Washington Co-Requisite Mathematics
Workshop Agenda
November 7, 2018
9:30am – 10:00am

Check-in

10:00am – 11:00am Welcome and Framing of the Work
Room General Marshall
Participants learn about the ongoing work around mathematics
pathways in Washington, the national context for improving
student success and the role of the Charles A. Dana Center in
supporting the work.
11:00am – 12:15pm Understanding the Current Context and Planning for Change
Room General Marshall
Campus teams share their current interventions for students
designated as underprepared as well as their initial goals for
comprehensive redesign. Using their own institutional data and
examples from the field, teams will begin to develop an action
plan to meet those goals.
12:15pm – 1:15pm

Lunch

1:15pm – 3:00pm

Transforming the Role of Placement
Room General Marshall
Participants begin to leverage multiple pieces of information to
consider the structures and processes that need to be in place in
order to determine the type and level of support that different
students need.

3:00pm – 3:15pm

Break

3:15pm – 5:00pm

Exploring the Structure of Co-Requisite Courses
Room General Marshall
Participants engage in small and large group discussions that layer
in additional structural elements, with consideration of how the
structures interact. Teams refine their action plans.

This workshop was made possible through the generous support of the Bill and Melinda
Gates Foundation.
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November 8, 2018
7:30am – 8:00am

Breakfast
Room General Marshall

8:00am – 8:10am

Announcements
Room General Marshall

8:15am – 10:00am

Determining the Content of Co-Requisite Courses
Math Faculty: Room General Marshall
Participants model the process of backmapping learning
outcomes for the support course from the readiness competencies
of the college-level course.
Supporting the Work of Implementing and Scaling Co-Requisites
Administrators, Advisors, Support Services: Room Sacajawea
Administrators examine exemplars related to supporting the faculty
in their co-requisite development, identify the key supports that
need to be established at each institution to enable co-requisite
work, and develop a plan for putting those processes or resources
into place.

10:00am – 10:15am Break
10:15am – 11:45am Exploring the Concept of Rigor in Mathematics
Math Faculty: Room General Marshall
A major concern in building co-requisite offerings is to ensure that
academic standards for transfer-level courses are met. In this
session, participants review the positions of the mathematical
associations and their views of rigor—with its interrelated
components of conceptual understanding, procedural fluency,
application, and communication—in an effort to inform content
and pedagogy planning for the transfer-level and support courses.
Action Planning to Support the Work
Administrators, Advisors, Support Services: Room Sacajawea
Participants develop their own action plans for supporting the
immediate structural changes and ongoing improvement work at
their institutions. They share their plans within their breakout group,
then review and consider revising their individual action plans
based on ideas shared by other teams.
11:45am – 12:30pm Lunch; meet with your team for the 12:30 session
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12:30pm – 1:15pm

Staffing the Courses; Action Planning
Campus Team Breakouts: Room General Marshall
Campus teams come back together to consider the current
departmental staffing capacity, areas of opportunity, and
professional learning needs. Teams revisit and revise their action
plans based on the described needs and anticipated support.

1:15pm – 2:00pm

Learning from One Another
All participants: Room General Marshall
Campus teams share their co-requisite designs and action plans
with other teams.

2:00pm – 2:30pm

Wrap-Up and Next Steps
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Co-requisite Courses
Narrowing the gap between instruction and supports
The Success of Co-Requisite Support Courses
While there are many versions of co-requisite remediation, the broad definition refers to the
placing of students who have been designated as underprepared directly into college-level courses
and providing necessary additional supports to help them effectively engage with the college-level
coursework. As the result of co-requisite support strategies that were implemented across the
country, institutions and states are seeing double and triple the number of students passing their
first college-level mathematics course, and in half the time or less.
How are they gaining these results? Institutions
have made structural and cultural changes to their
mathematics offerings that address the following
issues that have long negatively impacted
developmental mathematics students.
•

•

•

•

The guiding principle of the co-requisite
model is to meet students where they
are academically and provide them with
the content and strategies they need to
succeed in their college-level courses.

Long developmental sequences were designed to give underprepared students more time to
master mathematical concepts and to improve success in the college-level course. However,
that well-intentioned goal has not been attained.
The long sequences increase the time between the learning of content in the developmental
course and the application of that content in the college-level course, as well as providing
additional exit points where students may drop out of the sequence due to life obstacles.
The content in the developmental course may not support the student’s college-level
course. For example, a traditional Intermediate Algebra course contains content that is not
necessary for a college-level statistics course, and lacks other content that would support
success in statistics.
Referral to remedial or developmental courses holds a stigma and contributes to further
disenfranchisement of students designated as underprepared. It can lead to a belief that a
student does not belong in college and may prevent some students from enrolling in college
in the first place.

There is no single “best model” for co-requisites
Local context plays a large role in determining the co-requisite model(s) that will best serve each
institution. Many decisions must be made in collaboration among faculty, advisors, administrators,
and financial aid staff to design and construct the initial model, with planned cycles of data
reviewing and model revision. Some points for discussion are provided on the remaining pages.

04/2017

002

Co-requisite Supports

Consideration 1: Existing campus supports
•

Are there other initiatives on campus that complement this work, such as guided pathways,
content and pedagogy redesign, pathways alignment, enrollment initiatives (such as
multiple measures placement), persistence initiatives (such as programs designed to help
all students develop a growth mindset or productive persistence), etc.? What other oncampus resources can be accessed or included to provide additional support for students
enrolled in a co-requisite course?

Consideration 2: Co-requisite model (placement, credit hours, financing)
•

Placement: What information is used to determine the default enrollment for students into
their mathematics courses?
o Research shows that the majority of students designated as underprepared are wellserved by a strong one-semester co-requisite structure. How will you determine
which students are best served by a one-semester co-requisite structure or by an
alternate option?
https://ccrc.tc.columbia.edu/publications/improving-accuracy-remedialplacement.html
o
o

Consider giving students information about support options and allowing them to
choose or opt-in to the support course, regardless of placement.
Ensure that students are placed into a course that is aligned to their program of
study. Co-requisite supports need to be available for all possible entry points, not
just the non-algebraically-intensive courses.
07/2018
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Co-requisite Supports

•

Student structures
o Co-mingling: Mixing college-ready and underprepared students in the same
college-level class. Underprepared students are provided additional supports during
separate sessions.
o Cohorting: Designating certain sections of college-level courses exclusively for
underprepared students. Additional supports may be embedded in or separate from
the sections for underprepared students.

•

Calendar structures
o
o
o

o

o

o

•

Just-in-time supports; one semester
Support courses: Separate, structured support courses that run before, after, or on
opposite days to the college-level courses; completed within one semester.
Embedded supports: College-level classes with the developmental content
embedded.
Mandatory tutoring: Required attendance in a tutoring lab for a specified number
of hours per week.
Prerequisite supports + college-level; one semester
Compressed courses: Developmental prerequisite class is compressed into 8
weeks, and then the college-level class is compressed into 8 weeks, so that both
classes are completed in one semester (classes meet for extra hours each week
throughout the semester in order to equal the two classes).
§ Caution: Research clearly shows that transition points lead to attrition. If
this model is utilized, students should be enrolled in the entire sequence
from the beginning of the semester to minimize attrition.
Boot camps: First 3-5 weeks of the semester are remediation, followed by the
college-level content (classes meet for extra hours each week throughout the
semester in order to equal the two classes or class + lab).
§ Caution: Research indicates that boot camp effects are short-term and
generally have “trivial negative to moderate positive effects.
https://ccrc.tc.columbia.edu/media/k2/attachments/improving-studentscollege-math-readiness-capsee.pdf
Just-in-time supports; two semesters
Stretch courses: College-level classes with the developmental content embedded,
and stretched over two semesters.
§ Caution: Research clearly shows that transition points lead to attrition. If
this model is utilized, consider strategies to ensure students enroll in the
second semester prior to completing the first semester.

Staffing: Determine whether the college-level instructor will also teach the
support/developmental portion.
o If separate instructors, what mechanisms will be in place to foster coordination
between instructors?
o What professional development time needs to be spent training instructors for this
new model? What credentials will be required to teach each part of the course?

07/2018
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Co-requisite Supports

Co-mingle prepared
and underprepared
students

Cohort of
only students
designated as
underprepared

Embedded supports
in extended hours

Not possible

Need one instructor
for the full time

Separate courses

Can be same instructor
or different instructors

Can be same instructor
or different instructors

(e.g. 5 or 6 contact hours)

(e.g. 3 credits + 3 credits)

•

Credit hours and financing
o How many hours do students attend the college-level portion?
o How many hours do students attend the support/developmental portion?
o How many hours do students pay for?
o How do the hours count in the instructor’s teaching load?

•

Grades: Whether to give one grade or separate grades for the two portions. Example below
from Roane State Community College in Tennessee.

Support
Course

Parent
Course

Pass

Fail

Pass

Gen Ed requirement
is satisfied. Unless other
math courses are needed,
remediation is satisfied.

Student repeats
parent course.
Repetition of support
is optional.

Fail

Gen Ed requirement
is satisfied. Unless other
math courses are needed,
remediation is waived.

Student repeats both
courses. Student is likely
to lose Tennessee
Promise scholarship.

Consideration 3: Co-requisite content
•
•

What are the common learning outcomes for each college-level course that have been
designated by the department and/or transfer agreements?
What are the essential foundational concepts that students need to know in order to be
successful in the college-level course? These should be backmapped from the common
college-level course content and outcomes.
07/2018
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Co-requisite Supports

Consideration 4: Cultural shifts
Cultural shifts in both the college-level and the support classrooms, as well as in the overall
department culture, can contribute to the narrowing of the gap between instruction and supports.
•
•
•
•

Collaborative work can contribute to the formation of peer support groups.
Early alert systems and interventions can increase success and decrease withdrawals.
Explicit instruction in goal-setting, self-regulation, and the value of struggle can increase
persistence.
Ongoing formative assessment can result in early intervention and increased success.

Implementing such shifts can pay off in students’ increased sense of belonging both in the class and
on campus, as well as increased feelings of capability and purpose for both students and
instructors.

Consideration 5: Continuous improvement
Developing a department culture of continuous evaluation and ongoing improvement of any corequisite support model is crucial to ensure that the changing needs of students are met in the
future. Set some initial data collection at the outset and revisit the plan each semester or year.
•
•

Collect feedback on both college-level and support courses from students and faculty.
Compare longitudinal retention and success data of co-requisite and pre-requisite
structures.
https://ccrc.tc.columbia.edu/publications/ccbc-alp-student-outcomes-follow-up.html

Selected research and reports
•

•
•
•
•
•

Compilation of results from Complete College America:
http://completecollege.org/spanningthedivide/#home and the Executive Summary
http://completecollege.org/spanningthedivide/wp-content/uploads/2016/01/CCASpanningTheDivide-ExecutiveSummary.pdf
Florida results (see especially the Learning to Adapt report):
http://centerforpostsecondarysuccess.org/publications/
Repository of Tennessee results:
https://www.tbr.edu/news/transforming-remedial-programs-dramatic-gains-studentsuccess-2016-04-05
Complete College Georgia:
http://www.completegeorgia.org/content/about-complete-college-georgia
West Virginia’s placement policy (specifically sections 4.1 and 4.2):
http://webhost-wp.wvnet.edu/wvctcs/wpcontent/uploads/sites/15/2016/05/Series_21_Final_File.pdf
As additional reports become available, they will be posted to:
https://dcmathpathways.org/take-action/classroom-level/classroom-level-planningimplementing
Scroll to the bottom of the page and choose “Co-requisite Support Courses.”

07/2018
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Action Item

Who is responsible?

Implementing Co-Requisite Mathematics

Action Items

Who else needs to know?

Target Date

01/2017
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Who else needs to know?
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Implementing Co-Requisite Mathematics: Action Items
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Implementing Co-Requisite Mathematics: Action Items
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4

Who is responsible?

Who else needs to know?

Target Date

Implementing Co-Requisite Mathematics: Action Items
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Created by Tamela D. Randolph, Southeast Missouri State University

(Insert University’s Name)
(Insert Date)
Course Redesign Planning Session
Where Are You Now?
Thoughts
Questions
Notes
• Why do you want to go to a co-requisite model
in mathematics?

•

What do you hope to accomplish with corequisite courses?

•

What are the strengths and weaknesses of
your current mathematics program?

•

What additional pathways might you need?

•

What is the timeline for accomplishing this
redesign with co-requisite courses?

•
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Questions
• Which courses might be involved in the
redesign? Include their pre-requisites.

Current Courses
Notes

•

What is the structure of current schedule
(credit hours of each course, meeting times
per week, days of the week, etc.)?

•

How many sections do you currently have of
each course?

•

What is the annual student enrollment in each
course?

•

What support materials are used for each
course (textbooks, websites, LMS, technology,
etc.)?

•

What is the delivery format for each course
(ITV, webinar, F2F, etc.)?

•
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Co-Requisite Courses
Questions
Notes
• What co-requisite model would work best for
which course?

•

What will be the new structure of the schedule
(credit hours of each course, meeting times
per week, days of the week, etc.)?

•

How many sections of each course will you
need?

•

How will annual enrollments in each course be
impacted (population, budget, etc.)?

•

What support materials do you want to use for
each course (textbooks, websites, LMS,
technology, etc.)?

•

What will be the delivery format of each
course?

•

•
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Redesign Team & Support
Questions
Notes
• Who will serve on the redesign team? What is
each person’s job description?

•

How often will the redesign team meet? What
are the expectations of the members at each
of the meetings?

•

Is there financial support for the redesign
(team member stipends, attendance at
professional meetings, local PD meetings,
etc.)?

•

Will common information for each course be
created for everyone to use (common course
shell in the Learning Management System,
common homework and assessments,
common detailed teaching syllabus, etc.)?

•

What will professional development look like
for everyone involved throughout the
redesign, including those individuals who
might be teaching the course eventually but
are not on the redesign team?

•

•
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Campus Outreach
Questions
Notes
• How do institutional leaders plan to support
the redesign?

•

Have you received support and input from
other departments on campus for this
redesign?

•

How will IT be impacted by the redesign?

•

Has the Registrar’s Office been notified of the
redesign and have they given input into how
student records will be impacted?

•

How will students be informed of the new corequisite courses?

•

How will all faculty be informed of the new corequisite courses?

•

How will you inform advisors of the redesign?

•
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Assessment of Co-Requisite Redesign
Questions
Notes
• Will you run a pilot of any of the redesigned
co-requisite courses? If so, when and how
(which semester, which courses, which faculty,
how many sections, etc.)?

•

How will student learning achievement be
assessed (student learning outcomes, course
level outcomes, program level outcomes,
etc.)? Are those measures currently in place,
so you have comparative data?

•

How will your goals for the redesign be
realized (reduce instructional costs, reduce
institutional costs, higher student success,
reduced time in developmental courses, etc.)?

•

Who will be responsible for keeping track of all
of the data points? How will dissemination of
that information take place?

•

•
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Redesign
Planning and Implementation
Department Chair Responsibilities
•

•

Select redesign team members and let them work
o Math faculty applied to be on each redesign team
o Two faculty for each team (Regular Non-Tenure Track, Tenure Track)
Solicit buy in from campus constituents and continue to keep them informed
o Mathematics Faculty
o Support Units (Registrar’s Office, Information Technology,
Telecommunications, Facilities Management)
o Campus Community
§ Administrators (president, provost, deans, and chairpersons)
§ Faculty (outside Mathematics Department)
§ Advisors (Professional Advising Team)
§ Students

Redesign Team Responsibilities
•
•
•
•
•

Create cohesive courses (gateway and lab)
Work with other redesign teams to ensure consistency across labs
Find consensus on software, use of calculators, faculty guided notes, assignments,
due dates, etc.
Listen to constituents (students, other faculty, other departments, etc.)
Constantly keep the audience in mind for each of the courses

Redesign Team Work
•
•
•
•
•

Met at least once a week starting the year before implementation
Added rigor to gateway courses
Established a common platform, originally Pearson’s MLP
Matched appropriate developmental math content to each gateway using a common
textbook; included study skills
Created week by week design of courses: guided instructor notes, student syllabus,
Moodle, and homework platform

09/2016
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Southeast Missouri State Redesign

Co-Requisite Model
• Gateway and developmental math are:
o Co-mingled
o Both co-taught by instructor and GA
o 60 students (e.g. 35 college-ready and 25 developmental)
o Taught in a computer classroom
o Separate course registrations
o Separate grades
o Using one platform for all courses in the redesign
• Gateway component:
o 3 credits
o Mini-lectures with time for homework
o Daily quizzes from homework
• Developmental component:
o 1 credit hour, 2 contact hours
o Counted as 1 hour in faculty load; changing to 2 hours next fall
o Mini-lectures with time for homework
o “Just-in-time” support
o Time for 1-1 help
o Study skills integrated

Results
• 78% of all students enrolled in both courses were successful in one semester
• Freshmen – Sophomore retention increased to 74% (1.3% increase in one year)
• Developmental students are:
o Have an 88% success rate in developmental component
o Are spending less time and less money in developmental classes
o Are more engaged with instructors

09/2016

