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Executive Summary

The General Appropriations Act, House Bill st8&xas Legislatur&ection50 (page 4
62)-mor e commonl y k nanecalledatlsatin‘thi® iregoe + chasged the Texas
Higher Education Coordinating Board (Coordinating Board) evi¢ting pilot programs for
underprepared students needing developmental education at community and technical
colleges. The pilot programs:
owould use technology anda@lignosti ¢ assessments to determ
and college readiness and use educational methods, includingoorse based,
t hat would i mprove devel opmental educati on
The importance of improving services to students needing developmeatatation
cannot be overstated Almost 42 percent o$tudentsentering community collegein Fall 2006
were underprepared in mathematicandonly 27 percenbf thosemet Texas Success Initiatives
(TS) obligationswithin two years (bySummer 2008).If Texas is to achiewbe goalsof Closings
the Gaps by 2015t is imperative that community and technical collegesablisheffective,
researchbased developmental education prograntkat prepare students for success in
collegecredit courses. To undersore the importance of this issue and ensure that
underprepared students are provided appropriate instruction and suppodewelop needed
academic skillghe Legislaturén Rider 5Gurther directedthe Coordinating Board to:

“study the I sestal eeducation faceswng dnorpsearching best
practices to implement statewide and submit a report to the Governor,
Lieutenant Governor, Speaker of the House of Appropriations, the Chair of the
Senate Finance Committee, the Chair of House Appropriationsat&e
Committee on Higher Education and House Committee on Higher Education
before January 1, 2011."

The Coordinating Boardesponded tothe two parts of Rider 50 so that they
compl ement and support each ot her esedramonpart i c
developmental education since the early 1990s and analyzed réseilts of the 2009
Developmental Education Program Survey (DEPS), which was the {itsptm study of
developmental education in Texas. Datanfrehose sourcesvere used to creat@ Request for
Proposals for community and technical college pilot programs in developmental education.

Five colleges or districts the Alamo Colleges, El Paso Community College, the Lone Star
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College System, the San Jacinto College District, and thenT &ounty College Distrietwere
awarded twoyear grantsto pay for largescale, systemiceforms of their developmental
education programs to permeate all facets of the college experience, including but not limited
to the:

1 Role of adult education anits relationship to developmental education;

1 Methods and procedures to assess and counsel students;

1 Appropriateness and variety of the curriculum that will form the basis of courses that
support student success;

1 Preparation of faculty and staff to aaoonodate the needs of the students to be served;
and

1 Relationship of developmental education to generdlcation thatserves students who
are college ready.

This report shows how theesearchdescribed in the followingectionhas been used to
support the developmental education pilot projectsand use their findings for
recommendations to the Legislature for improving services for students needing developmental
education statewide. The Coordinating Board shaped the pilot projects so that they produce
sound research that can guide future practice. Most importantly, this is the first {scgke
effort in Texas to implement change concurrently in all areas of developmental education
programming — from assessment to services, to faculty development, and ptogram
evaluation. Although another two years of funding is needed to determine the effectiveness
and efficiencies of the modifications that are being researched and evaluated through the
pilots, the results could change profoundly the futures of tH&000 students who begin

developmental education but do not persist in higher education and earn a postsecondary

credential. The success of these students would take Texas much cloaehieingt he st at e

Closing the Gapgoals.

C

-
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Overview of Research

National research on developmental education has produced remarkably consistent
conclusions over the past two decades. Nine major research efforts, beginning in 1991 with
JohnRoweche and Swsanne Roweche and continuing through 2010 with Thomas Bajlagve
noted the same attributes critical to program success.

Table Areflects the elementscommon to successful programdn most cases, the
research studies, which were primarily qualitative in nature, were quite small, often involving
fewer than 100 aidents. None of the efforts involving large numbers of students included all
of the attributes deemed important, and none of the research focused specifically on Texas.

Table A
Key Practices Noted in Research Literature

Roueche Bliss, McCabe | McCabe | Boylan | Sperling | Center | Schwartz

& Bonham & (2000) | (2002) for &
Roueche & Day Student | Jenkins
(1992) Boylan (1998) Success | (2007)
(1997) (2007)

Organization X X X X X X X X X
Administration
Assessment X X X X X X
Placement
Advising X X X X X X X X X
Curriculum X X X X X X X
Pedagogy
Faculty X X X X X X X X X

Development

Student X X X X X X X X X
Support
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Research indicates that successful programs, regardless of the-tgukevelopmental
education program a student succgs program, or an honors program have common
characteristics. Although terminology may vary, five components seem vital:

1 Organization and administration;
1 Assessment and placement;
1 Academic advising;
91 Curriculum and pedagogy; and
1 Faculty preparation andrgagement.
Based on these five components, the Coordinating Board created the Developmental
Education Program Survey (DEP0@9 and required allexagpoublic twoyear and foutryear

institutionsto participate

The DEPS report, available on the Coorda t i n g B o @ thid Intsrnetaedress t e
— http://www.txhighereddata.org/interactive/DEPS.cfm — identified patterns that offer

insights into the design of the DEDP

1 67 percentof Texas community and technical colleges do not have chkrch
developmental education services offered in one department.

1 33 percentdo not have mission statemestfor their developmental education
progrars.

1 70percent require student academic advisiogly once a semester; fewer than ohalf
have specialized developmental education advisors.

1 19 percent indicate there is no monitoring of student academic performance
throughout the semester; of those that do monitor progress, almost 26 percent do so
onlyonce a semester.

1 24 percentof the community and technical colleges provide no faculty development for
developmental education faculty.

1 While 79 percent of colleges report having a program evaluation model, the low rate of
student completion suggests thahis effort is not always implemented effectively to
improve programs.

Developmental Education Demonstration Projects

In 2009, the Coordinating Board developed a Request for Proposals with rigorous
requirements for community and technical colleges ®cbme DEDP sites. The requirements

were based on the national research findings and results from the 2009 DEPS. Over the next

1 Because Section 50 targeted only the community and technical colleges, data presented in this section and
throughout the reportare on community colleges and technical collegedy.


http://www.txhighereddata.org/interactive/DEPS.cfm
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several years, the Coordinating Board will monitor the development and results of these
projects in relation to other Texas pn@gns that donot follow to the structured approach used

at the DEDP sitedn order to support the research and evaluation of the DEDP sites, the
Coordinating Board solicited proposals from universities to offer doctoral programs in
developmental educationThese new doctoral programs will focus on producing -qigglity,
rigorous research with data collected through the DEDP program and other sources. Through
this research, Texas will contribute substantially to knowledge on effective developmental
educaton and become a national leader in the fielthe DEDP effort focuses on five areas,

which are reviewed below to show how research was used to develop the prégdasign.

Organization and Administrative Practice

Organization refers to the centralized ro decentralized structure under which
developmental education operates within an institutiofResearch indicates that services for
students needing developmental education are better managed and achieve greater results
when they are centralized in one dapment under a coordinator with responsibility for
program effectiveness. Responsibility for developmental math, reading, and writing should be
housed in one unit rather than located in each of the respective discipline departments.
Additionally, the inportance of having a mission statement that clearly defines the program
purpose and structure seems to be critic@hdministrative practicessuesinclude mandatory
orientation, student success courseand prohibitions on late registration for developntal

education students

To ensure that organizational and administrative practices support the DEDP, all DEDP
sites are required to:

1 Have a specified program coordinator;

1 Review and modify their mission statements wlagpropriate

1 Serve all developmeal education students as part of the DEDP; and

1 Review and modify their administrative practices to reflect current research.

Assessment and Placement Policies

Assessment and placement policiefer to the way college readiness is determined for
each sudent and the need for differentiated placement based upon those results.

determine college readiness, defined as being academically prepared for-besting college
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courses, a firstime college student in Texas must take one of several assessngniments
approved under the Texas Success Initiative (TSI), Texas EducatioBeCtde51.3062. High

school students take the Texas Assessment of Knowledge and Skills (TAKS), but students also
may take Accuplacer, Compass, SAT, ACT, or the Texas Eugication Assessment (THEA).
While the state sets minimum placement scores for these instruments, individual campuses

may set higher scores.

The multiple scores and assessments make reseanchdefinitive statements about
developmental education stients difficult. They also confuse many fitiste students about
collegeready requirements. For example, one institution may determine that a student is
ready for creditbearing courses while another institution, using a different instrument and
setting higher scores, does not. In additi@tcording toa recent study commissioned by the
Coordinating Board to determine how well the assessment instruments match the Texas
College and Career Readiness Standards adopted in 2008, onlytbeeTfHEA- approached

the complexity and challenge of the standards.

Students need for services is determined often on the same tasy take one of the
assessmentften with little counseling or discussion with the student. Students who might
need three weeks of aelerated instruction could be placed in a-@6ek semester long
course. Of more concern, students who need far more than two years to become college ready
might be placed inappropriately in a course with more advanced students. This pattern often
repeds the negative experiences that students had in public schools and reinforces the
i mpression that “coll ege is not for me . ” Ma
would be more appropriately served in adult basic education career pathways, viasie

skills and job training could be incorporated.

To ensure that students receive a more holistic and thoughtful assessment and
appropriate placements, all DEDP sites are required to:
1 Use the THEA as their assessment instrument;

1 Limit services in delopmental education to students who are within two years of
college readinessgnd
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1 Provide information on adult basic education services in the community college region
they serve and explain the options to students.

Appropriate and Ongoing Advising

Appropriate and ongoing advisimgfers to implementing cosgffective student support
services that provide students with the opportunity to build relationships with faculty, staff,
and peers while obtaining important information to help them persist tigh college and
earn a degree.

Students who are not college ready often have other needs beyond those related to
academic shortcomings. As noted in much of the research, social and cultural background
drives many students, particularly firgeneration sudents, to drop out of college. Also, older
students may have work and family commitments that interfere with college success. Some
institutions address these issudsorexample, many institutions have "early warning" systems
allowing appropriate intervetion if students are not coming to class regularly, and some offer
childcare services for their students who attend evening classes.

A strong advising and counseling program that involves faculty and staff and offers an
array of assistance is a pronmgistrategynoted in the literature and incorporated into the
DEDP. Students must be advised of their current academic abilities and given options for
steady improvement. Diagnostic assessments that suggest certain career paths should be
provided and discssed with students$o create individual plans. Ongoing counseling can build
the type of relationships thaencouragestudents to discuss problems before they become
barriers.

To ensure appropriate advising is taking place, all DEDP sites are required to:

1 Establish comprehensive advising and counseling centers that share appropriate
developmental and adult basic education options with the stuglantd

1 Provide each student an individualized plan that is monitored regularly to ensure
ongoing support fortsident completion and success.

Curriculum and Pedagogy

Research indicates that students in developmental education need differentiated
instruction that targets specific skills to accelerate students through the remediation process,

incorporating acadeima advising into the curriculum whenever possible.
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Pedagogyfocuses on expanding the use of collaborative and active learning strategies
such as small group activities that provide opportunities for students to learn and apply
academic content (Meyers &ones, 1993).Because many students who have not achieved
college and career readiness have negative feelings about school, successful developmental
education efforts must reengage students in academics. The DEDP provides the opportunity
for institutions to create innovative services that either accelerate student learning and/or
improve previouslyoffered courses that have not been as successful as hopedhis way,
students will be acquiring skills that will help them across the curriculum when ghesue
their academic and career choices.

To ensure the curriculum and instruction is appropriate for students in developmental
education, all DEDP sites are required to:

« Combine reading and writing courses to determine if this is a better way of
improving student skills in both areas

* Integrate online services to better meet the needs of students whose time and
finances are limited,;

« Initiate or expand the use of accelerated, rooursebased options;

* Create linked or paired courses that provide extassistance and support in
mathematics and reading; and

* Incorporate strategies such as learning communities, paired courses, and organized
tutorials into developmental education options.

Faculty Preparation and Engagement

The final component of strondevelopmental education programs is a faculty with the
latest knowledge and understanding of developmental education. The majority of
developmental education classes are taught by fisne faculty who often lack the time to be
fully engaged in teaching éhmost atrisk students oncampus. Also, patime faculty often
have lowerlevel credentials and less exposure to professional development opportunities
when compared to fultime faculty. Best practice recommendations encourage institutions to
keep thepercentage oflevelopmental educatiomourses taught by patime faculty as low as
possible.Nationally, over 65ercentof instructors teaching developmental education classes

are employed partime. Other best practice recommendations include providstigends and

Non-coursebased developmental education targets students in need of stesrh remediation with flexible
entry and exit options (i.e., math refresher workshop or modular curricular programs such as an empiytieim
learning center). See pag® for a more detailed discussion of n@moursebased developmental education.
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supplementalpay to encourage the most qualified faculty to teach developmental education
classes.

Because developmental education involves so mangisét students, it is one of the
most critical pathways for student success at any iogth. It requires faculty who are
committed to student achievement and knowledgeable about accelerating student learning and
supporting higHevel student performance. While many of the faculty who engage in teaching
developmental education also teach ather areas, such as in the mathematics or English
department, participation in the developmental education efforts must not be viewed as
"second best" or less meaningfidaculty from other departments, from high schools, or from
the community at large mst be focused on the mission of preparing students for success in
college and for career readiness.

The depth of teaching and learning required in DEBduires atargeted faculty and
staff development program. The program must support faculty and stfhdirts in providing
appropriate instruction, materials, and services to ensure academic success for developmental
education students.

To address the needs of facultiret Coordinating Board created the Success Initiative in
Developmental EducatierMathematics (SID#M) at Texas State UniversiBan Marcos to
assist and support the DEDIPscreatinginnovative and successful mathematics courses and
modules. Faculty from Texas State model instructional strategies and review curriculum
developed by DEDP a&# to build strong researebased levels of service. In reading/writing,

t he Coordinating Board has <contr actSulentwi t h
Achievement in Readin®TAR) program to provide faculty development services to a cadre of
instructors at each of the DEDP sites. This group will support STAR trainers working with faculty
at their own campuses. This mogd#irough training the trainers and providing ongoing, high
quality professional development, is most effectivarproving theability and performance of
facultywho had not beerappropriately prepared to teach developmental education courses.

To ensure that faculty are appropriately prepared to deliver developmental education
instruction, all DEPD sites are required to:

9 Particpate in the Success Initiative in Developmental EducatMathematics
project (SIDEM) andthe Student Achievement in Readi(®T ARRtraining program
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1 Ensure that the most qualified and committed faculty are assigned to teach
developmental education coues;

1 Develop a longange plan for faculty and staff development focused on improving
teaching, learning, advisingnd counselingand

1 Review and revise as necessary requirements for teaching developmental education
courses.

Conclusions and Recommendations

Institutional change does not happen quickly. The developmental education
transformation that the Texas Legislature and the Coordinating Board anticipate requires a
minimum of four years. As a result, the Coordinating Board recommends maintainingptcurre
levels of funding for the DEDP through the 2213 biennium. That continued support will
provide Texas with the model for instruction and student support it needs to improve
developmental education and thereby boost student performance and learningallat

institutions in the state.
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RIDER 50 REPORT

APPENDIX A ¢ RIDER 50

General Appropriations Act, House Bill 1, 81st Texas Legislature, Section
50 (page 11 -62)

Developmental Education. Out of funds appropriated above in Strategy E.Déyelopmental
Education Program, $2,500,000 in general revenue for fiscal year 2010 and $2,500,000 in
general revenue for fiscal year 2011 shall be used for the purpose establishing a pilot program
for developmental education. The Higher Education Coattthig Board is required to use the
funds for pilot programs at community colleges and public technical institutions. The pilot
programs would use technology and diagnostic assessments to determine student's needs and
college readiness and use education&thods, including nortourse based, that would

improve developmental education outcomes. Out of funds appropriated to this strategy, the
Higher Education Coordinating Board will study the issue of developmental education focusing
on researching best praces to implement statewide and submit a report to the Governor,
Lieutenant Governor, Speaker of the House of Appropriations, the Chair of the Senate Finance
Committee, the Chair of House Appropriations, Senate Committee on Higher Education and
House Commiee on Higher Education before January 1, 2011. Any balances remaining as of
August 31, 2010 are hereby appropriated for the same purpose for the fiscal year beginning
September 1, 2010.
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Introduction

Texas higher education institutions deliver developmental educairamarily through a
traditional coursebased model. Mst students enroll in a X@&eek full semester course
regardless of the amount of remediation required. As a result, a studédmnttis close to the
meeting the state’s minimum standards for col
rules for the €xas Success Initiative (TSI) must study material already mastered. This
redundancy needlessly increases tuition costs for the student and possibly instructional costs
for the institution. Also, students enrolled in courses that require them to review ipusily
mastered material are likely to become bored and lose motivation to persist and complete
remediation, much less the work needed for an academic credential.

l nstitutions t hat recogni ze student s vV al
pathways, sulc as noncoursebased interventions for students close to meeting TSI minimum

passing standards, to complete remediatioNoncoursebased interventions increase the

likelihood that students will move on to creddearing courses quickly, with the addednedit

of eliminating unnecessary tuition costs for them. A recent study on the progression of
developmental education students througtemediation showsthat alternate pathways for

students are critical (Bailey, 2010; Zachry, 2010). Bailey (2009) fdlloveee than 96,000
developmental education students, finding that only 10 percent of the total cohort completed

the three-course remediation sequence after three years of follapv(Bailey, 2009).

Prior to actions of the &t Texas Legislature, institotis that diversified their
remediation options beyond traditional coursework funded those innovations through locally
generated resources or external funding provided by philanthropic organizattader59 now
allows institutionsto support noncoursedbased remediation efforts with state formula
funding.

In August 2009, the Coordinating Board epged courses eligibler non-coursebased
remediation activities eligible for formula funding the Academic Course Guide Manual
(ACGM. Effective August 21D, institutions may submit the number of naoursebased
remediation contact hours or the crediour equivalent to the Coordinating Board for

reimbursement.
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The next section of this document discusses the challenges faced by the Coordinating
Board ast implementsRider59 in a way that gives institutions some necessary flexibility while
providing the Coordinating Board with parameters to measure the effectivenessretourse
based interventions The lack of a clear, measurable definition of nroourse-based
developmental educatiors the most difficult implementation challenge

This document concludes with the most common types of rmursebased
remediation opportunities offered at community colleges and recommendations for a proposed

revision tothe definition of noncoursebased remediation for the ACGM.

Background on Implementation of Non-Semester-Length Developmental
Interventions

In July 2009, Coordinating Board Acadewifairs and ResearctiAAR) staff members
began their review oRider59 and established an implementation plan. They met with other
Coordinating Board staff from t hel6 laitipivesc y ' s
Divisions and developed policies and procedures to allow institutions to report developmental
educationinterventions of less than a semesterlemgth. The ARDivisionplaced the issue on
the agenda for the Academic Course Guide Manual (ACGM) Advisory Comwtittbeis
comprised of faculty from-gear and 4year institutions,and developeduggestechon-course
basedinterventions for the advisory committee to consider.

In early August 2009, the ACGM Advisory Committee approved piioposed
interventions. By the end of Augys#tARstaff incorporated those proposed interventiongo
the Fall 2009 ACGMlIlowing institutions to report their efforts in this area.

In August of 2010AARstaff developed theourse titles and numbensecessary to allow
institutions to claim contact hour formula funding for the interventions and incorporated those
numbers iio the ACGM. The Fall 2010 ACGM was published with that informatidmotice

of this change was given to higher education institutions and their representatives.

Defining Non-Course-Based Developmental Education

Rider 59 specifically refers to“non-semesterlength’ develgomental education.

However,most ofthe activitiesit describes were eligible for funding prior to its passage. Non
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coursebased remediation is the only new activity eligible for funding under Ridelb&da
clear and measurable deftion with examples is not put forth in the rider.

The absence of a clear and measurable definitionRmer59 effortsmakes itdifficult
for the Coordinating Board tevaluatenon-coursebased developmental educatioactivities
reported by institutiors under this rider. Rider 59 does not provide the Coordinating Board
with authority to establish rules to guide institutions with implementation or a basis for
compliance monitoring especially for reporting contact hours.As a result the key
recommendaton from the Coordinating Board related to Rider 59 involves moving authority for
non-coursebased remediation into the Texas Success Initiative statute (Education Code
51.3063.

Another difficulty with implementing Rider 59 is thack of research literture that
providesguidance on a clear definition obn-coursebased remediation. When introduced in
the literature, the identifiers provided for neooursebased developmental educatiaefer to
short-term, subjectfocused refresher workshops; collegeeprprograms; tutoring; or online
learning modules. These are examples of alternatives to a traditional serrentgh, 16week
developmental education course. Without a clear operational definition of-cmursebased
developmental education in the literare, the Coordinating Board developed a working
definition:

Non-coursebased developmental education includes developmental education
interventions that use innovativdearning approachesthat, compared to
traditional lectureonly classesmore effectivey and efficiently prepare students
for collegelevel work. These interventions must be overseen by an instructor of
record; must not fit traditional course frameworks for contact hours; and cannot
include advising or learning support activities such artog, supplemental
instruction, or labs connected to traditional courses where a student incurs
tuition costs. Students may not be charged tuition for these interventfons.

Studentsenrolled ininterventions underRider59 have been assessed and deenied
need of minor remediation in one or more areas (gmgading, writing, ormathematics)

Without clear mastery objectives and competenciesbe learned by students as a result of

3 Proposed 9.30.2018 See AppendiBfor the proposed definition as printed in the Academic Course Guide
Manual (October 2010) and program requirements for credit hour reimbuess (i.e, teacher of record must be
present during intervention activities).
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these interventions, the Coordinating Board recommends that studespleting these
programs take &oordinating Boar@dpproved TShssessmento determinethe success of the

i ntervention and forlacademit acousewotk.s readi ness

Research Literature on Non-Course-Based Developmental Education

Because theDevelopnental Education Program Survé€PEPS)ndicated that non
coursebased remediation activities might be implemented in different ways on campuses,
institutions need guidance on what is considered to be -noaorsebased developmental
education for funding pyoses. The literatureeferencesdescribed below wre used by the
Coordinating Board to help define the concept and guide institutions on implementation.

In a report from the Higher Education Policy Institute of the Coordinating d3oar
Holcombe and Alexaler described coursdased remediation as a course taken in awldek
semester, while nortoursebased developmental education includes an array of innovative
interventions centered on the needs of the individual students. Although this offers a good start
for understanding the two types of developmental education delivery systems, a concrete
definition of noncourseb ased devel opment al education 1is
Al exander’
learnercentered, anchot tied to a 16week semester.

After a review ofadditionall i t er at ur e, the term s defi
practice, it generayl falls into two categories. The most common types mentioned in the
research are academic advising (individual or cohortj¢class and oubf-class tutoring, peer
tutoring or mentoring, supplemental instructions, and writing/math lakSoordinating Board
rules do not allow institutions to report direct academic advisingvéas for contact hour
reimbursement under the formulaso hese activities were not included in tHeoordinating
B o a rworkirgy definition. Another example of nowoursebased intervention might include
tutoring targeted to a student or small cohort efudents needing a refresher on a particular
mathematical concept (e.gmultiplying fractions).

In the norcoursebased models described in this report, paad postassessment,
student interviews, and advising are vital elements. Student assessnaetyjews, and other

college admissions requirements provide the faculty advisor or academic advisor with the tools

n

s descr i pftthose programshaee cledf.leey arecinnevatives t i ¢ s

ni

t



Page |18

necessary to better inform students on the most appropriate path through developmental
education: courséased or norcoursebased optionsor accelerated or full semestéength
courses. Usingider59 as a way to experiment with what might improve developmental
education inTexas, researchers, administrators, and faculty of developmental education are
beginning to create programs that adehs what many have known for a long tinf@udents
might be better servedinatwowve e k wor kshop designed to teach
than enrolled in a 18veek developmental education course

In conclusion, the types of interventions considered a“-coorseb ased” are | ik
be innovative and various. They are not tied to a copesel they will not require students to
pay a tuition fee for access to them. They will be uniquely geared toward students who have
been assessed and identified asneed of developmental education. Innovations will provide
an alternative pathway though the traditional developmental education sequence via targeted
acceleration, intensive shoterm instruction, or cohort/small group tutoring by a faculty

member.

Non-Course-Based Remediation and the Developmental Education Program
Survey

The Developmental Education Program Survey (DEBS)ribed in theRider50 report
asked institutions to report on the use and types of mmursebased remediation activities
provided to students.nitially, the Coordinating Board did not adequately define those types of
interventions. But a second surveyto be administered in Spring 201will include the
operational definition presented in this docume(gee page23). Despite the imitations with
the definition in the first survey, the findings provide insight into what institutions congmer
be non-coursebased remediation.Each institution listed up to five norcoursebased
remediation programs that they offer to student3wo-thirds of the institutions indicated that
they did not provide any type of necoursebased remediation to developmental education
students. The remaining indicated that they provided opportunities for remediaban their

interpretatcousebsasefl Ttemedi ati on” tended to Vi



Page |19

provided by the Coordinating Board in the DEPS glosaadythrough several trainingebinars

with the institutions toclarify the meaning In the survey responses, examples of wmurse
based remdiation were primarily summer bridge programs and academic support/learning
assistance outreach programs. Thirty institutions consideredemnsebased programs to be
Summer Bridge or summer intensive programs aimed for students who wish to complete
requirements or retest out of developmental courses. Thirty institutions considered non
coursebased programs tincludetutoring, seminars, learning labs, or workshops provided by
an academic support unit such as a learning center. But these services aredoftethe
general student population and are not necessarily focused on serving developmental
education students who may or may not be enrolled in the courses at the college. Therefore,
they would not be includedh the current Coordinating Board defimmn of noncoursebased
remediation.

Sixteen institutions considered naroursebased programs to be those that focus on
preparation for TShpproved assessments such as the Accuplacer or Comphsese are
generally test preparation courséargeting studats who scored just below the minimum cut
scores for college readined8ecause these interventions target students at the developmental
education level, this type of remediation could be considered-ooarse basedInstitutions
pay staff and/or instructcs to teach these short refresher courses.

Three institutions considered netoursebased programs to be tutoring or advising
opportunities offered under the federal TRIO program (eSgudent Support Services, Upward
Bound). Whether these tutoring oppmities targeted students prior to enrollment is
unknown, but they were likely open to the general student populatioat waseligible for their

services.

*DEPS | (2009) definitiddon-CourseBased Developmental Education Program/Serviéeservice or program
providing developmental education students with an opportunity tpiement subject knowledge they may be
lacking, while not affecting their enroliment status. It might include, but is not limited to, tutoring, supervised self
study, and participation in learning assistance centers.-bmursebased developmental educatids not eligible

for state formula funding (Univ, HRZTC CBM002).
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Examples of Non-Course-Based Remediation in Texas

Several community colleges and universities ire tstate offer non-coursebased
interventions to developmental education students. The most common intervenditime open
lab model Other interventions include shoterm, targeted tutoring and labs with nestudent

access to online support. Thesedntentions are described on the following pages.

Open Labs

The open math lab or Math Emporium is another example of a successftdaurse
based developmental education model. After a studerdcademic skills are assessed, a
dedicated case manager talks lengthwith the student about his or her academic and career
goals. A student mighbe advised tgarticipate in(1) a preparationprogram to improve test
taking strategies and better understand the design of the assessment, or (2) an open math,
reading or writing labprogramallowing seHpaced lessons. The software used in these-non
coursebased interventions allows students to build on prior knowledge, increase their
understanding of core concepts, and monitor their own learnimgthe labs, facujt are on
hand to answer questions, provide justtime instruction to small cohortsf studentshaving
similar problems, and to advise and mentor students.

The Access Learning Center at Amarillo College is one example of arripgapen-
exit lab whee students can take prassessments in reading, writing, and mathematics; target
their weaknesses in certain concepts through a combination of-statfy and faculty
instruction (in the lab); and podest to determine their readiness to move to a highevédl.

After revising the developmental education mathematics curriculum in 2007 to accelerate the
pace of student progress through it angroduce better results thanin semesterlength
coursework, Amarillo College piloted the accelerated, online appredth instructors in the

lab with students. Of the 24 students who began in the pilot, 83 percent improved their
understanding of math concepts and placed higher in mathematics (including seven who placed
into College Algebra). Students who had intermediatemore advanced levels of math skills
recorded the largest icrease on the Accuplacassessment. This group required fewer hours of
review studyand completed several levels of developmental education in a fewer number of

weeks.
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Zero Week Activities
Another example of noftoursebased remediatiorare the math tutoring and retesting

opportunities available to students during Zero Week at Temple College. After students register
for classedout prior to the first class daythe college set®ne week for tudents to become
better acquainted with the college, participate in orientation tdearning opportunities on
campus, and receive tutoring from math faculty in the college Math Lab. The tutoring, designed
specifically for students whose college entran@ssessment scores place them in
developmental math, offers online math remediation with faculty suppoRRetesting
opportunities are provided for students after tutoring, and student schedules are changed

during the week if they place out of developmentadth.

Recommendations
Recommendations are aimed at implementing and continuing to promote and support

the establishment omore noncoursebased developmental education alternatives for
students on university and community college campuses:

1 Revise Rides9 in theGeneralAppropriationsAct for the 20122013 bienniumto focus
solely on norcoursebased remediation and add it as a chapter in the TSI statute. This
change would provide the Coordinating Board with rulemaking authority and an
opportunity to remove redundant activities that are already covered through course
baseddevelopmental education (SeeAppendixB)

1 Require institutions that offer nowoursebased remediation to use preand post
assessments to better gaugjee success of the interventio

1 Require the Coordinating Board to identify the most effective and efficient combination
of non-coursebased developmental education interventiorfsom the DEDPsand
consider thenfor statewide implementation in 2013.

1 Require the Coordinating Board tausty the types of norcoursebased developmental
education activities reported by institutions and report the results to the Legislature no

later than January 1, 2013.
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RIDER 59 REPORT

APPENDIX A ¢ RIDER 59

General Appropriations Act, House Bill 1, 81st Texas Legislature,

Section 59 (page I1I-63)

Funding for Non-Semester-Length Developmental Education. Out of funds appropriated
above, the Texas Higher Education Coordinating Board shall approvsenwsterlength
developmental education interventionsn@luding courséased, norcoursebased, alternative
entry/exit, and other intensive developmental education activities) in the Lower Division
Academic Course Guide Manual before August 31, 2009. Approveesemoesterlength
developmental education inteentions shall be eligible for formula funding beginning in fall
2010 and subject to limitations prescribed by law.

Institutions shall analyze the fiscal and instructional impacts on student outcomes for both
semesterlength and nomsemesterlength developmental education interventions. The
institutions shall prepare a report to the Board no later than June 1, 2010. The Board, in
conjunction with the Legislative Budget Board and institutions of higher education, shall use
existing performance measures andtado assist in the evaluation of student outcomes for
these interventions, including but not limited to, student success in-tiofiegelevetcourse by
subject, persistence, transfer, and degree or certificate completion.

The Board shall analyze and queme all institution reports to determine the most effective and
efficient combination of developmental education interventions and make recommendations to

the Legislative Budget Board and the Governor before January 1, 2011.
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RIDER 59 REPORT

APPENDIX B ¢ PROPOSED DEFINITIONS OF NON-COURSE-BASED REMEDIATION

Non-Course-Based Remediation (Proposed Definition)

Non-coursebased developmental educationDevelopmental interventions that use
innovative approaches to more effectively and efficiently prepanedents for collegdevel
work. These interventions must be overseen by an instructor of record; do not fit traditional
course frameworks for contact hours; cannot include advising; @ardnot include learning
support activities such as tutoring, supplemal instruction, or labs connected to traditional
courses where a student incurs tuition costs. Students may not be charged tuition for these

interventions.

Proposed Definition for Academic Course Guide Manual

Non-coursebased developmentaleducation interventions target students in need of
short-term remediation with flexible entry and exit options (i.enath refresher workshomr
modular curricular programs such as an emporstyle learning center). An instructor of

record must be available to assstudents.

Non-coursebasedinterventions eligible for formula funding reimbursement:

1 Do not include learning support activities such as tutoring, supplemental instruction,
and labs generally connected to traditional courses where a student incursantoost
and may receive financial aid.

1 Donot include academic advising activities in any form (faculty, group, cdiased, or
case management).

1 Mustbe offered to students at no additional cost (no tuition payment).

1 Mustbe reported to the Coordiating Board using contact hour equivalents.

It is recommended that students who complete nooursebased developmental
education programslemonstrate readiness for colledevel work by meeting the TSI standard

for college readiness on one of the stapproved college readiness assessment tests in the

applicable subject area.



