  Learning	
  Community	
  program,	
  covering	
  topics	
  such	
  as	
  time	
  
management,	
  study	
  skills,	
  and	
  stress	
  management.	
  

• All	
  freshmen	
  participate	
  in	
  an	
  off-­‐campus	
  retreat	
  to	
  begin	
  the	
  fall	
  semester.	
  	
  This	
  retreat	
  
is	
  hosted	
  at	
  the	
  Orenda	
  Springs	
  Experiential	
  Learning	
  Center	
  in	
  Marcellus,	
  NY	
  and	
  helps	
  
develop	
  the	
  Learning	
  Community	
  through	
  a	
  ropes	
  course,	
  a	
  GPS	
  course,	
  and	
  other	
  team	
  
building	
  activities.	
  

PROGRAM	
  ASSESSMENT	
  

• Learning	
  Community	
  evaluations	
  are	
  distributed	
  prior	
  to	
  students’	
  departure	
  at	
  the	
  end	
  
of	
  each	
  semester.	
  	
  Feedback	
  is	
  summarized	
  and	
  used	
  to	
  make	
  program	
  adjustments.	
  

• Focus	
  groups	
  are	
  facilitated	
  by	
  graduate	
  students	
  enrolled	
  in	
  the	
  Higher	
  Education	
  
program	
  at	
  Syracuse	
  University.	
  	
  These	
  are	
  held	
  in	
  November	
  to	
  gain	
  anecdotal	
  student	
  
feedback	
  midway	
  through	
  the	
  fall	
  semester,	
  which	
  is	
  then	
  used	
  to	
  make	
  program	
  
adjustments.	
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• The	
  freshman	
  retreat	
  is	
  evaluated	
  immediately	
  following	
  the	
  September	
  event.	
  	
  The	
  fall	
  
2009	
  retreat	
  received	
  an	
  overall	
  average	
  rating	
  of	
  4.22	
  on	
  a	
  5.00	
  point	
  scale.	
  	
  Students	
  
gave	
  their	
  faculty/staff	
  interactions	
  during	
  the	
  retreat	
  a	
  3.77	
  rating.	
  

	
  

PROGRAM	
  RECOMMENDATIONS	
  

Our	
  Committee	
  offers	
  the	
  following	
  recommendations	
  to	
  improve	
  ESF’s	
  Learning	
  Community	
  
program:	
  

• The	
  opening	
  of	
  ESF’s	
  Centennial	
  Hall	
  residence	
  facility	
  will	
  provide	
  an	
  opportunity	
  for	
  
Learning	
  Community	
  writing	
  classes	
  to	
  be	
  taught	
  in	
  the	
  residence	
  hall	
  (a	
  program	
  
component	
  that	
  was	
  dropped	
  in	
  2009	
  due	
  to	
  lack	
  of	
  space	
  in	
  the	
  S.U.	
  Sky	
  Halls)	
  and	
  
provide	
  a	
  faculty-­‐in-­‐residence	
  type	
  experience.	
  	
  Meeting	
  spaces	
  in	
  Centennial	
  Hall	
  
should	
  also	
  allow	
  for	
  a	
  greater	
  amount	
  of	
  Learning	
  Community	
  programming.	
  

• The	
  freshman	
  retreat	
  is	
  currently	
  divided	
  into	
  two	
  groups	
  meeting	
  on	
  back-­‐to-­‐back	
  
weekends	
  due	
  to	
  the	
  size	
  of	
  the	
  class	
  and	
  the	
  size	
  of	
  the	
  local	
  retreat	
  site.	
  	
  The	
  retreat	
  
should	
  ideally	
  involve	
  the	
  entire	
  class	
  in	
  the	
  same	
  event.	
  	
  Additional	
  faculty/staff	
  
participation	
  in	
  the	
  retreat	
  is	
  also	
  needed,	
  and	
  may	
  require	
  additional	
  incentives.	
  

• The	
  Learning	
  Community	
  program	
  should	
  be	
  closely	
  coordinated	
  with	
  the	
  student	
  
activities	
  and	
  student	
  development	
  sessions	
  that	
  will	
  be	
  offered	
  by	
  residence	
  hall	
  staff	
  
in	
  Centennial	
  Hall	
  beginning	
  in	
  2011-­‐12.	
  

	
  

ESF	
  132	
  COURSES	
  

ESF	
  132	
  is	
  a	
  1-­‐3	
  credit	
  extended	
  orientation	
  course	
  required	
  for	
  all	
  freshmen	
  and	
  many	
  transfer	
  
students.	
  	
  The	
  course	
  is	
  designed	
  to	
  introduce	
  students	
  to	
  their	
  academic	
  department	
  and	
  to	
  
campus	
  resources	
  available	
  to	
  ensure	
  academic	
  success.	
  

PROGRAM	
  COMPONENTS	
  

• Each	
  academic	
  department	
  is	
  responsible	
  for	
  offering	
  its	
  own	
  132	
  seminar	
  course	
  (i.e.	
  
EFB	
  132,	
  EST	
  132,	
  etc.)	
  and	
  each	
  instructor	
  is	
  responsible	
  for	
  creating	
  their	
  own	
  course	
  
syllabus.	
  	
  The	
  seminar	
  provides	
  an	
  introduction	
  to	
  the	
  curriculum	
  and	
  to	
  the	
  academic	
  
department’s	
  expectations	
  for	
  students.	
  	
  Faculty	
  members	
  in	
  the	
  department	
  are	
  often	
  
“assigned”	
  a	
  day	
  to	
  discuss	
  their	
  research	
  and/or	
  courses	
  taught.	
  

• Additional	
  portions	
  of	
  the	
  132	
  seminar	
  have	
  provided	
  information	
  about	
  academic-­‐
related	
  resources	
  and	
  services,	
  such	
  as	
  academic	
  advising,	
  course	
  registration,	
  and	
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career	
  success.	
  	
  These	
  sessions	
  have	
  changed	
  several	
  times	
  since	
  2004.	
  	
  Most	
  recently,	
  
student	
  mentors	
  and	
  student	
  orientation	
  leaders	
  have	
  been	
  used	
  to	
  offer	
  class	
  sessions	
  
on	
  academic	
  and	
  career	
  success	
  and	
  advising	
  and	
  registration,	
  while	
  Student	
  Life	
  staff	
  
have	
  delivered	
  a	
  session	
  on	
  classroom	
  civility	
  and	
  academic	
  integrity.	
  

• The	
  Student	
  Life	
  staff	
  has	
  also	
  been	
  responsible	
  for	
  offering	
  an	
  ESF	
  332	
  orientation	
  
course	
  for	
  transfer	
  students.	
  	
  This	
  has	
  been	
  offered	
  as	
  a	
  non-­‐credit	
  course	
  requiring	
  
participation	
  in	
  ESF’s	
  Transfer	
  Orientation	
  program	
  and	
  submission	
  of	
  a	
  completed	
  
“Academic	
  and	
  Career	
  Plan”	
  form.	
  	
  Our	
  Retention	
  Committee	
  has	
  recommended	
  
removing	
  ESF	
  332	
  from	
  the	
  College’s	
  course	
  offerings,	
  and	
  allowing	
  academic	
  
departments	
  to	
  include	
  all	
  or	
  a	
  selected	
  population	
  of	
  transfer	
  students	
  in	
  their	
  
department’s	
  132	
  course	
  as	
  an	
  alternative.	
  	
  The	
  Committee	
  on	
  Instruction	
  approved	
  this	
  
recommendation	
  in	
  March	
  2010,	
  and	
  the	
  ESF	
  332	
  course	
  is	
  no	
  longer	
  offered.	
  

PROGRAM	
  ASSESSMENT	
  

• It	
  is	
  not	
  clear	
  that	
  any	
  standardized	
  method	
  for	
  assessing	
  the	
  academic	
  department-­‐
oriented	
  content	
  of	
  ESF	
  132	
  courses	
  is	
  in	
  place.	
  	
  Course	
  assessment	
  information	
  has	
  not	
  
been	
  shared	
  widely	
  if	
  any	
  is	
  available.	
  

• The	
  ESF	
  132	
  course	
  components	
  offered	
  by	
  Student	
  Life	
  staff	
  and/or	
  student	
  leaders	
  
have	
  been	
  assessed	
  for	
  student	
  satisfaction	
  through	
  the	
  use	
  of	
  a	
  student	
  survey.	
  	
  The	
  
class	
  sessions	
  dealing	
  with	
  academic	
  integrity,	
  advising	
  and	
  registration,	
  and	
  academic	
  
and	
  career	
  success	
  have	
  each	
  earned	
  overall	
  ratings	
  of	
  4.0	
  or	
  higher	
  on	
  a	
  5.0	
  scale.	
  	
  The	
  
advising	
  and	
  registration	
  session	
  was	
  rated	
  the	
  most	
  helpful	
  (average	
  response	
  4.15)	
  
and	
  the	
  academic	
  integrity	
  session	
  was	
  rated	
  the	
  least	
  helpful	
  (average	
  response	
  2.9).	
  	
  
The	
  academic	
  and	
  career	
  success	
  session	
  earned	
  a	
  3.6	
  rating.	
  

• Students	
  suggested	
  that	
  the	
  Student	
  Life	
  sessions	
  be	
  evaluated	
  through	
  surveys	
  
completed	
  immediately	
  following	
  those	
  sessions,	
  rather	
  than	
  at	
  the	
  end	
  of	
  the	
  
semester.	
  

• Some	
  academic	
  departments	
  require	
  all	
  transfer	
  students	
  to	
  enroll	
  in	
  their	
  department’s	
  
ESF	
  132	
  course	
  (e.g.	
  Environmental	
  Studies).	
  	
  Following	
  the	
  elimination	
  of	
  the	
  ESF	
  332	
  
course	
  for	
  transfer	
  students,	
  each	
  academic	
  department	
  has	
  now	
  been	
  authorized	
  to	
  
include	
  ESF	
  132	
  as	
  a	
  program	
  requirement	
  for	
  some	
  or	
  all	
  of	
  their	
  transfer	
  students.	
  

• ESF	
  132	
  courses	
  have	
  for	
  many	
  years	
  provided	
  freshmen	
  with	
  an	
  extended	
  orientation	
  
to	
  their	
  academic	
  department	
  and	
  to	
  faculty	
  expectations.	
  	
  There	
  has	
  been	
  less	
  
consistency	
  in	
  setting	
  ESF	
  132	
  course	
  objectives	
  for	
  providing	
  extended	
  orientation	
  
topics	
  such	
  as	
  course	
  registration,	
  study	
  skills,	
  career	
  services,	
  or	
  alcohol	
  abuse.	
  	
  These	
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topics	
  have	
  changed	
  frequently	
  over	
  the	
  years,	
  and	
  the	
  time	
  devoted	
  to	
  them	
  has	
  
decreased	
  overall.	
  

PROGRAM	
  RECOMMENDATIONS	
  

Our	
  Committee	
  recommends	
  consideration	
  of	
  the	
  following	
  changes	
  in	
  ESF	
  132	
  course	
  
offerings:	
  

• The	
  Provost	
  should	
  appoint	
  a	
  study	
  group	
  to	
  identify	
  the	
  most	
  effective	
  and	
  efficient	
  
approaches	
  to	
  delivering	
  “extended	
  orientation”	
  information	
  to	
  entering	
  students.	
  	
  The	
  
current	
  academic	
  focus	
  of	
  ESF	
  132	
  classes	
  does	
  not	
  allow	
  for	
  sufficient	
  time	
  to	
  present	
  
information	
  on	
  many	
  important	
  orientation	
  topics	
  (e.g.	
  alcohol	
  abuse,	
  diversity,	
  
roommate	
  and	
  relationship	
  issues,	
  etc.)	
  that	
  are	
  relevant	
  to	
  student	
  success	
  and	
  
retention.	
  	
  Current	
  scheduling	
  of	
  ESF	
  132	
  sections	
  (with	
  many	
  scheduled	
  on	
  the	
  same	
  
day	
  and	
  time)	
  also	
  presents	
  difficulties	
  in	
  scheduling	
  presentations	
  by	
  Student	
  Life	
  Staff	
  
during	
  regular	
  class	
  periods.	
  
	
  

• All	
  academic	
  departments	
  should	
  develop	
  and	
  publicize	
  transfer	
  student	
  requirements	
  
for	
  their	
  department’s	
  132	
  course,	
  detailing	
  which	
  transfer	
  students	
  (if	
  any)	
  must	
  
complete	
  the	
  course.	
  Requirements	
  could	
  easily	
  be	
  based	
  upon	
  transfer	
  year	
  levels.	
  

	
  

ACADEMIC	
  SUPPORT	
  SERVICES	
  –	
  PEER	
  TUTORING	
  PROGRAM	
  
	
  
The	
  Office	
  of	
  Academic	
  Support	
  Services	
  coordinates	
  and	
  supports	
  a	
  Peer	
  Tutoring	
  program	
  
aimed	
  at	
  helping	
  undergraduate	
  students	
  succeed	
  in	
  difficult	
  academic	
  coursework	
  through	
  
individual	
  or	
  group	
  tutoring	
  offered	
  by	
  other	
  students.	
  	
  While	
  this	
  office	
  is	
  also	
  engaged	
  in	
  
providing	
  other	
  academic	
  support	
  services	
  (e.g.	
  Math	
  Center,	
  Writing	
  Center,	
  workshops),	
  this	
  
report	
  is	
  focused	
  only	
  on	
  the	
  Peer	
  Tutoring	
  program.	
  

PROGRAM	
  COMPONENTS	
  

• The	
  program	
  can	
  provide	
  peer	
  tutoring	
  for	
  most	
  undergraduate	
  courses	
  taught	
  at	
  ESF	
  
upon	
  request.	
  	
  Students	
  request	
  a	
  tutor	
  by	
  completing	
  an	
  online	
  form.	
  	
  Appropriate	
  
tutors	
  are	
  identified	
  and	
  hired	
  to	
  provide	
  tutoring	
  in	
  one	
  of	
  three	
  ways:	
  
	
  
– One-­‐on-­‐One	
  sessions	
  are	
  provided	
  for	
  students	
  requiring	
  academic	
  

accommodations	
  approved	
  by	
  ESF’s	
  Office	
  of	
  Counseling	
  and	
  Disability	
  Services.	
  
	
  

– Individual/Small	
  Group	
  tutoring	
  sessions	
  have	
  one	
  to	
  four	
  students	
  meeting	
  with	
  
their	
  tutor	
  for	
  a	
  two	
  hour	
  period	
  each	
  week.	
  	
  Students	
  are	
  assigned	
  specific	
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times	
  and	
  tutors,	
  and	
  participation	
  is	
  monitored	
  closely	
  by	
  staff.	
  	
  Students	
  can	
  be	
  
dropped	
  from	
  tutoring	
  services	
  for	
  “no	
  show”	
  appointments.	
  
	
  

– Large	
  group	
  tutoring	
  sessions	
  are	
  offered	
  in	
  Biology,	
  General	
  Chemistry,	
  Calculus,	
  
English	
  as	
  a	
  Second	
  Language	
  or	
  other	
  subjects	
  as	
  needed.	
  	
  A	
  tutor	
  is	
  available	
  on	
  
a	
  weekday	
  night	
  for	
  two	
  hours	
  and	
  students	
  may	
  drop	
  in	
  as	
  needed	
  to	
  get	
  
assistance.	
  
	
  

• Peer	
  tutoring	
  is	
  provided	
  for	
  free	
  under	
  most	
  circumstances.	
  	
  Tutors	
  are	
  paid	
  an	
  hourly	
  
wage	
  and	
  must	
  have	
  earned	
  a	
  grade	
  of	
  B	
  or	
  higher	
  in	
  the	
  course	
  they	
  are	
  tutoring.	
  	
  All	
  
tutors	
  are	
  required	
  to	
  complete	
  tutor	
  training	
  seminars	
  covering	
  related	
  skills,	
  policies	
  
and	
  procedures.	
  

PROGRAM	
  ASSESSMENT	
  

• A	
  review	
  of	
  Peer	
  Tutoring	
  activity	
  for	
  the	
  fall	
  2009	
  semester	
  (see	
  Appendix)	
  has	
  
provided	
  the	
  following	
  assessment	
  information:	
  
	
  
– Large	
  group	
  tutoring	
  sessions	
  were	
  offered	
  to	
  assist	
  students	
  in	
  Biology	
  I	
  (BIO	
  

101),	
  Biochemistry	
  (FCH	
  530),	
  Organic	
  Chemistry	
  (FCH	
  223),	
  and	
  Physics	
  of	
  Life	
  
(EFB	
  200).	
  	
  These	
  sessions	
  provided	
  148	
  hours	
  of	
  available	
  tutoring	
  time.	
  	
  A	
  
total	
  of	
  944	
  student	
  contact	
  hours	
  were	
  provided	
  with	
  109	
  students	
  tutored	
  
(61	
  of	
  those	
  in	
  Organic	
  Chemistry).	
  
	
  

– A	
  total	
  of	
  82	
  small	
  group	
  or	
  individual	
  tutoring	
  sessions	
  were	
  offered	
  to	
  
provide	
  assistance	
  in	
  18	
  different	
  courses.	
  	
  These	
  sessions	
  provided	
  a	
  total	
  of	
  
767	
  student	
  contact	
  hours	
  with	
  173	
  students	
  tutored.	
  	
  These	
  students	
  included	
  
74	
  freshmen	
  (43%),	
  21	
  sophomores	
  (12%),	
  40	
  juniors	
  (23%)	
  and	
  38	
  seniors	
  
(22%).	
  

	
  
– The	
  program	
  served	
  22	
  students	
  affiliated	
  with	
  the	
  CSTEP,	
  EOP	
  or	
  Disability	
  

Services	
  programs	
  at	
  ESF	
  and	
  provided	
  191	
  contact	
  hours	
  with	
  those	
  students	
  
(included	
  in	
  the	
  large	
  and	
  small	
  group	
  totals	
  above).	
  

	
  
• The	
  program	
  received	
  applications	
  from	
  57	
  students	
  willing	
  to	
  serve	
  as	
  tutors	
  for	
  the	
  

fall	
  2009	
  semester	
  and	
  employed	
  33	
  students.	
  	
  All	
  tutors	
  attended	
  at	
  least	
  one	
  training	
  
workshop	
  and	
  60%	
  attended	
  two	
  workshops.	
  
	
  

• Tutoring	
  program	
  evaluations	
  are	
  distributed	
  near	
  the	
  end	
  of	
  each	
  semester	
  to	
  
students	
  and	
  tutors	
  participating	
  in	
  the	
  program.	
  	
  Evaluations	
  are	
  reviewed	
  by	
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Academic	
  Support	
  staff	
  and	
  a	
  summary	
  report	
  is	
  provided	
  to	
  the	
  Dean	
  of	
  Students	
  and	
  
Provost.	
  

	
  
• Fifty-­‐one	
  students	
  completed	
  the	
  fall	
  2009	
  tutoring	
  survey,	
  with	
  74%	
  indicating	
  that	
  

their	
  tutor	
  increased	
  their	
  overall	
  knowledge	
  in	
  the	
  subject	
  area	
  taught,	
  and	
  76%	
  
indicating	
  they	
  were	
  confident	
  that	
  tutoring	
  had	
  helped	
  them	
  improve	
  their	
  grade.	
  	
  A	
  
large	
  majority	
  (82%)	
  would	
  recommend	
  their	
  tutor	
  to	
  others.	
  

	
  
• Most	
  students	
  tutored	
  during	
  the	
  fall	
  2009	
  semester	
  (96%)	
  reported	
  that	
  they	
  had	
  

decided	
  to	
  seek	
  tutoring	
  on	
  their	
  own,	
  without	
  any	
  faculty	
  or	
  staff	
  recommendation	
  to	
  
do	
  so.	
  

	
  

PROGRAM	
  RECOMMENDATIONS	
  

Our	
  Committee	
  offers	
  the	
  following	
  recommendations	
  to	
  improve	
  the	
  Peer	
  Tutoring	
  program:	
  

• This	
  program	
  appears	
  to	
  be	
  serving	
  students	
  well	
  and	
  may	
  have	
  potential	
  to	
  become	
  
more	
  proactive	
  in	
  assisting	
  students	
  who	
  have	
  been	
  placed	
  on	
  academic	
  probation,	
  or	
  
have	
  demonstrated	
  academic	
  weaknesses	
  in	
  other	
  ways.	
  	
  This	
  concept	
  was	
  piloted	
  
during	
  the	
  spring	
  2010	
  semester,	
  when	
  140	
  undergraduate	
  students	
  were	
  placed	
  on	
  
probation	
  with	
  a	
  condition	
  that	
  they	
  meet	
  with	
  staff	
  from	
  the	
  Office	
  of	
  Academic	
  
Support	
  Services	
  during	
  that	
  semester	
  to	
  learn	
  about	
  available	
  services.	
  	
  This	
  
intervention	
  produced	
  some	
  encouraging	
  results.	
  
	
  
– Forty	
  students	
  (29%)	
  met	
  with	
  Scott	
  Blair,	
  the	
  Coordinator	
  of	
  Academic	
  

Support	
  Services,	
  and	
  then	
  participated	
  in	
  tutoring	
  sessions	
  and/or	
  academic	
  
success	
  workshops.	
  	
  Twenty-­‐eight	
  (70%)	
  of	
  those	
  students	
  are	
  registered	
  for	
  
fall	
  2010	
  classes;	
  nine	
  (23%)	
  were	
  suspended	
  following	
  the	
  spring	
  2009	
  
semester,	
  and	
  three	
  (8%)	
  have	
  withdrawn.	
  
	
  

– Fifty-­‐eight	
  students	
  (41%)	
  met	
  with	
  Mr.	
  Blair	
  but	
  did	
  not	
  participate	
  in	
  tutoring	
  
sessions	
  or	
  academic	
  success	
  workshops.	
  	
  Thirty-­‐nine	
  of	
  those	
  students	
  (67%)	
  
are	
  registered	
  for	
  fall	
  2010	
  classes;	
  fifteen	
  (26%)	
  were	
  suspended	
  following	
  the	
  
spring	
  2009	
  semester,	
  and	
  four	
  (7%)	
  have	
  withdrawn.	
  

	
  
– Forty-­‐two	
  students	
  (30%)	
  did	
  not	
  meet	
  their	
  probation	
  condition	
  by	
  meeting	
  

with	
  Mr.	
  Blair.	
  	
  Seventeen	
  of	
  those	
  students	
  (40%)	
  are	
  registered	
  for	
  fall	
  2010	
  
classes;	
  fifteen	
  (36%)	
  were	
  suspended	
  following	
  the	
  spring	
  2009	
  semester,	
  and	
  
ten	
  (24%)	
  have	
  withdrawn.	
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• Students	
  placed	
  on	
  academic	
  probation	
  following	
  the	
  fall	
  2010	
  semester	
  should	
  be	
  

given	
  a	
  similar	
  condition	
  to	
  meet	
  with	
  staff	
  from	
  Academic	
  Support	
  Services	
  early	
  in	
  
the	
  spring	
  2011	
  semester	
  to	
  assess	
  their	
  need	
  for	
  services	
  and	
  learn	
  about	
  available	
  
options.	
  	
  In	
  addition,	
  the	
  student’s	
  academic	
  advisor	
  should	
  be	
  made	
  aware	
  of	
  this	
  
condition,	
  and	
  should	
  be	
  asked	
  to	
  consult	
  with	
  the	
  student	
  if	
  he	
  or	
  she	
  has	
  not	
  met	
  
the	
  condition	
  early	
  in	
  the	
  semester.	
  
	
  

• Faculty	
  should	
  be	
  especially	
  aware	
  of	
  Peer	
  Tutoring	
  sessions	
  offered	
  during	
  the	
  fall	
  
semester,	
  and	
  be	
  proactive	
  in	
  encouraging	
  students	
  to	
  attend	
  these	
  sessions	
  as	
  
needed.	
  	
  Mid-­‐semester	
  grades	
  provide	
  one	
  obvious	
  indicator	
  of	
  potential	
  need	
  for	
  
support	
  services.	
  	
  

	
  

EDUCATIONAL	
  OPPORTUNITY	
  PROGRAM	
  (EOP)	
  
	
  
The	
  Educational	
  Opportunity	
  Program	
  (EOP)	
  is	
  a	
  New	
  York	
  State	
  funded	
  program	
  meant	
  to	
  
provide	
  counseling,	
  academic	
  support,	
  and	
  financial	
  assistance	
  to	
  New	
  York	
  State	
  resident	
  
freshmen	
  or	
  transfer	
  students	
  who	
  come	
  from	
  a	
  socioeconomic	
  and	
  academically	
  
disadvantaged	
  background	
  defined	
  by	
  specific	
  program	
  eligibility	
  guidelines.	
  	
  By	
  definition,	
  EOP	
  
students	
  are	
  not	
  admissible	
  under	
  regular	
  admission	
  criteria,	
  but	
  they	
  show	
  significant	
  potential	
  
for	
  success	
  in	
  a	
  full-­‐time	
  degree	
  program	
  if	
  provided	
  with	
  appropriate	
  assistance.	
  	
  They	
  are	
  a	
  
“high	
  risk”	
  group	
  for	
  student	
  attrition	
  prior	
  to	
  graduation.	
  

PROGRAM	
  COMPONENTS	
  

• The	
  College	
  enrolled	
  25	
  EOP	
  eligible	
  students	
  in	
  2009-­‐10,	
  representing	
  all	
  year	
  levels	
  
and	
  a	
  variety	
  of	
  degree	
  programs.	
  	
  The	
  Director	
  of	
  Financial	
  Aid,	
  Scholarships	
  and	
  EOP	
  
is	
  responsible	
  for	
  the	
  direction	
  of	
  the	
  program	
  and	
  provides	
  individual	
  counseling	
  to	
  
students	
  to	
  complement	
  the	
  counseling	
  provided	
  by	
  academic	
  advisors	
  and	
  Student	
  
Life	
  staff.	
  
	
  

• The	
  EOP	
  program	
  provides	
  special	
  funding	
  to	
  the	
  Office	
  of	
  Academic	
  Support	
  Services	
  
to	
  support	
  the	
  payment	
  of	
  peer	
  tutors	
  who	
  work	
  with	
  EOP	
  students.	
  
	
  

• EOP	
  grants	
  provide	
  financial	
  assistance	
  to	
  supplement	
  other	
  aid	
  programs,	
  with	
  a	
  
related	
  goal	
  of	
  reducing	
  the	
  number	
  of	
  hours	
  that	
  students	
  must	
  spend	
  in	
  Federal	
  
Work-­‐Study	
  positions	
  or	
  work	
  off-­‐campus.	
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• Some	
  EOP	
  students	
  schedule	
  a	
  reduced	
  (often	
  12	
  credit)	
  course	
  load.	
  
	
  

• Some	
  EOP	
  students	
  (those	
  who	
  come	
  from	
  diverse	
  populations)	
  may	
  attend	
  a	
  Summer	
  
Pre-­‐Orientation	
  program	
  offered	
  through	
  the	
  Office	
  of	
  Multicultural	
  Affairs.	
  

	
  

PROGRAM	
  ASSESSMENT	
  

• The	
  Educational	
  Opportunity	
  Program	
  provides	
  annual	
  assessment	
  reports	
  to	
  SUNY	
  
Central	
  Administration,	
  including	
  a	
  program	
  financial	
  audit.	
  
	
  

• The	
  academic	
  qualifications	
  of	
  entering	
  EOP	
  students	
  at	
  ESF	
  have	
  improved	
  in	
  recent	
  
years,	
  in	
  keeping	
  with	
  the	
  College’s	
  increased	
  level	
  of	
  selectivity	
  for	
  admission.	
  
	
  

• Twenty-­‐one	
  students	
  (16	
  freshmen	
  and	
  5	
  transfers)	
  entered	
  EOP	
  from	
  fall	
  2002	
  to	
  fall	
  
2005.	
  	
  By	
  fall	
  2010,	
  eight	
  of	
  these	
  students	
  (38%)	
  have	
  received	
  a	
  degree,	
  eight	
  (38%)	
  
have	
  been	
  suspended,	
  and	
  five	
  (24%)	
  have	
  withdrawn	
  from	
  ESF.	
  
	
  

• Twenty-­‐nine	
  students	
  (22	
  freshmen	
  and	
  7	
  transfers)	
  entered	
  EOP	
  from	
  fall	
  2006	
  to	
  fall	
  
2009.	
  	
  By	
  fall	
  2010,	
  one	
  of	
  these	
  students	
  has	
  received	
  a	
  degree	
  (AAS),	
  17	
  (59%)	
  are	
  
currently	
  enrolled,	
  four	
  (14%)	
  have	
  been	
  suspended,	
  and	
  seven	
  (24%)	
  have	
  withdrawn	
  
from	
  ESF.	
  

PROGRAM	
  RECOMMENDATIONS	
  

Our	
  Committee	
  offers	
  the	
  following	
  recommendations	
  to	
  improve	
  the	
  Educational	
  
Opportunity	
  Program:	
  
	
  

• The	
  opening	
  of	
  Centennial	
  Hall	
  will	
  allow	
  for	
  the	
  development	
  of	
  a	
  residential	
  
“summer	
  start”	
  program	
  to	
  provide	
  remedial	
  mathematics	
  and/or	
  college	
  level	
  writing	
  
instruction	
  for	
  EOP	
  students,	
  and	
  strong	
  consideration	
  should	
  be	
  given	
  to	
  offering	
  this	
  
type	
  of	
  program.	
  	
  This	
  is	
  often	
  an	
  EOP	
  component	
  at	
  other	
  colleges,	
  and	
  additional	
  
state	
  funding	
  could	
  be	
  requested	
  for	
  this	
  purpose.	
  
	
  

• Department	
  Chairmen	
  should	
  receive	
  a	
  list	
  of	
  EOP	
  students	
  enrolled	
  in	
  their	
  
department	
  each	
  fall.	
  	
  This	
  information	
  should	
  be	
  shared	
  with	
  each	
  student’s	
  
academic	
  advisor.	
  	
  EOP	
  students	
  should,	
  when	
  possible,	
  be	
  assigned	
  to	
  academic	
  
advisors	
  who	
  have	
  special	
  ability	
  or	
  interest	
  in	
  working	
  with	
  students	
  who	
  are	
  at	
  “high	
  
risk”	
  for	
  attrition.	
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• The	
  Coordinator	
  of	
  Academic	
  Support	
  Services	
  should	
  work	
  with	
  the	
  Director	
  of	
  
Financial	
  Aid,	
  Scholarships,	
  and	
  EOP	
  to	
  develop	
  a	
  comprehensive	
  strategy	
  for	
  serving	
  
EOP	
  students,	
  to	
  include	
  the	
  possible	
  development	
  of	
  an	
  EOP	
  summer	
  program.	
  

	
  

SUMMARY	
  OBSERVATIONS	
  FROM	
  PROGRAM	
  ASSESSMENTS	
  

The	
  Retention	
  Committee	
  studied	
  seven	
  of	
  ESF’s	
  retention-­‐related	
  programs	
  during	
  the	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  
2009-­‐10	
  academic	
  year	
  to	
  better	
  understand	
  the	
  activities	
  and	
  strategies	
  associated	
  with	
  these	
  
programs,	
  and	
  to	
  offer	
  recommendations	
  for	
  program	
  improvements.	
  	
  Section	
  II	
  of	
  this	
  report	
  
contains	
  27	
  specific	
  recommendations	
  meant	
  to	
  enhance	
  the	
  contribution	
  that	
  these	
  programs	
  
can	
  make	
  in	
  facilitating	
  student	
  success	
  and	
  retention	
  to	
  graduation	
  for	
  ESF	
  undergraduates.	
  	
  
Our	
  Committee	
  is	
  also	
  prepared	
  to	
  offer	
  the	
  following	
  summary	
  observations	
  at	
  this	
  time:	
  

• ESF	
  has	
  been	
  proactive	
  in	
  its	
  development	
  of	
  student	
  life	
  and	
  academic	
  support	
  
programs	
  aimed	
  at	
  retention-­‐related	
  issues.	
  	
  SUNY’s	
  central	
  administration	
  produced	
  a	
  
“white	
  paper”	
  in	
  September	
  2007,	
  which	
  was	
  submitted	
  to	
  the	
  New	
  York	
  State	
  
Commission	
  on	
  Higher	
  Education	
  to	
  outline	
  system-­‐wide	
  efforts	
  for	
  improving	
  student	
  
success	
  and	
  retention	
  (see	
  http://www.suny.edu/facultysenate/SUNY%20White%20Paper-­‐
9%2024%20071.pdf).	
  	
  That	
  white	
  paper	
  identified	
  eight	
  “Best	
  Practices	
  for	
  Student	
  
Success	
  Employed	
  by	
  SUNY	
  Campuses”	
  including:	
  
	
  
– Orientation	
  and	
  advising	
  to	
  introduce	
  students	
  to	
  the	
  college,	
  campus	
  facilities	
  

and	
  programs.	
  
	
  

– First-­‐year	
  seminars	
  to	
  encourage	
  the	
  formation	
  of	
  study	
  groups	
  and	
  provide	
  
information	
  ranging	
  from	
  study	
  skills	
  to	
  club	
  activities.	
  

	
  
– Supplemental	
  course	
  instruction	
  offered	
  by	
  peer	
  tutors	
  in	
  high	
  risk	
  courses	
  under	
  

faculty	
  supervision.	
  
	
  
– Placement	
  testing	
  to	
  ensure	
  students	
  are	
  in	
  courses	
  for	
  which	
  they	
  are	
  prepared.	
  

	
  
– Intrusive	
  advising	
  to	
  provide	
  special	
  contact	
  with	
  students	
  who	
  have	
  not	
  

developed	
  a	
  major,	
  and	
  those	
  whose	
  grades	
  are	
  low.	
  
	
  
– Learning	
  communities	
  to	
  provide	
  “common	
  ground”	
  for	
  students	
  in	
  and	
  out	
  of	
  

the	
  classroom	
  and	
  to	
  provide	
  skills	
  needed	
  to	
  succeed	
  in	
  college.	
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– Early	
  warning	
  and	
  support	
  systems	
  developed	
  by	
  academic	
  advisors	
  and	
  student	
  
affairs	
  professionals	
  to	
  identify	
  and	
  serve	
  at-­‐risk	
  students.	
  

	
  
– Peer	
  and	
  professional	
  mentoring	
  programs	
  to	
  connect	
  students	
  in	
  meaningful	
  

ways	
  with	
  college	
  activities	
  or	
  positive	
  role	
  models.	
  

As	
  this	
  report	
  demonstrates,	
  ESF	
  offers	
  well	
  developed	
  retention	
  programs	
  covering	
  at	
  least	
  
seven	
  of	
  these	
  best	
  practice	
  areas.	
  	
  We	
  do	
  not	
  have	
  a	
  comprehensive	
  early	
  warning	
  system	
  
in	
  place	
  at	
  this	
  time,	
  though	
  the	
  College	
  has	
  taken	
  some	
  steps	
  in	
  this	
  direction	
  (including	
  a	
  
mid-­‐semester	
  grade	
  alert	
  system	
  that	
  has	
  been	
  underutilized).	
  

• George	
  Kuh,	
  a	
  recognized	
  research	
  professor	
  in	
  the	
  area	
  of	
  student	
  retention,	
  has	
  
identified	
  ten	
  “high	
  impact	
  educational	
  practices”	
  that	
  increase	
  rates	
  of	
  student	
  
retention	
  and	
  student	
  engagement	
  (see	
  Appendix).	
  	
  These	
  include	
  several	
  practices	
  
covered	
  in	
  this	
  report,	
  along	
  with	
  a	
  number	
  of	
  additional	
  practices	
  that	
  are	
  embedded	
  in	
  
ESF’s	
  undergraduate	
  degree	
  programs	
  and	
  should	
  impact	
  student	
  retention:	
  
	
  
– First-­‐year	
  seminars	
  and	
  experiences	
  (described	
  above)	
  

	
  
– Common	
  intellectual	
  experiences	
  such	
  as	
  a	
  set	
  of	
  required	
  common	
  courses	
  or	
  a	
  

general	
  education	
  program	
  with	
  advanced	
  integrative	
  studies.	
  
	
  
– Learning	
  communities	
  (described	
  above).	
  

	
  
– Writing-­‐intensive	
  courses	
  emphasizing	
  writing	
  across	
  the	
  curriculum.	
  

	
  
– Collaborative	
  assignments	
  and	
  projects	
  such	
  as	
  study	
  groups	
  within	
  a	
  course,	
  

team-­‐based	
  assignments	
  and	
  writing,	
  or	
  cooperative	
  projects	
  and	
  research.	
  
	
  
– Undergraduate	
  research	
  to	
  provide	
  early	
  and	
  active	
  involvement	
  in	
  systematic	
  

investigation	
  and	
  research	
  experiences.	
  
	
  
– Diversity	
  and	
  global	
  learning	
  programs	
  to	
  help	
  students	
  explore	
  different	
  

cultures	
  and	
  life	
  experiences,	
  with	
  studies	
  frequently	
  augmented	
  by	
  experiential	
  
learning	
  and/or	
  study	
  abroad.	
  

	
  
– Service	
  learning	
  programs	
  to	
  provide	
  community-­‐based	
  experience	
  with	
  issues	
  

studied	
  in	
  the	
  classroom	
  and	
  to	
  apply	
  concepts	
  in	
  the	
  field.	
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– Internships	
  to	
  provide	
  students	
  with	
  direct	
  experience	
  in	
  a	
  work	
  setting,	
  usually	
  
related	
  to	
  their	
  career	
  interests.	
  

	
  
– Capstone	
  courses	
  and	
  projects	
  that	
  require	
  students	
  nearing	
  the	
  end	
  of	
  their	
  

academic	
  program	
  to	
  create	
  a	
  project	
  that	
  integrates	
  and	
  applies	
  what	
  they	
  have	
  
learned.	
  

	
  

It	
  appears	
  that	
  ESF	
  has	
  implemented	
  the	
  full	
  range	
  of	
  these	
  high	
  impact	
  educational	
  
practices	
  in	
  at	
  least	
  some	
  fashion.	
  	
  It	
  is	
  reasonable	
  to	
  assume	
  that	
  these	
  efforts	
  are	
  having	
  a	
  
positive	
  impact	
  on	
  student	
  retention	
  at	
  ESF	
  as	
  well,	
  and	
  that	
  continued	
  engagement	
  and	
  
improvement	
  in	
  these	
  areas	
  would	
  be	
  beneficial.	
  

• The	
  opening	
  of	
  our	
  Centennial	
  Hall	
  residence	
  facility	
  in	
  fall	
  2011	
  has	
  the	
  potential	
  for	
  a	
  
“game	
  changing”	
  impact	
  on	
  student	
  life	
  and	
  student	
  retention	
  at	
  ESF.	
  	
  It	
  is	
  critical	
  that	
  
our	
  transition	
  from	
  Syracuse	
  University	
  housing	
  to	
  ESF	
  housing	
  is	
  handled	
  well	
  and	
  that	
  
we	
  take	
  full	
  advantage	
  of	
  this	
  opportunity.	
  
	
  

• The	
  impact	
  assessment	
  of	
  retention-­‐related	
  programs	
  is	
  difficult	
  due	
  to	
  the	
  complex	
  and	
  
interrelated	
  factors	
  involved	
  in	
  student	
  success,	
  and	
  to	
  our	
  limited	
  ability	
  to	
  collect	
  data	
  
on	
  student	
  satisfaction	
  through	
  our	
  existing	
  student	
  survey	
  methods.	
  	
  Continued	
  
attention	
  must	
  be	
  given	
  to	
  identifying	
  the	
  reasons	
  for	
  student	
  attrition	
  and	
  assessing	
  the	
  
value	
  of	
  retention	
  initiatives.	
  
	
  

This	
  report	
  builds	
  upon	
  several	
  of	
  the	
  observations	
  and	
  recommendations	
  advanced	
  by	
  a	
  
Retention	
  Team	
  commissioned	
  by	
  President	
  Murphy	
  in	
  January	
  2002	
  to	
  examine	
  student	
  
attrition	
  at	
  ESF	
  and	
  to	
  propose	
  appropriate	
  interventions.	
  	
  That	
  team	
  produced	
  a	
  report	
  in	
  April	
  
2002	
  (see	
  Appendix)	
  and	
  was	
  led	
  by	
  Associate	
  Dean	
  Julie	
  White.	
  	
  Two	
  current	
  members	
  of	
  our	
  
Retention	
  Committee	
  also	
  served	
  in	
  2002	
  (Tom	
  Fletcher	
  and	
  Roy	
  Norton),	
  and	
  we	
  have	
  
benefited	
  from	
  their	
  earlier	
  involvements	
  and	
  perspective.	
  
	
  
Our	
  Retention	
  Committee	
  will	
  continue	
  its	
  work	
  during	
  the	
  spring	
  2010-­‐11	
  semester	
  and	
  
beyond.	
  	
  Future	
  agenda	
  items	
  will	
  likely	
  include	
  a	
  review	
  of	
  attrition	
  patterns	
  at	
  the	
  academic	
  
department	
  level,	
  an	
  assessment	
  of	
  our	
  early	
  warning	
  system	
  capabilities,	
  attrition	
  patterns	
  of	
  
out-­‐of-­‐state	
  and	
  international	
  students,	
  academic	
  advising,	
  and	
  other	
  topics	
  of	
  interest.	
  	
  We	
  
welcome	
  comments	
  and	
  suggestions	
  from	
  ESF	
  students,	
  faculty,	
  staff,	
  and	
  alumni	
  as	
  we	
  move	
  
forward.	
  












































