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Executive Summary

In 2013 the state of Florida passed Senate 

Bill 1720 (SB 1720) which reshaped 

developmental education (DE) for the 28 

Florida College System (FCS) institutions. 

Included in this restructuring are the 

changes that designate DE as optional for 

many students. The legislation categorized 

students who entered a traditional Florida 

public high school in the 2003-2004 

academic year or later and earned a standard 

diploma in 2007 or subsequent years and 

active-duty military personnel as exempt. 

This exempt status gives these students the 

option to bypass DE placement tests and DE 

coursework altogether, regardless of student 

academic ability or preparation.

During the spring semester of 2015, The Center 

for Postsecondary Success (CPS) research team 

conducted a survey of high-level administrators 

across the FCS. The present study serves as the irst 

quantitative point of contact with college leaders 

since the implementation of the SB 1720. The goal of 

the study is to examine how administrators assessed 

their implementation and initial efects of the 

legislation. The following research questions guide 

our analyses:

1. How do administrators describe the initial 

implementation of revised DE courses, academic 

advising, and student support services as they 

align to their institutional plan?

2. How do administrators assess the initial impacts of 

SB 1720 at their institution?

3. How do institutions group together based on 

their DE curriculum structure, academic advising 

practices, and student support services? 

We identiied three key topics from the sections of 

the survey: A) Developmental Education Structure; B) 

Academic Advising; and C) Student Support Services. 

Based on these topics we conducted three separate 

cluster analyses. Our analyses revealed the following 

key indings:

•	 Overall,	modularized	and	compressed	courses	were	
the	most	commonly	used	of	the	four	instructional	
modalities.

•	 Although	DE	has	increasingly	relied	on	technology,	
some	respondents	expressed	concern	regarding	
access,	efectiveness,	and	student	use.	

•	 Because	colleges	can	no	longer	exclusively	use	
Postsecondary	Education	Readiness	Test	(PERT)	
scores	as	their	DE	placement	tool,	institutions	have	
relied	on	other	advising	tools,	techniques,	and	
predictive	models	to	assist	the	advising	process.

In addition, the legislation required colleges to ofer 

DE courses in diferent instructional modalities: 

modularized, compressed, contextualized, and  

co-requisite. Finally, the legislation required colleges 

to ofer admission counseling to all incoming 

students, regardless of placement options. In an 

environment where students have more courses 

available and DE is optional, advisors are challenged 

with guiding students towards classes that will 

lead to the most success. To address the changes 

implemented by the legislation, colleges were 

required to submit institutional plans to the FCS and 

the Division of Florida Colleges. These plans were 

approved and enacted in the months following the 

passage of the legislation. 
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Background

•	 Institutions	show	somewhat	diferent	patterns	in	
DE	education	structure,	academic	advising,	and	
student	support	services,	which	lead	to	distinct	
groups	in	institutional	responses	and	practices	in	
developmental	education	implementation.	

•	 Despite	challenges	and	tempered	agreement	that	
implementing	their	institutional	plan	resulted	in	
positive	outcomes,	institutions	reported	many	
positive	changes	occurring	across	their	institutions.

In 2013 the state of Florida passed Senate Bill 1720 (SB 

1720) which dramatically reshaped developmental 

education (DE) for the 28 Florida College System (FCS) 

institutions. Particularly important are the changes 

that designate DE as optional for many students. 

The legislation categorized students who entered a 

traditional Florida public high school in the 2003-2004 

academic year or later and earned a standard diploma 

in 2007 or subsequent years and active-duty military 

personnel as exempt. This exempt status gives these 

students the option to bypass DE placement tests and 

DE coursework altogether, regardless of academic 

ability or preparation. In many cases, students who 

would have previously enrolled in DE courses will 

bypass it altogether, enrolling directly into college-

level gateway courses. 

In addition, the legislation required colleges to ofer 

DE courses in diferent instructional modalities: 

modularized, compressed, contextualized, and 

co-requisite. Modularized instruction is customized 

and focuses on students’ speciic strengths and 

weaknesses. Compressed courses are taught in 

shorter segments, usually 8 or 12 week courses, 

compared to the traditional 16-week semester. 

Contextualized courses relate instruction to students’ 

meta-majors (major-course pathways that have 

common or related content) and ofers connections 

to real world situations and workplace content. Co-

requisite instruction combines college-level course 

material with DE course material so that the student 

completes both simultaneously. 

Finally, the legislation required colleges to ofer 

admission counseling to all incoming students, 

regardless of placement options. In an environment 

where students have more courses available and 

DE is optional, advisors are challenged with guiding 

students towards classes that will lead them to be the 

most successful. To address the changes implemented 

by the legislation, colleges were required to submit 

institutional plans to the FCS and the Division of 

Florida Colleges. These plans were approved and 

enacted in the months following the passage of the 

legislation. 

The Center for Postsecondary Success (CPS) at Florida 

State University has been conducting a large-scale 

project to study and evaluate the implementation 

of the developmental education reform related to 

SB 1720. In spring 2014, the CPS conducted the irst 

administrator survey exploring FCS institution leaders’ 

opinions regarding key areas of the DE reform and 

their perceptions of how it would impact their own 

campuses. The present study analyzes responses 

from the second administrator survey administered 

in spring 2015, which serves as the irst quantitative 

point of contact with college leaders since the 

implementation of the legislation.
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Literature Review

Senate Bill 1720 marks the most recent iteration of 

dramatic changes in community college legislation 

in the state of Florida, but the consistency of 

these changes has yet to be explored. While it is 

expected that there will be similarities among the 

implementation processes and initial outcomes 

across the colleges, research on efective policy 

implementation and our own previous reports (Hu, 

Park, Tandberg, Hankerson, Collins, & Nix, 2014) 

suggest that diferences will emerge between the 

28 FCS institutions. The variability between plans 

at diferent implementation sites is likely to be 

inluenced by the local context (McLaughlin, 1987), 

including issues pertaining to communication of 

policy standards and decisions, capability of an 

institution based on available resources, and the 

dispositions of implementing oicials (Van Meter & 

Van Horn, 1975). 

Both the capacity of institutions and the will of 

implementers have meaningful efects on how 

policies are executed. Implementation sites may be 

equipped with varying amounts of staf members, 

funds, expertise, and technology—all of which afect 

the extent to which change is feasible (McLaughlin, 

1987). Additionally, the motivation and commitment 

of administrators across the diferent institutions will 

afect how a policy change is handled. 

In their framework of analysis for efective policy 

implementation, Sabatier and Mazmanian (1980) 

point out that a policy statute can—in addition to 

identifying a problem and objectives—structure  

the implementation process. They argue that the 

stated policy goals are more attainable when 

statutes clearly identify objectives, provide a 

strong theoretical basis for change, and then 

structure the implementation process. SB 1720 

identiies a statewide problem and indicates broad 

objectives, but it does not speciically structure the 

implementation process of developmental education 

reform. While many expectations of FCS institutions 

are explicitly stated in SB 1720, there is considerable 

latitude in how these goals could be interpreted and 

implemented. 

Policy ambiguity, with vague means and goals 

(Lowi, 1979), is not unique to SB 1720.  Speciically, 

policy ambiguity afects how well supervisors can 

monitor the activities of their staf, the degree of 

consistency in understanding the policy among 

diferent implementation sites, the degree to which 

local factors play a substantial role, and the variation 

of important actors at diferent implementation sites 

(Matland, 1995). Some researchers argue that the 

more ambiguous a policy at the macro-level, the more 

the implemented program relects the characteristics 

of its local context (Berman, 1978). Thus, research 

suggests that if FCS institutions’ interpretations 

of SB 1720 are not identical then their individual 

implementation strategies will vary.

In addition to policy ambiguity, policy conlict in 

the implementation process exists when there is 

disagreement about which goals to pursue. On the 

one hand, conlicting goals are more likely to arise 

among relevant actors within a given institution when 

a policy requires major organizational changes (Van 

Meter & Van Horn, 1975), as is the case with SB 1720. 

On the other hand, however, goal consensus increases 

when subordinates are involved in the making of the 

policy (Gross, Giacquinta, & Bernstein, 1971).  

 The degree of policy ambiguity interacts with the 

degree of policy conlict, and this unique interaction 

afects the implementation process and program 

outcomes. In his synthesis of policy implementation 

literature, Matland (1995) developed a two-by-two 
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Of particular interest to this study was how adminis-

trators assess their implementation and initial efects 

of SB 1720. We were interested in how closely institu-

tions matched their initial implementation to their 

submitted plans, and how institutions have changed 

their practices, services, and course oferings since the 

implementation of SB 1720. Because many colleges 

had already implemented many programs, courses, 

and other services to assist their developmental 

students, we cannot quantitatively determine which 

outcomes are directly related to the legislation. How-

ever, this survey is the irst college-level exploration 

of SB 1720 following its initial implementation, and 

we believe the indings are valuable nonetheless. The 

following research questions guided our analyses:

1. How do administrators describe the initial  

implementation of revised DE courses, academic 

advising and student support services as they 

align to their institutional plan?

2. How do administrators assess the initial impacts of 

SB 1720 at their institution?

3. How do institutions group together based on  

their DE education structure, academic advising 

practices, and student support services?

survEy ADministrAtion

The CPS invited FCS leaders representing all 28  

colleges to participate in a post-implementation 

survey about the execution of SB 1720. Email 

invitations were distributed to student and academic 

afairs personnel with the link to the online survey. 

The survey asked the college representatives about 

the following topics:

1. Participant background information.

2. Implementation structure after implementation of 

institutional plan. This section asked participants 

about their implementation team and whether the 

actual implementation matched what the colleges 

proposed in their plans.

3. Role of academic advising. Questions in this  

section asked colleges about the tools and  

techniques used during advising, whether  

advising was efective, advisors’ training, new 

student orientation, and meta-majors. 

Methods

conlict-ambiguity matrix based on low and high 

levels of policy ambiguity and conlict. Based on 

this typology, if SB 1720 is characterized by high 

ambiguity, the implementation process could either 

be classiied as “experimental implementation” (low 

conlict) or “symbolic implementation” (high conlict). 

This suggests that regardless of the level of policy 

conlict associated with SB 1720, some variations in 

implementation plans will occur (albeit for diferent 

reasons) based on diferences between relevant actors, 

resources, and structural features of the colleges.

The goal of this study is to explore institutions’ initial 

implementation of their submitted plans and engage 

in an initial examination of student and institutional 

outcomes. Using surveys from high-level administrators 

across the FCS, we sought to understand SB 1720 

following its irst semester of implementation.
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4. Developmental education structure. These  

questions refer to the instructional modalities  

and course oferings.

5. Support services. Participants were asked a range 

of questions regarding students’ use, the increases 

in services, and potential efectiveness of the  

following services:

•	Face-to-face tutoring

•	Online tutoring

•	Academic advising

•	Computer labs

•	Course-based services (e.g. bridge programs, 

MOOCs, etc.)

•	Mentoring

•	Other

6. Technology resources. This section asks whether 

technological resources are adequate and whether 

they have changed since the implementation of 

colleges’ institutional plans.

7. Impact estimates after implementation of institu-

tional plan. This section asks for estimated impacts 

of the legislation on measures of student success 

and the college’s ability to identify and address 

student needs. 

8. Open-ended questions regarding positive and 

negative impacts, successes and barriers, and 

resource allocations.

The survey acts as a irst follow-up to the administra-

tor survey distributed to FCS leaders in spring 2014 

(see Hu, Park, Tandberg, Hankerson, Collins & Nix, 

2014). Whereas the irst survey asked college leaders 

about their implementation plan and their under-

standing of the legislation, the post-implementation 

survey in spring 2015 focuses more closely on chang-

es and impacts that resulted from the legislation, par-

ticularly course oferings, advising protocols, support 

services, and estimated impacts.

sAmPlE

After downloading the survey responses from the 

online survey system, Qualtrics, there were 32 total 

respondents. We removed from our sample those 

with incomplete data. In addition, we deleted ive 

respondents who represented institutions with 

multiple participants. For ease of data analysis and 

interpretation, we only use data from the most  

senior representative for each college. Generally, 

we irst included provosts, then vice presidents of 

academic afairs, then vice presidents of student 

afairs, then deans of academic afairs, then deans  

of student afairs. This resulted in a inal analytic 

sample of 20 colleges, which represents 71% of the  

28 FCS institutions. 

QuAntitAtivE DAtA AnAlysis

To begin our investigation we conducted a compre-

hensive descriptive analysis. First, we computed over-

all descriptive statistics of institutional characteristics 

using the Integrated Postsecondary Education Data 

System (IPEDS) data (see below). Next, we computed 

descriptive statistics for the quantitative survey ques-

tions. To better understand how the 20 institutions 

grouped together based on survey responses, we 

then employed a cluster analysis. 

We distinguished three conceptually diferent sec-

tions of the overall survey and conducted three 

separate cluster analyses: Developmental Education 

Structure; Academic Advising; and Student Support 

Services. Each of the three cluster analyses were 

conducted using a unique set of survey items, none 

of which were used in more than one cluster analysis. 

To simplify the interpretation of our analyses, we col-

lapsed our seven-point Likert scale survey items into 

ive-point Likert scale items. 



PAgE 6

Center for Postsecondary Success

The Developmental Education Structure clustering 

consisted of two sets of variables that measured 

developmental course oferings and the use of 

diagnostic assessments. Speciically, we included 

12 developmental course ofering variables that 

indicated the scaled proportion of math, reading, 

and writing DE courses ofered in the modularized, 

contextualized, compressed, and co-requisite 

instructional modalities. Additionally, we included 

four Likert scale survey items that assessed the use 

and efectiveness of diagnostic assessments.  

The Academic Advising clustering consisted of  

37 Likert scale survey items that assessed academic 

advising based on the following: tools and techniques 

used during advising, availability and efectiveness, 

advisors’ training, new student orientation, and  

meta-majors. 

The Student Support Services clustering was based 

on survey information regarding face-to-face tutor-

ing, online tutoring, course-based supports, computer 

lab services, and mentoring. To reduce the number 

of clustering variables in this analysis, we conducted 

factor analysis and identiied six variables that could 

be combined into two conceptually distinct scales. 

For each of the ive support services, we created two 

standardized scales that measured quality of support 

service and increased oferings of support service 

post-implementation. The quality standardized scale 

assessed the degree to which the service met student 

needs, was available to all students, was well adver-

tised, and had suicient staf. The increased oferings 

standardized scale assessed the degree to which 

there were increased types and amount of the service 

ofered. Alpha coeicients ranging from .68 to .99 

verify the reliability of these scales.

After identifying the survey items to be used for 

each of the analyses, we conducted three separate 

cluster analyses in order “to ind organization from 

the data without a preconceived notion” of how the 

institutions grouped together (Everitt, Landau, & 

Leese, 2001). Speciically, we utilized Ward’s (1963) 

method for clustering data, a hierarchical agglomera-

tive method designed to minimize variance within 

each cluster. In order to decide how many clusters 

to use, we irst examined fusion coeicients from a 

series of Ward’s clustering analyses and conducted 

several k-means analyses (Huberty, Jordan, & Brandt, 

2005). We compared these indings to a dendogram 

of Ward’s hierarchal clustering data to determine the 

appropriate number of clusters in the Developmen-

tal Education Implementation Structure clustering, 

the Academic Advising clustering, and the Support 

Services clustering.  For each of the analyses, the data 

suggested an analysis using four clusters; however, in 

each of the three analyses we identiied one institu-

tion that did not cluster with any of the other institu-

tions. We consider these institutions outliers and thus 

do not include them in the discussion of our results 

as separate clusters; however, these institutions are 

included in our overall sample. Due to this issue and 

because some respondents were missing data on 

multiple variables, not all 20 institutions in the overall 

sample are represented in each cluster analysis.

For each cluster analysis we computed descriptive 

statistics, by cluster, of the IPEDS institutional char-

acteristics data. Following, we computed descriptive 

statistics, by cluster, of the unique clustering variables 

included in each of the three separate analyses. Lastly, 

we calculated descriptive statistics for some survey 

items that were not used as clustering variables.
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Results

We present our indings in several sections. First we 

present the overall institutional-level sample metrics 

of the 20 FCS colleges. Next we present the overall 

indings of the study and additional descriptive 

statistics for many of the variables from the survey 

for the overall sample. The next three sections each 

present descriptive statistics for the cluster analyses 

(Developmental Education Structure, Academic 

Advising, and Student Support Services). For each of 

the three analyses we begin by providing student, 

faculty, and college metrics for each cluster using 

IPEDS data. Next, we report descriptive statistics of 

variables used in the cluster analysis. Then, we provide 

statistics related to variables not used in the clustering 

process, as mentioned above. Finally, we present 

indings for some of the open-ended questions from 

the survey.

AnAlytic sAmPlE

The average estimated full-time equivalent enrollment 

is 12,523 students, 60% of which are female. The major-

ity of students are White (58%), Black (17%), or Latino 

(15%), totaling nearly 95% of the student population. 

Sixty-three percent of students at these institutions 

enroll on a part-time basis and nearly as many (57%) 

receive inancial aid. The average inancial aid award is 

$4,139 and the average Pell Grant award is $3,618, with 

43% of students receiving a Pell Grant.

On the average, 70% of instructors are part-time 

employees, 22% of which are minority. Of full-time 

instructors, 20% are minority, and the average student-

faculty ratio is 23 students for every faculty member. 

As of 2013, instructional expenses totaled 42% of the 

total budget for these institutions, whereas academic 

support expenses were 11% of the budget and student 

support services were 13% of the budget. 

Characteristic
Mean or 
Percent Std. Dev.

Institution Demographics

  Estimated Full-Time Student  
     Equivalent 12,523 12,595.040

  Female 59.5% 2.957

  Part-Time Students 63.1% 4.751

  American Indian 0.4% 0.230

  Asian 2.2% 1.022

  Black 16.9% 6.512

  Hispanic/Latino 14.8% 14.830

  Paciic Islander 0.2% 0.144

  White 58.2% 17.370

  Multiethnic 1.8% 1.099

  Unknown 4.6% 4.763

Financial Aid Awards

  Average Financial Aid Award $4,138.75 1190.4

  Percent Receiving Aid 57.0% 14.57

  Average Pell Grant Award $3,617.55 551.97

  Percent Receiving Pell Grant 42.7% 6.666

Instructional Staf

  Percent Part-Time Instructors 69.9% 6.793

  Percent Full-Time Minority       
    Instructors 19.5% 13.047

  Percent Part-Time Minority  
    Instructors 21.6% 13.242

  Average Students Per Faculty 22.8 4.262

Expenditures (2013) As Percent 
of Total Core Expenses

     Instructional 42.1% 4.273

     Academic Supports 10.7% 3.66

     Student Services 12.6% 2.645

Expenses Per FTE

     Instruction $4,114.00 $823.66 

     Academic Supports $1,047.85 $453.37 

     Student Services $1,247.50 $436.97 

Note.	Data derived from the 2013 Integrated Postsecondary 
Education Data System (IPEDS) dataset; n= 20.

table 1. Summary Statistics of Institutional Characteristics
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coursE oFFErings

	Overall,	modularized	and	compressed	courses	were	
the	most	commonly	used	of	the	four	instructional	
modalities.	Compressed courses tend to be the most 

common modality across institutions, for math, 

reading and writing courses. On average, 52% of 

math, 61% of reading, and 60% of writing courses  

are ofered as compressed (Figure 1). Modularized 

courses are also a relatively common modality and 

are at least one-quarter of the courses ofered in 

each subject area (37% math, 27% reading, and 27% 

writing). Contextualized and co-requisite courses 

are much less common. On average, less than 10% 

of math, reading, and writing courses are ofered as 

contextualized or ofered as co-requisite. 

Faculty training. Institutions agreed that advisors 

were trained to address developmental education 

(85%) and were knowledgeable about available stu-

dent services (90%). However, faculty training varied 

by the course instructional modality (Figure 2). Com-

pressed and modularized instruction have the highest 

rates of very well/extremely well-trained instructors 

(50% and 40%, respectively). Between 16% and 21% 

of faculty received no or very poor training in co-req-

uisite and contextualized instruction. It is likely that 

faculty were less well trained for those instructional 

modalities that were not ofered or were ofered at 

lower rates at that institution.

usE oF tEchnology

Although	DE	has	increasingly	relied	on	technology,	
some	respondents	expressed	concern	regarding	access,	
efectiveness,	and	student	use.	Few colleges agreed 

or strongly agreed that technology was an efective 

advising tool (15%) or that their early alert system was 

efective (25%), despite 50% of colleges utilizing an 

early alert system. Forty percent of colleges agreed 

to some extent that advisors have sensed concern 

among students related to the increased reliance on 

technology in DE.

Other uses of technology are also 

concerning. Whereas 45% of 

institutions agreed or strongly 

agreed that they were successful in 

ofering more online courses, far 

fewer responded that their massive 

open online courses (MOOCs; 12%) 

or online and distance learning DE 

courses (20%) were efective (Table 

Figure 1. Course oferings by instructional modality for the overall sample.

Figure 2. Quality of faculty training in new instructional modalities.
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2). Although the majority of institutions agreed or 

strongly agreed that students had suicient access to 

computers and labs (80%) and that there was ample 

technology support (55%), only 45% responded 

similarly that the labs had suicient equipment and 

space. Further, 45% of institutions disagreed to some 

extent that students had suicient computer and/or 

software knowledge to complete courses. 

There were also mixed results regarding support servic-

es that required computers and/or internet access. The 

quality of computer lab services was high (m=4.2), but 

the quality of online tutoring was slightly lower (m=3.8, 

on a scale where 3 represents a neutral response and 

5 represents highest quality). Use of technology-based 

support services also varied; only 5% of students used 

computer lab services, and even fewer (3%) used online 

tutoring services.

AcADEmic ADvising tEchniQuEs

Because	colleges	can	no	longer	exclusively	use	Postsec-
ondary	Education	Readiness	Test	(PERT)	scores	as	their	DE	
placement	tool,	institutions	have	relied	on	other	advising	

tools,	techniques,	and	predictive	models	to	assist	the	advis-
ing	process. The majority of institutions (70%) agreed or 

strongly agreed to their use of transcripts, checklists, in-

dividual education plans, and degree maps during ad-

vising. Fewer used intrusive advising techniques (35%), 

early warning systems (50%), or consider non-cognitive 

factors such as learning styles or outside commitments 

(65%) during advising.

Survey respondents were asked to indicate whether 

they used predictive models, considering multiple 

factors (e.g. high school grades and assessment scores) 

when advising. Eleven institutions indicated that they 

used predictive models and provided factors for their 

models. We analyzed these open-ended answers and 

found 10 categories of factors: 

•	 high school background: grades, grade point aver-

age, transcripts, courses, grades in speciic courses, 

and student self-reported success (100%)

•	 assessment scores (PERT, SAT, ACT, FCAT, etc.; 64%)

•	 dual enrollment participation and prior college 

credit (18%)

table 2. Summary Statistics of Institutions’ Technology Allocation, in Percentages

Disagree or  
Strongly 
Disagree

Somewhat 
Disagree Neutral

Somewhat  
Agree

Agree or  
Strongly  

Agree

Successful in ofering more online 
courses 10 15 0 30 45

Online and distance learning DE 
curriculum efective 20 10 45 5 20

MOOCs efective 1 17.7 0 70.6 0 11.8

Suicient access to computers/labs  
to complete courses 5 5 0 10 80

Suicient computer/software 
knowledge to complete courses 15 30 10 15 30

Computer labs have suicient 
equipment and space to sustain  
a higher volume of students 10 15 10 20 45

Technology support is suicient to 
handle increase of technology used 
in  DE 10 10 15 10 55

Note.	n=20; 1 n=17.
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•	 high school class rank (9%)

•	 career interests or inventories (18%)

•	 an algorithm (9%)

•	 family and work commitments (9%)

•	 time lapsed since previous education or since last 

speciic course (18%)

•	 work and/or military experience (9%)

•	 major and/or meta-major (9%) 

The majority of institutions did not agree nor did 

the majority disagree about their overall use of 

diagnostic assessments and their efectiveness; rather, 

there was a wide range of responses to these items. 

Although there was not overwhelming consistency 

in institutions’ overall use and efectiveness of 

diagnostic assessments, 60% agreed or strongly 

agreed while 25% somewhat agreed that diagnostic 

assessments were used in class (Table 3).  

Additional academic advising practices. For the 

whole sample, most institutions agreed or strongly 

agreed that their advising practices were efective for 

students’ exemption status (70%) and developmen-

tal education (70%), yet only 45% agreed or strongly 

agreed that intrusive advising was efective and only 

47% agreed or strongly agreed that advising was 

related to increased student success (Table 4).

Colleges had difering advising requirements. Fifteen 

percent required students to meet several times per 

semester, 45% required meeting once per semester, 

20% required annual meetings, and 20% of institu-

tions did not have an advising requirement. 

Meta-majors were also not fully integrated into advis-

ing processes. Only 35% of institutions noted that 

they were related to developmental education advis-

ing, and just 30% agreed or strongly agreed that their 

students knew what a meta-major was or required 

their students to declare a meta-major (Table 4).

table 3. Institutions’ Use of Diagnostic Assessments, in Percentages

Disagree or  
Strongly 
Disagree

Somewhat 
Disagree Neutral

Somewhat  
Agree

Agree or  
Strongly  

Agree

Diagnostic assessments used to 
identify student needs 25 15 20 10 30

Diagnostic assessments efective to 
identify student needs 10 5 30 20 35

Diagnostic assessments indicate more 
students complete developmental 
education 40 15 30 5 10

Instructors use diagnostic assessments 
in class 5 0 10 25 60
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table 4. Summary Statistics of Academic Advising Variables, in Percentages

Disagree 
or  

Strongly 
Disagree

Somewhat 
Disagree Neutral

Somewhat  
Agree

Agree or  
Strongly  

Agree

Registration system assisted with exemption status 0.0 10.0 5.0 25.0 60.0

Advising processes efective for exemption status 0.0 5.0 5.0 20.0 70.0

Advising processes efective for developmental education 0.0 10.0 5.0 15.0 70.0

Technology is an efective tool 10.0 20.0 30.0 25.0 15.0

Use of intrusive advising 5.0 10.0 0.0 50.0 35.0

Intrusive advising is efective 5.0 0.0 15.0 35.0 45.0

Non-cognitive factors considered during advising 10.0 5.0 0.0 20.0 65.0

Use of early warning system 0.0 10.0 10.0 30.0 50.0

Early warning system is efective 5.0 5.0 20.0 45.0 25.0

New student orientation changed signiicantly 5.0 0.0 10.0 30.0 55.0

New student orientation is separate for exempt  students 75.0 10.0 50.0 0.0 10.0

Use of transcripts in the advising process 10.0 0.0 10.0 10.0 70.0

Use of a checklist in the advising process 10.0 5.0 10.0 5.0 70.0

Meta-majors are related to advising for developmental education 25.0 0.0 20.0 20.0 35.0

Students understand meta-major options 10.0 10.0 25.0 25.0 30.0

Students are required to declare a meta-major 52.0 10.0 10.0 25.0 30.0

Academic units are coordinated with advisors 5.0 10.0 10.0 15.0 60.0

Advisors are trained to address developmental education issues 5.0 0.0 0.0 10.0 85.0

Advisors are informed of student support services 0.0 0.0 0.0 10.0 90.0

Increased services supporting developmental education 0.0 15.0 10.0 20.0 55.0

Advisors sense of concern for reliance on technology 30.0 5.0 25.0 15.0 25.0

Use of individual education plans 5.0 10.0 5.0 10.0 70.0

Use of degree maps 5.0 5.0 0.0 20.0 70.0

Ample time to meet with students 35.0 20.0 15.0 15.0 15.0

Academic advising is efective1 0.0 5.3 5.3 31.6 57.9

Advising meets students’ needs1 15.8 21.1 10.5 42.1 10.5

College increased types of advising1 10.5 15.8 5.3 15.8 52.6

College increased the amount of advising1 21.1 5.3 26.3 15.8 31.6

College has seen increased use of advising1 10.5 0.0 21.1 26.3 42.1

Suicient staf to handle advising1 52.6 21.1 0.0 21.1 5.3

Academic advising is required1 26.3 10.5 0.0 15.8 47.4

 Advising is available to all students1 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 100.0

Advising is well-advertised to students1 5.3 0.0 0.0 10.5 84.2

Advising is related to increased student succcess1 0.0 0.0 31.6 21.1 47.4

Note.	n=20; 1n=19.
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Whereas 55% of institutions changed their new stu-

dent orientations dramatically following the imple-

mentation of SB 1720, only 10% ofered separate 

orientations for exempt and non-exempt students. 

New student orientation was required at the majority 

of colleges (85%) and was most often ofered in both 

online and in-person formats (85%; see Figure 3). 

Respondents were asked to indicate their level of 

proactive, compared to reactive, advising on a scale 

of 0 to 100, where 0 indicated exclusively reactive 

advising, and 100 represented exclusively proactive 

advising. The mean response was 62.4, with a range 

of 10 to 100. This indicates institutions’ willingness  

to reach students in eforts to prevent issues before 

they occur.

chAllEngEs AnD PositivE chAngEs

Despite	challenges	and	tempered	agreement	that	
implementing	their	institutional	plan	resulted	in	positive	
outcomes,	institutions	reported	many	positive	changes	
occurring	across	their	institutions.	Implementing the 

DE reform posed challenges to colleges, and many 

disagreed to some extent that the legislation resulted 

in positive student or institutional outcomes. For 

example, 53% disagreed or strongly disagreed that 

they had improved student performance in gateway 

courses, and 32% disagreed or strongly disagreed 

Figure 3. New student orientation.

that their college has increased student success  

since implementing their plan. Relatedly, merely  

26% agreed or strongly agreed that they had stream-

lined student progress to credit-bearing courses. 

Further, despite high levels of advisor training and 

efectiveness, few institutions agreed or strongly 

agreed that advisors had ample time to meet with 

students (15%), could meet students’ needs (11%), 

or had suicient staf to handle the large advising 

caseloads (5%).

Nevertheless, institutions noted that the implemen-

tation and planning processes have led to several 

positive efects. For example, many respondents 

agreed or strongly agreed that their college had bet-

ter collaboration across diferent departments (68%); 

increased innovation (63%); developed greater ef-

iciencies (47%); decreased student time in DE courses 

(47%); and improved recommendations for students 

(47%; Figure 4).

Institutions also reported positive efects regarding 

their advising practices. Many agreed or strongly 

agreed that they improved advising and student 

progress monitoring (42%); that their advising prac-

tices were efective for guiding students on their 

exemption status (70%) and regarding DE (70%); 

academic units coordinated with advising staf (60%); 
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Figure 4. Institutions’ impact estimates of implementing DE reform.

and they were able to increase the types of advising 

ofered (53%). Similarly, the majority of institutions 

agreed or strongly agreed that advisors were trained 

to address DE issues (85%) and were informed of the 

available student support services (90%).   

Developmental education structure. Institutions 

also agreed with many positive aspects of the plan-

ning and implementation processes. All of the institu-

tions agreed or strongly agreed that their imple-

mentation aligned closely with their submitted plan 

(see Table 5). Importantly, almost 60% of institutions 

agreed or strongly agreed that their plan efectively 

served their student population, while only about 

16% of institutions disagreed with this statement. The 

majority of institutions reported they were somewhat 

satisied with their developmental course oferings 

(55%), and 30% agreed or strongly agreed. While 

schools reported satisfaction with their course ofer-

ings, they also generally agreed or strongly agreed 

that they had enough faculty members to accommo-

date these oferings (70%).

The institutions mostly reported that open com-

munication about SB 1720 and exemption status 

is best (85% agreed or strongly agreed); relatedly, 
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75% of institutions agreed or strongly agreed that 

students had clear understandings of their exemp-

tion status (see Table 5). However, the schools had 

less conidence in students’ understanding of course 

delivery methods and course enrollment. In fact, 35% 

of institutions either strongly disagreed, disagreed, 

or somewhat disagreed that  students clearly under-

stand the delivery methods, and 55% institutions 

either strongly disagreed, disagreed, or somewhat 

disagreed that students enroll in the best course to 

suit their needs. It is important to note that devel-

opmental implementation is an on-going process at 

the FCS institutions; most (84%) agreed or strongly 

agreed that they continue to meet semi-regularly.

Disagree or  
Strongly 
Disagree

Somewhat 
Disagree Neutral

Somewhat  
Agree

Agree or  
Strongly  

Agree

Satisied with its developmental course oferings 5.0 5.0 5.0 55.0 30.0

Faculty received training to teach new course 
delivery methods 5.0 5.0 5.0 10.0 75.0

Faculty adequately prepared to teach new course 
delivery methods 0.0 0.0 0.0 5.0 95.0

College has adequate number of faculty to 
accommodate course oferings 0.0 10.0 5.0 15.0 70.0

Students have clear understanding of course 
delivery methods 15.0 20.0 5.0 25.0 35.0

Students have clear understanding of exemption 
status 5.0 5.0 0.0 15.0 75.0

Open communication about SB 1720/exemption 
status is best 5.0 0.0 5.0 5.0 85.0

Conident students enroll in best course options to 
suit  needs 35.0 20.0 20.0 10.0 15.0

Implementation plan efectively served student 
population1 5.3 10.5 10.5 15.8 57.9

Implementation of plan aligned closely with 
submitted plan1 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 100.0

Implementation team’s directives for 
implementing the plan efective 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 100.0

Implementation team composed of all necessary 
constituents1 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 100.0

Implementation team continues to meets semi-
regularly 0.0 0.0 0.0 15.8 84.2

Implementation team has grown since 
implementing institutional plan1 36.8 5.3 5.3 10.5 42.1

Note. n=20; 1n=19.

clustEr AnAlysEs

Developmental Education structure. 

The Developmental Education Structure analysis result-

ed in three distinct clusters; Clusters 1 and 3 consisted 

of eight institutions each, and Cluster 2 had three insti-

tutions. Institutions in Clusters 1 and 2 had the largest 

enrollments (14,439 and 14,327 students, respectively; 

see Table A1). All clusters have more females enrolled, 

with females composing 57-61% of the institutions’ 

enrollment, on average. Cluster 2 had the largest Black 

student population (24%) whereas Cluster 3 had the 

largest White enrollment (64%) and the smallest Latino 

enrollment (11%). Asians consistently made up approxi-

mately 2% of each clusters’ enrollment.  

table 5. Developmental Education Implementation Structure and Implementation Team, in Percentages
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Note. n n

Institutions in Cluster 2 had 

the largest inancial aid awards 

($5,457), but institutions in Cluster 

3 received aid with the small-

est awards ($3,636) at the high-

est rates (65%). Across clusters, 

students received Pell grants at 

comparable rates (41-44%). Cluster 

3 institutions spent the most on 

instructional expenses (44%), 

whereas Cluster 2 allocated just 

39% of its budget on instruction; 

Cluster 1 had the smallest budget 

for instructional expenses per FTE 

($3,936).  Cluster 2 also spent the 

least amount (6%) on academic 

support, but the largest amount 

(16%) on student services.

Developmental education cur-

riculum. As noted, modularized 

and compressed courses were 

the most commonly used of the 

four instructional modalities.	That 

said, each cluster ofers courses in 

modalities that are distinct from 

the others. Cluster 1 relies mostly 

on compressed courses, and this is 

true for math (67%), reading (93%), 

and writing (87%; Figure 5). Institutions in Cluster 2 

rely nearly evenly across all four modalities for math, 

but favors compressed and contextualized modalities 

for reading and writing. Cluster 3 favors modularized 

and compressed modalities exclusively for all three 

subjects.

use of diagnostic assessments. Although there 

were mixed results regarding institutions’ use and 

efectiveness of diagnostic assessments, instructors at 

most institutions used diagnostic assessments in class 

to evaluate students’ preparedness for the course. 

Figure 5. Course oferings by instructional modality overall and by cluster.

Institutions in Cluster 1 indicated their agreement 

and disagreement across the four statements about 

diagnostic tests; that is, there was no clear response 

pattern for Cluster 1 (Table A2). All of Cluster 2 agreed 

to some extent that instructors used diagnostic assess-

ments in courses, yet there was much more dispar-

ity within Cluster 2 institutions for the other uses of 

diagnostic assessments. Cluster 3 responded similarly 

to Cluster 2, with all institutions indicating to some ex-

tent their use of diagnostics in courses and responding 

broadly to the other uses of diagnostic tests, although 

disagreeing more with each statement than Cluster 2. 
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Developmental implementation structure and 

implementation team. Next, we examined the 

developmental education implementation structure 

which asked about satisfaction regarding the 

implementation. Although most institutions in most 

clusters agreed or strongly agreed to most of the 

developmental education implementation structure 

survey items, there were some slight variations 

(Table A3). Whereas the majority of institutions in 

Clusters 1 and 3 agreed or strongly agreed that 

they had an adequate number of faculty, 67% 

of institutions in Cluster 2 somewhat disagreed. 

Further, 67% of the colleges in Cluster 2 disagreed or 

strongly disagreed that their students understand 

the course delivery methods. Notably, many 

institutions in Cluster 1 (50%) and Cluster 2 (67%) 

disagreed or strongly disagreed that “students are 

enrolling in the best courses to suit their needs.” 

Also in Table A3 we present how each cluster 

responded to the implementation team questions. 

There were mixed responses in clusters’ beliefs that 

their implementation plans were serving their col-

leges and students efectively. In Cluster 1, 57% of 

institutions agreed or strongly agreed, but Cluster 

2 was spread evenly between slightly disagree, 

slightly agree, and more strongly agreeing that 

their plans were efective. Cluster 3 also had institu-

tions expressing doubt about the efectiveness of 

the implementation process.  However, all clusters 

agreed or strongly agreed that the implementation 

of their plans were closely aligned to their submit-

ted plans, their teams’ directives were efective, and 

their teams were well composed. Additional varia-

tion occurred across clusters regarding whether the 

implementation team has grown. Whereas Cluster 3 

had the highest proportion of institutions disagree-

ing with their teams’ growth, Clusters 1 and 2 varied 

in how they agreed with each of the statements.

AcADEmic ADvising  

clustEr AnAlysis

The cluster analysis for Academic Advising yielded 

three distinct clusters. Institutions in Cluster 1 

(n=10) were the largest, with an average estimated 

full-time equivalent enrollment of 13,393 students, 

with Cluster 3 (n=5) as the next largest institutions 

averaging 10,806, and Cluster 2 (n=3) with the 

smallest enrollment, averaging just over 6,608 

Figure 6. Academic advisor training and awareness of student 

support services.
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Figure 7. Efective academic advising practices overall and by cluster.

students (Table B1). All intuitions had more females 

than males enrolled (58-61%). Cluster 3 had the 

largest proportion of part-time students (66%), 

compared to Cluster 1 and 2 (62%, respectively). 

White students were the majority at all colleges 

(56-63%). Whereas the institutions in Cluster 2 had a 

smaller percentage of Black students enrolled (13%), 

the remaining clusters had comparable Black student 

enrollments (17-18%). In all clusters, multiethnic 

students make up 1-2% of the student populations. 

Academic advising. Institutions reported high levels 

of advisor training to address developmental edu-

cation issues and indicated that advisors were well 

informed of student support services. Institutions in 

Cluster 1 had well-trained advisors (Table B2). Ninety 

percent agreed or strongly agreed that advisors were 

trained to address DE issues and were informed of 

student support services available (Figure 6). Institu-

tions in Cluster 2 disagreed to statements in some 

academic advising survey items. Twenty percent of 

Cluster 2 strongly disagreed that advisors were well 

trained, with the remaining 80% agreeing to some 

extent that advisors were trained to address develop-

mental education issues; all institutions in Cluster 2 

agreed to some extent that advisors were informed  

of available support services. All of the institutions  

in Cluster 3 reported that their advisors were trained  

to address DE issues, and 80% reported advisors’ 

awareness of student services.

Most institutions agreed or strongly agreed that their 

advising practices were efective, but institutions 

responded more neutrally to whether advising was 

related to increased student success. Sixty percent 

of institutions in Cluster 1 responded that advising 

processes were efective regarding students’ exemp-

tion status and 70% agreed or strongly agreed that 

advising was efective for developmental education 

(Figure 7). Another 40% agreed that their intrusive 

advising practices (i.e. highly hands-on advising to 

alert faculty, advisors, and/or administrators about 

students’ issues) was 

efective. Despite this, 

only 60% indicated that 

advising was related to 

increased student suc-

cess, with 30% of Cluster 

1 responding neutrally to 

this statement.  

Fully 100% of Cluster 

2 agreed or strongly 

agreed that their advising 

was efective for stu-

dents’ exemption status, 

and all institutions agreed 

to some extent that 

their intrusive advising 

practices were efective. 

Although two-thirds of 

Cluster 2 indicated ef-
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fective advising regarding developmental education, 

one-third somewhat disagreed. Nevertheless, all of 

Cluster 2 agreed to some extent that their advising 

was related to increased student success. 

Cluster 3 responded similarly for their efective 

advising regarding students’ exemption status 

and developmental education; 20% of institutions 

somewhat disagreed, 20% somewhat agreed, and 

60% agreed or strongly agreed that their practices 

were efective. All institutions agreed to some extent 

that their intrusive advising was efective, yet 60% 

responded neutrally that academic advising was 

related to increased student success.

Institutions’ use of advising tools and techniques 

also varied by cluster (see Table B2). Sixty percent 

of Cluster 1 agreed or strongly agreed that their 

registration system assisted with advising students 

about their exemption status. Although 40% of 

respondents in Cluster 1 agreed or strongly agreed 

that their institution used an early warning system, 

only 10% agreed or strongly agreed that it was 

efective. Institutions in this cluster tended to use 

other advising tools and processes, such as transcripts 

(80%), checklists (100%), degree maps (90%), and 

individual education plans (80%).  

All of the respondents in Cluster 2 responded with a 

neutral or more positive response that they used an 

early warning system but only two-thirds of Cluster 

2 agreed to its efectiveness in any degree. Cluster 

2 institutions agreed or strongly agreed to their use 

of transcripts (67%) and individual education plans 

(67%), yet did not rely heavily on many other tools.  

For example, two-thirds of the sample disagreed  

to some extent that they employed checklists or 

degree maps.  

Many institutions in Cluster 3 used a variety of 

advising tools and techniques: 100% agreed or 

strongly agreed that they used a registration system 

that assisted with students’ exemption status, used 

an early warning system (80%), used transcripts (60%), 

individual education plans (40%), and degree maps 

(40%). Whereas 40% of Cluster 3 institutions agreed  

or strongly agreed that they used a checklist  

during advising, another 40% responded neutrally  

to this question.

Meta-majors (major-course pathways leading  

towards a degree) do not appear to be a largely 

signiicant portion of the academic advising process. 

Cluster 1 had among the most positive responses 

regarding meta-majors in advising. Fifty percent 

of institutions in Cluster 1 agreed or strongly 

agreed that meta-majors were related to their DE 

advising practices, 40% indicated that their students 

understood their meta-major options, and 40% 

required their students to declare a meta-major 

option. Although 100% of Cluster 2 respondents 

required their students to declare a meta-major, no 

institutions in this group believed their students 

understood the options for meta-majors, and only 

50% indicated that meta-majors were related to 

DE advising processes. Sixty percent of Cluster 3 

institutions disagreed or strongly disagreed that 

meta-majors were related to their DE advising, and 

most (60%) responded neutrally when asked whether 

students understood their meta-major options. 

Eighty percent of Cluster 3 institutions did not require 

students to declare a meta-major (with the remaining 

20% responding neutrally), which may be related to 

the low percentage of institutions that agreed their 

meta-majors are connected to DE advising.  

Colleges also responded moderately regarding 

increased advising services and use. For example, 

70% of Cluster 1 institutions increased the types 

of advising ofered, 40% increased the amount of 

advising ofered, and 60% have seen an increased 

use of advising services. Interestingly, no institution 

in Cluster 2 responded positively to any degree that 

the colleges increased their types of advising, and 

only one-third of the cluster somewhat agreed that 

they increased the amount of advising. Despite this, 

67% somewhat agreed that the college had seen an 

increased use of advising. Forty percent of Cluster 
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3 disagreed to some extent that the college has 

increased the types of advising services, yet 60% 

agreed to some extent that types of advising has 

increased; only 40% agreed or strongly disagreed  

that their college had increased the amount of 

advising ofered.  

Across the board, limited academic advising resources 

appear to pose an issue for most institutions. All 

colleges in every cluster ofered advising to all 

students, yet many indicated their lack of availability 

to students. Despite advising being available to all 

students in all schools in all clusters, few institutions 

agreed or strongly agreed that there was suicient 

staf to handle advising (10% in Cluster 1). Similarly, 

few institutions agreed or strongly agreed that their 

advisors had ample time to meet with students (20% 

in Cluster 1, 33% in Cluster 2). 

Clusters are noticeably dissimilar in their responses to 

whether the advising staf coordinated eforts with 

academic units across campus. In Cluster 1, nearly 

all institutions (90%) agreed or strongly agreed that 

there were coordinated eforts, but only 40% of institu-

tions in Cluster 3 responded similarly. Cluster 2 had 

responses ranging from somewhat disagree (33%) to 

neutral (33%) to somewhat agree (33%). 

technology allocations. Cluster 1 continued to agree 

or remain neutral with most technology statements. 

Fifty percent of the institutions in Cluster 1 were 

successful in ofering more online courses (Figure 8). 

Whereas 60% of these institutions responded neutrally 

that the online and distance learning DE options were 

efective, 100% of the institutions responded simi-

larly regarding MOOCs’ efectiveness. A large major-

ity (80%) of Cluster 1 respondents boasted suicient 

computer lab access for its students, yet responses for 

students’ computer/software knowledge ranged from 

disagree or strongly disagree (20%) to agree or strong-

ly agree (30%). Forty percent of Cluster 1 institutions 

indicated suicient equipment and space to sustain 

a higher volume of students, yet 60% indicated that 

technology support services can handle the increase of 

technology used in DE. 

Figure 8. Technology allocations overall and by academic advising cluster.
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Two-thirds of Cluster 2 somewhat agreed that they 

were successful in ofering more online courses. 

Despite this, 67% disagreed or strongly disagreed 

that their online or distance learning curriculum was 

efective and 50% responded similarly regarding the 

efectiveness of their MOOCs. Fully 100% of Cluster 2 

indicated suicient access to computers and labs but 

a scant 33% noted their students’ suicient computer 

or software knowledge. However, 67% of Cluster 2 

institutions had suicient equipment and space, and 

all institutions had suicient tech support to handle 

the increase of technology used in DE courses.

Cluster 3 had wide-ranging answers that tended to 

stay neutral or positive. Sixty percent of Cluster 3 

colleges agreed or strongly agreed that they were 

successful in ofering more online courses, and all 

institutions responded neutrally or agreed to some 

extent that their online and DE curriculum was efec-

tive. Sixty percent responded neutrally to MOOCs’ 

efectiveness. Compared to Clusters 1 and 2, Cluster 3 

appears to have more limited resources. Whereas 80% 

of Cluster 3 colleges had suicient access to comput-

ers and lab space, only 60% indicated that these labs 

have suicient space and equipment, and a mere 

40% had adequate technological assistance. Further-

more, only 40% of institutions in Cluster 3 agreed 

or strongly agreed that their students had suicient 

technological knowledge. 

In general, institutions tended to disagree with the 

statements regarding online learning and MOOCs. 

Particularly for Cluster 2, online, distance learning, 

and MOOCs were not efective. For most institu-

tions, resources such as computers, software, and lab 

space do not seem to be an issue. However, there is 

less conidence in students’ abilities or knowledge of 

computers and software; all clusters had some institu-

tions disagree to some extent about their students’ 

technological knowledge to complete courses. 

stuDEnt suPPort sErvicEs  

clustEr AnAlysis

The Student Support Services cluster analysis yielded 

three distinct clusters; there are ive institutions in 

Cluster 1, ive in Cluster 2, and eight in Cluster 3 (see 

Table C1).  Institutions in Cluster 3 are the largest, with 

an average estimated full-time equivalent enroll-

ment of 17,642 students, with Clusters 1 and 2 having 

smaller enrollments of 10,039 and 9,141, respectively. 

All clusters have more females than males enrolled. 

Cluster 3 also has the largest proportion of part-time 

students (66%), compared to Cluster 1 (61%), and 

Cluster 2 (63%). White students are the majority in all 

clusters, (54-61%). Cluster 2 has a noticeably smaller 

proportion of Black students (13%) compared to the 

other clusters (17-21%).  The percentage of students 

receiving aid is comparable across clusters (55-60%) 

and all institutions have comparable student-faculty 

ratios with 22-24 students per instructor. 

Quality and increases of student support services. 

Of the student support services ofered, institutions 

reported the highest levels of quality for face-to-face 

tutoring and computer lab services. Overall, face-

to-face tutoring and computer lab services had the 

highest levels of reported quality (m=4.2 and m=4.2, 

respectively, on a scale where 3 represents a neutral 

response and 5 represents highest quality). Although 

Cluster 1 tended to have the highest reported quality 

and increases in most services, there was some varia-

tion by cluster. For example, Cluster 1 reported the 

highest quality on face-to-face tutoring (m=4.3), yet 

Cluster 3 reported the highest quality on computer 

lab services (m=4.3). Notably, institutions reported the 

lowest rates for both mentoring quality and increases 

in mentoring services. 

Students used face-to-face tutoring at the highest 

rates, but students’ use of other student services var-

ied by cluster and by the support service ofered. We 

calculated average monthly use by dividing clusters’ 
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average use (counts) by clusters’ average full-time 

equivalent enrollment. Face-to-face tutoring was the 

support service used the most, with an overall mean 

of 5.3% of students using it monthly (Figure 9). Inter-

estingly, higher rates of participation varied by cluster 

and service ofered. Whereas Cluster 1 institutions 

had noticeably high participation rates for face-to-

face tutoring, (m=6.8%), Clusters 1 and 2 shared the 

highest rates of participation in computer lab services 

(m=5.6%), which was the service that had the second-

highest rates of participation overall (m=5.1%). Cluster 

3 had the highest rates of participation in mentoring 

(3.0%), despite its low overall use (2.4%).

One explanation for the popularity of face-to-face tu-

toring is that it occurs in classes. That is, colleges have 

hired embedded tutors to attend class and support 

the instructor during class meetings. Many of the col-

leges have also purchased and ofered online tutoring 

programs such as SmartThinking. Somewhat concern-

ing is the small proportion of students using any of 

these services in a given month. Colleges should con-

sider whether these support services are adequately 

and efectively serving their students’ needs. 

QuAlitAtivE FinDings

This section includes indings from our survey of 

open-ended responses. We begin this section with 

the challenges and opportunities presented by  

the reform, then we discuss institutions’ use of pre-

dictive modeling in their developmental education 

advising practices.

A number of open-ended questions asked respon-

dents to relect on the following aspects of imple-

menting their institutional plan:

•	 positive impacts of the reform;

•	 negative impacts of the reform;

•	 the most successful aspect(s) of the 

implementation of the reform;

•	 the challenges and barriers associated with the 

implementation of the reform;

•	 areas for continued improvement in implementing 

their institutional plan or addressing the needs of 

developmental education; and

•	 speciic departments or academic units that were 

particularly impacted in the implementation of the 

institutional plan. 

Figure 9. Monthly use of student support services overall and by student support services cluster.
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PositivE imPActs oF thE rEForm

Colleges reported that the implementation of the 

reform resulted in innovations in developmental 

education and a renewed focus on student success. 

Another common response was that the reform 

resulted in increased collaboration between diferent 

areas on campus; particularly noted was increased 

collaboration between academic and student afairs. 

A number of institutions indicated that the legislation 

forced them to become more nimble, respond 

quickly, and to focus on innovative strategies to 

increase student success.

nEgAtivE imPActs oF thE rEForm

The majority of responses to this question indicated 

that many students are ignoring advisors’ advice and 

bypassing developmental education when, based 

on their advisors’ guidance, they may beneit from it. 

Others indicated that they are observing decreased 

success rates in gateway courses, which they similarly 

attribute to underprepared students bypassing DE. 

A number of colleges indicated that the reform has 

negatively impacted their ability to identify students 

who may need DE and to provide students with a 

complete picture of their level of preparedness for 

college level work. Finally, it was reported that stu-

dents are now given far too many options which has 

resulted in a complex course selection process. This 

has left students confused and has caused diiculties 

for advisors to properly advise them.  

most succEssFul AsPEct(s) oF thE 

imPlEmEntAtion oF thE rEForm

Colleges reported that a successful component of 

their implementation of the reform has been the 

development of new processes and programs meant 

to better serve and inform students. This included 

new bridge programs and irst-year student experi-

ences. Likewise, a number of the colleges reported 

new intake and advisement processes. Colleges also 

reported improved communication between depart-

ments. Finally, new and also improved course ofer-

ings were cited as examples of successful implemen-

tation outcomes. 

chAllEngEs AnD BArriErs 

AssociAtED with thE 

imPlEmEntAtion oF thE rEForm

One of the most frequently cited challenges or barri-

ers was the costs associated with the reform. Col-

leges indicated the need to hire additional advisors, 

increase the capacity of the institutional research 

oices, and to update their student information (data) 

systems. Another frequently cited challenge or barrier 

was federal inancial aid. Because aid is not provided 

for courses without a clear start and end date, indi-

vidualized instruction such as modularized courses, 

may not be covered under federal rules. As noted, 

colleges also discussed the challenge of identifying 

students who may need developmental education 

and of students not following advice. 

ArEAs For continuED imProvEmEnt 

The most frequently cited need was to develop 

improved means of advising students and ways of 

connecting students to support services and other 

resources. Colleges were interested in exploring ways 

of better assessing students’ academic skills and then 

informing students of their options considering their 

skills. Likewise, colleges were interested in ways of 

connecting students to existing resources such as 

supplemental instruction, orientation programs, and 

summer bridge programs. Finally, colleges noted 

wanting to redesign their course options given new 

enrollment proiles; this includes gateway courses, 

which are likely enrolling students who would have in 

previous years enrolled in developmental education, 

and their current developmental courses given the 

options speciied in the legislation. 
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sPEciFic DEPArtmEnts or AcADEmic 

units AFFEctED

Colleges reported signiicant impact to their math 

and English/communications departments. One of 

the most signiicant changes was a shift in assigning 

faculty from developmental education to gateway 

courses. This presented a challenge for some 

institutions where their DE faculty may not have a 

master’s degree, which is required to teach gateway 

courses. Colleges also reported signiicant impacts on 

advising and student support services. New full- and 

part-time advisors were hired, where possible. Some 

institutions reported the need to hire new advisors 

but could not, given budget realities. Likewise, 

colleges reported the need for more tutors and 

major revisions to student induction processes like 

orientation and new student experience.

PrEDictivE moDEls

Participants were asked to indicate whether they 

used predictive models, considering, for example, 

such factors as high school grades and courses, as-

sessment scores, etc. in their advising process. We 

analyzed institutions’ open-ended answers to ind 

distinct responses, as well as responses that could be 

grouped together. We found 10 categories of factors 

used in predictive modeling: high school background, 

assessment scores, dual enrollment, high school class 

rank, career interests, outside commitments, time 

lapsed since previous education, work experience, 

and major. Note that only 11 institutions (55% of our 

sample) indicated that they used predictive model-

ing and provided factors for their models. Whereas 

all colleges with predictive modeling employed some 

combination of high school grades, courses, and 

transcripts, few considered non-performance-related 

factors such as family and work commitments, work 

and/or military experience, and major or meta-major 

(9%; Table 6). Eighteen percent considered non-cogni-

tive factors such as career interests and time since last 

formal educational experience.

table 6. Colleges’ Use of Predictive Models

Aspects of  
Predictive Models Percent

High School Grades/GPA, Transcripts,  
Courses, Grades in Speciic Courses, and  
Self-Reported Success 

100.0

Assessment Scores (PERT, SAT, ACT, FCAT, etc.) 63.6

Dual Enrollment Participation/Performance or 
Prior College Credit

18.2

High School Rank 9.1

Career Inventories or Interests 18.2

Family and Work Commitments 9.1

Time since last formal education or since last 
speciic course

18.2

Work and/or Military Experience 9.1

Major and/or Meta-major 9.1
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This study examined the initial implementation 

plans and processes of institutions throughout the 

state of Florida as they addressed Senate Bill 1720. 

This analysis focused closely on course oferings and 

instructional modalities, academic advising practices, 

and student support services, including the use of 

technology. Because many colleges had already 

implemented programs, courses, and other services 

to assist their developmental students, we cannot 

quantitatively determine which outcomes are directly 

related to the legislation. Nevertheless, this survey 

is the irst exploration of SB 1720 following its initial 

implementation, and we discuss our main themes 

below.

•	 Overall,	modularized	and	compressed	courses	were	

the	most	commonly	used	of	the	four	instructional	

modalities.

It is possible that modularized and compressed in-

structional modalities were the most eicient ways to 

address the legislations’ requirement for redesigned 

instruction. That is, in many cases, modular courses 

were taught using a computerized or online compo-

nent which the colleges purchased from a textbook 

company.  Often, compressed courses were short-

ened during the course redesign process by simply 

eliminating topics deemed to be the least important, 

resulting in students mastering fewer topics and 

focusing exclusively on those crucial for success in the 

next course in the sequence. 

In addition to eiciently satisfying the new course 

requirements of SB 1720, modularized and com-

pressed courses may have been common choices for 

other reasons. For example, of the four modalities, 

modularized courses most closely coincide with the 

“lipped classroom” structure that is rising in popular-

ity in postsecondary education. Also, modularized 

courses—through the use of technology and adap-

Discussion and Conclusions

tive lesson plans—necessarily include innovative 

teaching tools; this aligns closely with another SB 1720 

goal: innovation to improve student success. While 

modularized courses might provide innovative tech-

nologies to increase student learning, compressed 

courses might be popular choices because they are 

designed to reduce time to college-level coursework. 

Another intention of SB 1720 is to reduce the time to 

degree, and colleges may have chosen to ofer nu-

merous compressed courses so students could enroll 

in more than one compressed course per semester. 

Modularized and compressed courses were likely to 

be eicient choices for course redesign, but they also 

ofer potential beneits that relect the overall nature 

of SB 1720.

•	 Although	DE	has	increasingly	relied	on	technology,	
some	respondents	expressed	concern	regarding	
access,	efectiveness,	and	student	use.	

Responses from many of the institutions indicate that 

special consideration should be given to technology 

issues. For example, although most colleges claim 

their students have suicient access to computers 

and labs for courses (80%), a mere 45% assert that 

there is suicient space and equipment, begging 

the question of to what these students have access. 

These patterns remain when we explore technology 

allocation by the advising clusters (Figure 8). Further 

troubling is that most institutions did not agree that 

their students have suicient skills or knowledge to 

use the equipment. Access, equipment, and skills 

are issues that particularly afect students who are 

older, from rural areas, or who have limited income to 

spend on their own equipment or internet access at 

home. These students may also encounter diiculty 

when trying to utilize online tutoring: on average, less 

than 3% of students utilize this support service on 

a monthly basis. Among students who do not have 

easy access to technological resources at home, those 
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with jobs or those who provide childcare might also 

encounter conlicting schedules that impede their 

ability to utilize on-campus computer labs. In fact, 

only 5% of students utilize on-campus computer labs 

on a monthly basis. When many institutions rely heav-

ily on online and technological components for their 

classes, as is seen in the preference for modular and 

compressed instructional modalities, institutions may 

need to provide additional resources for students.

•	 Because	colleges	can	no	longer	exclusively	use	PERT	
scores	as	their	DE	placement	tool,	institutions	have	
relied	on	other	advising	tools,	techniques,	and	predic-
tive	models	to	assist	the	advising	process.

Colleges have proved extremely innovative in their 

advising practices since the passage of the legislation.  

Institutions used predictive models and multiple 

measures to place students in courses suited to their 

needs. Additionally, advisors and instructors alike 

employed other assessment criteria when placing 

students in courses. Despite the small number of 

advisors, large student-advisor caseloads, and  

limited academic achievement indicators, advisors  

are creatively guiding students through their  

course pathways. 

However, it remains concerning that despite SB 1720 

requiring advising for all incoming students, many 

institutions still do not mandate advising or new 

student orientation. This could also be a function of 

limited staf or other resources, however orientation 

and advising sessions can provide a crucial irst point 

of contact between the student and the college. This 

may be particularly helpful for nontraditional stu-

dents who are unfamiliar with the campus and enroll-

ment, registration, and inancial aid processes.

•	 Institutions	show	somewhat	diferent	patterns	in	
developmental	education	instructional	structure,	aca-
demic	advising,	and	student	support	services,	which	
lead	to	distinct	groups	in	institutional	responses	and	
practices	in	developmental	education	implementation.	

Although the institutions often responded similarly, 

for some instances there were noticeable diferences. 

In each of the analyses, Cluster 2 in particular was 

unique in some of its responses. Cluster 2 consisted of 

institutions that implemented courses in the contex-

tualized and co-requisite instructional modalities at 

higher rates than institutions in the other clusters. In 

regards to advising practices, it strongly agreed with 

fewer statements, which may relect these institu-

tions’ discontent with advising resources such as 

personnel and time with students. Cluster 2 also had 

higher rates of students utilizing its online tutoring 

services. Because institutions in these clusters ap-

pear to act diferently than colleges in other clusters, 

institution-level analyses may yield important results 

for their administrators to consider. Whereas some 

practices may be especially efective for certain stu-

dents or institutions, not all courses, processes, tools, 

or services may transfer well to other environments 

and student populations.

•	 Despite	challenges	and	tempered	agreement	that	
implementing	their	institutional	plan	resulted	in	
positive	outcomes,	institutions	reported	many	
positive	changes	occurring	across	their	institutions.

During the planning and implementation stages 

institutions reported increased collaboration across 

various administrative, academic, and advising de-

partments. Additionally, many reported high levels 

of advisor and faculty training and efective advis-

ing practices, particularly related to developmental 

education and students’ awareness of their exempt 

status. Nevertheless, challenges remain regarding 

proper course placement and success in both DE and 

gateway courses, particularly when resources are 

limited and process are still novel.

It is important to consider institutions’ previous prac-

tices and lexibility in implementing their institutional 

plans. That is, not every institution augmented their 

courses, advising processes, or support programs in 
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the same way. This may explain, for example, why 

some institutions reported poor or no training for 

speciic instructional modalities. Since institutions 

were not required to teach all subjects in all course 

modalities, it is likely that faculty received little sup-

port for course modalities that were not implemented 

at their college. Additionally, many institutions were 

already adjusting their programming to accommo-

date students’ DE in anticipation of coming changes, 

because of previous grants or external funding, or 

due to students’ identiied needs. Indeed, one poten-

tial respondent indicated via personal communication 

that the college opted to not submit the survey due 

to the fact that they could not adequately represent 

what the college was already doing to address the 

legislation and support student outcomes. 

We acknowledge that many of the institutions’ 

disagreement with the impact estimate statements 

may be attributed to the quick implementation time-

line. For example, small percentages of institutions 

agreed that they had been able to increase student 

success, improve their processes for identifying of 

students’ needs, or improve performance in gateway 

courses. Many of these processes, particularly those 

related to identifying student needs and additional 

resources, may become more evident after more 

student outcome data are available. Therefore, we 

urge institutions to use their available data to assess 

which courses, instructional modalities, and advising 

practices lead to the greatest success rates; which stu-

dents are progressing through their developmental 

education sequence to gateway courses; and which 

gateway courses have highest completion rates. By 

using these indicators, institutions can augment their 

practices to better inform and prepare their students.  

Despite the ability to gather information about 

perceived initial institution and student outcomes, it 

remains to be seen how institutions’ implementation 

of their plans afect objective student outcomes, such 

as pass rates in developmental courses, progress to 

gateway courses, retention from irst to second se-

mester, and reenrollment in the following fall quarter. 

The CPS will continue to assess SB 1720 and address 

these issues with additional data sources in attempts 

to understand the full ramiications of a legislation 

that augmented developmental educational practices 

for thousands of students across the state of Florida.
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Appendices

APPEnDix A

table A1. Summary Statistics of Institutional Characteristics for Developmental Education Implementation Structure Clustering

  Cluster 1¹ Cluster 2² Cluster 3³

Characteristic 
Mean or 
Percent Std. Dev.

Mean or 
Percent Std. Dev.

Mean or 
Percent Std. Dev.

Institution Demographics

    Est. Full-Time Student Equivalent 14,438.63 17159.65 14326.67 14,730.31 9,970.00 7815.44

    Female 58.69% 2.20 57.38% 4.13 61.15% 2.87

    Part-time Students 62.99% 3.70 56.72% 3.95 65.38% 4.35

    American Indian 0.39% 0.23 0.41% 0.27 0.47% 0.24

    Asian 2.36% 0.89 2.08% 1.89 2.21% 0.96

    Black 14.37% 5.97 23.59% 9.76 16.82% 5.06

    Hispanic/Latino 18.87% 20.88 13.93% 14.54 11.15% 8.12

    Paciic Islander 0.23% 0.17 0.17% 0.14 0.15% 0.13

    White 53.74% 20.79 53.04% 20.51 64.31% 13.75

    Multiethnic 1.66% 1.20 2.06% 0.45 1.87% 1.30

    Unknown 7.34% 6.26 3.99% 4.17 2.32% 1.54

Financial Aid Awards

    Average Financial Aid Award $4,180.50 1262.38 $5,457.00 1406.13 $3,636.38 801.34

    Percent Receiving Aid 50.63% 9.81 57.33% 6.43 64.75% 18.13

    Average Pell Grant Award $3,501.00 766.78 $3,795.67 310.04 $3,675.38 421.92

    Percent Receiving Pell Grant 41.00% 8.82 43.7% 1.53 44.38% 5.85

Instructional Staf

    Full-Time Minority Instructors 20.86% 18.53 18.04% 15.73 18.38% 6.54

    Part-Time Instructors 67.11% 5.82 73.09% 3.29 70.35% 8.00

    Part-Time Minority Instructors 24.19% 19.46 25.11% 9.25 17.98% 6.64

    Average Students Per Faculty 22.38 3.74 25.33 5.03 22.00 4.87

Expenditures (2013)

    Total Core Expenses $126,000,000 $136,000,000 $116,000,000 $97,300,000 $89,000,000 $65,900,000

Percentages of Core Expenses

     Instructional 40.50% 3.25 38.67% 3.21 43.50% 2.98

     Academic Supports 10.50% 3.16 6.33% 1.53 12.38% 3.78

     Student Services 12.38% 2.72 16.00% 2.00 11.50% 2.00

Expenses Per FTE

     Instructional $3,936 795.54 $3,959.33 1253.49 $4,251.63 776.87

     Academic Supports $1,056.13 466.99 $624.67 40.41 $1,206.38 482.91

     Student Services $1,252.63 559.93 $1,635.67 603.68 $1,115.38 113.75

Note. 1n=8; 2n=3; 3n=8.
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table A2. Percent of Institutions that Use Diagnostic Assessments Overall and by Cluster for Developmental Education Implementation 

Structure Clustering

Disagree or  
Strongly 
Disagree

Somewhat 
Disagree Neutral

Somewhat  
Agree

Agree or  
Strongly  

Agree

Diagnostic assessments used 
to identify student needs

Overall 25 15 20 10 30

Cluster 1 12.5 0 25 25 37.5

Cluster 2 66.7 0 33.3 0 0

Cluster 3 25 37.5 12.5 0 25

Diagnostic assessments 
efective to identify student 
needs

Overall 10 5 30 20 35

Cluster 1 12.5 0 37.5 12.5 37.5

Cluster 2 0 33.3 33.3 0 33.3

Cluster 3 12.5 0 25 37.5 25

Diagnostic assessments indi-
cate more students complete 
developmental education

Overall 40 15 30 5 10

Cluster 1 50 25 12.5 12.5 0

Cluster 2 33.3 0 66.7 0 0

Cluster 3 37.5 12.5 37.5 0 12.5

Instructors use diagnostic 
assessments in class

Overall 5 0 10 25 60

Cluster 1 12.5 0 25 25 37.5

Cluster 2 0 0 0 33.3 66.7

Cluster 3 0 0 0 25 75

Disagree 
or Strongly 

Disagree
Somewhat 
Disagree Neutral

Somewhat 
Agree

Agree or   
Strongly 

Agree

Satisied with its developmental 
course oferings

Overall 5.0 5.0 5.0 55.0 30.0

Cluster 1 12.5 0.0 12.5 75.0 0.0

Cluster 2 0.0 0.0 0.0 33.3 66.7

Cluster 3 0.0 12.5 0.0 50.0 37.5

Faculty received training/
professional development to teach 
new course delivery methods

Overall 5.0 5.0 5.0 10.0 75.0

Cluster 1 0.0 12.5 0.0 25.0 62.5

Cluster 2 0.0 0.0 33.3 0.0 66.7

Cluster 3 12.5 0.0 0.0 0.0 87.5

Faculty adequately prepared 
to teach new course delivery 
methods

Overall 0.0 0.0 0.0 5.0 95.0

Cluster 1 0.0 0.0 0.0 12.5 87.5

Cluster 2 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 100.0

Cluster 3 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 100.0

College has adequate number 
of faculty to accommodate the 
changes in course oferings

Overall 0.0 10.0 5.0 25.0 35.0

Cluster 1 0.0 0.0 0.0 12.5 87.5

Cluster 2 0.0 66.7 33.3 0.0 0.0

Cluster 3 0.0 0.0 0.0 25.0 75.0

table A3. Characteristics of Developmental Education Implementation Structure and Implementation Team Overall and by Cluster for 

Developmental Education Implementation Structure Clustering

Table	A3	continued	on	next	page
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table A3. Continued

Disagree 
or Strongly 

Disagree
Somewhat 
Disagree Neutral

Somewhat 
Agree

Agree or   
Strongly 

Agree

Students have clear understanding 
of course delivery methods 

Overall 15.0 20.0 5.0 25.0 35.0

Cluster 1 12.5 25.0 0.0 37.5 25.0

Cluster 2 66.7 0.0 0.0 0.0 33.3

Cluster 3 0.0 25.0 12.5 12.5 50.0

Students have clear understanding 
of exemption status

Overall 5.0 5.0 0.0 15.0 75.0

Cluster 1 12.5 0.0 0.0 0.0 87.5

Cluster 2 0.0 0.0 0.0 66.7 33.3

Cluster 3 0.0 12.5 0.0 12.5 75.0

Open communication about SB 
1720 and exemption status is best 
to implement institutional plan

Overall 5.0 0.0 5.0 5.0 85.0

Cluster 1 12.5 0.0 0.0 12.5 75.0

Cluster 2 0.0 0.0 33.3 0.0 66.7

Cluster 3 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 100.0

Conident students enroll in best 
course options to suit  needs

Overall 35.0 20.0 20.0 10.0 15.0

Cluster 1 50.0 12.5 12.5 0.0 25.0

Cluster 2 66.7 0.0 33.3 0.0 0.0

Cluster 3 0.0 37.5 25.0 25.0 12.5

Implementation plan efectively 
served student population

Overall1 5.3 10.5 10.5 15.8 57.9

Cluster 1 14.3 0.0 14.3 14.3 57.1

Cluster 2 0.0 33.3 0.0 33.3 33.3

Cluster 3 0.0 12.5 12.5 12.5 62.5

Implementation of plan aligned 
closely with submitted plan

Overall1 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 100.0

Cluster 1 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 100.0

Cluster 2 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 100.0

Cluster 3 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 100.0

Implementation team’s directives 
for implementing the plan 
efective

Overall1 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 100.0

Cluster 1 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 100.0

Cluster 2 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 100.0

Cluster 3 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 100.0

Implementation team composed 
of all necessary constituents

Overall1 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 100.0

Cluster 1 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 100.0

Cluster 2 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 100.0

Cluster 3 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 100.0

Implementation team continues to 
meets semi-regularly

Overall1 0.0 0.0 0.0 15.8 84.2

Cluster 1 0.0 0.0 0.0 42.9 57.1

Cluster 2 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 100.0

Cluster 3 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 100.0

Implementation team has grown 
since implementing institutional 
plan

Overall1 36.8 5.3 5.3 10.5 42.1

Cluster 1 28.6 14.3 14.3 14.3 28.6

Cluster 2 66.7 0.0 0.0 0.0 33.3

Cluster 3 25.0 0.0 0.0 12.5 62.5

Note. n=20; 1n=19.
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Note. n n

APPEnDix B

table B1. Summary Statistics of Institutional Characteristics for Academic Advising Clustering

Cluster 1¹ Cluster 22 Cluster 33

Characteristic
Mean or 
Percent Std. Dev.

Mean or 
Percent Std. Dev.

Mean or 
Percent Std. Dev.

Institution Demographics

    Estimated Full-Time Student Equivalent 13392.70 15472.46 6608.00 4977.75 10806.20 9494.57

    Female 59.45% 2.98 58.26% 3.36 61.05% 3.05

    Part-Time Students 61.98% 4.90 62.21% 2.11 65.97% 5.89

    American Indian 0.42% 0.21 0.26% 0.10 0.57% 0.29

    Asian 1.98% 0.89 1.85% 0.29 2.64% 1.23

    Black 17.89% 8.14 12.79% 1.53 17.05% 5.97

    Hispanic/Latino 14.87% 19.50 16.41% 9.40 10.73% 7.81

    Paciic Islander 0.18% 0.17 0.20% 0.17 0.17% 0.13

    White 58.67% 22.18 55.70% 4.00 62.92% 12.30

    Multiethnic 1.95% 0.99 1.38% 1.39 1.78% 1.51

    Unknown 3.25% 4.01 10.23% 7.81 3.53% 2.65

Financial Aid Awards

    Average Financial Aid Award $4,238.10 $1225.73 $4,289.00 2224.03 $3,823.40 $807.97

    Percent Receiving Aid 55.80% 13.44 56.67% 11.93 63.40% 20.53

    Average Pell Grant Award $3,709.90 $465.96 $2,975.00 788.95 $3,726.40 $481.54

    Percent Receiving Pell Grant 41.60% 5.82 46.00% 8.00 43.00% 9.41

Cluster 1¹ Cluster 22 Cluster 33

Characteristic
Mean or 
Percent Std. Dev.

Mean or 
Percent Std. Dev.

Mean or 
Percent Std. Dev.

Instructional Staf

    Full-Time Minority Instructors 21.65% 16.72 12.03% 5.57 18.04% 9.90

    Part-Time Instructors 70.23% 5.21 63.19% 5.36 70.41% 9.16

    Part-Time Minority Instructors 23.43% 17.83 16.83% 2.25 19.07% 7.04

    Average Students Per Faculty 22.30 4.27 21.33 4.51 22.80 4.32

Expenditures (2013)

    Total Core Expenses $118,000,000 $123,000,000 $65,100,000 $39,200,000 $96,300,000 $82,000,000

Percentage of Core Expenses

    Instructional 42.20% 3.82 39.33% 2.52 41.40% 3.78

    Academic Supports 9.80% 4.02 10% 2.65 13.20% 3.42

    Student Services 12.00% 3.02 14.33% 2.08 12.40% 2.61

Expenses Per FTE

    Instructional $4,068.30 722.56 $4,425.33 1236.05 $4,100.40 833.47

    Academic Supports $934.30 407.63 $1,177.33 675.40 $1,302.20 441.36

    Student Services $1,185.50 445.85 $1,648.33 744.39 $1,218.40 158.73

Note. 1n=10; 2n=3; 3n=5..
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Disagree 
or Strongly 

Disagree
Somewhat 
Disagree Neutral 

Somewhat 
Agree

Agree or 
Strongly 

Agree

Registration system assisted 
with exemption status

Overall 0.0 10.0 5.0 25.0 60.0

Cluster 1 10.0 0.0 10.0 20.0 60.0

Cluster 2 0.0 0.0 0.0 100.0 0.0

Cluster 3 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 100.0

Advising processes efective 
for exemption status

Overall 0.0 5.0 5.0 20.0 70.0

Cluster 1 0.0 0.0 10.0 30.0 60.0

Cluster 2 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 100.0

Cluster 3 0.0 20.0 0.0 20.0 60.0

Advising processes efective 
for developmental education

Overall 0.0 10.0 5.0 15.0 70.0

Cluster 1 0.0 0.0 10.0 20.0 70.0

Cluster 2 0.0 33.3 0.0 0.0 66.7

Cluster 3 0.0 20.0 0.0 20.0 60.0

Technology is an efective tool

Overall 10.0 20.0 30.0 25.0 15.0

Cluster 1 0.0 20.0 40.0 30.0 10.0

Cluster 2 33.3 33.3 33.3 0.0 0.0

Cluster 3 0.0 20.0 0.0 40.0 40.0

Use of intrusive advising

Overall 5.0 10.0 0.0 50.0 35.0

Cluster 1 0.0 10.0 0.0 60.0 30.0

Cluster 2 0.0 0.0 0.0 66.7 33.3

Cluster 3 0.0 20.0 0.0 40.0 40.0

Intrusive advising is efective

Overall 5.0 0.0 15.0 35.0 45.0

Cluster 1 0.0 0.0 30.0 30.0 40.0

Cluster 2 0.0 0.0 0.0 66.7 33.3

Cluster 3 0.0 0.0 0.0 40.0 60.0

Non-cognitive factors are 
considered during advising 

Overall 10.0 5.0 0.0 20.0 65.0

Cluster 1 0.0 0.0 0.0 30.0 70.0

Cluster 2 0.0 33.3 0.0 0.0 66.7

Cluster 3 20.0 0.0 0.0 20.0 40.0

Use of an early warning 
system

Overall 0.0 10.0 10.0 30.0 50.0

Cluster 1 0.0 10.0 10.0 40.0 40.0

Cluster 2 0.0 0.0 33.3 33.3 33.3

Cluster 3 0.0 0.0 0.0 20.0 80.0

Early warning system is 
efective

Overall 5.0 5.0 20.0 45.0 25.0

Cluster 1 0.0 0.0 40.0 50.0 10.0

Cluster 2 0.0 33.3 0.0 33.3 33.3

Cluster 3 0.0 0.0 0.0 60.0 40.0

table B2. Characteristics of Advising Process, Orientation, and Advisors Overall and by Cluster for Academic Advising Clustering
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Disagree 
or Strongly 

Disagree
Somewhat 
Disagree Neutral 

Somewhat 
Agree

Agree or 
Strongly 

Agree

New student orientation 
changed signiicantly

Overall 5.0 0.0 10.0 30.0 55.0

Cluster 1 0.0 0.0 10.0 20.0 70.0

Cluster 2 0.0 0.0 0.0 66.7 33.3

Cluster 3 30.0 0.0 20.0 20.0 40.0

New student orientation is 
separate for exempt  students

Overall 75.0 10.0 50.0 0.0 10.0

Cluster 1 70.0 10.0 10.0 10.0 0.0

Cluster 2 66.7 33.3 0.0 0.0 0.0

Cluster 3 100.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0

Use of transcripts in advising 
process

Overall 10.0 0.0 10.0 10.0 70.0

Cluster 1 0.0 0.0 10.0 10.0 80.0

Cluster 2 0.0 0.0 33.3 0.0 66.7

Cluster 3 20.0 0.0 0.0 20.0 60.0

Use of checklist in advising 
process

Overall 10.0 5.0 10.0 5.0 70.0

Cluster 1 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 100.0

Cluster 2 33.3 33.3 0.0 0.0 33.3

Cluster 3 0.0 0.0 40.0 20.0 40.0

Meta-majors are related to 
advising for developmental 
education

Overall 25.0 0.0 20.0 20.0 35.0

Cluster 1 10.0 0.0 20.0 20.0 50.0

Cluster 2 33.3 0.0 33.3 0.0 33.3

Cluster 3 60.0 0.0 20.0 20.0 0.0

Students understand meta-
major options

Overall 10.0 10.0 25.0 25.0 30.0

Cluster 1 0.0 10.0 10.0 40.0 40.0

Cluster 2 33.3 33.3 33.3 0.0 0.0

Cluster 3 20.0 0.0 60.0 20.0 0.0

Students are required to de-
clare meta-major option

Overall 52.0 10.0 10.0 25.0 30.0

Cluster 1 10.0 20.0 10.0 20.0 40.0

Cluster 2 0.0 0.0 0.0 100.0 0.0

Cluster 3 80.0 0.0 20.0 0.0 0.0

Academic units are coordi-
nated with advisors

Overall 5.0 10.0 10.0 15.0 60.0

Cluster 1 0.0 0.0 0.0 10.0 90.0

Cluster 2 0.0 33.3 33.3 33.3 0.0

Cluster 3 0.0 20.0 20.0 20.0 40.0

Advisors are trained to address 
developmental education 
issues

Overall 5.0 0.0 0.0 10.0 85.0

Cluster 1 0.0 0.0 0.0 10.0 90.0

Cluster 2 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 100.0

Cluster 3 20.0 0.0 0.0 20.0 60.0

table B2. Continued

Table	B2	continued	on	next	page
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Disagree 
or Strongly 

Disagree
Somewhat 
Disagree Neutral 

Somewhat 
Agree

Agree or 
Strongly 

Agree

Advisors are informed of stu-
dent support services

Overall 0.0 0.0 0.0 10.0 90.0

Cluster 1 0.0 0.0 0.0 10.0 90.0

Cluster 2 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 100.0

Cluster 3 0.0 0.0 0.0 20.0 80.0

Increased services supporting 
developmental education

Overall 0.0 15.0 10.0 20.0 55.0

Cluster 1 0.0 0.0 10.0 20.0 70.0

Cluster 2 0.0 66.7 0.0 33.3 0.0

Cluster 3 0.0 20.0 20.0 20.0 40.0

Advisors sense concern for 
reliance on technology

Overall 30.0 5.0 25.0 15.0 25.0

Cluster 1 20.0 10.0 30.0 10.0 30.0

Cluster 2 33.3 0.0 0.0 33.3 33.3

Cluster 3 20.0 0.0 40.0 20.0 20.0

Use of individual education 
plans

Overall 5.0 10.0 5.0 10.0 70.0

Cluster 1 0.0 0.0 0.0 20.0 80.0

Cluster 2 0.0 0.0 33.3 0.0 66.7

Cluster 3 20.0 40.0 0.0 0.0 40.0

Use of degree maps

Overall 5.0 5.0 0.0 20.0 70.0

Cluster 1 0.0 0.0 0.0 10.0 90.0

Cluster 2 33.3 33.3 0.0 0.0 33.0

Cluster 3 0.0 0.0 0.0 60.0 40.0

Ample time to meet with 
students

Overall 35.0 20.0 15.0 15.0 15.0

Cluster 1 20.0 30.0 20.0 10.0 20.0

Cluster 2 66.7 0.0 0.0 0.0 33.3

Cluster 3 20.0 20.0 20.0 40.0 0.0

Academic advising is efective

Overall1 0.0 5.3 5.3 31.6 57.9

Cluster 1 0.0 0.0 0.0 40.0 60.0

Cluster 2 0.0 0.0 0.0 33.3 66.7

Cluster 3 0.0 20.0 20.0 20.0 40.0

Advising meets students’ 
needs

Overall1 15.8 21.1 10.5 42.1 10.5

Cluster 1 10.0 0.0 10.0 60.0 20.0

Cluster 2 0.0 33.3 33.3 33.3 0.0

Cluster 3 20.0 60.0 0.0 20.0 0.0

College increased types of 
advising

Overall1 10.5 15.8 5.3 15.8 52.6

Cluster 1 0.0 10.0 0.0 20.0 70.0

Cluster 2 33.3 33.3 33.3 0.0 0.0

Cluster 3 20.0 20.0 0.0 20.0 40.0

table B2. Continued
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Disagree 
or Strongly 

Disagree
Somewhat 
Disagree Neutral 

Somewhat 
Agree

Agree or 
Strongly 

Agree

College increased amount of 
advising

Overall1 21.1 5.3 26.3 15.8 31.6

Cluster 1 10.0 10.0 40.0 0.0 40.0

Cluster 2 33.3 0.0 33.3 33.3 0.0

Cluster 3 20.0 0.0 0.0 40.0 40.0

College has seen increased 
use of advising

Overall1 10.5 0.0 21.1 26.3 42.1

Cluster 1 0.0 0.0 20.0 30.0 60.0

Cluster 2 33.3 0.0 0.0 66.7 0.0

Cluster 3 0.0 0.0 40.0 0.0 60.0

Suicient staf to handle advis-
ing

Overall1 52.6 21.1 0.0 21.1 5.3

Cluster 1 40.0 20.0 0.0 30.0 10.0

Cluster 2 66.7 33.3 0.0 0.0 0.0

Cluster 3 60.0 20.0 0.0 20.0 0.0

Academic advising is required

Overall1 26.3 10.5 0.0 15.8 47.4

Cluster 1 10.0 0.0 0.0 30.0 60.0

Cluster 2 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 100.0

Cluster 3 60.0 40.0 0.0 0.0 0.0

 Advising is available to all 
students

Overall1 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 100.0

Cluster 1 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 100.0

Cluster 2 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 100.0

Cluster 3 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 100.0

Advising is well-advertised to 
students

Overall1 5.3 0.0 0.0 10.5 84.2

Cluster 1 0.0 0.0 0.0 10.0 90.0

Cluster 2 0.0 0.0 0.0 33.3 66.7

Cluster 3 20.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 80.0

Advising is related to in-
creased student success

Overall1 0.0 0.0 31.6 21.1 47.4

Cluster 1 0.0 0.0 30.0 10.0 60.0

Cluster 2 0.0 0.0 0.0 66.7 33.3

Cluster 3 0.0 0.0 60.0 20.0 20.0

Note. n=20; 1n=19.

table B2. Continued
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Cluster 11 Cluster 22 Cluster 33

Characteristic
Mean or 
Percent Std. Dev.

Mean or 
Percent Std. Dev.

Mean or 
Percent Std. Dev.

Institution Demographics

    Est. Full-Time Student Equivalent 10039.00 5236.31 9140.60 12058.4 17641.75 16498.87

    Female 59.16% 4.24 59.68% 3.45 59.90% 1.71

    Part-Time Students 60.96% 5.10 63.31% 3.49 65.63% 4.58

    American Indian 0.38% 0.18 0.34% 0.15 0.46% 0.30

    Asian 1.74% 0.93 2.24% 1.29 2.69% 0.82

    Black 20.93% 8.69 12.59% 3.20 17.27% 6.30

    Hispanic/Latino 11.65% 6.57 15.90% 12.16 18.16% 21.08

    Paciic Islander 0.16% 0.09 0.24% 0.18 0.19% 0.17

    White 60.52% 10.84 61.32% 18.19 53.46% 21.85

    Multiethnic 1.80% 1.14 1.42% 1.32 1.87% 1.14

    Unknown 1.86% 1.22 5.17% 5.07 5.04% 4.06

Financial Aid Awards

    Average Financial Aid Award $4,650.00 $1392.72 $4,454.20 $1532.99 $3,783.50 $647.70

    Percent Receiving Aid 54.60% 10.99 60.00% 19.20 57.38% 16.44

    Average Pell Grant Award $3,762.80 416.03 $3,988.60 568.85 $3,497.88 262.98

    Percent Receiving Pell Grant 45.00% 7.42 43.00% 8.57 41.75% 6.25

Instructional Staf

    Full-Time Minority Instructors 19.15% 7.02 14.93% 6.89 25.31% 17.26

    Part-Time Instructors 70.93% 9.18 64.96% 6.81 73.17% 3.77

    Part-Time Minority Instructors 19.62% 6.44 17.68% 8.61 26.45% 19.01

    Average Students Per Faculty 23.80 3.63 23.40 6.47 22.38 3.89

Expenditures (2013)

    Total Core Expenses $91,800,000 $44,700,000 $74,600,000 $80,200,000 $153,000,000 $131,000,000 

Percentage of Core Expenses

    Instructional 42.20% 6.61 40.60% 2.97 43.13% 4.02

    Academic Supports 9.00% 3.67 11.00% 2.92 12.50% 3.51

    Student Services 12.80% 3.27 12.00% 3.08 12.00% 2.07

Expenses Per FTE

    Instructional $4,177.00 999.61 $4,166.00 1130.31 $3,930.25 511.50

    Academic Supports $927.00 551.28 $1,186.20 603.24 $1,126.38 329.27

    Student Services $1,251.00 338.06 $1,289.00 690.09 $1,101.88 214.97

Note. 1n=5; 2n=5; 3n=8.

APPEnDix c

table c1. Summary Statistics of Institutional Characteristics for Student Support Services Clustering
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