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Corequisite Implementation Considerations:  
Plan, Develop, Implement, Assess, and Revise 
 
Data collection: Student demographics and needs 
Collect data about student outcomes for existing basic writing/developmental education courses 
and first-year composition/writing courses (ideally, disaggregated): 

● Who are your students? What are their demographics, and what curricular and support 
needs may they have?  

● How many students are placing into each class?  
● How many students are passing and how many are earning Ds, Fs, and Ws? What is the 

placement scatterplot for students who earned different grades? (In other words, how did 
students place who earned As, Bs, Cs, Ds, Fs, and Ws?) 

● How many students are enrolling into the next level of composition/writing class? How 
many students are enrolling into classes at your institution the semester after completing 
their first composition/writing class? How many are persisting, being retained, ad  

 
Placement considerations 

● Does your institution have resources to consider a directed self-placement (DSP) or 
guided self-placement (GSP) system to provide a more nuanced approach to placing 
students that gives more choice while still accounting for KBOR English Placement 
requirements? 

○ What data do you already have to help with making placement decisions?  
○ How might changes in placement scores impact course enrollments and student 

needs? 
 
Corequisite model decisions 

● What are your goals for the corequisite? How will you and your department define and 
measure “success” for the corequisite?  

● What model of corequisite instruction best fits your goals? 
● What facets of each model may work best for different student populations, specific 

program needs, institutional context, etc.? 
 
Course design (for an ALP-style course) 

● Will you repurpose an existing course or create a new one for the corequisite? 
● Will you require a 1-, 2-, or 3-credit hour corequisite? 
● Will/how will students pay for the corequisite? (Some institutions charge for fewer credit 

hours than what is required or charge a lower tuition rate.) 
● What will be the course caps/enrollment caps for the corequisite? 
● Who will develop the course and make sure it aligns with current scholarship and 

research? How will potential instructors/faculty be involved in course development? 
● What will the course outcomes and outline prioritize? 
● What kinds of activities, assignments, and assessments will the class prioritize? 
● Will an online or hybrid version be offered, and how will course activities be translated 

into this learning modality to maximize student success? 
● What textbook or other resources will be used?  
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○ OERs do exist, including the English Composition I Corequisite and NROC: 
Integrated Reading and Writing Course, including the NROC Open English 
Textbook. 

○ Identify texts that are high-interest and varying reading levels. 
○ Integrate the common read (if you have one). 
○ Incorporate readings about reading, such as Ellen Carillo’s A Writer’s Guide to 

Mindful Reading. 
● How will the class be graded (pass/fail, regular grades, etc.)? 
● Will the grade in the corequisite be tied in some way with the grade in the first-year 

writing class?  
● What happens if a student passes the corequisite but does not pass the first-year writing 

course? What happens if a student passes the first-year writing course but not the 
corequisite? 

● How will you involve students into course development and assessment processes? 
 
Other course-related issues and needs  

● Who will create the new course if you are building one? 
● Who will take the course through the curriculum process?  
● What are your institution’s curriculum and course catalog change deadlines? 
● Who will create buy-in for the course among campus and other stakeholder groups? 
● Who will collaborate with academic and student support services, including writing 

centers, about embedded support, guest speakers, and activities that will support students’ 
affective, basic, and/or non-cognitive needs? 

○ Embedded tutoring is more effective than drop-in tutoring (Kurzer et al. 2023). 
○ Embedded tutoring can assist in improving students’ "self-regulation" and "habits 

of mind" (MacArthur et al. 2022). 
 
Faculty selection and professional development 

● Will the institution have the same instructor for the corequisite as for the first-year 
writing course? 

● Who will teach corequisites? What will be your criteria for selecting instructors/faculty? 
● What training and on-going professional development will instructors/faculty receive? 

Who will develop and run professional development if it is managed in-house? Faculty 
need substantial PD and support, including about 

○ Integrating reading and writing 
○ Providing active learning and culturally-responsive pedagogy 
○ Addressing non-cognitive/affective issues 
○ Coordinating paired classes 

 
Assessment 

● What are your goals for the corequisite? How will you and your department define and 
measure “success” for the corequisite?  

● What outcomes and measures will be tracked and used to assess the corequisite and make 
changes? 

● How will you involve students into course development and assessment processes? 
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Course spaces, scheduling, systems issues, and other logistics 
● With whom do you need to work to arrange for course spaces and to determine 

scheduling? 
● How will the corequisite be set up in your student information system to make sure the 

correct students are enrolled in both the corequisite and the first-year writing class? 
 
Institutional education and support 

● Who will educate advisors, high school counselors, and others about placement and 
corequisites? 

● Who will reach out to campus programs with degree plans that may be impacted by the 
corequisite? 

● Who will collaborate with academic and student support services, including writing 
centers, about embedded support, guest speakers, and activities that will support students’ 
affective, basic, and/or non-cognitive needs? 

 
Implementation support resources 

● A Practitioner Model for Scaling Corequisite Support Models 
● McGraw Hill Corequisite Course Planning Tools and Peer Support 
● Corequisite Support from Complete College America 

 
Major English corequisite resource hubs 
•Accelerated Learning Program (ALP) 
•California Acceleration Project 
•Community College Research Center 
•National Organization for Student Success (NOSS) “Resources on Corequisites” List 
•NSHE Corequisite English Professional Development Series (videos) 
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