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The Florida legislature drastically restructured developmental education placement and instruction through Senate Bill 1720 

(SB 1720) during the 2013 legislative session. There is a critical need to understand how colleges within the Florida College 

System (FCS) respond to SB 1720 in terms of students’ education placement and course instruction, as well as what effects 

this legislation could have on student outcomes. Florida is at the forefront in developmental education reform, which 

provides an excellent opportunity to examine how various developmental education approaches affect student success in 

college.  

 

We conducted a survey of various college administrators responsible for the developmental education initiatives at the 28 

FCS institutions. The survey gathered information about the following topics: 

 Background information about the institutions 

 Understandings of the new law 

 Anticipated impact of the new law 

 Implementation structure 

 Developmental education structure 

 Role of advising 

 Technological resources 

 Resource allocation 

 Importance of implementation 

 

From our analysis, the following themes emerged: 

1) There is a fairly wide agreement that the reform reflects a spirit of innovation and offers an opportunity to solve an 

old problem in new ways;  

2) Colleges mobilized the campus community to respond to the new law and increased inter-institutional collaboration 

in developing strategies; 

3) Colleges placed advising in the forefront of institutional plans and deemed it critical for the success of the reform. 

However, the colleges are concerned about student willingness to take advice, particularly students who are exempt 

from developmental education; 

4) Colleges plan to use a wide range of measures to assess student college readiness, but feel that the elimination of 

placement tests as a requirement is a missed opportunity to have valuable diagnostic information for the students 

and the college; 
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5) The colleges are concerned about students’ willingness to take recommended developmental courses. They are 

particularly concerned that students who are exempt will jump into college-level courses against advisement might 

lack the necessary skills for academic success; 

6) Colleges plan to offer a range of developmental course options as required by the law, but modularized and 

compressed formats are the most widely utilized; 

7) Some distinctive patterns emerged from the colleges’ responses toward developmental education reform, allowing 

us to statistically group them into three clusters (Remainers, Resisters, and Responders); 

8) In the new policy environment, some colleges think K-12 schools have a critical role in helping high school 

graduates to be college-ready and that K-12 schools need accountability for ensuring high school-college alignment; 

9) Some colleges feel that they are constrained by the tight timeline for implementation and expect to struggle with 

resource allocation and “unknowns;” 

10) Colleges plan to utilize technology for information dissemination to students (e.g., orientation video), course 

offerings, and online training of staff members; 

11)  A number of colleges are skeptical that the changes required by SB 1720 will naturally result in increased student 

success. 

 

In summary, the colleges appear to agree on the need to reform developmental education placement and instruction, but 

some feel the current reform goes a bit too far and too fast.  
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Remedial coursework in postsecondary education—defined as coursework completed post-

high school that is not yet college-level—has come under increased scrutiny in recent years, 

particularly with large numbers of students needing remediation and the high cost associated 

with providing it. Indeed, current estimates indicate that nearly half of all undergraduates 

require at least one remedial course (Bailey et al., 2010) and estimates from over a decade 

ago indicate that public colleges and universities nationwide spent over $1 billion per year 

providing remediation (Breneman & Haarlow, 1998). In Florida alone, upwards of 78% of 

community college students are enrolled in at least one remedial course with a cost of $129.8 

million during the 2005-2006 academic year (Office of Program Policy and Government 

Accountability, 2006). In 2013, the Florida legislature passed a wide-sweeping law, known 

as SB 1720, to eliminate required remedial education for many Florida students.  

 

The new legislation dramatically changed the rules as to how developmental education is 

delivered and to whom. The new legislation provides students with several developmental 

education options, and some students, who previously would have tested into developmental 

education, will be able to skip it altogether. The methods for offering developmental 

education will also change. These methods, including modularized, compressed, 

contextualized, and co-requisite courses, will offer students the ability to enter college-level 

courses much more quickly. Colleges have also received additional flexibility with the 

placement of students, where college placement testing will no longer be required for most 

Florida public high school graduates. Finally, admission counseling is mandated for all 

incoming students regarding their placement options. 

 

Developmental education must now be delivered through a variety of instructional strategies 

and includes the following: 

 Modularized instruction that is customized and targeted to address specific skill 

deficiencies 

 Compressed courses that accelerate student progression from developmental 

instruction to college-level coursework in less time than standard courses 

 Contextualized instruction that is related to students’ declared meta-majors and 

provides connections with real world content 

 Co-requisite instruction that supplements college-level coursework where students 

are concurrently enrolled 
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The legislation does not mandate the specifics around each option and allows individual 

colleges some flexibility in regards to the form and delivery of each of the four options. 

SB 1720 also prohibits colleges from requiring placement testing and developmental 

education for students who entered ninth grade in a Florida public school in the 2003–2004 

school year and thereafter, provided that the student earned a standard high school diploma. 

The same exemptions from placement testing and developmental coursework are also 

provided to active duty members of the military.  

 

Although it is not required for exempt students, the law allows exempt students to choose to 

be tested or to take developmental education once counseled and advised of their options. 

  

SB 1720 required the following to occur: 

 By October 31, 2013, the State Board of Education was to establish, by rule, the test 

scores a student must achieve on the common placement test in order to perform 

college-level work 

 By December 31, 2013, the State Board of Education was to approve a series of 

meta-majors and academic pathways and identify the gateway courses to the meta-

majors 

 By March 1, 2014, FCS institutions were to submit developmental education plans 

to the Chancellor of the FCS for implementation beginning no later than fall 2014 

 By Fall semester 2014, FCS institutions must begin offering the mandated course 

options, provide exemptions to the appropriate students, and implement the 

mandated advising and meta-majors, among other things 

 Beginning October 31, 2015, all FCS institutions shall submit an annual 

accountability report that includes student success data related to each 

developmental education strategy implemented 

 FCS institutions and the FCS Chancellor are to submit annual accountability reports 

to the State beginning in 2015 

 

The FCS is comprised of 28 public community and state colleges (Figure 1). Enrollment at 

these 28 colleges is estimated around 900,000 students at 68 campuses across the State of 

Florida. The Chancellor of the FCS reports directly to the Commissioner of Education, who 

is the chief executive officer for Florida’s educational system. The FCS employs nearly 

46,000 people across the 28 colleges with nearly half of those employees being faculty 

members. 
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Students attending the FCS colleges have an average age of 26 with 63% attending college 

part-time and 37% attending full-time. Colleges offer a host of programs, including 

bachelor’s degrees, associate of arts and associate of science degrees, college credit 

certificates, vocational credits, college and vocational preparatory, and life long learning. 

Nearly 106,000 degrees were awarded during 2012-2013. 

 

In this research report we describe and discuss the findings from a survey we conducted with 

the leaders of FCS institutions on their perceptions and opinions regarding the key areas 

related to the developmental education reform in the state. 
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Figure 1. The 28 public community and state colleges within the FCS 



Research Questions 

This study examined the following research questions (RQs), which guided the development 

and design of the survey instrument, data analyses, and reporting: 

1) How have the leaders of FCS institutions understood and chosen to implement the 

new placement process, student advising, and remediation options? 

2) What are the general perceptions of campus leaders in the FCS regarding this 

developmental education reform? 

3) Are there distinctive patterns in institutional leaders' perceptions of the 

developmental education reform?  
 

Survey Instrument 

In mid-February, we administered the Florida Developmental Education Reform Survey to 

the chief academic affairs and chief student affairs officers at each of the 28 FCS colleges. 

This survey was specifically designed to assess campus leaders’ perceptions of the reform 

and the way in which the colleges were planning to implement the reform. In addition, we 

constructed the survey such that it was consistent with: 

1) The requirements contained in SB 1720; 

2) The FCS developmental education guidelines for the creation of college 

implementation plans; 

3) The prevailing literature on policy implementation and developmental education as 

well as our own experience and knowledge of both; and,  

4) The Bill and Melinda Gates Foundation’s four components of developmental 

education reform with two primary levers for change. 

 

The survey contained 31 questions including demographic questions, a series of seven-item 

Likert-type questions, additional questions asking respondents to report a specific percentage 

(i.e., the percent of students projected to enroll in various types of developmental education), 

and 11 open-ended response questions, allowing participants to provide additional insight 

into the impact of SB 1720 on their college. The survey gathered information about the 

background of the institutions, their understanding and the impact of the new law on their 

college, their implementation and developmental education structure, the role of advising 

under the new law, how technological resources influence the implementation plans, 

resource allocation, and the importance of implementation at their college. In developing the 

survey, we sought feedback from the Division of Florida Colleges and the Bill and Melinda 

Gates Foundation and revised the items based on their feedback. The survey instrument is 

included as Appendix A.  

METHODS 
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Survey Administration 

FCS leaders representing all 28 colleges and representatives from both academic affairs and 

student affairs were invited to participate in the survey. Email invitations were sent to this 

target population utilizing the Qualtrics survey software. Included within the email invitation 

was an embedded link to the survey. Following the IRB protocol, participants were informed 

of the voluntary nature of their participation and confidentiality of their survey responses. 

The Qualtrics survey tool provided a secure data collection system that protected the 

confidentiality of the participants’ responses. Access to the survey responses was only 

available to the researchers. Subsequent to the initial invitation email, five attempts were 

made to follow up with non-responders through strategically scheduled email reminders. The 

survey concluded in early March 2014. A total of 26 FCS leaders from 21 of the 28 colleges 

participated in the survey, leading to a college response rate of 75%. The survey, on average, 

took participants approximately 28 minutes to complete. In the final sample of 21 responses 

from state and community colleges within the FCS, 55% were Vice-Presidents of Academic 

Affairs, 15% were Vice-Presidents of Student Affairs, and 30% were either General 

Education Studies Deans or Associate Provosts.  

 

Data Analysis 

In order to understand the demographic questions, Likert-type questions, percentage-based 

questions, and free-response questions, we organized our analysis into two main sections: a 

quantitative portion and a qualitative portion.  

 

Quantitative Analysis 

First, we computed descriptive statistics for each of the quantitative survey questions. In 

order to make comparisons across colleges, our quantitative analysis used only one response 

per college, deferring to the more senior respondent in the case of two responses. After 

computing descriptive statistics for the sample, we utilized a cluster analysis to better 

understand how individual colleges grouped together based upon their responses to the 

survey instrument. This method allows us to find organization from the data without a 

preconceived notion of grouping (Everitt, Landau, & Leese, 2001). Specifically, we utilized 

Ward’s method for clustering data, a hierarchical agglomerative method designed to 

minimize variance within each cluster (Ward, 1963). In order to decide how many clusters to 

use, we first we examined fusion coefficients from a series of Ward’s clustering analyses and 

then conducted several k-means analyses (Huberty, Jordan, & Brandt, 2005). An “elbow 

plot” of both the fusion coefficients and k-means results against the number of clusters 
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suggested an analysis using three clusters. After completing the cluster analysis, we 

computed descriptive statistics, by cluster, to assist in the understanding of the clusters. In 

addition, we conducted analysis of variance (ANOVA) and (when appropriate) post-hoc tests 

to determine whether responses varied significantly across clusters including eta-squared 

effect sizes (greater effect for those numbers closer to |1|). Details from the ANOVA 

analyses are provided in Appendix B. We also provide select figures using a computed three-

item Likert scale based on a collapsed version of our seven-item scale by combining the 

three levels of “disagree” and “agree” into one category each and maintaining the “neutral” 

category.  

 

Qualitative Analysis 

Qualitative data collection efforts were directed towards FCS leaders’ expectations and 

experiences towards the new developmental education reform. The survey allowed 

participants to freely respond to a series of ten open-ended questions specifically probing 

into positive and negative impacts, assistance from the Division of Florida Colleges, 

challenges of the new law, and the most rewarding aspects of the new law. The qualitative 

analysis was conducted using grounded theory developed by Glaser and Strauss (1967) that 

generates theories through the data rather than using a hypothesis. Ideas are refined as they 

emerge from the data that are coded line by line. The codes are then categorized using open 

coding that breaks down the data, examines it thoroughly through comparison and 

conceptualization. All responses to open-ended questions were imported and analyzed using 

open coding to identify emerging themes across the data using the Nvivo software. After all 

data were coded, some codes were combined due to content similarities. Relationships 

between data and colleges were compared and the common themes were noted with a final 

analysis of the results composed. 
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We organize our results in two main sections. First, we provide the results from our 

quantitative analysis of the Likert-type and percent-based questions aimed at answering RQ1 

and RQ2. In particular, we focus on (a) campus leaders’ understanding of the reform, (b) the 

anticipated impact of the reform, (c) developmental education structure, (d) the role of 

advising, (e) the use of technology, (f) resource allocation, and (g) how important key factors 

would influence successful implementation of the reform. For each of these themes, we 

provide descriptive information. Specifically, the percent of respondents in each of the items 

along the Likert scale, noting that for some questions we did not receive a response from the 

entire analytic sample. Full survey results, by calculated means and standard deviations, are 

provided in Appendix C. Following the quantitative analysis, we provide the results from our 

qualitative analysis of the open-ended questions on the survey, aimed at answering RQ3. The 

qualitative analysis provided insight into eight defined categories:  (a) negative impacts of 

the reform, (b) positive impacts of the reform, (c) individual college challenges, (d) concerns 

and ideas in moving forward, (e) resource allocation issues, (f) technology-related factors, 

(g) the most rewarding aspects of the reform process, and (h) how the Division of Florida 

Colleges can continue to offer support. 

 

Quantitative Results 

Campus Leaders’ Understanding of the Reform 

There were mixed levels of understanding of the reform. Asked whether they thought SB 

1720 provided clear information, 5% of the respondents “strongly disagree,” 0% “disagree,” 

19% “somewhat disagree,” 5% “neutral,” 33% “somewhat agree,” 33% “agree,” and 5% 

“strongly agree.” Understanding of the criteria for different course structures was also mixed 

(Table 1): while most understood the criteria for modularized and compressed course 

structures, between 20-25% didn’t seem to understand contextualized and co-requisite 

courses structures as reflected in their responses. Finally, a few respondents (roughly 10%) 

disagreed that they fully understood the criteria for exempt students. Thus, while the majority 

of respondents had a reasonable understanding of SB 1720 and its requirements, a few 

colleges disagreed that they fully understood the reform requirements, with at least one 

respondent indicating “strongly disagree” to all measures of understanding the reform.  
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Impact Estimates of the Reform 

Next, we asked respondents to indicate how they anticipated the reform would impact their 

colleges. In other words, we asked whether the changes resulting from SB 1720 would 

provide for enhanced opportunities in several key areas and Table 2 provides these summary 

statistics. Here, too, we note mixed responses. For instance, while most agreed that SB 1720 

will provide for better collaboration, greater efficiency, and increased innovation across their 

respective campus, several respondents disagreed over whether the reform would align 

courses with student needs, increase student success, or decrease student time in 

developmental education courses (see Figures 2 and 3). Indeed, roughly one third of 

respondents were neutral or disagreed over whether the reform would accelerate student 

enrollment in gateway courses and roughly two-thirds of respondents felt the same way 

about whether the reform would provide necessary resources to students. Thus, while 

respondents felt as though the reform provided key avenues for the college to work together 

and collaborate, many expressed concern over whether it would have a positive influence on 

students. 

Table 1 

Summary Statistics for Campus Leaders’ Understanding of Course Structures  

 

 Strongly 
Disagree 

Disagree 
Somewhat 
Disagree 

Neutral Somewhat 
Agree 

Agree 
Strongly 

Agree 

Fully understood 
modularized 
course structure 

5% -- -- 5% 24% 42% 24% 

Fully understood 
compressed 
course structure 

5% -- -- 5% 29% 43% 18% 

Fully understood 
contextualized 
course structure 

10% 5% 5% 14% 28% 19% 19% 

Fully understood 
co-requisite 
course structure 

10% 10% 5% 10% 19% 27% 19% 

Fully understood 
criteria for 
exempt students 

5% -- 5% 5% 10% 48% 27% 
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 Figure 2. Better collaboration within our college 

 

 

Figure 3. Increasing student success 
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Table 2 

Summary Statistics for Impact Estimates of the Reform 

 

The changes 
resulting from SB 
1720 will  
provide us with  
opportunities for… 

Strongly 
Disagree Disagree Somewhat 

Disagree Neutral Somewhat 
Agree Agree Strongly 

Agree 

Better collaboration 
within our college 

-- -- 5% 19% 38% 29% 9% 

Greater efficiencies -- 10% 19% 14% 33% 19% 5% 

Embracing innovation 5% -- -- 10% 33% 38% 14% 

Aligning courses to 
meet student needs -- 14% 18% 10% 24% 24% 10% 

Increasing student 
success -- 24% 38% 14% 14% 5% 5% 

Decreasing student 
time in developmental 
education courses 

-- 14% 10% 24% 19% 19% 14% 

Accelerating student 
enrollment in gateway 
courses 

10% 5% 5% 13% 33% 19% 15% 

Identifying students’ 
academic needs 14% 19% 24% -- 24% 14% 5% 

Improving advising 
and student progress 
monitoring 

-- 14% 14% 14% 20% 25% 14% 

Providing necessary 
resources to students 5% 25% 14% 19% 19% 9% 9% 
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Table 3 

Descriptive Statistics for Developmental Education Structure 

 

 
Strongly 
Disagree Disagree Somewhat 

Disagree Neutral Somewhat 
Agree Agree Strongly 

Agree 

SB 1720 required 
major changes to 
current dev ed 
curriculum 

-- 5% -- -- 33% 33% 29% 

Had single 
coordinating office 
for dev ed 

14% 23% -- -- 5% 10% 48% 

Is structuring a 
single coordinating 
office for dev ed 

19% 28% 5% 19% -- 5% 24% 

Reduced number 
of dev ed faculty 

14% 28% -- 19% 19% 10% 10% 

Increased number 
of gateway faculty 
in math and 
English 

14% 19% 5% 28% 14% 10% 10% 

Reassigned college 
credit math faculty 
to gateway courses 

14% 5% -- 24% 28% 24% 5% 

Developmental Education Structure 

In the next section, we asked respondents about what changes SB 1720 would require in 

developmental education curriculum, organizational structure, and faculty resources. Table 3 

provides this summary information. Nearly all respondents indicated that SB 1720 would 

require major changes to the current developmental education curriculum and while most 

colleges already had a single coordinating office for developmental education, a few more 

colleges were moving in this direction following the reform. With respect to faculty, nearly 

40% of respondents expected the developmental education reform to decrease the number of 

developmental faculty, with many more respondents indicating neutral or stronger feelings 

over whether the reform measures would increase the number of gateway faculty and/or 

reassign college credit math faculty to gateway courses. 
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Role of Advising 

With anecdotal evidence that advising would play a key role in the reform, we next asked 

respondents about anticipated changes to their advising system. Table 4 provides this 

summary information. In general, respondents indicated that SB 1720 would require major 

changes in their advising staff, including more advisors and additional training (Figure 4). In 

terms of technology and its use in advising, roughly one third of the respondents disagreed 

that the reform would result in using technology in advising, though nearly all respondents 

indicated that their advising staff was proficient in computer use and nearly all respondents 

indicated that they use a common software for advising. There was a fairly broad spread over 

the use of early warning systems in advising—systems that serve to warn students about 

weaknesses in their academic performance early each semester in order to provide sufficient 

time to address the concern. Overall, however, there appears to be significant changes 

happening with respect to student advising as a result of SB 1720. 

 

  Figure 4. Need more advisors 
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Table 4 

Summary Statistics for the Role of Advising 

 

 
Strongly 
Disagree 

Disagree 
Somewhat 
Disagree 

Neutral Somewhat 
Agree 

Agree 
Strongly 

Agree 

SB 1720 
required major 
changes in 
advising  staff 

-- 14% 10% 24% 24% 14% 14% 

Need more 
advisors -- 5% 5% 20% 28% 14% 28% 

Implemented 
additional 
advisor training 

-- -- -- 5% 14% 38% 43% 

Take student 
comfort with 
technology in 
consideration 

-- 10% 5% 14% 10% 42% 19% 

Exemption info 
included in 
registration 
system 

-- 10% 5% 5% 10% 42% 28% 

Implemented 
new or 
enhanced 
advising system 

-- 5% -- -- 14% 52% 29% 

Using 
technology in 
advising 

10% 19% 5% 5% 24% 28% 9% 

Advisors 
proficient with 
computers 

-- -- 10% -- 10% 38% 42% 

Advisors 
proficient with 
common 
software 

-- -- 5% -- 9% 43% 43% 

Implemented 
early warning 
system for 
student 
performance 

5% 5% 5% 14% 14% 38% 19% 



Use of Technology 

Tables 5 and 6 provide information regarding the use of technology in developmental 

education. We note that most respondents felt as though SB 1720 would increase the use of 

technology in developmental education; however, only 6% of respondents felt that SB 1720 

would result in offering more online courses (Figure 5). Roughly one third of respondents 

agreed and another one third were neutral to offering Massive Open Online Courses 

(MOOCs) as a component of the developmental education reform. In terms of curricular 

offerings, we note the prevalence of web-based instruction in modularized and compressed 

course structures with much less use in contextualized and co-requisite structures. In 

addition, we note the strong presence of web-based instruction for modularized structures, 

particularly for developmental math courses (Table 6). Finally, in terms of capacity, most 

respondents indicated that students had the necessary computer skills to be successful, 

though there were mixed responses in terms of whether existing computer lab facilities and 

technical support would be sufficient to handle the increased use of technology as a result of 

the developmental education reform. 
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  Figure 5. Plans to offer more online courses 
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Table 6 

Summary Statistics for the Use of Technology 

 

  Strongly 
Disagree 

Disagree 
Somewhat 
Disagree 

Neutral Somewhat 
Agree 

Agree 
Strongly 

Agree 

Will increase 
use of 
technology 

-- 12% -- 12% 24% 41% 11% 

Will offer 
more online 
courses 

6% 35% 18% 35% -- 6% -- 

Will enhance 
online and 
distance 
learning 
curriculum 

6% 18% 6% 24% 35% 11% -- 

Will engage in 
MOOCs 12% 18% -- 35% 29% -- 6% 

Students have 
access to 
computers/labs 

-- -- 6% 6% 12% 58% 18% 

Students have 
sufficient 
computer/
software 
knowledge 

-- -- 12% -- 53% 29% 6% 

Computer labs 
have sufficient 
equipment for 
higher volume 

-- 6% 28% 12% 24% 24% 6% 

Technology 
support is 
sufficient to 
handle 
technology 
increases 

-- -- 18% 18% 41% 24% -- 

 Table 5 

 Percent of Web-Based Developmental Education Courses by Course Structure 

 

  Reading Math Writing 

Modularized 31% 44% 25% 

Compressed 40% 22% 39% 

Contextualized 11% 6% 7% 

Co-requisite 12% 6% 6% 
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Resource Allocation 

In terms of resource allocation, we sought to better understand whether colleges felt that they 

had sufficient resources to successfully implement the measures under SB 1720 and what, 

additional resources, if any, might be necessary for successful implementation. Table 7 

provides these summary statistics. Responses were mixed over whether colleges felt they had 

the necessary resources for implementation, though few colleges were applying for 

additional funding and every respondent indicated that their implementation plan would not 

increase students’ cost of education and would be consistent with financial aid guidelines. 

Thus, while there was some concern over whether existing resources would be sufficient for 

successful implementation, these concerns did not cause colleges to seek funding or pass the 

cost on to their students. 

 Table 7 

 Summary Statistics for Resource Allocation 

 

  Strongly 
Disagree 

Disagree 
Somewhat 
Disagree 

Neutral Somewhat 
Agree 

Agree 
Strongly 

Agree 

Have the 
necessary 
resources for 
implementation 

-- 6% 12% 24% 24% 17% 17% 

Applying for 
subsidiary 
funds for 
implementation 

-- 41% -- 47% 6% 6% -- 

Plan will not 
increase 
student's cost of 
education 

-- 13% 25% 32% -- 5% 25% 

Plan is 
consistent with 
financial aid 
guidelines 

-- -- -- -- 12% 71% 17% 

Key Factors for Successful Implementation 

Finally, we asked respondents about which factors would be key for successful 

implementation of the reform. Across the board, respondents felt as though all of the areas 

we listed as factors would be key for success: student awareness of the reform, faculty 

support, college leadership, support from the Division of Florida Colleges, and collaboration 

amongst college departments (see example in Figure 6). In summary, despite concerns of the 



19 

Developmental Education Reform in Florida  

Table 8 

Summary Statistics for Successful Implementation 

 

 Very 
Un-

Impt 

Un- 
Impt 

Somewhat 
Un- Impt Neutral Somewhat 

Impt Impt Very 
Impt 

Student awareness of 
importance of 
common placement 
testing 

-- -- -- -- 13% 27% 60% 

Student awareness of 
importance of dev ed 

-- -- -- -- 7% 40% 53% 

Faculty support of SB 
1720 

-- 7% -- 7% 13% 47% 26% 

College leadership's 
ability to interpret SB 
1720 

-- -- -- -- 7% 40% 53% 

College leadership's 
ability to implement 
SB 1720 

-- -- -- -- 7% 33% 60% 

Support from 
Division of Florida 
Colleges 

-- -- 7% 7% -- 46% 40% 

Cohesiveness of 
college departments 
in developing 
feasible plan 

-- -- -- -- -- 47% 53% 

Cohesiveness of 
college departments 
in developing 
sustainable plan 

-- -- -- -- -- 47% 53% 

 

Figure 6. Faculty support for successful implementation of SB 1720 

lasting effect SB 1720 will have on student performance, all respondents indicated that it 

will take collaboration both across campus and with the Division of Florida Colleges to 

successfully implement the reform measures. Table 8 provides these summary statistics.  



Cluster Analysis 

The cluster analysis generated three clusters. Table 9 provides summary information, by 

cluster, and Table 10 provides selected responses by cluster, focusing on understanding of 

the reform and perceived benefits. Below we provide more detailed descriptions for each of 

the clusters as well as a discussion of how the clusters differed significantly from one 

another. 
 

Cluster 1 (Remainers) 

Cluster 1, labeled as “Remainers,” consists of 7 colleges, or 33% of the sample of colleges 

included in this study. These colleges have the highest self-reported percentage of students 

needing developmental education (54%) and are likely implementing some aspects of 

developmental education reform on their campuses already. Nearly one-third of the colleges 

in this cluster expressed that SB 1720 will not require them to make major changes to their 

developmental education curriculum and as a result, colleges in Cluster 1 do not appear to 

anticipate considerable re-structuring. Colleges in this cluster voice sufficient understanding 

of course structure models identified in SB 1720 and will incorporate the use of mostly 

modularized and compressed course structures in all content areas. Contextualized and co-

requisite models will be used minimally at some colleges. While most agreed that the 

developmental education reform will indeed increase collaboration and opportunity for 

innovation at their colleges, over 71% of colleges in Cluster 1 stated that reforms will not 

increase student success or contribute to identifying student academic needs on their 

campuses.  

 

Seventy percent of colleges in Cluster 1 will make major changes in advising departments by 

increasing the number of advisors on campus, implementing additional advisor training, 

developing or enhancing advising systems, and utilizing technology in advising students. 

Colleges in Cluster 1 believe that on average, 30% of students needing developmental 

education, but exempted by SB 1720, will follow advisor recommendations and opt into 

developmental education.  

 

Cluster 2 (Resisters) 

Cluster 2, labeled as “Resisters,” consists of 2 colleges, or 9.5% of the sub-sample used for 

analysis. These colleges have the lowest percent of students needing developmental 

education (40%) and felt that SB 1720 required major changes to their developmental 

education curriculum. Colleges in Cluster 2 did not understand contextualized or co-requisite 
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course structure models. As a result, colleges in Cluster 2 are not incorporating the use of 

these course structures in any content area. Further, mathematics will only use the 

modularized course model, while reading and writing will use both compressed and 

modularized models. Although both colleges in Cluster 2 agreed that SB 1720 will provide 

opportunities for increased collaboration and innovation at their institutions, they also 

believed that the changes resulting from the reform will not provide opportunities for greater 

efficiencies, align courses to meet student needs, provide necessary resources to students, 

increase student success, accelerate students into gateway courses, or identify students’ 

academic needs. 

 

Colleges in Cluster 2 also anticipated large changes in staffing as a result of SB 1720, 

specifically reducing the number of developmental education faculty, reassigning college 

credit faculty to gateway courses, and increasing the number of gateway faculty in 

mathematics and English. Considering the increased number of students that will be exempt 

from developmental education based of the reform, colleges in Cluster 2 reported that they 

anticipated fewer than 15% of exempt students needing developmental education will follow 

advisor recommendations and opt into developmental education courses. 

 

In general, colleges in Cluster 2 are not optimistic about the changes associated with SB 

1720. These colleges understand reform directives and criteria for exempt students; however, 

in evaluating the importance of specific factors in successful reform implementation, faculty 

support and support from the Division of Florida Colleges are unimportant. 

 

Cluster 3 (Responders) 

Cluster 3, labeled as “Responders,” consists of 12 colleges, or 57% of the sub-sample used 

for the analysis. This cluster can be characterized as embracing and responding to the 

changes in developmental education based on SB 1720 reforms. Colleges in Cluster 3 

believed that the Division of Florida Colleges provided clear and explicit information 

regarding developmental education and fully understood all course structure models and the 

criteria for exempt students. Most colleges in Cluster 3 agreed that the reform would increase 

collaboration, provide opportunities for greater efficiencies, align courses to meet student 

needs, provide necessary resources to students, accelerate students into gateway courses, 

identify student academic needs, and decrease time in developmental education courses. 

Conversely, 55% of colleges within this cluster felt that SB 1720 would not increase student 

success. 
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Colleges in Cluster 3 estimated approximately 46% of students needing developmental 

education and 63% stated that SB 1720 would require their colleges to make major changes 

in developmental education. This cluster will offer the highest percentage of modularized 

courses in all content areas and middle percentages of compressed, contextualized, and co-

requisite courses in developmental education.  

 

In advising departments, colleges in Cluster 3 have implemented new or enhanced advising 

systems and expressed a need for more advisors on campus due to reform changes and have 

implemented additional advisor training to address these needs. Further, all colleges in this 

cluster view the following factors as important or very important in the successful 

implementation of SB 1720: 1) Student awareness of the importance of common placement 

testing; 2) Student awareness of the importance of developmental education; 3) Faculty 

support of SB 1720; 4) College leadership’s ability to interpret SB 1720; 5) College 

leadership’s ability to implement SB 1720; 6) The support from the Division of Florida 

Colleges to assist colleges through the development of individual implementation plans; 7) 

Cohesiveness of college departments to develop a feasible implementation plan; and 8) 

Cohesiveness of college departments to develop a sustainable implementation plan. We turn 

now to a discussion of the significant differences across clusters. 

 

 

Significant Differences Across Clusters 

The most significant differences across clusters occurred with respect to understanding 

course delivery methods (specifically in regards to compressed, contextualized, and co-

requisite structures), the perceived benefits of the reform, anticipated changes in 

developmental education structure, online course offerings, and college leaderships’ ability 

to interpret and implement the reform. More specifically, Cluster 3 was more satisfied with 

the information provided by the Division of Florida Colleges than both Clusters 1 and 2. In 

addition, colleges in Cluster 3 also felt as though they understood the compressed, 

contextualized and co-requisite structures more than the other two clusters. Colleges in 

Cluster 3 also felt as though the developmental education reform would result in more 

efficiency than the other two clusters and more innovation than Cluster 1. Also, Cluster 3 

thought the reform would increase student success and decrease time in developmental 

education more than Cluster 1. Interestingly, colleges in Cluster 2 felt that the reform would 

accelerate students in gateway courses more than Cluster 1. With respect to developmental 
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education structure, colleges in Clusters 2 and 3 had already established a single coordinating 

office for developmental education and colleges in Cluster 3, more so than Cluster 1, felt the 

reform would reduce the number of developmental education faculty and increase the 

number of gateway faculty in developmental education.  

 

Clusters also differed in terms of advising with Cluster 3 expressing the strongest indication 

of considering students’ comfort with technology into consideration, followed by Cluster 2 

and then Cluster 1. The same pattern was true of implementing a new or enhanced advising 

system and enhancing online and distance learning. In addition, colleges in Cluster 3 plan to 

use technology in advising and increase the use of technology in developmental education 

overall compared to the other two clusters. Colleges in Cluster 3 also showed a stronger 

interest in offering MOOCs than colleges in Cluster 2.  

 

Finally, with respect to the support necessary to successfully implement reform, while all 

colleges indicated a strong buy-in across campuses in order to be successful, colleges in 

Cluster 2 indicated their emphases on the college leaderships’ interpretation and 

implementation of the reform, as well as support from faculty and the Division of Florida 

Colleges as important to the success of the reform. While all of the clusters indicated a strong 

need for collaboration in the implementation, colleges in Cluster 2 demonstrated the greatest 

sense of urgency for cross-campus and collaborative relationships with the Division as 

paramount to the success of the future of reform measures in SB 1720.  
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Table 9 

Comparison of the Three Clusters of Colleges 

 

 

 

CLUSTER 1 

(Remainers) 
CLUSTER 2 

(Resisters) 
Understanding of course structure models 

Most understood all course structure models Did not understand contextualized and co-

requisite 

Feelings about the changes resulting from Senate Bill 1720 

Most agreed SB 1720 will: 
 Increase collaboration 

 Provide opportunity for innovation 

Some agreed SB 1720 will: 
 Lead to greater efficiencies 

 Align courses to meet student needs 

Many agreed SB 1720 will NOT: 
Increase student success 

 Decrease time in developmental 
education courses 

 Identify student academic needs 

 Provide necessary resources to students 

All agreed SB 1720 will: 
 Increase collaboration 

 Provide opportunity for innovation 

Some agreed SB 1720 will: 
 Decrease time in developmental 

education courses 

All agreed SB 1720 will NOT: 
 Provide opportunity for greater 

efficiencies 

 Align courses to meet student needs 

 Provide necessary resources to students 

 Increase student success 

 Accelerate students into gateway courses 

 Identify students’ academic needs 
Percentage of students needing developmental education 

Self-reported highest percentage of students 
needing developmental education 

Self-reported lowest percentage of students 
needing developmental education 

Percentage of exempt students that will opt into developmental education 

Reported that SOME students will follow 
advisor recommendations for developmental 
education 

Reported that FEW students will follow advisor 
recommendations for developmental education 

Use of MOOCs 
Some will use MOOCs Will NOT use MOOCs 

Use of technology in advising 

Some will utilize technology in advising Will NOT utilize technology in advising 

Use of web-based course structure models 

 Will use mostly modularized and 
compressed course structures in content 
areas 

 Will use little contextualized and co-

requisite course structures 

 Will ONLY use modularized course 
structures in math; modularized and 
compressed in reading and writing 

 Will NOT use contextualized and co-

requisite course structures 
Importance of support in successful implementation of Senate Bill 1720 

Stated support from Division of Florida Colleges 
and faculty are IMPORTANT in successful 
implementation of SB 1720 

Stated that support from Division of Florida 
Colleges and faculty are UNIMPORTANT in 
successful implementation of SB 1720 



25 

Developmental Education Reform in Florida  

Table 9 (continued) 
Comparison of the Three Clusters of Colleges 

 

 

CLUSTER 3 

(Responders) 
Understanding of course structure models 

Fully understood course structure models 

Feelings about the changes resulting from Senate Bill 1720 

Most agreed SB 1720 will: 
 Increase collaboration 

 Opportunity for greater efficiencies 

 Align courses to meet student needs 

 Decrease time in developmental education courses 

 Provide necessary resources to students 

 Accelerate students into gateway courses 

 Identify students’ academic needs 

Many agreed SB 1720 will NOT: 
 Increase student success 

Percentage of students needing developmental education 

Self-reported middle percentage of students needing developmental education 

Percentage of exempt students that will opt into developmental education 

Reported that MANY students will follow advisor recommendations for developmental education 

Use of MOOCs 
Some will use MOOCs 

Use of technology in advising 

Most will utilize technology in advising 

Use of web-based course structure models 

 Will use mostly modularized and compressed course structures in content areas 

 Will use little contextualized and co-requisite course structures 

Importance of support in successful implementation of Senate Bill 1720 

Stated that support from Division of Florida Colleges and faculty are IMPORTANT in successful 
implementation of SB 1720 
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Table 10 

Selected Descriptive Statistics using the Three Clusters of Colleges 

 

  Cluster 
Strongly 
Disagree 

Disagree 
Somewhat 
Disagree 

Neutral Somewhat 
Agree 

Agree 
Strongly 

Agree 

SB 1720 
provided 
clear 
information 

Cluster 1 14% - 14% 14% 29% 14% 14% 

Cluster 2 - - - - 50% 50% - 

Cluster 3 - - 27% - 27% 45% - 

Div of Florida 
Colleges 
provided 
necessary 
info 

Cluster 1 14% 14% 14% - 14% 29% 14% 

Cluster 2 - - 100% - - - - 

Cluster 3 - - - - 9% 45% 45% 

Fully 
understood 
modularized 
course 
structure 

Cluster 1 14% - - 14% 28% 28% 14% 

Cluster 2 - - - - - 
100
% 

- 

Cluster 3 - - - - 18% 45% 37% 

Fully 
understood 
compressed 
course 
structure 

Cluster 1 14% - - 14% 43% 28% - 

Cluster 2 - - - - - 50% 50% 

Cluster 3 - - - - 18% 55% 27% 

Fully 
understood 
contextualize
d course 
structure 

Cluster 1 14% 14% - 28% 28% 14% - 

Cluster 2 50% - 50% - - - - 

Cluster 3 - - - 9% 27% 27% 37% 

Fully 
understood co
-requisite 
course 
structure 

Cluster 1 14% 28% - 14% 28% 14% - 

Cluster 2 50% - 50% - - - - 

Cluster 3 - - - 9% 9% 45% 37% 

Fully 
understood 
criteria for 
exempt 
students 

Cluster 1 14% - 14% - 14% 28% 28% 

Cluster 2 - - - - - 
100
% 

- 

Cluster 3 - - - 9% - 55% 36% 
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Table 10 (continued) 
The changes resulting from Senate Bill 1720 will provide us with opportunities for… 

 

  Cluster 
Strongly 
Disagree 

Disagree 
Somewhat 
Disagree 

Neutral Somewhat 
Agree 

Agree 
Strongly 

Agree 

Better 
collaboration 
within our 
college 

Cluster 1 - - 14% 14% 43% 28% - 

Cluster 2 - - - - - 100% - 

Cluster 3 - - - 27% 27% 36% 9% 

Greater 
efficiencies 

Cluster 1 - 14% 28% 28% 28% - - 

Cluster 2 - 50% 50% - - - - 

Cluster 3 - - 9% 9% 45% 36% - 

Embracing 
innovation 

Cluster 1 - - 14% 14% 43% 28% - 

Cluster 2 - - - - 100% - - 

Cluster 3 - - - 9% 18% 55% 18% 

Aligning 
courses to meet 
student needs 

Cluster 1 - 14% 28% 14% 43% - - 

Cluster 2 - 100% - - - - - 

Cluster 3 - - 18% 9% 18% 45% 9% 

Increasing 
student success 

Cluster 1 - 57% 14% 28% - - - 

Cluster 2 - 50% 50% - - - - 

Cluster 3 - - 55% - 27% 9% 9% 

Decreasing 
student time in 
developmental 
education 
courses 

Cluster 1 - 43% 14% 28% 14% - - 

Cluster 2 - - 50% - - 50% - 

Cluster 3 - - - 27% 27% 18% 27% 

Accelerating 
student 
enrollment in 
gateway courses 

Cluster 1 - 14% 14% 28% 28% - 14% 

Cluster 2 100% - - - - - - 

Cluster 3 - - - 9% 45% 27% 18% 

Identifying 
students’ 
academic needs 

Cluster 1 14% 57% 14% - 14% - - 

Cluster 2 100% - - - - - - 

Cluster 3 - - 36% - 36% 18% 9% 

Improving 
advising and 
student progress 
monitoring 

Cluster 1 - 28% 14% 28% 14% 14% - 

Cluster 2 - 50% - - - 50% - 

Cluster 3 - - 18% 9% 27% 27% 18% 

Providing 
necessary 
resources to 
students 

Cluster 1 14% 43% 14% 14% 14% - - 

Cluster 2 - 50% 50% - - - - 

Cluster 3 - 9% 9% 27% 27% 18% 9% 



Qualitative Analysis 

The Florida Developmental Education Reform Survey contained 10 open-ended questions. 

Those questions provided insight into seven defined categories: 

1) negative impacts of the reform; 

2) positive impacts of the reform; 

3) individual college challenges; 

4) concerns and ideas in moving forward; 

5) resource allocation issues; 

6) technology-related factors; and, 

7) the most rewarding aspects of the reform process. 

 

The most commonly stated negative impacts from the reform entailed issues around 

placement tests not being required and the ability for students’ to opt out of developmental 

education and into college-level courses when advisors speculate whether or not students are 

prepared for college-level coursework. On the positive side, colleges repeatedly mentioned 

increased opportunities for collaboration across their respective campuses and disciplines 

and bringing advising to the forefront. 

 

1)    Negative Impacts of the Reform 

Colleges noted the following areas with possible negative impacts: 

 Developmental Education Courses and Faculty 

 Forced/Conflicting Decisions 

 Resources 

 Student Impact 

 

Developmental Education Courses and Faculty were noted as experiencing 

negative impacts because of diminishing developmental education programs 

leading to the relocation of faculty to gateway classes, if qualified. 

 

Forced/Conflicting Decisions reflected in comments by colleges referring to 

conflicting ideas about the best course options and the feeling of being forced by 

legislation to revamp curriculum models. Many of the concerns in this area are 

related to the opt-out provision for students. 
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The impact on Resources brought a host of responses to include a strict timeframe 

to implement new structures, competing resources, reduction of development 

education, unfunded mandates, and financial impacts. 

 

Student Impact as a negative factor included comments from colleges concerning 

student readiness, remediation efforts, student failure, student’s ability to opt-out of 

developmental education, selection of gateway courses, access to student 

information (i.e.: PERT), and that college retention and graduation rates will suffer. 

 

2)    Positive Impacts of the Reform 

Colleges noted several areas of positive impacts due to the reform and are 

categorized as follows: 

 Collaboration and Flexibility 

 Advising 

 Student Needs/Resources 

 

Collaboration and Flexibility was overall the most evident benefit of the reform and 

the most commonly noted in responses. The reform process has provided an 

opportunity for faculty to work together collaboratively and creatively as well as 

provided opportunities to strengthen relationships. This also provided opportunities 

for academic affairs and student affairs to work together to achieve a common goal 

– student success. 

 

Advising opportunities surfaced as another positive impact of the reform. Most 

colleges were especially pleased that students will be offered increased 

opportunities for advising much earlier in the orientation and course enrollment 

process. In addition, colleges have been afforded the opportunity to revise current 

advising models to include the new meta-majors and new math pathways for 

students. 

 

Student Needs/Resources have accentuated several key areas with a positive impact. 

Supporting the educational needs of students, more options for course delivery, and 

promoting student success led the charge for positive impacts during the reform 

efforts. 

“We have more 

flexibility in the 

use of factors 

other than one 

standardized test 

to advise and 

assist students. 

Use of meta 

majors will be 

beneficial to help 

guide students.” 
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“It has fostered a sense of urgency around the importance of 

supporting the educational needs of students who benefit from 

developmental education.” 

 

3)    Individual College Challenges 

Colleges summarized several challenges faced by the reform and are categorized 

into three main areas: 

 Implementation Plans 

 Student-Related Factors 

 Unknown Factors 

  

Implementation Plans were noted to have caused challenges for many colleges. 

Timeframes for implementing plans, coordinating changes, redesigning courses, 

and proper training were cited by multiple colleges as challenges. 

 

“The timeline is unrealistic--to research, develop and 

redesign courses, select support materials and courseware, 

train faculty, train staff and advisors, properly inform students 

and school systems--timeline too short to do this properly and 

without time to gather appropriate data or to pilot 4 different 

methodologies to determine which will be most effective.” 

 

Student-Related Factors included those items which impacted student learning, 

determining which strategies to implement and if new strategies/curriculum options 

will be successful for students, and advising students in regards to gateway versus 

developmental courses. Some colleges are concerned with the student’s ability to 

opt-out of developmental education courses. 

 

Unknown Factors that presented challenges to colleges included understanding 

terminology, definitions, and descriptions of the optional course delivery methods. 

 

4)    Concerns and Ideas in Moving Forward 

The survey allowed colleges to provide any additional information on the 

“Trying to 
develop a 

meaningful 
curriculum that 

will help students 
be successful, 
and trying to 

develop a New 
Student 

Orientation for 
all students 
entering the 

college that is 
similar but takes 
into account the 
exempt and non-

exempt status.” 
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implementation of SB 1720 that they felt was important in the developmental 

education reform. The colleges stated several concerns or ideas they have as they 

moved forward with the implementation of their plans and responses are 

categorized as follows: 

 High School Accountability 

 Student-Related 

 Testing/Information Access 

 

High School Accountability concerns were related to students being unprepared for 

college-level work. 

 

Student-Related concerns from colleges included topics such as adverse effects on 

under-represented populations, which approach is optimal regarding student 

success, success of those who choose to opt-out of developmental education, and 

student retention in gateway courses. 

 

Testing / Information Access concerns were centered on exempt students and access 

to PERT data for informed decision-making at the college level. 

 

5)    Resource Allocation Issues 

The resource allocation question provided an opportunity for colleges to reflect on 

how SB 1720 is expected to impact their college and categorized as follows:  

 Increased Advisor Demand 

 Increased Faculty 

 Increased Technology/Lab Resources 

 Increased Academic and Support Services 

 Reduction in Resources for Developmental Education 

 

6)    Technology / Software Usage 

Three of the open-ended questions asked which software the college used for 

developmental education courses in math, reading, and writing. The results of those 

questions are summarized in Table 11く 

No significant courseware changes were indicated, but one college noted that they 

“Trying to predict 
the ‘unknowns’. 

For example- 
how many more 
instructors do we 
need to teach the 
gateway courses?  
How many dev. 
ed. adjuncts do 
we still need?  
What is the 
volume of 

students that 
want to talk with 

an advisor we 
can expect for 

fall registration. 
Deciding the 
processes that 
faculty need to 

follow with 
students 

underprepared 
for their 
courses.” 
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will, “Increase tutorial courseware, increase online tutoring options, [and] look at 

online tutorial management software.”  

 

7)    Most Rewarding Aspects of the Reform Process 

When colleges were asked about the most rewarding aspects of the reform act on 

their respective colleges, the following aspects were described: 

 Academic Factors 

 Advising/Tutoring 

 Collaboration/Teamwork 

 Student-Related Factors 

 

Academic Factors that have been rewarding throughout the reform process included 

areas such as bringing the faculty together across units. In addition to the 

collaboration efforts, comments were also made about the flexibility colleges have 

in redesigning their courses. 
 

Advising/Tutoring was noted as another rewarding aspect during the reform. 

Specifically noted was the ability to better evaluate and assess student readiness and 

overall academic advising review and improvements. 
 

Collaboration/Teamwork was again mentioned as an overwhelming, rewarding 

experience throughout the reform process. Specifically, comments were made about 

increased collaboration across departments and campuses, opportunities to try new 

ideas, and stronger relationships. 
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Table 11 

Software Counts for Developmental Math, Reading, and Writing Courses 

 

Software Math Reading Writing 

Pearson 17 13 11 

McGraw Hill 6 1 1 

Desire2Learn 1 1 1 

Hawkes Learning System 2 -- -- 

Plato -- 1 -- 

Townsend Press -- 1 -- 

Cengage Aplia -- 1 1 

Blackboard -- -- 1 



 

Student-Related Factors that were considered rewarding during the reform process 

included greater flexibility in course design and working together to benefit the 

students. 
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In general, survey respondents expressed that they understood the main requirements 

specified by SB 1720 and have formed task forces to develop plans for executing the reform 

mandates. Survey results confirmed that SB 1720 required major changes to current 

developmental education curriculum. Accordingly, colleges plan to make changes to 

advising departments, incorporate the use of technology, and reassign faculty to new 

departments. These changes were exhibited in a potential reduction in the number of 

developmental education faculty, an increase in the number of gateway faculty in 

mathematics and English, and reassignment of college credit mathematics faculty to gateway 

courses in anticipation of higher enrollment as a result of SB 1720. In addition, most 

developmental education courses will take on modularized or compressed course structures, 

though colleges do not necessary intend to offer additional web-based courses. Opinions are 

divided on whether implementation of SB 1720 will provide opportunities for identification 

of student academic needs, necessary resources for struggling students, and increased student 

success, but it is clear that nearly all colleges believe that the reform increased collaboration, 

teamwork, and flexibility within the college and provided opportunity for greater innovation 

in developmental education. The developmental education reform has increased 

conversations across campuses and provided for a more unified, campus-wide, and planned 

approach for the future of developmental education. As for the campus leaders’ concerns, 

scientific-based research could provide factual and credible evidence regarding whether or 

not SB 1720 is having a positive influence on student success.  

DISCUSSION AND CONCLUSIONS 
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  Cluster 1 Cluster 2 Cluster 3   Post Ad Hoc Tests 

  Mean N SD Mean N SD Mean N SD F-Ratio (effect size) 

SB 1720 provided clear 
information 

4.43 7 1.99 5.50 2 0.71 4.92 12 1.24 0.46  

Division of Florida Colleges 
provided necessary 
information 

4.29 7 2.29 3.00 2 0 6.25 12 0.75 6.83** 
3>1(0.50); 3>2 

(0.97) 

Fully understood modularized 
course structure 

4.86 7 1.95 6.00 2 0 6.08 12 0.79 2.08  

Fully understood compressed 
course structure 

4.57 7 1.72 6.50 2 0.71 6.00 12 0.74 4.06** 3>1(0.48) 

Fully understood 
contextualized course 
structure 

3.86 7 1.77 2.00 2 1.41 5.83 12 1.03 9.61*** 
3>1(0.56); 3>2

(0.84) 

Fully understood co-requisite 
course structure 

3.57 7 1.90 2.00 2 1.41 6.00 12 0.95 11.62*** 
3>1(0.63); 3>2

(0.86) 
Fully understood criteria for 
exempt students 5.00 7 2.24 6.00 2 0 6.08 12 0.90 1.24  

SB 1720 provided opportunity for:  

Better collaboration within 
the college 

4.86 7 1.07 5.00 2 0 5.42 12 1.08 0.67  

Greater efficiencies 3.71 7 1.11 2.50 2 0.71 5.25 12 1.06 8.50*** 
3>1(0.58) 3>2

(0.83) 
Embracing innovation 4.86 7 1.07 5.00 2 0 5.92 12 0.90 3.12* 3>1(0.47) 

Aligning courses to meet 
student needs 3.86 7 1.21 2.00 2 0 5.33 12 1.37 7.23*** 

3>2(0.86) 3>1
(0.49) 

Increasing student success 2.71 7 0.95 2.50 2 0.71 4.17 12 1.40 3.80** 3>1(0.52) 

Decreasing student time in 
dev ed 

3.14 7 1.21 4.50 2 2.12 5.50 12 1.17 7.81*** 3>1(0.70) 

Accelerating student 
enrollment in gateway courses 4.29 7 1.60 1.00 2 0 5.58 12 0.90 14.03*** 2>1(-0.82) 

Identifying student academic 
needs 2.43 7 1.27 1.00 2 0 4.75 12 1.42 10.98*** 

3>1(0.65);  3>2
(0.88) 

Improving advising and 
student progress monitoring 

3.71 7 1.50 4.00 2 2.83 5.33 12 1.44 2.57  

Providing necessary resources 
to students 2.71 7 1.38 2.50 2 0.71 4.83 12 1.53 5.80*** 3>1(0.59) 

% of students estimated as 
needing dev ed 

54.14 7 11.63 40.00 2 0 46.92 12 17.57 0.85  

% of exempt students needing 
dev ed estimated will follow 
advisor recommendation 

29.86 7 15.02 14.50 2 14.85 39.75 12 26.15 1.26  
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  Cluster 1 Cluster 2 Cluster 3   
Post Ad Hoc 

Tests 
  Mean N SD Mean N SD Mean N SD F-Ratio (effect size) 

Implementation team 
composed of multiple units 6.29 7 0.49 7.00 2 0 6.58 12 0.51 1.85  

SB 1720 required major 
changes to current dev ed 
curriculum 

6.14 7 0.90 5.50 2 0.71 5.58 12 1.38 0.53  

College had single 
coordinating office for dev ed 

1.57 7 0.53 7.00 2 0 6.24 12 1.48 37.38*** 
2>1(0.99); 3>1

(0.90) 
College is structuring a single 
coordinating office for dev ed 1.57 7 0.53 5.00 2 2.83 4.58 12 2.19 6.37*** 3>1(0.68) 

Reduced number of dev ed 
faculty 

2.29 7 1.25 4.00 2 2.83 4.42 12 1.93 3.13* 3>1(0.55) 

Increased number of gateway 
faculty in math and English 2.43 7 1.27 3.50 2 2.12 4.58 12 1.83 3.64** 3>1(0.57) 

Reassigned college credit 
math faculty to gateway 
courses 

3.29 7 1.98 6.00 2 1.41 4.83 12 1.19 2.88  

SB 1720 required major 
changes in advising staff 5.14 7 1.35 3.50 2 2.12 4.42 12 1.68 0.95  

Need more advisors 5.86 7 1.21 4.00 2 2.83 5.17 12 1.34 1.42  

Implemented additional 
advisor training 

6.29 7 0.76 6.00 2 0 6.17 12 1.03 0.09  

Takes student comfort with 
technology into consideration 
in advising 

5.14 7 1.57 2.00 2 0 5.92 12 0.79 10.96*** 
2>1(-0.82); 3>2

(0.96) 

Exemption info included in 
registration system 

4.86 7 2.04 6.00 2 0 5.92 12 1.31 1.10  

Implemented new or 
enhanced advising system 

6.00 7 0.82 4.00 2 2.83 6.25 12 0.62 4.82 
3>2(0.48); 2>1(-

0.43) 
Using technology in advising 4.14 7 2.12 1.50 2 0.71 5.00 12 1.65 3.39** 3>2(0.81) 

Advisors proficient with 
computers 5.57 7 1.90 6.00 2 0 6.33 12 0.65 0.88  

Advisors proficient with 
common software 

6.00 7 1.53 6.00 2 0 6.33 12 0.65 0.28  

Implemented early warning 
system for student 
performance 

5.00 7 1.53 5.50 2 0.71 5.25 12 1.91 0.08  

Will increase use of 
technology 

4.33 6 1.37 3.50 2 2.12 6.11 9 0.60 7.43** 
3>1(0.81); 3>2

(0.64) 
Will offer more online 
courses 2.67 6 1.03 1.50 2 0.71 3.56 9 0.88 4.03** 3>2(0.79) 

Will enhance online and 
distance learning curriculum 4.33 6 1.21 1.50 2 0.71 4.33 9 1.32 4.54** 

2>1(0.81); 3>2
(0.80) 



 

  Cluster 1 Cluster 2 Cluster 3   
Post Ad Hoc 

Tests 
  Mean N SD Mean N SD Mean N SD F-Ratio (effect size) 

Students have access to 
computers/labs 6.00 6 0.63 6.00 2 0 5.56 9 1.33 0.36  

Students have sufficient 
computer/software 
knowledge 

5.33 6 0.52 5.00 2 0 5.11 9 1.36 0.11  

Computer labs have 
sufficient equipment for 
higher volume 

4.67 6 1.86 4.50 2 0.71 4.33 9 1.41 0.08  

Technology support is 
sufficient to handle 
technology increases 

5.00 6 0.89 5.00 2 1.41 4.44 9 1.13 0.56  

Have the necessary 
resources for 
implementation 

4.50 6 1.64 5.50 2 0.71 5.00 9 4.58 0.36  

Applying for subsidiary 
funds for implementation 

3.17 6 1.33 4.00 2 2.83 3.33 9 1.00 0.30  

Plan will not increase 
student's cost of education 

3.8 6 1.48 2.50 2 0.71 5.11 9 1.83 2.44  

Plan is consistent with 
financial aid guidelines 6.00 6 0 5.50 2 0.71 6.22 9 0.67 1.53  

Importance in successful implementation: 
Student awareness of 
importance of common 
place testing 

6.6 5 0.55 7.00 1 0 6.33 9 0.87 0.44  

Student awareness of 
importance of dev ed 

6.4 5 0.55 7.00 1 0 6.44 9 0.73 0.34  

Faculty support of SB 1720 
6.00 5 0.71 2.00 1 0 6.00 9 1.00 8.96** 

2>1(-0.96); 3>2
(0.94) 

College leadership's ability 
to interpret SB 1720 

6.20 5 0.45 5.00 1 0 6.78 9 0.44 8.60** 
2>1(-0.88); 3>2

(0.94) 
College leadership's ability 
to implement SB 1720 

6.40 5 0.55 5.00 1 0 6.78 9 0.44 6.48** 2>1(-0.87) 

Support from Division of 
Florida Colleges 6.20 5 0.45 3.00 1 0 6.33 9 1.00 6.91** 2>1(-0.98) 

Cohesiveness of college 
departments in developing 
feasible plan 

6.40 5 0.55 6.00 1 0 6.67 9 0.50 1.00  

Cohesiveness of college 
departments in developing 
sustainable plan 

6.40 5 0.55 6.00 1 0 6.67 9 0.50 1.00  
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Descriptive Statistics by Cluster and ANOVA Results (continued) 

Notes: The scores for each value can range from 1 – 7; 1-Strongly Disagree, 2-Disagree, 3-Somewhat Disagree, 4-Neutral, 5-Somewhat 
Agree, 6-Agree, 7-Strongly Agree                                          *p<0.10; **p<0.05; ***p<0.001    
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Descriptive Statistics of All Survey Items 
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  Mean SD 

SB 1720 provided clear information 4.81 1.47 

Division of Florida Colleges provided necessary information 5.29 1.82 

Fully understood modularized course structure 5.67 1.35 

Fully understood compressed course structure 5.57 1.33 

Fully understood contextualized course structure 4.81 1.83 

Fully understood co-requisite course structure 4.81 1.97 

Fully understood criteria for exempt students 5.71 1.49 

SB 1720 provided opportunity for:     

Better collaboration within the college 5.19 1.03 

Greater efficiencies 4.48 1.40 

Embracing innovation 5.48 1.03 

Aligning courses to meet student needs 4.52 1.63 

Increasing student success 3.52 1.40 

Decreasing student time in developmental education 4.62 1.63 

Accelerating student enrollment in gateway courses 4.71 1.76 

Identifying student academic needs 3.62 1.88 

Improving advising and student progress monitoring 4.67 1.68 

Providing necessary resources to students 3.90 1.76 

% of students estimated as needing developmental education 48.67 15.17 

% of exempt students needing developmental education estimated will follow advisor 
recommendation 

34.05 22.77 

Implementation team has clear directives 5.86 1.11 

Implementation team composed of multiple units 6.52 0.51 

SB 1720 required major changes to current developmental education curriculum 5.76 1.18 

College had single coordinating office for developmental education 4.76 2.59 

College is structuring a single coordinating office for developmental education 3.62 2.31 

Reduced number of developmental education faculty 3.67 1.98 

Increased number of gateway faculty in math and English 3.76 1.89 

Reassigned college credit math faculty to gateway courses 4.38 1.77 

SB 1720 required major changes in advising dept. staff 4.57 1.60 

Need more advisors 5.29 1.45 



 

  Mean SD 

Implemented additional advisor training 5.29 1.45 

Takes student comfort with technology into consideration in advising 5.29 1.55 

Exemption information included in registration system 5.57 1.57 

Implemented new or enhanced advising system 5.95 1.12 

Using technology in advising 4.38 1.99 

Advisors proficient with computers 6.05 1.20 

Advisors proficient with common software 6.19 0.98 

Implemented early warning system for student performance 5.19 1.66 

Will increase use of technology 5.18 1.47 

Will offer more online courses 3.06 1.25 

Will enhance online and distance learning curriculum 4.00 1.50 

Will engage in Massive Open Online Courses (MOOCs) 3.76 1.64 

Students have access to computers/labs 5.76 1.03 

Students have sufficient computer/software knowledge 5.18 1.01 

Computer labs have sufficient equipment for higher volume 4.47 1.46 

Technology support is sufficient to handle technology increases 4.71 1.05 

Have the necessary resources for implementation 4.88 1.50 

Applying for subsidiary funds for implementation 3.35 1.27 

Plan will not increase student's cost of education 4.38 1.82 

Plan is consistent with financial aid guidelines 6.06 0.56 

Importance in successful implementation:     

Student awareness of importance of common place testing 6.47 0.74 

Student awareness of importance of developmental education 6.47 0.64 

Faculty support of SB 1720 5.73 1.33 

College leadership's ability to interpret SB 1720 6.47 0.64 

College leadership's ability to implement SB 1720 6.53 0.64 

Support from Division of Florida Colleges 6.07 1.16 

Cohesiveness of college departments in developing feasible plan 6.53 0.52 

Cohesiveness of college departments in developing sustainable plan 6.53 0.52 
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Descriptive Statistics of All Survey Items (continued) 

Notes: The scores for each value can range from 1 – 7; 1-Strongly Disagree, 2-Disagree, 3-Somewhat Disagree, 4-Neutral, 5-

Somewhat Agree, 6-Agree, 7-Strongly Agree 
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