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Comparison between 171 & 172 CSP students

No significant differences (p>0.05) between 171 & 172 CSP students in:
* Biology class exam average (73% in Fall & 69% in Winter)

ldea: Develop a placement test to assess preparation

Inadequate 1. What prior knowledge is necessary for . Biology course grade (Fall 2015 only) (~79.5%)
Adequate preparation : » Current GPA (~3.1 in Fall & Winter)
preparation SBUCIC ess;’ ul performance in Introductory Bio 172 CSP students are on average 0.5 semester farther along in their college careers.
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171 (ecology, evolution, genetics, and diversity of life) preparation to increase success in

Bio 172 CSP students appear to be better prepared, but the 172 CSP students’ outcomes

*172/174 (cell and molecular biology, animal and plant physiology), and Introdu ctory Biology? are the same as 171 students (exam average, course grade).

173 (project-based laboratory with modules that cover content from
both 171 and 172/174).

Enrollment in each of these courses is 500+ students per semester.

Students in Introductory Biology have diverse biology backgrounds and App rOaCh _

prior coursework experience. Differing levels of preparation stem from > Summer 2015: drafted pre-assessment using % 100 S02699 L e 3 & 2 . /M/
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interested in taking Introductory Biology were enrolled in smaller stand- sections of 171 & 172 (n = 92); revised ’ i

alone sections taught by dedicated Lecturers (Giffen and Laury Wood). questions as needed and removed questions > Pre-assessment % alone is not sufficient to predict success (Figs. 4, 5, 6)

» Use multiple linear regression (MLR) to incorporate additional variables we
believe may have predictive value: 171 vs. 172, semester in college, first-
generation status, number of previous college science courses, ACT score, AP
biology course & exam score.

» Only variables that have statistically significant predictive value are pre-
assessment score & ACT score

FSP sections meet an additional 2.5 hqurs per week to allow for greater and non-distractor choices
instructor-student contact and more time to focus on mastering the ) . . . :
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While this additional in-class time has helped many CSP students
succeed, there remains a group of students whose high school science
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based on best MLR model.
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