
First-Year Council

Meeting #21, December 9, 2011
Minutes
Present:
David Barsky, Weston Ryan, Kim Quinney, Leo Melena, Pat Morris, Geoffrey Gilmore, Joanne Pedersen, Minerva Gonzalez, Andres Favela, Angelina Gutierrez, Ryan McRae, Bridget Blanshan, Derrick Crawford, Dilcie Perez, Kheng Waiche, Terri Metzger, Yvonne Meulemans
1) Welcome and Introductions (David Barsky): David welcomed Derrick Crawford to FYC. Derrick is our AVP for Diversity & Educational Equity, and Ombudsperson.  David also welcomed Weston Ryan, the VP of Operations for ASI. Weston is representing ASI at today’s FYC meeting.
2) Agenda (David Barsky): Approved by general consent. 
3) Minutes (David Barsky): Minutes from Meeting #20, 11/18/2011, approved by general consent.  Joanne Pedersen has caught some minor typos that will be corrected (e.g., missing prepositions) before the minutes are posted on the FYC website: http://www.csusm.edu/fycouncil/agendaminutes/index.html. David reminded the FYC that our meetings are recorded in order to produce detailed minutes. David assured everyone that the recordings are not retained.
4) Early Start Implementation Update (David Barsky, Geoff Gilmore). The ES implementation team has met twice to begin mapping out the necessary action steps for implementing ES. David stated that a lot of work needs to be done on the “communication” piece for ES, and he pointed out that some campuses already have ES information on their campus websites. The GEW 5 and GEW 25 courses have now arrived at the University Curriculum Committee (UCC). David offered his opinion that Catherine Cucinella had done an excellent job of drafting the proposals for GEW 5 and GEW 25. UCC was a bit more critical of the proposal for MATH 5 for which David accepts responsibility; David will be working on addressing the concerns over the Winter break. He expects UCC will be reevaluating the MATH 5 proposal early in the Spring semester. Minerva Gonzalez asked if specialized programs such as CAMP and EOP will be included as part of ES. David explained that students in these programs are exempt, but recommended that the students participate in ES in order to access ES grants. Because CAMP is already beginning to communicate with potential CAMP 2012 students, Minerva pointed out the need to discuss what implications ES may have on the financial aid process and registration process for EOP SB and CAMP students. David confirmed that GEL 120 is already approved as an ES course (for English) and announced that MAPS will be probably offered as the 1-unit GEL 10A course, which is approved for ES (in mathematics). This means that CAMP and EOP Summer Bridge can continue to offer GEL 120 for their students knowing that GEL 120 is a part of ES. Also, any EOP Summer Bridge Students and CAMP students needing ES mathematics can be enrolled in GEL 10A.
David pointed out that ES will require a shift in our usual timeline for our various first-year summer programs. During past years, our first-year summer programs were designed to coincide with the second five week summer session (mid July through early August).  However, in order for students to be eligible for the ES grant funding, the Chancellor’s Office is requiring all ES final grades/reporting to be completed by Monday, Aug. 6th. David has already done some preliminary checking regarding the academic calendars for our local high schools and discovered that some high school districts end their terms as late as June 14/15. This means that our ES programs will need to be offered during a five-week period beginning in late June and ending no later than Aug. 3. Because this time period is not an officially recognized “summer session”, we will also need to create a new special term for ES courses. Andres Favela suggested that it would be highly beneficial for all specialized summer programs (CAMP, SSS, EOP, ACE) to meet in early January to discuss how ES will affect the timelines for those programs; this was endorsed by the FYC and Andres offered to help set up the meeting. After this meeting, we will need to work with Financial Aid and UVA to address aid and housing issues. One advantage of moving the programs earlier in the summer is that there will be more time (and more seats available) for schedule readjustment when students improve their mathematics placement.

Geoff reported that he is working with EMS and IITS on the mechanisms for using PeopleSoft to input ES students into ES courses, create/remove ES holds, and record/report ES grades. He also mentioned that CLASS is developing ES literature/communication pieces that will be distributed to students during ELM/EPT exams. Geoff also mentioned that a number of incoming high school seniors have already taken the ELM/EPT in December, which indicates that our outreach efforts to encourage students to take the ELM/EPT early are working.
5) IPA Data on First-Year Student Success (Pat Morris). As part of the Graduation Initiative, IPA continues to compile data on the continuation rates and graduation rates of our students.  Pat shared data on the 1-year continuation rates of first-time freshmen over the last 10 year period (i.e. first-year students who entered in Fall 2001 through first-year students who entered in Fall 2010). She explained that “1-year continuation rate” is defined as whether or not a student is enrolled (at CSUSM) one year after the term of entry (e.g. for those who entered in Fall 2001, looking to see whether they are enrolled here in the Fall 2002 term).

The first chart in Attachment 1 that Pat shared compares the 1-year continuation rates for Underrepresented Minority students (URM) with Non-Underrepresented Minority students (non-URM). Pat noted that over the last 10 years the 1-year continuation rates for both groups have been gradually increasing, and that the gap between URM and non-URM students has been decreasing. Pat’s second chart in that attachment covers the same time period and illustrates 1-year continuation rates for first-time freshmen as a function of race/ethnicity. Pat noted that Hispanic and White students make up largest proportion of our student population, and that the fluctuations in the African-American rates are partly due to the fact that the total number of students in this group is not large. IPA has also begun to look at the 1-year continuation of first-time freshmen males vs. first-time freshmen females (third chart). Although 1-year continuation rates for males has, generally speaking, been lower than the rates for females, rates for both males and females have been improving.  Pat noted that 1-year continuation rates for first-time freshmen track positively with 6-year graduation rates (charts 4-6). In other words, 1-year continuation rates for first-time freshmen are a fairly good predictor of how many students will actually graduate from CSUSM within six years. David noted that this data illustrates the fact that the majority of our student attrition occurs between the first and second year, which is why our campus has placed a great degree of emphasis on initiatives to support our first-year students. It is important to note that the six-year graduation rates compiled by IPA do not reflect students who left CSUSM and then went on to graduate at a different institution. However, Pat pointed out that the Voluntary System of Accountability College Portrait data sets do include transfer students in the calculation of graduation rates. There is a link to this data off the CSUSM homepage (lower left, click on “College Portrait”, then click on “student success & progress”; http://www.collegeportraits.org/CA/CSUSM/undergrad_success ). Pat also mentioned that the data compiled by the National Student Clearinghouse also tracks student enrollment as students move to different institutions.
Pat discussed the data provided by the annual “Freshman Survey” (CIRP). Conducted by the Higher Education Research Institute (HERI) at UCLA and administered to incoming first-year students during campus Orientations, this survey provides campuses with a portrait of the traits for each incoming first-year student class. Based on the Freshman Survey results and graduation rates, HERI has been able to provide each participating campus with “expected” vs. actual graduation rates for their campus. The model uses items on the Freshman Survey that are correlated with graduation (e.g. first-generation to college, hours per week studying, gender). Instead of comparing our graduation rates with the graduation rates of other institutions, this model allows us to compare our actual graduation rates with an expected rate that takes into account the characteristics of our own student population. Pat pointed out that even though the CSUSM expected graduation rates have actually gone down a bit, our actual graduation rates have gone up. (See charts 1 and 2 in attachment 2; these are different representations of the same data. The 3rd chart shows how the total sizes of the FY class changed over the three years 2004-2006.) Based on this data, one could argue that our observed increase in graduation rates is not due to CSUSM being more selective in admitting students but due to our being more effective. Pat stated that she hopes IPA will eventually develop a similar model that incorporates the specific CSUSM initiatives that are in place to support student success in order to see how those initiatives impact graduation rates.
Pat noted that IPA also has data on our first-generation students not presented to the FYC showing that their graduation rates have also increased. Ryan McRae asked if IPA has any data comparing graduation/continuation rates of residential students with commuter students. Ryan Weston asked if it were possible to track students as a function of their involvement on campus (e.g. student organizations). Pat said that all IPA needs in order to run reports on similar graduation rates for any group of students is a complete list of students (names and student IDs) who live on campus. David mentioned that FYP already does this for assessing the GEL program.

The FYC discussed how self confidence and self esteem may impact graduation rates, because students who do not have confidence in themselves may be easily discouraged. On the other hand, there is data that shows that males tend to report higher confidence levels at entry. Minvera mentioned that were some WASC recommendations related to adding questions about self confidence/esteem to the Freshman Survey and that we might want to ask some of these.
6) First-Year Learning Communities (David Barsky, Joanne Pedersen, Dilcie Perez). 
Historical Records: David reminded the FYC of our current conceptualization/definition of “learning community.” David presented a spreadsheet that he uses to track the evolution and growth of our current first-year learning communities (attachment 3). All of the learning communities listed on the spreadsheet involve GEL 101 sections that are linked to other courses. For purposes of tracking and assessment, the data are based on GEL enrollment (number of sections/cohorts and number of students enrolled).  The spreadsheet includes:
1. The San Marcos Experience (SME)- A living-learning community in existence since 2004 for first-year students living in UVA and interested in civic engagement.
2. The Athletics Learning Community(ALC)- Began in 2007 to meet the needs of our first-year student athletes
3. The First-Year Business Learning Community (FYBLC)- Began in 2007 for first-year pre-business students

4. The Global Learning Community (GLC)- Began in 2010 for both international first-year students and American first-year students who are interested in exploring global issues.
5. The Undeclared Learning Community (ULC)- Began this Fall for first-year students wanting a learning community experience that will facilitate the exploration and choice of a major.

As illustrated in the spreadsheet, since 2004 we have seen growth in the number of different learning communities, the number of learning communities sections, and the number of students enrolled in a first-year learning community. For the Fall 2011 semester we have 320, just over 1/5 of the current first-year class, enrolled in a learning community.
Possible Future FY Learning Communities: David pointed out that both Provost Cutrer and VPSA Stiglitz would like to see the development of more first-year learning communities. Also, the FYC has recently heard presentations on developments in residential life (Dilcie Perez and Bridget Blanshan’s update on the opening of the Quad and the new FTF OLSA Live on Requirement at FYC meeting #19, Oct.21) and Service Learning (Darci Strother and Val Knox’s presentation community service learning at FYC meeting #20, Nov. 18). With this background as context, David called for an open FYC discussion to brainstorm ideas for new learning communities that could begin in Fall 2012. Given the timeline for building the Fall 2012 academic course schedule (academic departments will begin building the Fall 2012 course schedule in late January/early February), it is important to begin the planning process for new learning communities as soon as possible (preferably now). 
The FYC began by agreeing that it generally is in favor of learning communities. Dilcie reported that Student Life & Leadership is very supportive of the idea of living learning communities (especially for residential students in UVA and the QUAD). Ryan McRae asked about the distinction between a “learning community” and “living learning community.” David directed the FYC to the definition of a FY Learning Committee that it reformulated last year (see the FYC Annual Report of Accomplishments, 2010-2011):

Four essential curricular criteria are (i) curriculum linked by a common theme, (ii) a set of clearly articulated student learning outcomes reflecting that theme, (iii) faculty collaboration on development of syllabi that speak to that theme, and (iv) co-curricular activities and community partnerships to experience the theme outside the classroom. Highly desirable/suggested elements include (a) Partnerships with residential life (housing) and student life; and/or (b) First-Year college success course as the home-base for the learning community.

A living learning community is a special kind of learning community in which students are also living together in University housing. 

The FYC discussed the San Marcos Experience. Ryan reviewed the basic structure of the San Marcos Experience as an example of a living learning community (i.e., SME students live together on the same floor of UVA and they are enrolled in the same sections of several courses). He also pointed out that the SME experience begins with a specialized summer SME Family Orientation where SME students and their family members meet and begin the process of forming a sense of community, and that – because students are living together as well as taking courses together – the relationship development occurs at an accelerated pace in SME.  Bridget mentioned that parents of college students seem to favor living learning communities because they perceive that it will provide their student with a more structured experience.  Noting that many of our past SME students have become Resident Assistants, O-Team members, etc., Ryan pointed out that he would like to see us develop student learning outcomes related to leadership for SME (and any other new living learning communities we may develop). Terri Metzger asked about the possibility of actually developing a new “leadership” course that could be incorporated into learning communities. Dilcie mentioned that special sections of GEL have been offered that focus on leadership, and that she would be interested in developing a learning community centered around leadership. She also noted that the service experience this semester (Homeless Connect) was not an ongoing service experience. 

Bridget reminded the FYC that in the process of developing new learning communities we need to consider 1) what the linked courses/curriculum will be, and 2) what the unique co-curricular experiences will be so that the curricular and co-curricular are seamless. 
In answer to a question about whether learning communities could stretch over multiple semesters, David pointed out that this was possible, but our early experience with SME showed us that it is very difficult for us to build learning communities that go beyond a single semester. Currently, all of our learning communities are “Fall only.” When SME was first initiated (i.e. 2004 and 2005) we attempted to continue the Fall SME experience by enrolling SME students into reserved sections of certain courses for the Spring. Logistical issues regarding registration and students preferred schedules made if very problematic to continue with SME in Spring. David also pointed out that some of the faculty who taught Spring SME sections expressed difficulty dealing with the “living learning cohort model” where students are very bonded to one another.
Bridget noted the need to strike a balance between growing our existing learning communities (i.e. increasing the number sections/students in SME, FYBLC, GLC, ULC, ALC) and bringing on new learning communities. Before creating new learning communities, we might want to see if we can expand the capacity in the existing learning communities. Concerning the development of new learning communities we need to consider 1) what the linked courses/curriculum will be, and 2) what the unique co-curricular experiences will be so that the curricular and co-curricular are seamless.  

Joanne suggested that there are two different models for building learning communities. One is the discipline based learning community for students who want to major in a specific discipline (e.g. our FYBLC), and the other is a theme based learning community that invites students from various majors/interests (e.g. our GLC). Various suggestions were made. Ryan suggested building a learning community using the CSUSM Values as the theme (i.e. innovation, inclusiveness, integrity, etc.). Dilcie also suggested building learning communities around individual faculty from different disciplines who share a common interest. A potential theme could be a “community health” and the development of a learning community for first-year students in pre-health, pre-kinesiology, human development. All of these majors are now housed in the new College of Education, Health and Human Services and there is the potential to work with the college the development of a new health related learning community.
Joanne mentioned the importance of also developing a “learning community” environment (professional development opportunities) for the faculty who teach in learning communities.  This is vital for integrating the curriculum of the linked courses, development of co-curricular activities, and general classroom management issues. Terri pointed to the example of the Faculty Learning Community on Undergraduate Research (http://www.csusm.edu/fc/flc/flc-research-2010-11.html), which has been meeting to discuss the integration of undergraduate research into the undergraduate curriculum and noted that this group could be a source of ideas for new learning communities could come from this group.
After significant discussion, support emerged for:

· Expanding the size of SME to 3 or 4 cohorts, all of which would have a similar course structure, but which would begin to diversify by having cohorts built around one of the five core values or around civic engagement. (The FYC liked the idea of having two different “flavors” in the San Marcos Experience.)

· Creating a discipline-based learning community (perhaps health-related).

There was general support for including a basic skills course (e.g., GEW or GEO) in FY learnig communities, and Dilcie recommended that we explore incorporating student peers into our learning communities.
In summarizing plans for Fall 2012, the FYC would like to see

1) Maintaining the FYBLC at three cohorts (same as Fall 2011)

2) Maintaining the GLC current size of 1 cohort and exploring the possibility of adding a third course that would be linked with the GEL 101 and HIST 131 sections currently in the learning community

3) Maintaining the ULC at 2 cohorts (same as Fall 2011), but Andres warned that the ability to offer this learning community would depend on whether there was funding available to support the learning community’s co-curricular activities (e.g., the need for funds to support the Majors Fair) 

4) Increase the size of SME to 3 or 4 cohorts, which there possibly being two or more different specific themes/values such as civic engagement, innovation, civility or social justice.
5) Develop one brand-new living learning community, perhaps with a pre-health emphasis
Terri suggested that we need a central body to spearhead the development of learning communities. The FYC created a FYC sub-committee that would include: Bridget Blanshan, Dilcie Perez, Joanne Pedersen, Terri Metzger, and Sarah Wibe-Norris.

Bridget asked that the FYC set aside approximately 20 minutes on its agenda for the January 27 meeting to discuss co-curricular experiences for students who don’t live on campus. 

7) Brief reports from FYC members (All).
Yvonne Meulemans reported that the librarians would be unable to provide any library instruction to GEW sections in Spring 2012, and that there might also be difficulty in providing instruction for the GEL modules in Fall 2012.
8) Meeting Schedule for remainder of Academic Year 2011-12 (all meetings are 10:00am to 12:00 noon)
1. Jan. 27 [proposed date; location TBA]

2. Feb. 24 [proposed date; location TBA]

3. Mar. 16 [proposed date; location TBA]

4. Apr. 13 [proposed date; location TBA]

5. May 11 [proposed date; location TBA] 
Attachment 1.

First-Year Retention Rates
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Females	 42.3	 43.9	 47.0	 47.5	 47.3	 51.8	

0	

10	

20	

30	

40	

50	

60	

70	

P

e

r

c

e

n

t

a

g

e

	

G

r

a

d

u

a

n

g

	

A

e

r

	

6

	

Y

e

a

r

s

	

6-Year	Gradua on	Rate	by	Entry	Term	-	First- me	Freshmen	


Attachment 2.

Expected vs. Actual Graduation Rates
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*Expected	rates	are	based	on	responses	to	the	Freshman	Survey

32.3%	

10.2%	

47.3%	

35.9%	

18.2%	

43.9%	

35.7%	

13.7%	

40.5%	

31.8%	

13.0%	

42.1%	

33.3%	

13.8%	

45.2%	

36.4%	

14.9%	

0%	 5%	 10%	 15%	 20%	 25%	 30%	 35%	 40%	 45%	 50%	

6-year	

5-year	

4-year	

6-year	

5-year	

4-year	

6-year	

5-year	

4-year	

2

0

0

6

	

2

0

0

5

	

2

0

0

4

	

Actual	vs.	Expected*	Gradua on	Rates	for	FTF	

Expected	 Actual	

14.9%	

13.7%	

13.8%	

18.2%	

13.0%	

10.2%	

21.5%	

22.0%	

19.5%	

17.7%	

18.8%	

22.1%	

8.8%	

8.2%	

8.8%	

11.4%	

8.7%	

0%	

5%	

10%	

15%	

20%	

25%	

30%	

35%	

40%	

45%	

50%	

Expected	 Actual	 Expected	 Actual	 Expected	 Actual	

Fall	2004	 Fall	2005	 Fall	2006	

Expected	vs.	Actual	Gradua on	Rates	For	FTF	

6-year	grad.	Rate	 5-year	grad.	Rate	 4-year	grad.	Rate	


[image: image5.emf]1,600

1,400

1,200

1,000

800

600

400

200

Number of New FY Students by Entry Term

0
-200
Fall 2004 Fall 2005 Fall 2006
i Class Size 722 804 1,376
© Change from prior Fall -168 82 574










Fall	2004	 Fall	2005	 Fall	2006	

Class	Size	 722	 804	 1,376		

Change	from	prior	Fall	 -168	 82	 574		
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Attachement 3.

Learning Community Records

	
	
	# of sections of:
	
	
	
	
	
	
	# of students (measured in GEL):

	
	
	GEL 101
	GEW 101
	PHIL 110
	PSCI 100
	PE 200
	BUS 202
	HIST 131
	

	Fall 2004
	San Marcos Experience
	1
	2
	 
	1
	 
	 
	 
	36

	Fall 2005
	San Marcos Experience
	2
	4
	2
	
	
	
	
	80

	Fall 2006
	San Marcos Experience
	2
	4
	2
	 
	 
	 
	 
	64

	Fall 2007
	San Marcos Experience
	3
	5
	3
	
	
	
	
	88

	Fall 2007
	Athletics
	1
	
	
	
	1
	
	
	31

	Fall 2007
	First-Year Business
	1
	 
	 
	 
	 
	1
	 
	31

	Fall 2008
	San Marcos Experience
	3
	5
	2
	
	
	
	
	94

	Fall 2008
	Athletics
	1
	
	
	
	1
	
	
	30

	Fall 2008
	First-Year Business
	2
	 
	 
	 
	 
	2
	 
	70

	Fall 2009
	San Marcos Experience
	3
	5
	3
	
	
	
	
	87

	Fall 2009
	Athletics
	1
	
	
	
	1
	
	
	25

	Fall 2009
	First-Year Business
	1
	 
	 
	 
	 
	1
	 
	38

	Fall 2010
	San Marcos Experience
	3
	5
	3
	
	
	
	
	89

	Fall 2010
	Athletics
	2
	
	
	
	2
	
	
	66

	Fall 2010
	First-Year Business
	1
	
	
	
	
	1
	
	38

	Fall 2010
	Global
	1
	
	
	
	
	
	1
	38


	
	Fall 2004
	Fall 2005
	Fall 2006
	Fall 2007
	Fall 2008
	Fall 2009
	Fall 2010
	Fall 2011

	San Marcos Experience
	1
	2
	2
	3
	3
	3
	3
	2

	Athletics
	 
	
	
	1
	1
	1
	2
	2

	First-Year Business
	 
	
	
	1
	2
	1
	1
	3

	Global
	 
	
	
	
	
	
	1
	1

	Undeclared
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	2
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	Fall 2004
	Fall 2005
	Fall 2006
	Fall 2007
	Fall 2008
	Fall 2009
	Fall 2010
	Fall 2011 

	San Marcos Experience
	36
	80
	64
	88
	94
	87
	89
	47

	Athletics
	 
	
	
	31
	30
	25
	66
	64

	First-Year Business
	 
	
	
	31
	70
	38
	38
	113

	Global
	 
	
	
	
	
	
	38
	39

	Undeclared
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	57
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