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Texarkana College (TC) was first introduced 
to corequisite English classes in 2011 at the 
Achieving the Dream Conference through the 

Community College of Baltimore County’s Acceler-
ated Learning Program (ALP) (Venezia & Hughes, 
2013).  Acceleration reduces the time and/or course 
sequence in developmental education (DE), allowing 
students to enroll in gateway courses more quick-
ly and/or co-enroll in the first college-level English 
course while taking the remedial course (Venezia & 
Hughes, 2013).  TC faculty piloted the ALP with a 12:1 
student-teacher ratio and then increased to 15:1 and 
took the plunge to scale up to full implementation 
to make it cost-effective for the college.  Fifteen stu-
dents enroll in the Integrated Reading and Writing 
II course and in the Composition I course with the 
same instructor.  Ten additional students who qual-
ify for Composition I join the fifteen students who 
are co-enrolled in Composition I.  The English faculty 
have been included throughout the process, includ-
ing the piloting phase and in creating common syllabi 
for both courses.  Other important factors for consid-

eration include logistics such as course loads, room 
availability, scheduling, course criteria, registration 
coding, and collaboration with enrollment manage-
ment and advising (Adams & McKusick, 2014).  
 One challenge has been the ability to code 
the courses on the schedule to determine enrollment 
in both courses so that it is clearly understood by stu-
dents and enrollment services. With the assistance 
of division and enrollment management personnel, 
corequisite courses are listed by section with a P for 
paired for each section:  ENGL 0042.P1—Cap of 15 
students; ENGL 1301.P1—Cap of 15 students (same 
15 enrolled in ENGL 0042.P1), and ENGL 1301.01—
Cap of 10 regular Composition I students. To stream-
line communication of placement for students, the 
testing center, enrollment services, and faculty ad-
visors color coded testing sheets and placement 
charts.  A portion of lab time was also incorporated 
into the schedule during instructional time rather 
than expecting students to navigate lab assignments 
independently.  Another challenge has included dif-
ficulties with student passcodes and technical prob-
lems associated with English labs manufactured and 
packaged by textbook companies.  Therefore, faculty 
created a departmental English lab in the college’s 
Learning Management System.  Students no longer 
have to purchase lab access, and the lab instruction, 
quizzes, and assignments can be adjusted and mod-
ified to meet the needs of the students.  A common 
course syllabus is also used by all instructors for each 
course, complementing the curriculum in each course 
and building and reinforcing reading and writing skills 
in the Integrated Reading and Writing course.
 Teaching methods in the course rely heav-
ily on active and collaborative learning techniques 
such as peer groups, peer editing, think-pair-share, 
and group projects and presentations.  Innovative 
teaching methods include writing a comparison and 
contrast essay based on an in-depth peer interview.  
Also, students write an argumentative group research 
paper that requires collaboration on choosing a top-
ic, researching the topic, writing and correctly using 
MLA documentation.
 The course’s success has been demonstrated 
through data as well as student and faculty reaction.  
In fall 2015, 78% of students enrolled in the corequi-
site model were successful in English 0042 and sev-
enty-four percent were successful in English 1301.  
In fall 2016, 83% of students were successful in En-
glish 0042 and 82% were successful in English 1301. 
Students are appreciative of the ability to accelerate 
their completion of DE English while also completing 
the gateway course.  Professors find value in the ex-
tended class time with students because of the rap-
port established with the students.  Faculty and staff 
at TC have realized the benefits of students taking a 
DE course for skills improvement.

Implementing Change 
and Planning English 
Corequisite Classes

Mary Ellen Young is the Dean of Liberal 
and Performing Arts and Honors College at 
Texarkana College.  She is President-Elect 
for the Texas Community College Teachers 
Association and has twenty-eight years of 
teaching experience in English and/or reading 
in public schools and higher education. 

Lisa Jones is the Director of Texarkana Adult 
Education and Coordinator for Developmental 
Education at Texarkana College.  She is the 
Membership Chair for the Texas Association 
of Developmental Education.  An educator for 
twenty-five years, she has taught high school 
and college English and worked with develop-
mental students.

P RO M I S I N G P R AC T I C E

Mary Ellen Young
Melisa Jones

53



SPRING 2018  |   VOLUME 1  |  ISSUE 1 JOURNAL OF COLLEGE ACADEMIC SUPPORT PROGRAMS

References
Adams, P., & McKusick, D. (2014). Steps and missteps: 

Redesigning, piloting, and scaling a developmen-
tal writing program. New Directions for Commu-
nity Colleges, 2014(167), 15-25. doi: 10.1002/
cc.20107

 Venezia, A., & Hughes, K.L. (2013). Acceleration strate-
gies in the new developmental education land-
scape. New Directions for Community Colleges, 
2013(164), 37-45. doi: 10.1002/cc.20079

 
ABOUT THE AUTHOR

The classroom buzzes with student chatter.  
A small group in one corner laughs over a 
hand-scribbled picture.  Groups of students sit 

clustered around tables as they pass slips of paper.  
To an outsider, it may appear that the students have 
taken over the class; to the teacher, it is obvious that 
they are fully engaged in their own learning.  This en-
gagement is the key reason I use review stations in 
my classroom.
 Review stations are an easy way to begin in-
corporating small group instruction into the college 
classroom.  The use of review stations allows for col-
laboration, physical participation, and critical think-
ing (Hennessy & Evans, 2006; Tinto, 1997).  Recent re-
search also suggests small-group activities can build 
student self-awareness and comfort in the classroom 
(Leisey, Mulcare, Comeford, & Kudrimoti, 2014; Ya-
mauchi, Taira, & Trevorrow, 2016).  During a typical 
review station day, my students participate in three 
to four stations for 10–15 minutes each.  In these sta-
tions, students explore the content they have been 
learning in new and engaging ways.
 Though these stations can be used to re-
view a variety of topics and skill—from equations 

and formulas to psychological theories and musical 
notation—one of the easiest places to start is with 
vocabulary review.  On review station days, my stu-
dents know to expect at least one station containing 
vocabulary terms we have been learning.  Almost any 
workbook-style practice can be turned into a station.  
For example, many textbooks have students correct-
ly identify which word is missing from a sentence.  I 
write these sentences on sentence strips and give the 
words to be used on smaller pieces of paper.  Stu-
dents then work in groups to place each word in the 
correct sentence.  By taking this activity out of the 
textbook and putting into the students’ hands, the 
activities become more engaging and require stu-
dents to discuss and debate what they know in order 
to all agree on the answers.  Playing Pictionary, cre-
ating test questions of their own to quiz their group 
members, and debating the merits of an argumen-
tative piece of writing are a few other stations I use 
regularly.
 Review station days give my students a chance 
to practice and determine for themselves where they 
need to spend more time studying.  I remind my stu-
dents to take note of stations they struggle with in 
order to help guide their independent study time.  As 
the facilitator of these stations, I am able to tailor my 
instruction as students move from activity to activity.  
Walking around the groups, I overhear misconcep-
tions or confusion and can quickly give one-on-one 
support to correct these issues.  The time spent in 
stations allows everyone in class the opportunity to 
get into deeper conversations regarding the concepts 
and skills we practice.  Review stations have become 
an essential piece of my classroom and an important 
part of my students’ active learning.
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