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Executive Summary

In 2013, Florida legislators passed Senate Bill 1720 (SB 1720) which made three substantial 

changes to developmental education statewide. First, developmental education courses 

became optional for many students who would have been previously required to enroll. 

Exempt students include high school graduates who attended a Florida public school in 

2003/04 or later, and active duty military personnel. Second, institutions in the Florida College 

System (FCS) became required to ofer developmental education through new instructional 

modalities including compressed, contextualized, modularized, or co-requisite courses. Third, 

colleges had to ofer enhanced advising services to help students select appropriate courses 

and to identify a meta-major toward a career pathway. 

kEy FIndIngs

Use of data on student outcomes 

•	 Upper-level academic leadership positions 

typically review data on student outcomes 

regularly, but positions that work directly with 

students tend to be less frequently involved in this 

process and have less access to data.

•	 Institutional leaders perceived both positive and 

negative impacts on student outcomes as a result 

of changes required by the reform. The changes 

allowing exempt students to skip placement 

tests and developmental education courses 

were perceived as harmful to students, while the 

changes enhancing advising and student support 

services were perceived as positively impacting 

student outcomes.

•	 Institutional leaders perceived the greatest 

challenge faced by colleges in reviewing and 

responding to student outcome data are inding 

resources to implement solutions. This challenge 

was followed by understanding underlying 

problems that afect student outcomes. 

FCS institutions began implementing changes  

under SB 1720 in spring 2014. The Center for 

Postsecondary Success (CPS) at Florida State 

University has been evaluating changes under SB 

1720 since the bill’s inception. This report is the ifth 

in an annual series using survey data to assess FCS 

administrators’ perceptions of the implementation 

and efectiveness of the reform. The current report 

is broadly focused on exploring the process of 

institutional change in responding to SB 1720. This 

includes the process through which institutions 

undertake intentional eforts to implement new ideas 

as they respond to information and data, as well as 

emergent changes that occur as institutions adapt 

to what they have learned from experience. The 

indings examine how colleges use data on student 

outcomes; the types of changes to instructional 

practices, support services, and infrastructure 

that have been made in response to these data; 

perceptions of accountability metrics designed to 

track progress toward improving student outcomes; 

and assessments of institutional performance.
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Institutional changes 

•	 The most common types of changes in  

response to reviewing data on student outcomes 

were changing pedagogy for developmental 

education courses and implementing early  

alert systems. 

•	 While not the most common changes following 

data review, the types of changes perceived 

to be the most efective changes were hosting 

professional development opportunities 

centered on student achievement and increasing 

faculty time in success centers or tutoring.

•	 The most common methods of identifying 

solutions for improving student outcomes 

employed professional development and 

research opportunities, such as attending 

presentations at meetings or conferences by 

professional associations. 

Use and efectiveness of accountability metrics 

•	 Institutions utilize accountability metrics to track 

their own performance and statewide data to a 

great extent; these data are used less frequently 

to compare institutional performance to similar 

FCS institutions. 

•	 Although institutions monitor accountability 

metrics extensively, leaders perceive  

these data to be only moderately efective  

at making meaningful comparisons  

across colleges, increasing institutional 

awareness of student outcomes, helping  

to identify areas of performance that need  

improvement, communicating information  

about the state’s goals, and contributing to  

organizational learning.

•	 Institutional leaders perceive that the academic 

preparation of their incoming students has the 

greatest impact on accountability indicators  

for retention rates and completion rates, with a 

lesser impact on job placement rates and entry-

level wages.

Perceptions of institutional performance 

•	 Leaders’ perceptions of their own institutions’ 

success in improving student outcomes under  

SB 1720 vary greatly with a range of 25 to 91 on  

a 100-point scale.

•	 Leaders who rated their institutional  

performance lower expressed frustration that 

student outcomes did not seem to be improving 

despite making signiicant changes to academic 

and support services. 

•	 Utilizing innovative pathways for meta-majors, 

data in decision-making, and enhanced advising 

programs were actions taken by institutions 

identiied as “leaders” in the implementation  

of SB 1720.
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Introduction

In 2013 Florida lawmakers passed Senate Bill 1720  

(SB 1720) to reform developmental education 

programs across the state. The legislation made 

developmental education optional for many students, 

as high school graduates who attended a Florida 

public school in 2003/04 or later, as well as active duty 

military personnel, were exempt from taking a college 

placement test and enrolling in developmental 

education courses. Institutions in the Florida College 

System (FCS) were required to ofer developmental 

education courses using compressed, contextualized, 

modularized, or co-requisite modalities. Compressed 

courses meet for a greater number of hours each 

week than a traditional course so that they can be 

completed in fewer weeks; potentially allowing 

students to complete two sequential courses in a 

single semester. Contextualized courses integrate 

course content in an applied manner based on the 

student’s meta-major, or major course pathway. 

Modularized courses assess a student’s mastery of 

the course standards, and then provide customized 

instruction for only those areas in which the student 

has not demonstrated mastery. Co-requisite courses 

allow a student to complete a developmental 

education course and a college credit course in 

the same subject area simultaneously. In addition, 

colleges were required to ofer enhanced advising 

services to increase student awareness of the new 

developmental course options, to help students select 

appropriate courses, and to identify a meta-major. 

FCS institutions were required to develop a plan 

by January 2014 that detailed how they planned 

to implement changes under the reform. Full 

implementation began in Fall 2014. The data 

for this report came from the 2017/18 academic 

year—the fourth year of the reform. After each year 

of implementation, FCS institutions are required 

to submit an accountability report to the state to 

monitor progress on student outcomes, such as 

enrollment rates and grade distributions for each  

of the developmental education modalities. 

Institutional progress on student outcomes is also 

monitored through the state’s Performance-Based 

Incentive Program, which tracks progress on longer-

term outcomes such as completion rates and  

entry-level wages.   

The Center for Postsecondary Success (CPS) at  

Florida State University has been assessing 

implementation of SB 1720 every year since Spring 

2014. A key component of the overall evaluation 

is an annual survey of lead administrators at FCS 

institutions. The irst survey, administered in Spring 

2014, examined administrators’ perceptions of the 

reform and their plans for implementing changes. 

The second survey asked administrators about 

how the reform was being implemented on their 

campuses, and their initial impressions of the reform’s 

efectiveness. The third survey explored changes 

over time in implementation. The fourth survey 

continued to monitor changes in implementation, 

as well as the resources required to make these 

changes. The current survey for year 5 places a new 

emphasis on exploring the process of institutional 

change. It examines how colleges use data on student 

outcomes, the types of changes that have been made 

in response to these data over time, and perceptions 

of accountability metrics. The survey also asks  

college leaders to rate their own institution’s 

performance, and to identify peer institutions they 

perceive as leaders in improving student outcomes 

under the reform. 
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Large-scale reforms, such as SB 1720, require 

institutions to be receptive toward and ready to 

use knowledge to create change. This may require 

both cultural and structural shifts to accommodate 

new ways of thinking. Huber (1991) identiied ive 

ways in which knowledge is acquired during the 

organizational learning process. The irst is congenital 

learning which is knowledge passed down through 

the organization’s founders, inluencing both 

past and future organizational processes. Second 

is experiential learning, which consists of direct 

experimentation with new ideas, such as testing pilot 

projects. The third method is vicarious learning, which 

occurs when organizational members learn second-

hand through the experiences of others. Fourth, 

grafting is a process through which an organization 

acquires a new member or units with new knowledge 

that can be transferred to the existing organization. 

Lastly, knowledge is acquired through the process 

of “searching and saving” when an organization is 

actively involved in identifying solutions to problems 

either within the organization (like searching for units 

within the organization that have solved a similar 

problem) or through the external environment (such 

as conducting a literature review). Once knowledge 

is acquired, it must be distributed among members, 

interpreted, and then committed to organizational 

memory in order for organizational learning to 

occur. Although it is important to note that even if 

organizational learning occurs, it does not always 

result in observable changes to behavior or increased 

efectiveness (Huber, 1991). 

A common way to incentivize postsecondary 

institutions to work toward improving institutional 

efectiveness is through the use of performance 

funding. Performance funding is a policy instrument 

used by states to tie a portion of state appropriations 

for public colleges to performance on various 

accountability indicators. Doughtery, Jones, Lahr, 

Natow, Pheatt, and Reddy (2016) identiied four 

mechanisms through which performance funding 

may inluence organizational behavior. First, inancial 

incentives may motivate colleges to improve their 

performance to maximize revenues by obtaining 

as much performance funding as possible. 

Second, societal expectations may put pressure on 

organizations to modify their behavior in order to 

improve performance. Third status striving is the 

process through which institutions become aware 

of student outcomes and seek to improve their 

performance relative to peer institutions, often 

out of pride. Fourth, organizational learning may 

occur if colleges can identify areas of weakness and 

identify new approaches to improve performance. 

The authors note that one issue with performance 

funding is that there is little evidence that institutions 

are able to build capacity to respond efectively 

to performance funding. They may not be able to 

adequately understand the underlying problems 

contributing to inadequate performance and develop 

solutions that are both feasible and efective. 

Both of these studies have important implications 

for institutional change under the developmental 

education reform in Florida, which will be further 

explored in the current report. We will examine the 

ways in which FCS institutions develop knowledge 

to inform changes to instructional practices, 

support services, and infrastructure. Administrator’s 

perceptions of the efectiveness of these changes 

will also be assessed. In addition, we will explore 

the extent to which performance data from the FCS 

Annual Developmental Education Accountability 

Reports and the FCS Performance-Based Incentive 

Program inluence institutional change. 

Literature Review
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The purpose of this study is to examine the process 

of institutional change at FCS institutions following 

the implementation of SB 1720. The paper builds on 

previous CPS surveys of administrator perceptions 

conducted in spring of 2014 (Hu, Tandberg, 

Hankerson, Collins & Nix, 2014), 2015 (Hu, Woods, 

Richard, Tandberg, Park, & Bertrand Jones, 2015), 

2016 (Hu, Richards, Woods, Nix, Tandberg, & Bertrand 

Jones, 2016), and 2017 (Hu, Mokher, Harris, Park, 

& Bertrand Jones, 2017). While previous surveys 

have asked about the types of changes made to 

implementation, this survey gets into more detail 

about the process of institutional change. The 

following research questions are addressed: 

1) How do colleges use data to monitor student 

outcomes under SB 1720? 

2) What changes have colleges made in response to 

data on student outcomes under SB 1720? 

3) What are administrators’ perceptions of the use 

and efectiveness of accountability metrics? 

4) How do administrators perceive the efectiveness 

of their own college and other colleges in 

improving student outcomes under SB 1720? 

AdmInIstrAtIon 

CPS staf searched websites for each of the 28 FCS 

institutions to identify email addresses for the 

highest-ranking student afairs and academic afairs 

administrators. Each administrator received an email 

with a link to take the survey, which was administered 

online using Qualtrics software. The survey included 

20 questions that covered the following topics: 

1) Participant position. 

2) Process of data use. This section included 

questions about administrators’ perceptions of 

the accuracy of diferent metrics for examining 

the impact of SB 1720 on student success, the 

frequency of data use, the types of staf involved 

in reviewing data, and staf perceptions about the 

data use process at the institution. 

3) Factors inluencing student outcomes. 

Administrators were asked about their  

perceptions of the extent to which various 

components of SB 1720 afect student success 

at their institution, and how challenging various 

issues are when reviewing and responding to  

data on student outcomes. 

4) types of institutional changes and their 

impact. These questions asked about the types of 

changes that were made to instruction, support, 

and infrastructure during three points of time: 

prior to SB 1720, during the initial implementation 

of SB 1720 and after reviewing data on student 

outcomes under SB 1720. Respondents were also 

asked to rate the perceived efectiveness of each 

change in improving student outcomes. 

5) methods of identifying solutions. This section 

asked administrators to rate the extent to which 

the college used various methods (e.g. reading 

about or listening to solutions at other colleges, 

hiring new staf members with knowledge of 

potential solutions, etc.) to identify solutions for 

improving student outcomes. 

6) Annual developmental Education 

Accountability report. These questions asked 

administrators about how they use data from the 

FCS Annual Accountability Report about student 

success relating to developmental education,  

and their perceptions of the efectiveness of  

these reports. 

Methods
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7) Performance-Based Incentive Program. This 

section includes questions about the efectiveness 

of the FCS Performance-Based Incentive 

Program established by the Florida legislature 

in 2016, including perceptions of the program’s 

efectiveness, extent to which the program has 

changed the college’s emphasis on diferent 

programs and services, and perceptions of the 

extent to which academic preparation of incoming 

students afects each of the accountability metrics. 

8) Perceptions of institutional performance. 

These questions asked administrators to rate how 

successful their institution has been in improving 

student outcomes under SB 1720, to identify 

other FCS institutions that have been leaders in 

reforming their programs to improve student 

outcomes, and to describe the types of actions 

taken by institutions identiied as leaders. 

sAmPlE 

Surveys were completed by administrators at 19 of the 

28 FCS institutions, for a response rate of 68 percent. 

There was one institution that had two respondents 

complete the full survey. For this case we used the 

response from the most senior-level administrator. 

The majority of survey respondents were provosts 

or vice presidents (63 percent), with the remaining 

surveys completed by deans (16 percent) or other 

administrators such as institutional efectiveness or 

strategic planning analysts (21 percent). 

dAtA AnAlysIs 

A comprehensive descriptive analysis of the survey 

data was conducted using Stata. The results were 

categorized into four main areas: use data on student 

outcomes, types of institutional changes made in 

response to these data, perceptions of accountability 

metrics, and assessments of institutional performance 

toward improving student outcomes. The majority of 

questions had closed-ended responses on a ive-point 

scale, such as strongly disagree (1) to strongly agree 

(5), not at all (1) to a great extent (5), and not at all 

efective (1) to most efective (5). For these questions 

we tabulated responses across the scale and created 

igures to present the results. There were also several 

open-ended questions that asked respondents 

to describe additional data on student outcomes 

that they would like to have, examples of how the 

college changed its emphasis on various programs 

and services in response to the Performance-Based 

Incentive Program, ways in which the preparation of 

incoming students afects accountability metrics, and 

types of actions taken by institutions identiied as 

leaders in improving student outcomes. Supporting 

examples from these open-ended responses are 

described in the indings section.
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Results

This section begins by describing how institutions 

use data on student outcomes and the types of 

institutional changes made in response to these 

outcomes. Next, it explores the use and efectiveness 

of accountability metrics under the FCS Annual 

Developmental Education Accountability Reports 

and the Performance-Based Incentive Program. It 

concludes by discussing administrators’ perceptions 

of institutional performance and the types of actions 

taken by peer institutions identiied as leaders. 

UsE oF dAtA on stUdEnt oUtComEs 

To irst understand how data on student outcomes 

are used at the institutions, the survey sought to ind 

out how often data are reviewed and what personnel 

were typically involved in the review process. In 

response to the frequency of data review, a large 

majority of institutions indicated that they review 

data typically twice a year on outcomes for students 

taking developmental education courses, students 

not taking developmental education courses, and 

compare these to all students on a cohort-by-cohort 

basis before and after SB 1720. However, there was 

also some variation across institutions in the student 

groups they examined, and the frequency of data 

use. There were a few institutions that stated they 

only reviewed data for students who do not take 

developmental education courses, compared to all 

students on a cohort-by-cohort basis before and after 

SB 1720, and do so less than once a year. In contrast, 

there were a few institutions that reviewed data on all 

three components more than four times a year.

Additionally, 79% of respondents indicated that the 

VP of Academic Afairs and department chairs for 

developmental education programs are involved with 

the review and response to data on student outcomes 

to a great extent. Many respondents indicated that 

the VP of Student Afairs (58%) and instructors in 

developmental education programs (42%) are also 

involved to a great extent, while advising staf (0%) 

and tutoring or success center staf (5%) are not 

greatly involved in this process. These responses show 

that the majority of those involved in data review are 

in upper-level academic positions and often leave out 

those in positions that work directly with students in 

advising and support roles. 

Figure 1 displays the proportion of institutions that 

agreed or strongly agreed with several statements 

regarding data use on their campuses. As shown 

in Figure 1, 100% of institutions agreed or strongly 

agreed that data on student outcomes that would 

be valuable for decision making is being collected. 

This is promising as institutions are conident in 

their abilities to collect the data they ind valuable 

for decision-making processes. Interestingly, there 

was not as strong of an agreement between all 

respondents that data is easily accessed by staf (68%) 

and that staf have adequate data literacy to interpret 

data (63%). These measures are supported in the prior 

questions that discussed who was involved in the 

data review process. These indings suggest areas of 

improvement to build a supportive culture of utilizing 

data in decision-making.
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In Figure 2, the focus of the response is on the extent 

that institutions thought the diferent components 

of SB 1720 afect student success. We ind that the 

majority of the respondents believed the diferent 

components of SB 1720 afected student success, 

but some efects were positive while others were 

negative. Aligned with previous results, institutional 

leaders still perceive a very negative/negative efect 

on student success from allowing exempt students 

to skip placement tests (84%) and allowing exempt 

students to skip developmental courses (79%). The 

other three components were viewed as having a 

positive/very positive efect on student success,  

with the requirements to enhance student advising 

and student support services having the most 

positive efects.

Figure 3 displays the mean scores of how challenging, 

on a scale from 1 (not challenging at all) to 5 

(extremely challenging), various issues are when 

reviewing and responding to data on student 

outcomes. Not surprisingly, inding resources to 

implement solutions for improving student outcomes 

has the highest mean score of 3.7. As SB 1720 did 

not include additional funding to make the changes 

around developmental education courses, inding 

resources would be challenging at most institutions. 

Other common challenges included understanding 

underlying problems afecting student outcomes 

(mean=3.4) and identifying efective solutions for 

improving student outcomes (mean=3.3).

Figure 1. Percentage of respondents that strongly agreed or agreed to each of the following statements about data use on their campuses

Note: Scale ranges from 1 (strongly disagree) to 5 (strongly agree). N=19 institutions. 

PWヴIWﾐデ ﾗa ｷﾐゲピデ┌ピﾗﾐゲ デｴ;デ ゲデヴﾗﾐｪﾉ┞ ;ｪヴWW ﾗヴ ;ｪヴWW
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Figure 2. Percentage of respondents indicating the extent to which they think the diferent components of SB 1720 afect 

student success in their institution

Note: Scale ranges from 1 (very negative) to 5 (very positive). N=19 institutions. 

Figure 3. Mean score 

for how challenging 

various issues are 

when reviewing and 

responding to data on 

student outcomes

Note: Scale ranges 

from 1 (not challenging 

at all) to 5 (extremely 

challenging). N=19 

institutions. 
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InstItUtIonAl ChAngEs 

This section examines what institutional changes 

were made to instruction, support and infrastructure 

as a result of SB 1720. The survey examined whether 

these changes were made prior to SB 1720, at the 

implementation of SB 1720, following a reviewing 

data on student outcomes, or a combination of any of 

those times. For this report, the focus is on changes 

made after review data on student outcomes, and full 

igures and results examining changes at other times 

are available in the appendix.

Figure 4 displays the most common changes in 

instruction, support, and infrastructure that occurred 

after reviewing data on student outcomes under 

SB1720. In total, six types of changes were made by 

10 or more institutions following a review of data. Of 

those six, three were changes to instruction (made 

changes to pedagogy for developmental education 

courses, made changes to pedagogy for gateway 

courses, and dropped an existing modality), two were 

changes to support (implemented early alert systems 

and added or increased faculty time in success center 

or tutoring), and one was a change in infrastructure 

(hosted professional development opportunities 

centered on student achievement). The most 

frequently occurring change following data review, 

was the pedagogy for developmental education 

courses after reviewing data (N=12 of 19 institutions).

N┌ﾏHWヴ ﾗa ｷﾐゲピデ┌ピﾗﾐゲ ﾏ;ﾆｷﾐｪ W;Iｴ Iｴ;ﾐｪW

Figure 4. Most common changes 

made to instruction, support, 

and infrastructure after reviewing 

data on student outcomes under 

SB 1720 (N>=10 in institutions) 

Note: Respondents were asked  

to check all changes that apply. 

N=19 institutions. 
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Figure 5 displays the mean scores of the efectiveness 

of the changes for the most common changes 

made after reviewing data (Figure 4). Each type of 

change received an efectiveness rating on a scale 

from 1 (not at all efective) to 5 (most efective). As 

shown in Figure 5, the most common changes made 

following data review were generally perceived to 

be moderately to very efective, with means ranging 

from 3 to 4. The institutions found that hosting 

professional development opportunities centered on 

student achievement to be the most efective change 

after reviewing data (mean=3.7). While changing the 

pedagogy for developmental courses was the most 

common change after reviewing data, it was not 

viewed as the most efective change made, and was 

seen as moderately efective (mean=3.2) in improving 

student outcomes. Dropping an existing modality 

was the type of change with the lowest efectiveness 

rating (mean=2.9).  

Figure 5. Mean efectiveness ratings for the most common changes made to instruction, support, and infrastructure after reviewing data 

on student outcomes under SB 1720 

Note: Scale ranges from 1 (not at all efective) to 5 (most efective). N=19 institutions. 
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Figure 6 displays the extent to which institutions 

used various methods to identify solutions for 

improving student outcomes. All institutions in 

our sample utilized 5 of the 6 presented methods: 

attending presentations at meetings or conferences 

by professional associations, reading research 

about practices to improve student success, reading 

about or listening to solutions at other colleges, 

experimenting with new solutions at their college, 

and reviewing written materials provided by 

FLDOE. Of those methods, the one most commonly 

used was attending presentations at meetings 

or conference by professional associations, with 

37 percent indicating this method was used to a 

great extent and 58 percent indicating that it was 

used moderately.  Overall, of the most common 

methods used to identify solutions, three out 

of ive methods used some form of professional 

development or networking to identify solutions 

either through conferences, research, or talking to 

other institutions to learn about their solutions. The 

least common method was hiring new staf members 

with knowledge of potential solutions. This method 

would likely be one that needs a lot of resources, and 

colleges identiied inding resources to implement 

solutions as the most challenging issue when 

reviewing data (Figure 3).

Figure 6. Extent to which colleges used various methods for identifying solutions for improving student outcomes. 

Note: Scale ranges from 1 (not at all) to 5 (to a great extent). N=18 to19 institutions, depending on the sub question. 
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UsE And EFFECtIvEnEss oF 

ACCoUntABIlIty mEtrICs 

Since 2015, Florida College System institutions have 

been required to submit an annual accountability 

report about student success relating to 

developmental education. Additionally, in 2016 

the Florida legislature established the Florida 

College System Performance-Based Incentive 

Program. The following igures display the extent 

to which the accountability reports are monitored, 

perceptions of the efectiveness these new measures 

of accountability, and institutional changes in the 

emphasis placed on diferent areas of academics 

and student support services in response to the 

performance based incentives. 

Figure 7 displays the extent to which institutions 

monitor diferent areas of the Developmental 

Education Accountability reports. As shown in the 

Figure 7, all institutions are monitoring statewide 

data, data for comparable institutions, and their  

own institutional data to some extent. The area 

monitored to the great extent by the most institutions 

was their own institutional data (58%), followed 

by statewide data for all institutions within the 

Florida College System (42%). While still monitored, 

institutions monitored data from comparable 

institutions to a lesser extent (only 26 percent 

monitored to a great extent). 

Figure 7. Extent to which colleges monitored various indicators on the Developmental Education Accountability Reports. 

Note: Scale ranges from 1 (not at all) to 5 (to a great extent). N=19 institutions. 
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Figure 8 displays the college leaders’ perceptions of 

the efectiveness of the Developmental Education 

Accountability reports for various uses. The mean 

values are reported from a scale of 1 (not at all 

efective) to 5 (most efective). Overall, most areas 

were seen as moderately efective with mean 

values ranging from 2.7 to 3.3. Respondents gave 

the highest mean rating to “allowing you to make 

meaningful comparisons between student outcomes 

at your college and other colleges” (mean=3.3), 

followed closely by “increasing your awareness of 

student outcomes at your college” (mean=3.2). These 

two areas are aligned with the responses to the survey 

question indicating that institutions monitor their 

own institutional data and statewide data to a great 

extent. The lowest mean efectiveness rating was 

for “contributing to organizational learning at your 

institution to respond to areas of performance that 

need improvement”, which received a rating just below 

“moderately” efective (mean=2.7).

Figure 8. Mean efectiveness score for uses of the Developmental Education Accountability reports

Note: Scale ranges from 1 (not at all efective) to 5 (most efective). N=19 institutions. 

MW;ﾐ WdWIピ┗WﾐWゲゲ ゲIﾗヴW
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In 2016 the Florida legislature established the Florida 

College System Performance-Based Incentive 

Program. Figure 9 displays changes in the amount 

of emphasis placed on diferent activities following 

the Performance-Based Incentive Program We ind 

developmental education was the only area where 

some institutions reported placing much less or 

somewhat less emphasis (17 percent of institutions) 

following the Performance-Based Incentive program. 

All other areas were reported to have about the 

same emphasis or more emphasis following this 

program. The area that was reported to have the 

greatest increase in emphasis placed on it following 

this legislation was academic advising services with 

72% of institutions reporting somewhat more or 

much more emphasis. Additionally, more than half 

of the institutions reported an increase in emphasis 

for gateway courses (58 percent), success center or 

tutoring services (61 percent), and career services 

(50 percent) in response to the Performance-Based 

Incentive Program.

Figure 9. Extent to which institutional leaders think their college’s emphasis has changed for various activities in response to the 

Performance-Based Incentive Program.

Note: Scale ranges from 1 (much less emphasis) to 5 (much more emphasis). N=19 institutions. 
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Figure 10 displays institutions’ perceptions of how 

academic preparation afects performance metrics. 

These four metrics are included in the Performance-

Based Incentive Program and can afect institutions’ 

funding. As shown in the igure, the majority of 

institutions thought that completion rates (79%) and 

retention rates (79%) were afected to a great extent 

by students’ academic preparation. One institutional 

leader provided insight about this inding in the 

open-ended responses by noting that:

It is more diicult to retain students who are not 

academically prepared from semester to semester 

and year to year. Students who are not academically 

prepared often lack the social and academic capital to 

stay in school and complete their program of study.

That belief appeared to be shared amongst 

many of the institutions who reported similar 

statements about students’ academic preparation. 

It is interesting that entry-level wages and job 

placement/continuing education rates were 

viewed by institutional leaders as less afected by 

the academic preparation of their students. This 

could be that institutions believe these areas are 

afected by retention and completion rates irst, 

and therefore are not as directly afected by the 

academic preparation of incoming students. 

Figure 10. Extent to which college leaders perceive the academic preparation of their incoming students afects various metrics in the 

Performance-Based Incentive Program

Note: Scale ranges from 1 (not at all) to 5 (to a great extent). N=19 institutions. 



PAgE 17

Exploring Institutional Change

PErCEPtIons oF InstItUtIonAl 

PErFormAnCE 

Figure 11 displays how respondents rated their own 

institutions on a scale of 0 to 100 on how successful 

they believed their institution has been in improving 

student outcomes. As shown in the igure, there is 

a large range of efectiveness ratings, from 25 to 

91 and the experiences of the colleges have been 

diferent across the state. When respondents were 

asked in an open-response question about the overall 

implementation of SB 1720, one institution with a low 

rating explained:

While we have expended considerable resources in 

advising, academic success centers, career centers, 

and early alert systems, we are seeing ongoing and 

increasing concerns about exempt student readiness in 

English and math gateway courses. We have not seen 

evidence at the institutional or state level to verify that 

SB1720 facilitates the path to completion or supports 

higher levels of student success. Instead, we see a 

growing number and percentage of incoming exempt 

FTICs who struggle in their irst term, despite greater 

levels of advising, tutoring, and student support.

Nearly four years following the implementation of 

SB 1720, some institutions are still perceiving the 

implementation in a negative perspective based 

on their data and experience. Having this negative 

perception may be a factor in why some institutions 

rated their success so much lower than others.

Figure 11. Respondents’ 

self-ranking of institutional 

success in improving 

student outcomes

Note: Respondents were 

asked to rank their own 

institution’s performance  

on a scale ranging from 0 

(not at all successful) to 100 

(most successful). N=19 

institutions. 
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In addition to rating their own success, institutions 

were asked to identify up to 5 institutions that they 

believed to be leaders in reforming their programs 

to improve student outcomes. Figure 12 displays the 

institutions that were viewed as a leader in the reform 

by 5 or more institutions. Respondents were also 

asked in an open-ended response question to explain 

what types of actions were taken by institutions 

identify as “leaders” in improving student outcomes.

Figure 12. Institutions selected as leaders in SB 1720 Implementation by 5 or more respondents

Note: Respondents were asked to select up to ive institutions that they perceive as leaders in reforming their programs to improve 

student outcomes. N=19 institutions. 
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These six institutions were mentioned by multiple 

respondents and leaders identiied similar types of 

actions taken by each of these colleges throughout 

and following the implementation of SB 1720. Meta 

majors were mentioned throughout the responses 

as being one of the major components of successful 

implementation of SB 1720 and one respondent 

praised Broward College on this component stating, 

“To begin, Broward College implemented an 

innovative academic and career pathways (meta-

major) initiative as a critical component of Senate Bill 

1720.” The recognition of innovative solutions in the 

implementation appeared to be a trend throughout 

the responses. Additionally, respondents identiied 

using research and looking at what other colleges 

were doing as common activities undertaken by 

institutions identiied as leaders.

Additions and innovation to student services was  

also mentioned throughout the responses of 

what made institutions stand out as leaders. Many 

respondents also mentioned the re-engineering of 

advising programs, using a multi-measure model to 

determine college readiness, and altering tutoring 

services for students. 

The last activity commonly identiied among leader 

institutions was using data efectively throughout 

implementation of the reform. Many respondents 

mentioned that leaders used data proactively, such as 

incorporating predictive analytics. They also used data 

to determine if solutions were not working properly so 

that others may be sought out. One institution stated 

that one of the institutional leaders utilized, “Data-

driven performance with deep analysis of the problem 

in development of solutions and tracking efectiveness 

of solutions implemented.” Many of the institutions 

understood the importance of using data in decision-

making processes to make institutional changes.
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This study assessed administrators’ perceptions of the 

implementation of reform eforts under SB 1720 in the 

fourth year of the policy. We examined how colleges 

use data on student outcomes, the types of insti-

tutional changes that have been made in response 

to these data, perceptions of accountability metrics 

designed to track progress toward improving student 

outcomes, and assessments of institutional perfor-

mance. We provide a summary of the indings below. 

•	 data on student outcomes are usually 

reviewed regularly by those in upper-level 

academic leadership positions, but tends to  

be less accessible by staf working directly  

with students. 

The most involved positions that work directly 

with students are instructors in developmental 

education programs, but they are still involved 

in the review process much less than upper-level 

academic leadership positions. Positions such as 

those in tutoring or success center and advising 

staf had the least involvement in reviewing data 

on student outcomes, which may present a chal-

lenge as these positions can bring the micro-level 

perspective from working directly with students 

on a daily basis.

•	 Institutional leaders tend to believe that some 

reform changes have harmed students, such as 

allowing exempt students to skip placement 

tests and developmental education courses. 

however, other changes are perceived to 

have positively impacted outcomes, including 

requiring institutions to enhance advising and 

student support services.  

As exempt students were allowed to skip both 

placement tests and developmental courses, 

the reliance on advisement and student support 

services likely increased. The requirements from 

SB 1720 to enhance both of these areas of support 

were important when taking into account that 

Discussion and Conclusions

previous measures used to help place students in 

the proper courses were no longer required.  

•	 the greatest challenges faced by colleges in 

reviewing and responding to data on student 

outcomes are inding resources to implement 

solutions and understanding underlying 

problems afecting student outcomes. 

This is not a surprising inding, as SB 1720 did 

not include additional funding to carry out the 

changes that institutions needed to make. As a 

result, resources to implement new solutions often 

were not readily available. The issue of under-

standing underlying problems is another chal-

lenge that would also require resources and time 

to investigate what the problems are and how to 

address them.

•	 the most common types of changes made 

in response to reviewing data on student 

outcomes were changing pedagogy for 

developmental education courses and 

implementing early alert systems; however, 

the perceptions of the efectiveness of these 

changes varied by institution. 

Both of these changes were not believed to be 

the most efective changes made, even though 

they were the most common change. The most 

efective changes were hosting professional 

development opportunities centered on student 

achievement and increasing faculty time in success 

centers or tutoring, both of which were changes 

made by over half of participating institutions  

after reviewing data. The type of change that  

was viewed as the least efective was dropping  

an existing modality for developmental  

education courses.

•	 Institutions use a variety of methods to 

identify solutions for improving student 

outcomes; with the most common method 
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being presentations at meetings or 

conferences by professional associations. 

The other common methods used were focused 

on reading research or information from practices 

and solutions that have worked at other institu-

tions to improve student success. While attending 

conferences and meetings may use more  

resources than the other common options, it is  

likely a cost efective way to identify solutions.  

The least common method was hiring new  

staf members, which is likely because that is a  

resource-heavy option.

•	 Institutions most commonly use accountability 

data to track their own performance and 

statewide data, and most leaders perceive 

these data to be moderately efective at 

making comparisons across colleges and 

increasing awareness of student outcomes. 

Institutional leaders perceive that accountability 

data is slightly less efective in contributing to 

organizational learning to respond to areas  

of performance that need improvement.  

The Developmental Education Accountability 

Report was not perceived to be “very” or “most” 

efective at any of its purposes, so there is room  

to improve the efectiveness of the diferent  

uses of this report. 

•	 Institutional leaders perceive the preparation 

of their incoming students to have the 

greatest impact on accountability ratings for 

completion rates and retention rates.

 Many institutions perceived these metrics to  

be frustrating as students’ academic preparation 

prior to enrollment is out of their control. Both  

job placement rates and entry-level wages were 

perceived to be impacted less by students’  

academic preparation. 

•	 Institutional leaders vary greatly in their 

perceptions of the success of their own 

institution in improving student outcomes 

under sB 1720. 

There was a large range of ratings from 25 to 

91 out of a 100-point scale. While most lead-

ers rated their institution’s performance above 

70 out of 100, there were seven institutions that 

rated themselves lower than 70 in their success in 

improving student outcomes. The institutions that 

rated themselves lower expressed frustration that 

student outcomes did not seem to be improving 

despite making signiicant changes to academic 

and support services.  

•	 several institutions were commonly  

identiied as “leaders” in the implementation 

of sB 1720. the types of actions taken by  

these leaders commonly included the use  

of innovative pathways for meta-majors,  

efective use of data, and re-engineering of 

advising programs. 

The component of SB 1720 that required exempt-

ed students from taking the placement test would 

have contributed to the need to re-engineer 

advising programs to efectively place students 

in courses without measures used previously in 

advising. Additionally, the use of data emerged as 

a promising practice, as leader institutions were 

identiied as utilizing data in more sophisticated 

ways to enhance institutional knowledge and 

understanding of student outcomes.

Overall, our indings indicate that institutions have 

taken vastly diferent approaches to the institutional 

change process under SB 1720. There is variation 

in the frequency to which data are reviewed and 

the extent to which various staf are involved in the 

review process. Institutions have tried implementing 

numerous types of changes to instructional practices, 

support services, and infrastructure; and they used a 

variety of methods to identify these solutions. College 

leaders also have widely ranging perspectives as to 

how efective these changes have been in improving 

student outcomes.  Yet institutions continue to adapt 

over time; responding by using data in decision-mak-

ing processes, learning from their own experiences, 

and exploring innovations undertaken by others. 
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Appendix Supplemental Tables on Institutional Changes

Figure A1. Types of changes made by institutions to instructional practices

Note: Respondents were asked to check all changes that apply. N=19 institutions
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Figure A2. Types of changes made by institutions to support services 

Note: Respondents were asked to check all changes that apply. N=19 institutions
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Figure A3. Types of changes made by institutions to infrastructure 

Note: Respondents were asked to check all changes that apply. N=19 institutions
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Figure A4. Mean efectiveness ratings of changes made to instructional practices

Note: Scale ranges from 1 (not at all efective) to 5 (most efective). The number of respondents varies based on the number of institutions 

that reported making each type of change.  
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Figure A5. Mean efectiveness ratings for changes made to support services

Note: Scale ranges from 1 (not at all efective) to 5 (most efective). The number of respondents varies based on the number of institutions 

that reported making each type of change.  
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Figure A6. Mean efectiveness ratings for changes made to infrastructure 

Note: Scale ranges from 1 (not at all efective) to 5 (most efective). The number of respondents varies based on the number of institutions 

that reported making each type of change.  
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