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Beyond Retention:  Supporting Student Success, Persistence and Completion Rates through a Technology-based, Campus-wide, Comprehensive Student Support Program


Shifting focus from retaining high risk students to promoting academic success for all, Paul Smith’s College created a new Comprehensive Student Support Program.  Using technology to act as an information hub that also automates and improves communications between students, instructors, advisors, student support staff and administrative offices, PSC has achieved broad adoption of the new program.  Our Comprehensive Student Support Program has four main phases: 1) identification of high students, 2) intervention with identified students and 3) feedback to faculty and 4) assessment and evaluation.  We designed a clear and intuitive warning flag system including three levels of flags: informational, action and urgent, so that students with academic or other challenges that threaten their success are quickly identified and referred to the appropriate support services.  Key considerations, suggestions for replication and results are discussed.
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Need for Comprehensive Student Support Program

PSC enrolled 1,063 students in the Fall of 2011.  Thirty-four percent were female; 66% male.  Eight percent were minorities, with the largest proportion being African American.  Sixty-seven percent were New York State residents.  Our average student is a traditionally aged, white male from a rural background who is both a first generation student and eligible for Pell.  

PSC serves a high need population with 43% of Fall 2011incoming students eligible for Pell, 51% reporting they were first generation college students and 47% graduating in the bottom half of their high school class, with an average SAT math and verbal score of less than 500.  A large percentage of our students are under-prepared when entering college with an average of 30% of associate students and 19% of baccalaureate students testing into developmental math over the past 4 years.  These high risk students typically face financial concerns (20% of all students in Fall 2011 were eligible for the maximum Pell award) and are often not equipped to handle the rigor and pace of college courses.  Further, as with many first generation college students, they often lack familial support and role models demonstrating the value of higher education.  As might be expected based on this high need student profile, our first time, full time retention rate has averaged between 60-65%.  Thus, the challenge PSC has faced and has worked to address is not only how to retain these high need students; but, how to support their success along their path to graduation. 

Theory and History of the Practice

A strategic planning process gave Paul Smith’s College an opportunity to examine its retention challenges in a collaborative campus-wide task force of administrative leaders, faculty and staff. The combination of data gathered during the decennial self-study for Middle States Commission on Higher Education accreditation (2008) and a review of current literature led to a major strategic initiative focused on developing a Comprehensive Student Support Program for Student Success.  Key to the success of this new effort was to identify and resolve the underlying issues that were preventing progress in previous retention efforts.


Historically, the college was known for a progressive, well-utilized academic support center that provided peer tutoring, supplemental instruction and a writing center. Student services were also provided through a student development center, career services, student life, Higher Education Opportunity Program, accommodative services center, and health services.  In 2005, a retention committee recommended the creation of an office of retention to help coordinate interventions with at risk students and refer them to the correct support offices. A director of  retention  position was created and charged to develop this programming, along with a 3-credit first year seminar course. During this same period a TRiO SSS grant was received to target services for first generation, low income and students with disabilities. However, after 5 years the retention rate had remained stubbornly consistent.  While the retention office was intended to act as an information and communication hub between instructors, faculty, student support offices and the students, it quickly became apparent that no one office could track all of the interactions between students and the campus community. The retention office was unable to coordinate effective interventions on students’ behalf.  In fact, the addition of the new services added additional complexity creating an even more complicated web of communication as can be seen in Figure 1 below.  
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Figure 1: 
Figure 2:
The strategic planning process that followed the MSCHE Self Study (PSC, 2008) identified several underlying challenges: 1) the need for improved communication flow within and between faculty and support offices; 2) improved information flow; 3) improved coordination of response; and 4) a method to provide feedback and close the reporting loop.  
	Root Cause: Information and Communication Problems 
Limited and delayed information and communications flow leads to delayed identification or non-identification of at-risk students and a poorly coordinated response or lack of response.


These challenges had also been previously identified by several retention committees and the MSCHE self study and had not been resolved by the addition of the retention office with several staff members. The only viable solution appeared to be a technological solution that could address both the need for an information storage hub and for automating communication and feedback to the users.


Thus, having identified the need for a technological solution to address the fundamental communication and information flow problems, the implementation taskforce identified the key features required including automated communications, data storage, real time responsiveness and the security capabilities to ensure both FERPA compliance and access to information for everyone who has a stake in a student’s success.  The use of technology to improve communication presented several other advantages. First, most of today’s first year students, far more than previous cohorts, expect to use technology and have it play a major role in both academic and social settings (Junco, 2005).  


In addition, the new technology had the potential to impact the efficiency of the early alert process already in place. Kuh, Kinzie, Schuh, Whitt and Associates (2005) recommend getting to students early and recognized early outreach and identification of concerns as a common practice in their study of effective (DEEP) schools. Paul Smith’s had implemented an early alert procedure more than a decade ago.  Concerns were regularly monitored at the fourth and eighth week of the semester; however, the process was cumbersome, time-consuming and inefficient, with an information delay of nearly a week. Feedback to faculty was rarely provided. Since a second strategic goal for the College focused on increasing efficiencies, this new technology could allow progress on multiple strategic goals. 

After a selection process, Starfish® EARLY ALERT and CONNECT programs were identified as the most comprehensive solution. Starfish® would provide the needed information hub. It would automate communications between and among students, instructors, advisors, student support staff and administrative offices in real time and increase the efficiency of our existing early warning systems. With the College in a period of significant budget constraint, a strong case for investing scarce resources had to be made. Webber and Ehrenberg have investigated the impact of expenditures other than instructional expenditures on graduation and persistence rates. Their findings suggest that the marginal effect of a $100 increase in student service expenditures per student can lead to a 0.6 percentage point graduation rate increase at institutions where the graduation rate is initially 50 percent or less (Webber and Ehrenberg, 2010). Ryan has also found that instructional and academic support expenditures can positively affect graduation rates (Ryan, 2004). With this information and a plan for implementing the Starfish® programs, the proposal was approved with a recommendation to accelerate the timeline for implementation a semester earlier.  

With technology in place to begin addressing the communication and information flow issues, the College could now move forward to develop an organizational structure that would better support a student success model.  Changing the focus of the campus conversation from a more traditional retention model to a more holistic student success model was supported by the literature and generated campus-wide participation by emphasizing the importance of every student and not just at-risk students. In Choosing to Improve, Voices from Colleges and Universities with Better Graduation Rates, Kevin Carey identifies key characteristics of institutions with significantly higher graduation rates than other similar colleges. These include developing early connections to campus, the quality of teaching and learning, data-driven decision making and the importance of campus leadership in making student success a top campus-wide priority (Carey, 2005).  As a result, one of the highest priorities in this strategic plan was creating a more cohesive, comprehensive advising and support system that emphasized student success. One that was reliable and accessible for each student, no longer focusing on only at risk students.  Individual initiatives to help reach this goal were to: 1) prioritize existing resources and create a comprehensive support program; 2) intentionally cross-collaborate; 3) create a student success network for all students and 4) identify individual student needs and connect students to services. 

Improvement in communication again became a key focus during this part of the implementation phase, facilitating a shared partnership between the faculty and support areas of the college. The DEEP schools study reveals that collaborative partnerships between student affairs, academic affairs and other institutional support structures is a common characteristic of effective schools (Kuh, Kinzie, Schuh, Whitt and Associates, 2005).  With the failure of the retention office to achieve these critical results, the College needed to rebuild this collaborative framework between faculty and the student support offices and inspire a commitment to the student success model.  

Sagaria and Johnsrud (2005) suggest that “initiatives on many campuses have been fragmented, duplicative and frequently noncumulative” (p. 365). This had been the case at Paul Smith’s. A plan was developed to merge two departments: the academic support center and the retention office, creating an academic success center.  As the academic support center enjoyed a strong partnership with the faculty, the reorganization was an important first step in creating a new collaborative partnership as the foundation for the new comprehensive student support program initiative. In addition, by combining offices responsible for outreach and providing academic support new efficiencies were created and a new early outreach and mentoring program for all students was developed. 
	Root Cause: Fragmented, Duplicative and Noncumulative Retention Efforts 
Fragmented retention efforts can give rise to silos between initiatives resulting in information and communication problems, confusion amongst faculty and advisors as to where to refer students, duplicated efforts, and lost opportunities.


Implementation Plan


Faced with the implementation of new campus-wide software and a needed cultural shift as well as pressure from the senior administration for a quick implementation and results, change management theory was utilized to help create a plan for a successful campus-wide roll out.  John Kotter’s Eight Stage Process for Creating Major Change (Kotter, 1996) was utilized to enhance the acceptance of the new technology and support structure.

The economic crisis of the Great Recession and the resulting enrollment impact increased the urgency of our planned changes.  Because we were both implementing an enterprise level software package with expectations that most faculty and staff would utilize the program as well as attempting to change our campus culture, we had to get people engaged in the process quickly.  The upper and middle administration spoke repeatedly on campus about our enrollment and financial outlook and the critical need to improve our student retention and success rates. This helped in raising the profile of the coming change and insured that everyone knew that the change was needed for the college to avoid layoffs and other extreme measures.

A project coalition was formed at the beginning of November 2009 comprised of the director of the academic success center, the director of institutional research, the director of human resources (and chair of one of the strategic planning implementation taskforces) and the provost (chair of the strategic planning process) with the goal of having the Starfish® system operational campus-wide by the beginning of the Spring 2010 semester.  Additional time was given for the merger of the retention office and the academic success center due to its complexity. Dividing the work load, the process was coordinated by the director of HR while the director of the new academic success center oversaw the merger of the retention office with the academic support center.  The director of IR led the Starfish® implementation while the provost provided the necessary executive help to overcome the inevitable obstacles.

Creation of the Academic Success Center


      The proposed organizational structure for the academic success center was designed to create an effective and efficient method for outreach and support of students on a pathway toward graduation. The center created a logical institutional control point for the proposed comprehensive advising and student support program in the strategic plan. The model preserved the established success of the academic support center which was housed in the Joan Weill Adirondack Library and enjoyed a positive reputation on campus.  The model also made a needed change by incorporating the former retention counselors, as academic success counselors, to foster cross-collaboration and create synergy in the delivery of services.  In addition, a writing center position was expanded to a fulltime coordinator creating greater opportunity to support student learning and collaborate with faculty and a half-time professional math tutor position was added to provide needed support in a target area and work closely with math faculty on developmental math initiatives. To facilitate management of data and new technology systems, a staff support position was created.  Special emphasis was placed on empowering the employees within the newly created department.  As Kotter (1996) suggests this can be an enormous source of power to effect change “with the right structure, training systems and supervisors to build on a well communicated vision” (p.115). The director was given time and funds for professional development. Significant time was spent redesigning the website and other publications in a team-oriented atmosphere in order to help create a positive environment to manage the multiple changes taking place. 

Technology Implementation

In November and December 2009, the data for a draft communication plan for the Starfish® implementation was gathered. In addition, a Starfish® system training plan was developed for staff, resident assistants and faculty prior to the start of the semester.

 In early January 2010 support staff were trained on the Starfish® system and given a week trial period to work with the system and provide input on revisions to the system set-up.  By the end of the week the staff were both proficient at using the program and confident that they were set up to receive the information that they needed to help their students. 

Next, the resident assistants were trained on the student side of the Starfish® system. This occurred one week prior to the start of the semester during their pre-semester training. The feedback collected from these student leaders revealed that the system would be of most use to them if their advisors and instructors were actively using it. 

Finally, faculty received a one hour webinar during a pre-semester in-service day.  Knowing that our faculty were committed to student success, yet often busy with other duties, we had identified Starfish® as requiring minimal training to utilize the program.  In addition, our goals for the faculty piece of the Starfish® implementation was to keep the system as simple and intuitive as possible and to place as few additional demands on faculty time as possible.  We accomplished these goals in several ways: by clearly naming and describing all warning “flags” in the system; simplifying the early alert process by using the integrated early alert survey in Starfish®; and by expecting faculty advisors to only intervene with students when the student was clearly at risk.  The training occurred in two computer labs so that faculty could set up their profiles and practice with the system as they learned.  Faculty were told that they were expected to complete 4th week Early Alert Survey as always but through the Starfish® program.  In addition, they were also required to submit midterm grades on all students as usual.  The only new requirement was that if an advisor received a “6 Flag Warning—Advisor and Support Action” flag on an advisee, they would be expected to outreach to that student to discuss their issues.  By stating our goal of making more efficient use of faculty time, we were able to get quicker faculty buy-in to the process.
	Implementation Key Points
When designing an early alert system, create an information and communication plan that is:

· Intentional—who should do what, when

· Intuitive—easy for people to identify what they should do and what others will do
· Simple—requires minimal training
· Clear—easy to remember what to do
By using these four key points when designing our “Flag” information and communications plan, we were able to:

· minimize training time 

· minimize confusion

· maximize compliance with required action

· maximize voluntary utilization of the Starfish program to report student issues.



Another reason for creating a simple, intuitive plan is that without planning, it is possible to go from little or no information flow to total information overload.  In the Starfish EARLY ALERT® system, faculty or staff can indicate a concern about a student by raising a “flag”.  In order to manage the large amount of information coming from the early alert system, we designed a three level hierarchy of our flags: Informational, Action and urgent Flags.  

Informational Flags


On the first level of flags are the informational flags.  While these flags notify people of a concern about a student that does not rise to the level of necessarily calling for specific action, they allow our advisors and support offices to gain important and accurate information about a student’s progress.  Thus, when student interventions are needed the support offices or advisors can address the right concerns and help the students get back on track.  Examples of informational flags are listed below.

	Level 1: Informational Flags

	From Faculty out to Support Offices
	From Administrative Offices to Support Offices and Advisors

	Low Grades

Attendance Concern

Missing Work

Social/Personal Concern

No Show in Class

Behavioral Issues

MidTerm Grade Below a C


	Academic Probation

Transitional Program

High Risk

CSI Risk Factors

Registrar’s Office Hold

Financial Aid Hold

Student Accounts Hold

Health Services Hold

Did Not Pre-Register

Leaving at End of Semester



Permissions to raise, view or clear a flag varies with both the flag and the relationship of the person to the student and is FERPA compliant.  Starfish allows us to create an individualized Success Network for each student.  This network includes their instructors, advisor, the academic success center staff, student development and other support services who are working with the student.  All of these individuals can see relevant flags and notes on the student ensuring that everyone working to help the student has the correct information to do so.


Students can see some flags on their profiles in Starfish including the Low Grades, Attendance Concern and Missing Work Flags.  In addition, when these flags are raised, the student receives an automated email message telling them that their instructor is concerned and has raised a flag and discussing next steps the student should take to address the problem and identifying office and services that the student may turn to for help.  Automated emails are also sent to the student’s Success Network.  For example, the TRiO program can see Low Grade flags on students in the TRiO program and will receive an email telling them that the Low Grade flag has been raised on the student and the details of the flag.  Flags that are marked Private can only be seen by the people in the office which receives the flag.  In order to avoid email overload, advisors and support staff can choose to receive one daily email digest of all automated emails concerning students that they have a relationship with.  Examples of automated emails sent to students can be found in Appendix A. 


Automated flags can also be raised.  Our faculty report midterm grades on all students through our student information system.  The faculty member enters midterm grades into our SelfService Portal and then the grade data is extracted and automatically pumped to the Starfish system each night.  Any student that receives a midterm grade below a C in any class has an automated flag “MidTerm Grade Below a C” raised and an automated email is sent to the student, their advisor and anyone with the appropriate relationship to the student.  

 Action Flags 


The Action Flags are the second level of flag and they identify students who are in need of intervention.  When an Action Flag is raised, it carries with it an expectation of outreach.  The name of the office responsible for outreach is used in the name of the flag to make it clear who is responsible for outreaching to the student.  We prioritize student outreach based on both the flag level and by the number of active flags that a student has on their account.  Our Action Flags include several “priority” flags which are raised by the system in response to the total number of different types of active flags on a student’s account.  For instance, if a student had 3 active academic flags on their account (for example, the informational flags on the left in the table above).  The Starfish system would raise a 3 Academic Flag Warning—Support Action Flag.  The name of the flag reflects the reason why the flag was raised, the student had 3 active academic flags, and who is expected to outreach to the student, in this case, the support offices.  When a student has 6 active academic flags on their account, that student is definitely having difficulties and so, as the name implies, both the faculty advisor and the support offices are responsible for outreaching to the student to find out what is happening.

	Level 2: Action Flags

	From Faculty out to Support Offices
	From Support Offices to Other Offices and Advisors
	Automated System Flags

	Student Development—Private

Health Concern—Private
	Missed Required Tutoring

Missed Required ARP Meeting

Required Tutoring will be Cancelled
	3 Academic Flag Warning—Support Action

6 Academic Flag Warning—Advisor and Support Action


Urgent Flag


Urgent Flags are the third and final level of flag.  When these flags are raised an immediate email is sent to everyone in the student’s Success Network.  This email breaks through the normal preference for one daily email digest and is immediately delivered.  An Urgent Flag asks everyone who has a relationship to the student to immediately intervene with the student as they are in danger of being suspended within the next few days.  The SafetyNet Notification of a Health/Safety or Behavioral Concern Flag results in an email being sent to all of the members of our behavioral response team.  The Flag description is quite clear that if the person raising the flag feels the situation rises to the level of an imminent threat, they should call Campus Safety directly and not use the flag.

	Level 3: Urgent Flags

	Calls for intervention
	Private notification to SafetyNet—behavioral intervention team
	Notification to Campus

	Suspension for non-payment

Academic Recovery Program Suspension Warning

Health Services Suspension Warning

Financial Aid Loss of Funding
	SafetyNet Notification of a Health/Safety or Behavioral Concern
	Trespass Notice

· used when a student is banned from campus



When an advisor or support office intervenes with a student, the results of the intervention are conveyed back to the flag raiser and to others in the student’s support network by a “close the loop” feature.  When a flag is cleared the person clearing the flag can type comments concerning the intervention, what was discussed and the student’s plan for future action.  This information is then conveyed back to the flag raiser and can also be seen by others in the student’s success network, thus closing the loop for the faculty member and keeping everyone working with the student informed of recent developments.  A note-keeping feature also provides a means to share information and avoid duplication of effort with the same student.

How does the practice work?


The Comprehensive Student Support Program has four main phases: 1) identification of at-risk students, 2) intervention with identified students and 3) feedback to faculty and 4) assessment and evaluation.

Phase 1:  Identification of at-risk students

A cornerstone of the Comprehensive Student Support Program is the earliest possible identification of at-risk students.  As such, we use multiple ways to identify at-risk students, including: 

1) Predictive Modeling prior to enrollment.

· Using historical data available prior to enrollment including: demographic data, test scores, Noel Levitz College Student Inventory (CSI) data and intended major, we predict a student’s end of first semester gpa based on the predictive model.  Students who score a 2.15 or lower are considered at high risk of academic difficulty and we raise a “High Risk Flag” in our early alert system (Starfish EARLY ALERT®.  As a result, these students start the semester with one “risk factor flag” or concern on their profile.  Students are prioritized for outreach based on the number of “flags” or concerns that they have on their profile as discussed below.
· The predictive model is refined each year with the prior year’s data and results.

2) Students on probation or re-instated from suspension.
· Students on probation or on probation after being re-instated from suspension are required to participate in the Academic Recovery Program.  These students also have an “Academic Probation Flag” raised on them in our early alert system.
3) Noel Levitz College Student Inventory® Risk Factors

· All incoming students complete the CSI during the summer prior to their enrollment.

· Students who score at risk on 5 out of 6 CSI risk factor scales including: study habits, self-reported college preparation, dropout proneness, predicted academic difficulty, study habits, educational stress and academic stress have a “CSI Risk Factors Flag” raised on them prior to the start of their first semester.  These students are targeted for early intervention and invited to participate in our Early Outreach Program
4) Transitional Students

· Provisionally admitted students who do not qualify for full admission to the college are required to participate in an academic mentoring program similar to the Academic Recovery Program for their first three semesters.

· “High Risk Flag” raised in Starfish prior to first semester.  
5)  Borderline Cumulative Grade Point Averages

· Students whose cumulative grade point averages are close to but do not qualify for probation are also flagged as “High Risk”.  Particularly, freshmen whose gpa’s are above the 1.50 cutoff for probation but below 2.00.
6) Large Grade Point Average Drops between Semesters

· The Registrar identified a population of students who were being suspended without being placed on probation first.  Further transcript analysis revealed that these students were performing well, typically 2.5-3.5 in their first semester, then have a large gpa drop in their second semester, but their cumulative gpa is high enough to remain off probation.  When they return for the third semester, they perform poorly again, resulting in suspension.

· Students with large gpa drops, especially students with large gpa drops that have a cumulative gpa that is under a 2.50 receive a “High Risk Flag”.
7) Early Alert Survey Results (4 weeks)

· At the end of the 4th week of classes, an Early Alert Survey is conducted through Starfish.  Faculty are asked to indicate whether based on their professional judgment they are concerned about a student in any of 4 areas:  Low Grades, Missing Work, Attendance Concern or Social/Personal Concerns.  Note that these are all Informational Level Flags.

· Instructors receive automated email reminders that link to the survey and remind them to complete it by the deadline.  The survey is open approximately 5 days.

· The survey allows faculty to view their class list with 4 columns one for each concern.  They simply check the appropriate boxes and click submit.  Once a faculty member submits their survey, the appropriate flags are raised and automated emails are sent to the student, their advisor and support network (depending on the flag).

· Students are prioritized for intervention based on the 3 and 6 Academic Flag Warning Action Flags when they have either 3 or 6 active academic flags on their accounts.  Students with a 6 Academic Flag Warning have the highest priority and both their advisors and the support offices are responsible for trying to contact them (see Appendix A for example of automated email sent to advisors).
8) MidTerm Grade Automated Flags (8 weeks)

· All faculty are required to submit midterm grades on all students.  This was not a change.  But now, grade data from our student information system is pumped out each night to the Starfish system.  When faculty submit their midterm grades, for each grade a student receives below a C, a MidTerm Grade Below a C Flag is raised and an automated email is sent to them.  An example of this email can be found in Appendix A.

· As with Early Alerts above, students are prioritized for intervention based on the 3 and 6 Academic Flag Warnings.
9) Self-identified Students

· Students are also allowed to self-identify as needing or wanting academic help.  Students can choose to enroll themselves in our Early Outreach Program which provides individualized success coaching to both our students identified as high risk and to any student who asks.
10) Continuous Monitoring for Concerns (always available)

· Faculty and staff have access to Starfish at all times and may raise a flag on a student at anytime during the semester.  In fact, while we told faculty that they were not required to use the system outside of the mandatory Early Alert Survey at 4 weeks, we had almost 300 flags raised prior to the first Early Alert Survey and in that first semester almost 50% of the flags were raised outside of Early Alerts or the MidTerm grade Flags indicating that our faculty did not want to wait to report a concern about a student.

· Students who are identified as at-risk at any point during the semester through the 3 and 6 Academic Flag Warnings are prioritized for outreach as above.
Phase 2:  Intervention Strategies
Members of the student’s Success Network (advisor, faculty members, academic success counselors, mentors) use the information communicated through Starfish Early Alert to outreach to the identified students in a variety of ways. In all cases, the goal is to intervene early enough to impact student success and to help students develop the skills they need to become successful independent learners.  Table 1 provides a summary of the key intervention strategies utilized by the Academic Success Center.  These intervention strategies fall into three main categories: Targeted Programs, Early Outreach, and Voluntary Support.

	Table 1:  Comprehensive Academic Intervention Strategies 

	Type of Outreach
	Population
	Point of Identification
	Key Intervention Strategies

	Targeted
	1) Transitional


	Admissions Process
	· Welcome Letter at acceptance from Academic Success Director with overview of program which lasts 3 semesters.

· Meeting with Academic Success Counselor at Summer Orientation. 

· High Academic Risk Flag raised for semester.

· Weekly meetings with academic success counselor focusing on time management, organization and strategies to improve academic  success

· Connecting students to other support services including tutoring, Supplemental Instruction, Health Services, Financial Aid, Student Accounts, and Career Services. 

· Pay-for-Performance scholarship incentive provides opportunity to earn graduated scholarship ($500-$3,000 per year) by achieving and maintaining academic success.

	
	2) Academic Recovery Program
	Academic Probation or Reinstatement from Suspension
	· Academic Probation Flag raised for semester.

· Advocate assigned for regular meetings during semester and to help student develop Academic Recovery Plan.

· Required First Week Meeting to develop and sign Academic Recovery contract including required attendance, tutoring, workshops, and/or other options. 

· Academic Success Plan developed to guide the student to establish goals which can be revisited throughout the semester (see Appendix C).

· Weekly required meetings with advocate.

· Suspension for Non-Compliance--non-compliant students flagged with Urgent Flag indicating a possible suspension. Requires meeting with the Academic Success Director toaddress the concerns. 

· Pay for Performance Scholarship—students on probation who achieve Dean’s List can earn $500 scholarship for next semester.

	Early Outreach Program


	1) CSI Risk Factors
	5 or more risk factors on Noel Levitz College Student Inventory 
	· CSI Risk Factor Flag raised keeping student on radar of their Success Network.

· Academic Success Counselor Outreach at start of each semester (see Appendix D).        

· Advisors meet with all new students and review CSI report and suggest strategies for success. 

	
	2) High Risk Entering Profile
	Predictive Modeling  report generated from Institutional Research Office
	· High Academic Risk Flag raised at the start of semester.

· Academic Success Counselor outreaches to each student to encourage them to participate in the Early Outreach Program.

· An Academic Success Plan (Appendix C) is developed with students who participate with an option for regular follow-up meetings during the semester.



	
	3) All Students with Early Alert Survey Flags 
	Early Alert Survey – Week Four
	· Informational Outreach: Automated e-mail to student for Low Grade, Attendance Concern, and Missing Work Flags with information on next steps to take. (see Appendix A)

· Personalized Prioritized Outreach: Students with 3 and 6 flag warnings prioritized for outreach. Academic Success Team meets to coordinate personal outreach attempts (mail merge, Starfish “To Do”) to encourage student to meet and seek academic support. 

· Support Meeting(s): Responding students meet with Success Counselor to develop plan to get back on track.

· Clearing Flags and commenting on results of intervention meetings are key to establishing communications loop with faculty and developing faculty trust in the process. Faculty members can raise the concern again if progress is not made.

	
	4) All Students with Midterm grades below C
	Midterm 

Grade Report


	· Informational Outreach: Automated e-mail to student for each grade below a C contains information on next steps and academic support services who can help. (see Appendix A)

· Personalized Prioritized Outreach: Students with 3 and 6 flag warnings prioritized for outreach. Academic Success Team meets to coordinate personal outreach attempts (mail merge, Starfish “To Do”) to encourage student to meet and seek academic support. 

· Support Meeting(s): Responding students meet with Success Counselor to develop plan to get back on track.

· Clearing Flags and commenting on results of intervention meetings are key to establishing communications loop with faculty and developing faculty trust in the process. 

	
	5) All Students 
	Continuous Monitoring
	· Continuous monitoring throughout semester.

· Prioritized Outreach based on 3- and 6- flag warning and other Action Flags

· Outreach Process and results same as above.

	Voluntary Support
	All students 
	Student self-identifies and seeks supports
	· Inform students of program and opportunity for academic support provided through the academic success center, first year seminar classes and connections made through the early outreach program.

· Volunteering students often join in response to earlier outreach or established relationship from previous semester’s outreach attempts. 
· Develop Academic Plan with Academic Success Counselor during regular meetings.

· Connect Students to other support services including tutoring, Supplemental Instruction, Health Services, Financial Aid, Student Accounts, and Career Services.


Phase 3: Feedback to Faculty


Both our MSCHE Self Study process and our Strategic Planning Process identified lack of faculty feedback on student concerns they reported as a major barrier to increasing collaboration and coordination of student success efforts between the support offices and the faculty.  The faculty felt that they reported concerns into a “black box” and never heard about the results of any actions taken.  As a result, many faculty did not understand, trust, or respect the work being done by the support offices.  Closing the communications loop with the faculty became a main feature of our information and communications plan.  During implementation and the first semester of deployment, usage of the system was monitored with multiple meetings of student support office staff to evaluate how the system was performing and whether we needed to make any changes to our information and communications plan.  Additional meetings with faculty were held as both open forums and at divisional meetings. These meetings helped resolve any coordination issues that arose between the two groups.  For example, originally the support office staff assumed that they should not clear any faculty raised flags; however, the faculty wanted the flags cleared by the staff so that they could get feedback on the results of the student intervention.  In addition, the faculty wanted to be able to re-raise a flag if the problem continued or was not resolved so that a flag would not just “sit” open for an extended period of time.  Additionally, the support offices have continued to increase the quality and quantity of their comments back to the faculty as our use of the system has matured.  As a result, we have seen several unanticipated benefits.  The support offices report more direct communication from faculty.  More faculty are calling or meeting with individual support staff to discuss their concerns or a student’s situation in more detail.  Faculty continue to utilize the system at very high rates, both Early Alert Survey and MidTerm Grade compliance remains close to 100%.  We have seen an increased campus conversation around student success from admissions requirements to the best strategies for effective intervention with at-risk students to curricular reform.
Phase 4: Assessment and Evaluation


The Comprehensive Student Support Program is evaluated regularly using both formative and summative evaluation.  During the semester, response rates to student issues are monitored using flag clearance rates as an indicator of the responsiveness of the system.  For example, when we analyzed flag clearance rates for the Spring 2010 semester, we discovered that most students receiving a 6 Flag Warning Flag were not successfully outreached to within a reasonable period of time following the Early Alert Survey.  Planning over the summer lead to an increased coordination of response in the Fall 2010 semester which allowed the Academic Success Center to triple the number of students who were successfully helped in the first week after the survey, ultimately reaching 60% more students during the 4 week period (Figure 1).
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Figure 1: Percentage of “6 Flag Warning” flags cleared in the initial weeks following the Early Alert Survey.

Early Alert Survey results are also monitored and adjustments to the survey or messaging around the survey are changed as a result.  As shown in Table 2, survey compliance has been close to 100% of all sections reporting.  In Fall 2011, the survey was expanded to include the laboratory sections of lecture and lab courses.  In the past, only the lecture instructor responded to the survey.  As you can see, the drop in compliance to 84% indicates that we did not do enough training and communicating with the lab instructors to explain their role in the new expanded survey.  In addition, we also monitor the types of flags raised during the survey.  Because we want the survey to be quick and easy for the instructors to complete to maintain high compliance, we need to gather the best information possible while minimizing the length of the survey.  In the first year of the Early Alert Survey, we asked instructors for information in 4 areas of concern: Low Grades, Attendance Concern, Social/Personal Concerns and Lack of Motivation.  Feedback from both faculty and the support offices indicated that the Lack of Motivation Flag did not provide enough information for an effective understanding of the student’s situation.  Thus, the Lack of Motivation Flag was dropped from the survey and a new Missing Work Flag was added to give more information about the student’s performance in class (see Table 3 for the distribution of the Early Alert Flags).
	 Table 2: Early Alert Survey Results

	 
	2010
	2011

	
	Spring
	Fall
	Spring
	Fall

	Sections Reporting
	92%
	98%
	96%
	84%

	Completion Time (days)
	1.8
	1.4
	2.25
	1.7

	# Flags Raised
	614
	789
	700
	810

	# Students Flagged
	291
	380
	342
	387

	% Students Flagged
	35%
	38%
	37%
	36%


The ultimate goal of the Comprehensive Student Support Program is to increase the graduation rates of our students; however, graduation rates are a long term indicator of success and can take 2-6 years to begin to see changes.  Retention rates also take a minimum of a year or more to see results.  This time horizon is too long to maintain buy-in for the changes necessary for success.  An important component of managing change is to generate short term wins to demonstrate that a new program is, in fact, having a positive impact.  Short term wins have many important functions including: 1) help justify short-term costs; 2) build the morale and motivation of the change participants; 3) makes it more difficult for change resisters to block needed changes; 4) provides evidence to the upper administration that the effort is on track; and 5) helps build momentum by generating more buy in to the change process (Kotter, 1996).  
	Table 3: Distribution of Early Alert Flags

	
	2010
	2011

	 
	Spring
	Fall
	Spring
	Fall

	Attendance Concern
	24%
	19%
	19%
	15%

	Lack of Motivation
	18%
	11%
	
	

	Low Grades
	54%
	66%
	49%
	52%

	Social/Personal Concerns
	5%
	4%
	3%
	2%

	Missing Work
	 
	 
	29%
	31%


Because graduation rates are a long term indicator of success, it was critical that key performance indicators in the early, middle and late stages were identified for the Comprehensive Student Support Program.  These indicators needed to reflect the goals of the longer term change desired.  Thus, we identified the following key performance indicators for the comprehensive student support program (Table 4).
	Table 4: Key Performance Indicators for the Comprehensive Student Support Program

	Early Indicators
	Middle Indicators
	Late Indicators

	% D and F midterm grades

% D and F final grades

% students with 1 or more final grades of D or F

% students suspended after probation

% students with Term gpa >2.0
	Year-to-year retention rates

% students with Overall gpa>2.0

% students in good standing after probation

% students on probation

% students suspended
	Multi-year retention rates

Graduation rates


Evidence Supporting Effectiveness


In the two years of the Comprehensive Student Support Program, our results have been broad-based and have exceeded expectations.  Because it is antithetical to our mission to help every student, we do not randomize treatment groups or refuse interventions to any student, we compare our results after the start of the Comprehensive Student Support Program (Spring 2010) with the same semester average of the three years prior to the intervention.  

Early Indicators:


As of Fall 2011, the percentage of F grades earned at midterms has declined by 27% from the three year prior average while the percentage of A and B grades has increased by 10%.  For final grades, the percentage of F grades is down 43% while the percentage of A grades is up by 11% and the percentage of B grades is up by 12% (see Table 5).

	Table 5: Final Grade Distribution

	Fall
	A
	B
	C
	D
	F

	2007
	25.5%
	31.9%
	22.1%
	10.4%
	10.1%

	2008
	23.3%
	32.0%
	24.5%
	10.2%
	10.0%

	2009
	26.0%
	30.9%
	21.7%
	11.8%
	9.6%

	2010
	26.4%
	33.5%
	22.8%
	9.4%
	8.0%

	2011
	27.6%
	35.4%
	22.9%
	8.5%
	5.6%



The percentage of students who receive at least one final grade of D or F decreased 28% from 46.1% for the prior 3 year average to 34.3%  for Fall 2011 (Figure 2).
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Figure 2: Percentage of students earning at least one D or F final grade.


Since the start of the Comprehensive Student Support Program, the percentage of students who are suspended after being on probation has decreased by 50% (from 62% to 31%) and the percentage of students finishing their semester on probation in good standing (overall GPA of 2.00 or higher) is up 62% (from 34% to 55%) (Figure 3).


The percentage of students with a term GPA in good standing (2.00 or greater) increased 11% from 75% to 83% (Figure 4).

Middle Indicators:


The percentage of students in good academic standing with their overall GPA increased 7% from 82% for the three year prior average to 88% for Fall 2011 (Figure 4). 


Year-to-year retention rates have increased 9% on average (an average of Fall 2010 and Fall 2011 rates) for sophomore to junior retention over the previous three year averages; however, our freshman to sophomore retention rates have remained stubbornly consistent at approximately 62%.
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Figure 3: Academic Recovery Program student results.
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Figure 4: Percentage of Students in Good Standing with Term and Overall GPA.

The percentage of students ending the semester on probation has declined by 36% (from 11.1% to 7.1%, while the percentage of students suspended at the end of the semester has declines 41% from 3.5% to 2.1% (Figure 5).
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Figure 5: Percentage of Students ending semester on probation or suspension.

The percentage of students achieving Dean’s List has increased by 17% over the prior three year average while the percentage of students achieving our highest honor, the Adirondack Scholar designation is up 44% from 6% to 8.7%.  These gains reflect the comprehensive nature of our success effort.  We are concerned with increasing all of our student’s success, not just our at-risk students.  
Late Indicators:


While the Comprehensive Student Support Program is only beginning its third year, we have already seen an increase in graduation rates for associate degree-seeking students graduating on-time in two years of 23% from the prior three year average of 17.2% to 21.2% for the Fall 2009 cohort.  The Comprehensive Student Support Program started during this cohort’s second semester freshmen year (Figure 6).
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Figure 6: Percentage of Associate degree-seeking students graduating on-time in 2 years.
Evaluation: Costs
This program was funded by a $120,000 donation to the college which allowed the hiring of a full time office manager for the Academic Success Center, increasing the half-time professional writing tutor to full-time, hiring a half-time professional math tutor and purchasing the Starfish EARLY ALERT and CONNECT products.  However, as a result of the efficiencies gained through the reorganization of the student support offices into an Academic Success Center, actual budgetary expenses for educational support services has declined 22% comparing the Fall 2009-Spring 2009 fiscal year with the Fall 2010-Spring 2011 fiscal year saving the college over $100,000 in that year alone.

Further, increases in overall student retention rates have generated increases in net student revenue (see Table 6).  This has resulted in a return value of over $2 million for the college.
	Table 6: Increase in Net Student Revenue due to Increases in Overall Retention Rates

	 
	Increased retention
	Additional Students
	Previous Additional Students Retained
	Total Additional Students
	Net Student Tuition

	Spring 2010 to Fall
	4.40%
	36
	0
	36
	360,000.00

	Fall 2010 to Spring
	0.80%
	8
	31
	39
	390,000.00

	Spring 2011 to Fall
	3.60%
	32
	27
	59
	590,000.00

	Fall 2011 to Spring
	2.00%
	19
	51
	70
	700,000.00

	 
	 
	Grand Total
	
	
	2,040,000.00


Difficulties and Challenges

While our results have exceeded our expectations, several challenges remain.  As mentioned above, in spite of the gains realized in indicators of student success, freshman to sophomore retention rate remains stubbornly consistent at 62%.  When we reviewed the key performance indicators for our first time students we found similar gains in student success.  Results for first time students at the end of their first semester for Fall 2011 compared to the three year average prior to the start of the Comprehensive Student Success Program include: average term gpa up 12% (2.31 to 2.59) over the 3 year average prior to program, 15% increase (from 64% to 73%) in the percent in good standing, 24% decrease in D and 33% decrease in F final grades, 25% decrease students with at least one D or F grade (from 59.1% to 44.2%), 14.6% increase in the % of students in good standing (from 64% to 73%).


Further analysis of our student success data indicates that there remains a population of high-need students, who either come to college underprepared or with significant risk factors, for whom the Comprehensive Student Support Program does not provide enough help and support in their first semester to avoid negative outcomes. 

Example 1: In our first attempt at using predictive modeling to identify high-risk students after admissions but prior to the start of the fall 2010 semester, we identified 99 students who were predicted to earn a first semester GPA below 2.00. Having identified these students, we raised a high-risk warning flag on their student profiles in our Starfish EARLY ALERT® system and targeted them for early intervention and outreach. Despite intensive academic counseling and intervention with 44 of these high-risk students, only 36 percent were able to end the semester in good academic standing (GPA over 2.00).  In contrast, 77 percent of the students predicted to have a first semester GPA in good standing did so. 

Example 2: Students scoring at high risk on five of six Noel Levitz College Student Inventory risk factor scales including self-reported college preparation, dropout proneness, predicted academic difficulty, study habits, educational stress and academic stress, performed significantly worse than low risk students on a variety of student success measures (Table 6).
	Table 6: Performance of First Time Students Identified as High Risk by the CSI survey.

	First Time Students
	Identified with CSI Risk Factors
	

	Fall 2011
	Yes
	No
	% increase or decrease

	Withdrew
	19.4%
	3.1%
	525%

	Ended term on probation
	38.7%
	18.0%
	115%

	Ended term in good standing
	32.3%
	76.9%
	-58%

	Average GPA
	1.56
	2.70
	-42%



As a result, we are: 1) examining our admissions procedures to determine if we can more accurately determine which students will not be successful and encourage them to first attend a community college; 2) investigating earlier outreach or other interventions that may allow us to have a bigger impact on the success of these students; and 3) investigating the possibility of a summer bridge or extended first semester timeline for these high risk students.
Key Success Factors

Our initiative and our great results can be replicated by other institutions.  Most resources needed were provided through redistribution of existing resources to improve efficiency and effectiveness.    


Critical points included:  1) changing from a retention to a student success focus allowed for maximum faculty buy-in; 2) expansion of our excellent academic support center and promotion of its trusted director to director of student success; 3) keeping the Starfish information and communications management plan as simple and intuitive as possible for ease of use and to minimize training needed, 4) the use of change management theory to inform and guide the implementation process.


We did not start a multitude of new programs or hire many new faculty of staff; our program works because of its simple, yet comprehensive, campus-wide approach and the critical buy-in from all campus constituencies, from faculty and faculty advisors to the support and administrative offices.  We have truly built a cohesive, comprehensive student support program for each of our students.
	Key Success Factors
Critical points include:

· Comprehensive Student Support Program direct initiative of Strategic Plan.

· Initiative received support of upper administration and board of trustees.

· Use of change management theory to smooth process and reduce resistance.

· Information and Communications Plan that is:

· Intentional—who needs what information when?

· Clear—who needs to do what, when?

· Simple and intuitive—increase understanding, reduce training, maximize compliance.

· Closes the loop—keep everyone on the same page about the student. 

· Changing from a retention to a student success focus allowed for maximum faculty buy-in

· Reorganization of student support offices under new Academic Success Center

· Increased communication and efficiencies.

· Elimination of Office of Retention which had lost trust of campus stakeholders.

· Demonstrated commitment to change in focus to student success.

· Expansion of trusted academic support center to form new success center ensured campus goodwill.

· Results presented at start of each semester to entire campus at President’s Day meeting.

· Feedback from faculty and support staff regularly sought and incorporated.

· Continuing recognition of faculty and support staff who are most effectively utilizing program to help students.

· Expanding Pay for Performance Scholarships to motivate and reward students for focusing on their academics and succeeding.


Areas in Need of Improvement


As a result of the volume of information that we now have on students, fighting “flag fatigue” has become increasingly important.  We counter this in multiple ways.  During certain weeks of the semester, such as during early alerts and midterm grades, the administrative offices are not allowed to raise flags for administrative holds.  This allows us to prioritize the academic flags and avoid masking academic concerns with other administrative concerns.  Ensuring that these offices are also keeping current with clearing their flags is also important to minimize confusion.  We also encourage faculty and staff to use the daily email digest so that they are not bombarded with emails throughout the day.  


Importantly, we continue to refine and eliminate unnecessary flags to keep the flag system as simple and intuitive as possible.  Currently we are experimenting with our Absence Flags including a Five Absences in a Term Flag to see if it provides good data for the identification of at-risk students.  If it does not help, we will eliminate the flag.


Perhaps the biggest challenge is in our advisor response to the 6 Academic Flag Warning—Advisor and Support Action Flag.  While both the faculty advisor and support staff are supposed to reach out to students who receive this flag, we are mostly seeing only a response from the support offices.  We are investigating whether this is due to a lack of training on initiating this outreach or whether there are other factors which are inhibiting advisors from reaching out to these students.

Replication Suggestions

Our Comprehensive Student Support Program is replicable at other institutions. Following a few critical points can make implementation of a similar program possible at any college or university. 

	Critical Points for Replicating Program
1. Tie initiative to the Strategic Plan.

2. Gain approval and backing from the upper administration and board of trustees.

3. Change campus conversation from retention to success of all students. 
4. Create a campus-wide information and communication hub using technology.
5. Remove barriers to communication and action by reducing silos between programs.
6. Increase compliance by minimizing time required (in training and effort) and maximizing results.
7. Ensure campus stakeholders understand that initiating a successful program is a process requiring continuous feedback, discussion and adjustments to maintain course.

8. Calculate return on investment to maintain commitment to the project from the upper administration and board of trustees.



We strongly suggest that colleges and universities use change management theory to guide the implementation of their programs.  While we used and recommend John Kotter’s Leading Change (Kotter, 1996) for its clarity and simplicity, other frameworks are available and could also be effective.  Large infusions of money are not necessary.  They will help move things forward more quickly but simple steps can generate large results.  By reorganizing and simplifying the organizational structure of our support offices, we were able to increase efficiency and effectiveness while actually reducing expenses by 22%.  In addition, it is important to demonstrate the effectiveness of the changes by selecting performance indicators that allow progress to be demonstrated quickly and regularly every 4-6 months as you pursue your ultimate goal of increased graduation rates.  Finally, maintain the commitment and focus of the upper administration and board of trustees by demonstrating a financial return on investment resulting from increased student persistence and increased efficiency.  Demonstrating student success results are important, but demonstrating a financial return which strengthens the institution’s fiscal position ensures continuing institutional commitment to the program.
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Appendix A: Examples of Automated Email Templates

Automated Email Sent to Student when Low Grades Flag is Raised

Dear STUDENT FIRST NAME:

You have received a Low Grades flag for CLASS NAME. This means that your instructor is concerned about your grades on assignments and/or tests. We recommend that you set-up a meeting with your instructor to discuss this concern and their suggestions on how you might improve your grades.    

In addition, Paul Smith’s has a number of student support services and resources designed to help you on your path to graduation.  To find out more about these services and resources you can set-up a meeting using Starfish with one of our Academic Success Counselors Courtney Bringley or Maureen McMahon, or your individual academic advisor. Starfish also provides you with a list of the support resources available at PSC, which can be found by clicking on the Success Network link in Starfish.
Please take advantage of our student support resources.

The Academic Success Center has a number of resources including academic skills counseling, individual and group tutoring, Supplemental Instruction (SI), and the Writing Center.  To sign-up for tutoring and SI please contact Renee Marleau, the Tutor Coordinator, through Starfish.
Sincerely,

Virginia McAleese

Academic Success Director

Automated Email Sent to Student when MidTerm Grade Below a C is Raised

Subject:  MidTerm grade below a C

Course:
Dear STUDENT FIRST NAME:

You have been identified as a student who has received a midterm grade below a C in COURSE NAME.  Please remember that grades below a C, if not improved, may put you at risk for not meeting the College’s minimum satisfactory GPA of a 2.00.  A cumulative 2.00 GPA is required for successful completion of your studies and eventual graduation from Paul Smith's College.

We believe that you can be successful in your academic studies and hope that you will take advantage of the many support services we offer which can help you in this endeavor.  We recommend that in the remaining weeks of this semester, you take immediate remedial action to improve your individual course grades and thus, your grade point average.  We have several offices, in addition to your instructors, equipped to assist you.

FIRST NAME, I encourage you to seek assistance from any of all of the following people or offices:

Make appointments online with Starfish! (hyperlink).

· For help in your class, contact your instructor for suggestions on improving your grade:

· INSTRUCTOR NAME
· email:  XXXXXXXXXX
· For Tutoring, Supplemental Instruction or the Writing Center, contact:

· The Academic Success Center

· Weill Library 203, Phone ext. 6046 

· email: XXXXXXX
· http://www.paulsmiths.edu/programs/asc/
· For academic skills counseling (help with time management, organization, and study skills), contact:

· An Academic Success Counselor

· XXXXXXX, Weill Library XXX, Phone ext. XXXX, email: XXXXX

· XXXXXXX, Weill Library XXX, Phone ext. XXXX, email: XXXXX mmcmahon2@paulsmiths.edu

· For counseling, support, alcohol and substance abuse concerns and health education, contact:

· The Counseling and Student Development Center

· Weill Student Center 017, Phone ext. 6358

· email:  XXXXXXXXXXXXXXXX

· For issues relating to physical or learning impairments and to seek accommodations for them, contact:

· The Center for Accommodative Services

· Library XXX, Phone ext. XXXX

· Email: XXXXXXXXXXXXXXX

· The TRiO or HEOP Offices if appropriate

Make appointments online with Starfish! (hyperlink).

Sincerely, 

Virginia McAleese

Academic Success Director

Automated Email Sent to Advisor when Advisee has a 6 Academic Flag Warning Flag

Subject Line: Important Advisee issue: 6-flag Warning

Dear FACULTY FIRST NAME:

Your advisee, STUDENT NAME, has six or more Academic Flags active in Starfish. This means that there are significant issues affecting their academic success. Please remember that our comprehensive student success plan calls for intervention by both the student support offices and their faculty advisor at this point.  Without immediate intervention, this student is in unlikely to be academically successful. 

Whether your initial outreach to your advisee is in person, by phone or e-mail, it is important to communicate your concern for the student’s academic success and the need to schedule a time to meet with you to discuss the issues they are facing. As you know, our students continue to report that contact with the faculty is critically important to them and a primary reason why they chose Paul Smith’s College. 
Before your meeting, take time to review flags and flag comments in Starfish so you have a complete picture of what has been reported. These are located under the Tracking tab. Clicking on the + symbol if it is there, as it will provide more details. Please be careful with sensitive information that may have been conveyed others, especially on flags the students cannot see such as social and behavioral concerns. This information should be taken into consideration but not directly revealed to the student. 

When meeting with the student, you may want to discuss strategies the student can use to develop a plan to help themselves or refer them to other student support services such as the Student Development Center, the Academic Success Center, or Center for Accommodative Services. Once you have met with your student, please clear the active flags and indicate notes, as appropriate. In addition, if you are referring a student to a support office, please raise a referral on that student in the same way that you would raise a flag. 

As always, please know that you are a vital piece of our comprehensive student support program and your efforts are critical to student success at Paul Smith’s College. 
Sincerely,

Virginia McAleese

Academic Success Director

Appendix B:  Example of High Academic Risk Mail Merge Letter

Dear (Student First Name):

Our academic records show that your GPA dropped significantly last semester and/or that you may be very close to the College’s minimum satisfactory GPA standard. A cumulative 2.00 GPA is required for successful completion of your studies and eventual graduation from Paul Smith's College. We understand that many factors can contribute to a low GPA (ex. one bad class, an illness, etc.) and that it does not always mean the next semester will follow the same pattern. However, our student data shows that in some cases it can be a very good indicator of need for academic support. 

We want to see you achieve success this semester and hope that you will take advantage of the many support services we offer, which can help you in this endeavor. We recommend that you set-up a meeting with an Academic Success Counselor early in the semester to discuss how your classes are going, develop an academic success plan, and review the available support services. 

If you are familiar with Starfish you could schedule a meeting with us during our available office hours. If not, please contact either Courtney Bringley or Maureen McMahon by phone or email (listed below) and let us know a day and time that would be good for you to meet. 
*If you are already working with TRIO or HEOP, you do not need to set-up a meeting with one of us, but we encourage you to discuss your GPA with your counselor. 

Thank you and we look forward to hearing from you! 

	First Name Last Name Counselor 1 

Academic Success Counselor

Office:

Email:

Phone:
	First Name Last Name Counselor 1 

Academic Success Counselor

Office:

Email:

Phone:


Appendix C: Academic Success Plan Form

Academic Success Plan

	Name:


	Semester:
	Major:

	GPA:


	Advocate:
	Academic Advisor:


Strengths & Weaknesses:

	My Strengths
	My Weaknesses

	· 
	· 


Long-term Goals:

1. ______________________________________________________________________________

2. ______________________________________________________________________________

3. ______________________________________________________________________________

Semester Goals:

	Goal
	Midterm Progress
	End of Semester Outcome

	
	
	

	
	
	

	
	
	


Strategies to get there:

1. ______________________________________________________________________________
2. ______________________________________________________________________________

3. ______________________________________________________________________________

4. ______________________________________________________________________________
Appendix D:  Example of High Academic Risk Mail Merge Letter

Dear (Student First Name):

Our academic records show that your GPA dropped significantly last semester and/or that you may be very close to the College’s minimum satisfactory GPA standard. A cumulative 2.00 GPA is required for successful completion of your studies and eventual graduation from Paul Smith's College. We understand that many factors can contribute to a low GPA (ex. one bad class, an illness, etc.) and that it does not always mean the next semester will follow the same pattern. However, our student data shows that in some cases it can be a very good indicator of need for academic support. 

We want to see you achieve success this semester and hope that you will take advantage of the many support services we offer, which can help you in this endeavor. We recommend that you set-up a meeting with an Academic Success Counselor early in the semester to discuss how your classes are going, develop an academic success plan, and review the available support services. 

If you are familiar with Starfish you could schedule a meeting with us during our available office hours. If not, please contact either Courtney Bringley or Maureen McMahon by phone or email (listed below) and let us know a day and time that would be good for you to meet. *If you are already working with TRIO or HEOP, you do not need to set-up a meeting with one of us, but we encourage you to discuss your GPA with your counselor. 

Thank you and we look forward to hearing from you! 

	First Name Last Name Counselor 1 

Academic Success Counselor

Office:

Email:

Phone:
	First Name Last Name Counselor 1 

Academic Success Counselor

Office:

Email:

Phone:
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		Total Number of Students MidTerm

		academic_term		academic_year		people_code_id_Distinct

		FALL		2007		907

		FALL		2008		919

		FALL		2009		895

		FALL		2010		987

		FALL		2011		1044

		MidTerm Grade Distribution

		academic_term		academic_year		mid_grade_Bins		people_code_id_Count				Sum of people_code_id_Count		Column Labels												MidTerm Grade Distribution

		FALL		2007		A		824				Row Labels		A		B		C		D		F		Grand Total		Fall		A		B		C		D		F

		FALL		2007		B		1141				2007		824		1141		848		482		494		3789		2007		21.7%		30.1%		22.4%		12.7%		13.0%

		FALL		2007		C		848				2008		789		1158		903		457		595		3902		2008		20.2%		29.7%		23.1%		11.7%		15.2%

		FALL		2007		D		482				2009		840		1192		858		560		515		3965		2009		21.2%		30.1%		21.6%		14.1%		13.0%

		FALL		2007		F		494				2010		1009		1291		938		551		491		4280		2010		23.6%		30.2%		21.9%		12.9%		11.5%

		FALL		2008		A		789				2011		1093		1520		1054		516		472		4655		2011		23.5%		32.7%		22.6%		11.1%		10.1%

		FALL		2008		B		1158				Grand Total		4555		6302		4601		2566		2567		20591

		FALL		2008		C		903

		FALL		2008		D		457

		FALL		2008		F		595

		FALL		2009		A		840

		FALL		2009		B		1192

		FALL		2009		C		858

		FALL		2009		D		560

		FALL		2009		F		515

		FALL		2010		A		1009

		FALL		2010		B		1291

		FALL		2010		C		938

		FALL		2010		D		551

		FALL		2010		F		491

		FALL		2011		A		1093

		FALL		2011		B		1520

		FALL		2011		C		1054

		FALL		2011		D		516

		FALL		2011		F		472

		# Students with one D or F grade at MidTerm										% Students with 1 D or F grade at midterm

		academic_term		academic_year		people_code_id_Distinct						Fall		%

		FALL		2007		498						2007		54.9%

		FALL		2008		536						2008		58.3%

		FALL		2009		517						2009		57.8%

		FALL		2010		499						2010		50.6%

		FALL		2011		522						2011		50.0%

		Total # of D and F grades at MidTerm

		academic_term		academic_year		mid_grade_Bins		people_code_id_Count

		FALL		2007		D		482

		FALL		2007		F		494

		FALL		2008		D		457

		FALL		2008		F		595

		FALL		2009		D		560

		FALL		2009		F		515

		FALL		2010		D		551

		FALL		2010		F		491

		FALL		2011		D		516

		FALL		2011		F		472

		Total Number of Students Final

		academic_term		academic_year		people_code_id_Distinct

		FALL		2007		907

		FALL		2008		919

		FALL		2009		895

		FALL		2010		987

		FALL		2011		1044

		Final Letter Grades

		academic_term		academic_year		final_grade_Bins		people_code_id_Count				Sum of people_code_id_Count		Column Labels												Final Grade Distribution

		FALL		2007		A		1038				Row Labels		A		B		C		D		F		Grand Total		Fall		A		B		C		D		F

		FALL		2007		B		1300				2007		1038		1300		901		425		412		4076		2007		25.5%		31.9%		22.1%		10.4%		10.1%

		FALL		2007		C		901				2008		970		1331		1021		426		417		4165		2008		23.3%		32.0%		24.5%		10.2%		10.0%

		FALL		2007		D		425				2009		1080		1287		904		492		398		4161		2009		26.0%		30.9%		21.7%		11.8%		9.6%

		FALL		2007		F		412				2010		1184		1500		1021		422		357		4484		2010		26.4%		33.5%		22.8%		9.4%		8.0%

		FALL		2008		A		970				2011		1306		1678		1084		403		266		4737		2011		27.6%		35.4%		22.9%		8.5%		5.6%

		FALL		2008		B		1331				Grand Total		5578		7096		4931		2168		1850		21623

		FALL		2008		C		1021

		FALL		2008		D		426

		FALL		2008		F		417

		FALL		2009		A		1080

		FALL		2009		B		1287

		FALL		2009		C		904

		FALL		2009		D		492

		FALL		2009		F		398

		FALL		2010		A		1184

		FALL		2010		B		1500

		FALL		2010		C		1021

		FALL		2010		D		422

		FALL		2010		F		357

		FALL		2011		A		1306

		FALL		2011		B		1678

		FALL		2011		C		1084

		FALL		2011		D		403

		FALL		2011		F		266

		# Students with one D or F grade Final										% Students with 1 D or F Final grade

		academic_term		academic_year		people_code_id_Distinct						Fall		%

		FALL		2007		412						2007		45.4%

		FALL		2008		409						2008		44.5%

		FALL		2009		432						2009		48.3%		46.1%

		FALL		2010		380						2010		38.5%

		FALL		2011		358						2011		34.3%

		Total # of D and F grades Final										% Students with 1 D or F Final grade

		academic_term		academic_year		final_grade_Bins		people_code_id_Count				Fall		%

		FALL		2007		D		425				3 year average		46.1%

		FALL		2007		F		412				2010		38.5%

		FALL		2008		D		426				2011		34.3%

		FALL		2008		F		417

		FALL		2009		D		492

		FALL		2009		F		398

		FALL		2010		D		422

		FALL		2010		F		357

		FALL		2011		D		403

		FALL		2011		F		266

		# of Courses Passed and Failed

		academic_year		academic_term		Passed Course		people_code_id_Count

		2007		FALL		Failed		412

		2007		FALL		Passed		3728

		2008		FALL		Failed		417

		2008		FALL		Passed		3824

		2009		FALL		Failed		398

		2009		FALL		Passed		3814

		2010		FALL		Failed		357

		2010		FALL		Passed		4199

		2011		FALL		Failed		266

		2011		FALL		Passed		4496

		# of Successful and Unsuccessful Course Completions

		academic_year		academic_term		C or Better		people_code_id_Count

		2007		FALL		Sucessful		3303

		2007		FALL		Unsuccessful		915

		2008		FALL		Sucessful		3398

		2008		FALL		Unsuccessful		935

		2009		FALL		Sucessful		3322

		2009		FALL		Unsuccessful		968

		2010		FALL		Sucessful		3777

		2010		FALL		Unsuccessful		881

		2011		FALL		Sucessful		4093

		2011		FALL		Unsuccessful		813
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