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1.  Narrative
A.  Describe the key outcomes, whether positive, negative, or interesting, of your project.  Include: 
· Summary of your transformation experience, including challenges and accomplishments
· Transformative impacts on your instruction
· Transformative impacts on your students and their performance

Dr. Barton wanted to create our own in-house text because of the continued rising costs of the publisher’s text we were using and the ongoing dealing with the representative to get a better “deal” for the students.  To be honest, the basic public speaking course has not changed in many years, and the basic information has been around for centuries.  However, the textbook publishers come out with a new edition every couple of years, with, of course, all the bells and whistles of online quizzes, videos, smart books, etc.  

Of the nine instructors (in Spring 2015) who were teaching one or more sections of COMM 1110, an Area B course required of all degree-seeking students at Dalton State, only two were using the online materials that came with the book we were using.  I was one of them, and it was unlikely that I would be teaching COMM 1110 very much in the future because of my administrative position.  Therefore, due to the costs and the disinterest by the faculty in the online ancillaries of the text we were using at the time, Dr. Barton approached me about writing a text for the course.  

With only a week to go to submit our proposal for Round 3, we brainstormed on it, asked for some help from a colleague in biology who had won a grant in an earlier round, and submitted.  Our strength was that we were going to save a great deal of money for students.  Since over 1,000 students took the course every academic year, and since the full retail cost of the text and ancillaries at the time was about $140, we were potentially going to save the students $140,000.  I think, in retrospect, that number is inflated; I think it’s probably closer to $100,000, but that is still a significant amount.  

The weakness of the proposal is that we were going to write a textbook and create the ancillaries in a little over a year in order to be ready for full implementation in Fall 2016.  That was far too ambitious, especially considering Dr. Barton’s death in early May of 2016.  However, we set to work to have a complete draft of the textbook—300 pages—ready by December so that the other faculty could read it and make edits, which they did. 

I should say that we did not entirely write a book from scratch.  I had already planned to publish an eBook on the subject of public speaking and had a significant amount done already.  One of the questions that arise in these grants is the use of already existing texts or open educational resources under Creative Commons licenses.  OpenStax does not have a public speaking text.  We found two possible texts, but one only allowed use of the book as a whole and not in pieces, so that was out, since whatever we used we knew we would have to revise for our curriculum and students.  The second was more useful.  Oddly, the author did not want attribution under his license; it is The Practice and Ethics of Public Speaking by Jason Wrench and colleagues.  In the end, about one-fourth of our textbook, Exploring Public Speaking:  The Free Dalton State Public Speaking Textbook, is from the Wrench et al. text and the other three-fourths are original. 

We wanted very much for the text to look like a textbook (something that is not the case with many OERs) from a publisher.  After finishing the chapters and having them edited by the other faculty, we revised the Word document.  I put the text into desktop publisher (Microsoft Publisher), which was then saved as a pdf document.  The book has all the features of a textbook:  graphics, photos of Dalton State students and faculty, vocabulary in the margins and a glossary in the back; appendices with sample speech outlines; and references.  As pleased as I am with it, it is not complete and there are several things that need to be completed.  

The students access the book through the our library’s webpages or through a link in the section’s GeorgiaView page.  It is also archived in the Georgia Knowledge Depository. They can buy a printed copy in our Auxiliary Services for a minimal price; a black and white copy is $13.00; a full color in a three-ring binder is $35.00.  In the summer, the grant provided for all 101 students to get a free copy so that they would not be dependent on a digital version.  

The basic division of labor between us was that Kris would be the editor and administrator of the grant and write four chapters; I wrote eleven chapters and did the desktop publishing.  Since his passing, I have done almost all the work.  The other faculty were editors and were creating videos. Unfortunately, we are behind on the test bank and videos and that is an ongoing project.  A basic test bank will be available for Spring 2017.  We had a great deal of difficulty getting students to volunteer to be recorded and only found a handful, but Kris was handling that and I have not had the time to address it.  Kris was the department chair and I took over immediately; that has been the main difficulty of this journey.  

In the supporting documentation I discuss the students’ response to the book, which was largely positive; however, I do not think I could call the students’ access to a free textbook “transformative,” nor would I say it has transformed the instructors’ teaching.  Of the (presently) eleven persons who teach one or more sections of COMM 1110 per year:
· Two were new faculty for us and they were given the book to use without having had any input in it;
· One is new to teaching public speaking and really had no input into the book; 
· Seven read the book in its early stages and could suggest changes and address concerns.  However, they have their own way of teaching the course and probably are using the book where they need information to complement their book.  I say this because of student responses on the survey (see below).   Based on surveys about the previous textbook done in 2015-2016 year, they were doing this anyway. 
The previous text was more basic in its information than our book.  As the result of a huge publishing company with lots of researchers, that book has gone through many revisions and focus groups and is probably popular because it is so generic.  Our book is more of a homegrown, personal project.  We use examples of situations at Dalton State that affect our students, and we are sensitive to the large Hispanic population at DSC (about 25%).  
B. Describe lessons learned, including any things you would do differently next time.  
To this point I have not had the opportunity to have a deep, open, frank discussion with the other instructors about the text.  This brings me to the “lessons learned” part.  I do not believe we engaged the faculty enough in this project.  Dr. Barton more or less told them they would be using the textbook and that they would have input into it, but they did not have a say as to whether they would use it.  Although they agreed the price of the text we were using was too high, and although they weren’t using the ancillaries to their full advantage, and although they have said complimentary things about the book in general, I do not think that the necessary groundwork was done to “get them on board.”  

To address this, I have invited them to write chapters they would like to see in the book.  I plan to have that deep open discussion in January.  As the chair now, I don’t want a resentful faculty.  On the other hand, we are not going to go back to an expensive basic speech text.  Texts that students have to pay for in the sciences and their upper-division courses are so expensive that there is no justification for a book on information that has been around for 2500 years to be expensive.  
2.  Quotes 
Provide three quotes from students evaluating their experience with the no-cost learning materials.
“Very helpful textbook and thanks for being free.”
“I love the fact it is free and you can access online.”
“The info was relevant and detailed.”
“It was a wonderful textbook to use for my speech class.”
Of course, I am providing the positive responses on the survey here.  Below I detail the criticisms, most of which I consider valid.  The students want three things:  reasonable price (or free), access, and material that will help them get a good grade.  Generally, they seem to indicate they received that.   
3. Quantitative and Qualitative Measures
3a. Overall Measurements
Student Opinion of Materials 
Was the overall student opinion about the materials used in the course positive, neutral, or negative?
Details of the survey administered to students in Fall 2016 about the textbook.  Based on the comments and responses, I would estimate:
Total number of students affected in this project: __730 (372 responded to survey)________
· Positive: __50_____ % of ___372_____ number of respondents
· Neutral: ___40%____ % of ___372_____ number of respondents
· Negative: __10%_____ % of ___327_____ number of respondents
Student Learning Outcomes and Grades
Was the overall comparative impact on student performance in terms of learning outcomes and grades in the semester(s) of implementation over previous semesters positive, neutral, or negative?
          Student outcomes should be described in detail in Section 3b.       

         Choose One:  
· ___       Positive: Higher performance outcomes measured over previous semester(s)
· ___       Neutral: Same performance outcomes over previous semester(s)
· _x__     Negative: (Somewhat) Lower performance outcomes over previous semester(s) in terms of average GPA.  
Dalton State uses an assessment tool called Academic Effect (formerly WEAVE) to assess student learning outcomes in each class.  Three different instructors assess the course each semester, which allows for equality of work but some inconsistency in the results.  One instructor assesses the course on campus, one the hybrid version, and one the course at the off-campus site.  The course has four learning outcomes with targets of 70% of the students achieving 70% on the measures, which involve presentations and a short paper.  
Summer courses are not assessed.  In Fall 2016, all measures were met in the on-campus traditional class; all four were met in the off-campus site class; and three of four were met in the hybrid, on-campus site class.  In comparison to spring 2016, this is comparable:  all measures were met in the traditional on-campus section and in the traditional off-campus site section.  The hybrid had not been taught for since Spring 2015; hybrid classes in public speaking, like online, have their own challenges (attendance being one) that are probably unrelated to the choice of textbook.   
Student Drop/Fail/Withdraw (DFW) Rates
Was the overall comparative impact on Drop/Fail/Withdraw (DFW) rates in the semester(s) of implementation over previous semesters positive, neutral, or negative?
The DWF rate for Fall 2016 was slightly higher than from Fall 2015.  
Drop/Fail/Withdraw Rate:
___18.6____% of students, out of a total __730_____ students affected, dropped/failed/withdrew from the course in the final semester of implementation.  The percentage in Fall 2015 was 15%.
Choose One:  
· ___     Positive: This is a lower percentage of students with D/F/W than previous semester(s)
· ___     Neutral: This is the same percentage of students with D/F/W than previous semester(s)
· _x__     Negative: This is a higher percentage of students with D/F/W than previous semester(s)
However, the original proposal indicated that we would compare Summer 2015 to Summer 2016, which was the pilot semester.  In Summer 2015 the DWF rate was 18.75% (80 students) and in Summer 2016, 11.9% (101 students).   Therefore, based on the original proposal, there was improvement during the pilot phase.  
3b. Narrative
The accompanying documents detail the data collected as indicated in the original proposal.  Based on Summer 2015 to Summer 2016 data, student performance improved; based on the Fall 2015 to Fall 2016 data, it decreased somewhat.  This might be explained by the introduction of two new instructors who were unfamiliar to the book teaching nine of the classes and a larger pool of students (103 more) enrolled in the course.  
The students were surveyed in the last two weeks of the semester on various aspects of the textbook. Several interesting points came from the surveys that will help going forward.  
One of the arguments for using an open resource is that students will have access to it the first day and therefore read more of it.  In the Survey done in Fall 2015, we found that 16% of students did not purchase or get access to the expensive text we previously used in the first week, and that the amount of reading they did was not adequate.  We did see an improvement in the amount of the text read by the students in Fall 2016 with the open resource.  For example, those who read 75% of the assigned portions went up from 35.7% to 9%, and those who read half of the assigned portions went from 20.6% to 35.2%.
In regard to the matter of when the students gained access to the book, in Fall 2015, 222 out of 264, or 88%, reported getting the book in the first week of the semester or earlier.  That means 16% did not have the book when it was needed.  Although that is remedied with a free online book, anecdotal evidence shows that access does not mean reading it.   
Compared to the publisher’s textbook, where 44.7% found the book’s reading level about right and 31.7 % found it easy, 55.4% found the open resource reading level to be about right and 32% found it easy.  Only 4% found the open resource harder to read than other textbooks (compared to 4.3% for the publisher’s text); and the students rated the open resource as more interesting to read than their other textbooks by 17.5% compared to 13.6% for the publisher’s textbook.  
Finally, students were asked on all surveys what features of the books they liked or disliked.  A straight comparison is difficult, because more specific questions were asked about the open resource to get feedback for the revision and improvement.  However, when the responses are examined, they indicate the open resource was reviewed favorable overall.  Obviously the fact that it is free helps the students to have a more positive attitude.
The most valid criticism of the book was the absence of test banks, noted by about 1/3 of the students.  This is in process and is part of the grant but proved to be a more difficult task to achieve after Dr. Barton’s death.  We wanted to film our students giving good speech examples but only a handful were interested in doing so.  It will be remedied over the spring and summer semesters. 
Also of concern is the issue of graphics and look.  This is the only one where the “likes” just about equaled the “dislikes.”  Some wanted more photographs, which is a possibility but would just take up more space, as would more white space and bigger font.  Also, the table of contents needs to be hyperlinked to sections of the digital book, which is an easy fix.  
The organization of chapters will be addressed in the summer when the book is revised.  The other instructors are being asked to write sections they would like to see included as appendices or parts of chapters.  A couple of chapters could probably be separated into two to make them shorter.  
The last legitimate concern from the “dislikes”’ question is that of the style being boring.  These might be the same students who rated it less interesting (about the same number).  This will be addressed in the revisions, perhaps with edits to shorten sentences and paragraphs and add more transitional material.  
Unfortunately, some students did not know they could get a copy for about $15 (black and white) in Auxiliary Services.  We will make sure that is better advertised, although it was on the syllabus. 

At the end of the survey the students could then write comments about what they liked.  Most comments were positive.  A few said it was too long or that chapters were too long, and some said it was boring.   Of course, most college textbooks are somewhat boring from an 18-year-old’s perspective; however, these comments will be taken into account when the textbook is updated.  Our original plan to have only 15 chapters probably was too few, making the second chapter too long, for example. 
[bookmark: _GoBack] 
4. Sustainability Plan 
The textbook will be used in the future indefinitely.  Every year it will go through updating and ancillaries will continue to be created and made available in GeorgiaView.  Every update will be submitted to the libguides and to the Georgia Knowledge Repository.  
5. Future Plans
For me personally, I adopted portions of an open resource text for my 3000-level professional communication course.  That is the only planned use of an OER I have for now, although in a future upper-level communication course I will look for journal articles to supplement the reading.  In general I think that OERs should be used for the common core courses in the first two years, except perhaps for science courses that require more frequent updating.  Their use in upper division courses is more difficult although faculty can attempt to use them from a variety of sources.  The amount of work involved in creating a book and maintaining and updating it such as we did was extensive and I would not suggest anyone take it on lightly.  I hope that others will find the book helpful and useful in their freshmen public speaking courses.  
I will be speaking on January 13 in Macon on this project and in February at the Georgia Communication Association Conference.  
6.  Description of Photograph
The photograph of the team will be submitted after the new year.  We have not been able to get together for a photograph for a variety of reasons.  

