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Executive Summary
The MnSCU Developmental Workgroup for Writing convened in November, 2013, to make
recommendations for the MnSCU Charting the Future initiative.
Specifically, this group was given the following three charges:




To “develop and submit recommendations of specific competencies and student learner
outcomes to be mastered for ‘college and career readiness standards’ for… English.”
To make “specific recommendations to the Vice Chancellor of Academic and Student
Affairs regarding how to promote seamless transition and transfer of developmental
curriculum across our system.”
To make “specific recommendations to the Vice Chancellor on how to work with K-12
school districts on specific strategies for aligned competencies, student learner outcomes
and targeted interventions to promote college readiness benchmarks while students are
still in high school.”

In response to these charges, a group comprised of English faculty from several two-year and
four-year MnSCU schools met several times to develop recommendations for the Vice
Chancellor of Academic and Student Affairs. Throughout this process, the statewide workgroup
sought to preserve the historical function of developmental education in writing while
confronting present realities. The committee also worked hard to respect and honor the
professional integrity of individual educators and the diversity of institutions in the MnSCU
system through avoiding prescriptive recommendations for day-to-day instruction. The
committee hopes these twin commitments will be evident to all readers of this report.
Toward that end, we offer several general recommendations for developmental education
particularly in writing: that we follow nationwide best practices; the we provide developmental
students with the support they need; that we invest in more accurate placement mechanisms to
place students into the correct courses; that we provide developmental courses taught by the
same fully qualified faculty who teach college-level writing; and that unlimited or tenured fulltime faculty lead innovation in developmental education.
In response to our first charge, we have included a list of learner outcomes for college readiness.
The workgroup sought to outline an approach to developmental writing instruction informed by
research in the field of composition and rhetoric, frameworks and statements from professional
disciplinary bodies in writing instruction, and the collective best practices of professionals
working in the MnSCU system.
Our recommendations here are not to be seen as a prescriptive set of standardized competencies
to be checked off a list, but rather as a starting point for conversations about how individual
instructors can best approach the challenging task of teaching developmental writing in diverse
settings with a dynamic set of students. The workgroup expects that these recommendations will
initiate further discussion among instructors of developmental writing that can then be used to
continually revise and refresh these recommendations.
To formulate these recommendations, the workgroup identified six critical areas of writing
instruction that are particularly important to developmental level courses: Rhetoric, Process,
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Development and Support, Focus, Organization and Structure, and Clarity and Correctness. For
each of these areas, the workgroup crafted explanations of the concepts and provided examples
of how they can be incorporated into writing experiences that will help prepare students for
college level courses.
In response to our second charge, while we support the principle of allowing transfer of
developmental courses, we could find no easy answer to this complex question. We recommend
an approach similar to that used with the Minnesota Transfer Curriculum: appointing a task force
of faculty and providing them with reassignment time for an academic year to allow them to
develop a workable plan.
As requested, we have also included recommendations for how to work with K-12 school
districts. These recommendations focus on the need to support teachers in their work, to provide
teachers and students with the material conditions required for success, to insist on reliable data,
and to provide means for effective professional development for teachers.
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Introduction
The place and function of developmental education has been the subject of intense discussion,
especially as the concept of "college-readiness" has taken an increasingly important position in
conversations about education, policy, and economic growth. As educational institutions are
transforming in light of a broader social move toward privatization and decreased public support
for education, developmental education at the post-secondary level finds itself caught between
two challenging trends. On one side, as institutions and individual students shoulder an
increasing burden of the cost of education caused by declines in public funding, there is an
increasing urgency to maximize the efficiency and shorten the duration of post-secondary
education to control costs. On the other side, there is growing pressure to align and standardize
primary and secondary education to the needs and purposes of post-secondary education as a
means to simply negate the necessity of funding and supporting developmental education. These
trends are challenging because they stand in direct contrast to many of the historical purposes
and functions of developmental education in public, post-secondary educational institutions:
namely, as an engine of opportunity through access to high-quality education on a mass scale.
Because writing has long served as one of the traditional gatekeepers to college, these challenges
are particularly pressing to developmental writing instruction (sometimes known as basic
writing). Accordingly, we are pleased to have been asked to advise the Vice Chancellor on these
important matters. Like our colleagues throughout the state, we are committed to continually
improving our colleges and universities in order to increase student success. Helping students to
be fully prepared for their college-level courses is an essential element in that success.
Identifying the elements critical to learning to write well is as important now as it has ever been.
We affirm that learning to write requires considerable time and attention to allow students to
practice writing in meaningful contexts; to engage in a full writing process; to receive instruction
and advice about effective processes; and to get specific, individualized feedback. We also
affirm that while education provides an opportunity for learning, growth, and skill development,
it does not do so in a vacuum. Research confirms what common sense would suggest: that
students who are in unstable home environments, struggling with poverty, trying to recover from
addiction, or facing mental or physical illness are less able to succeed in their schoolwork,
regardless of the quality of instruction provided (see, for example, Alon; Astin and Oseguera;
Fox, Connolly, and Snyder; United States). Research in writing instruction has long recognized
the continuity between social contexts and the learning of individual students. Any attempts to
reform developmental instruction in writing must take these considerations into account.
Accordingly, we are concerned that the practical realities of secondary schools in an era of
declining public support make it difficult to uniformly deliver these opportunities to all students,
especially students coming from disadvantaged backgrounds and marginalized groups. As a
result, many students may fulfill the obligations of high school without becoming fully “college
ready” in one or more areas. This does not reflect failure on the part of the students or teachers
involved, but rather the inevitable outcome of trying to do difficult work in disadvantaged social
situations with far too few resources. Neither high school nor college instructors can make every
student “college ready” through personal heroic effort alone. Large class sizes, excessive
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workloads, and insufficient resources are systemic problems at both the K-12 and college levels
that require systemic solutions if we wish to make a substantial change in the number of students
who are college ready.
Therefore, we strongly believe developmental education still has a necessary role in public
education. In light of the need for an increased number of college graduates, most of whom must
come from traditionally under-represented groups (Charting 9-10), MnSCU will need to
continue to find ways to prepare students who have not left high school as “college-ready.”
While we believe that reducing the need for developmental education in college is a desirable
goal, we also believe that eliminating it entirely would be counter-productive to the historical
mission of MnSCU, particularly for returning or non-traditional students who will not be directly
affected by any changes to high school education. Accordingly, this document emphasizes what
members of the MnSCU community can do to foster, support, and reinvigorate developmental
education in writing in light of the unique needs of MnSCU's students while recognizing the
unique challenges of the present.
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General Recommendations
In order to fully prepare students for college-level coursework and thus improve their success,
we offer these general recommendations:
Like all writing courses, developmental courses should follow the best practices and
recommendations of national professional organizations such as NCTE and NADE. Specifically,
developmental writing courses (to say nothing of high school courses teaching writing) routinely
have class sizes that are too high, and writing teachers routinely have loads that do not allow the
kind of individualized feedback necessary to help students succeed.
Because developmental students are at the most risk for failure, any steps taken to provide
student support, including limiting class sizes, are doubly important for developmental students.
Developmental students may need support with learning how to operate basic computer
technology, how to navigate school bureaucracies, and how to be a college student. Ensuring
developmental students have access to qualified instructors and institutional services such as
advising, tutoring, mentoring, and financial guidance will provide developmental students with
the greatest chance for success.
The current mechanisms for placement of students into college- or developmental-level classes
were chosen for speed and low cost rather than accuracy. These mechanisms are largely unable
to measure the college-ready skills that we identify below. Further, they show strong bias against
historically marginalized groups (Asmussen). As a result, many students are misplaced at the
beginning of their academic careers. Multiple measures are needed to produce more accurate
placement, and these measures should include a tenured or full-time unlimited faculty member,
or someone specifically trained and overseen by such a faculty member, assessing a writing
sample. A more robust and accurate placement process would prevent students from being
inappropriately placed, which leads to students either taking courses they are academically
unprepared for or taking courses they do not need.
Developmental writing courses should be taught by fully credentialed college faculty, ideally the
same faculty who teach the college courses for which the students are being prepared. Having
teachers who lack the minimum contractual credentials or a secure, tenured position teaching
developmental courses makes aligning objectives and outcomes much more difficult and leads to
poor preparation for students. In contrast, having credentialed faculty teach both developmental
and college level courses (or at minimum having close and ongoing collaboration between
faculty teaching these courses) will ensure the developmental curriculum provides students with
the skills they will need to successfully undertake college level work.
Although high school courses and college developmental courses intend to prepare students for
the same college-level courses, they are different things. Developmental students often come to
their developmental classes lacking more than just the necessary academic skills. Developmental
course curriculum is often supplemented, formally and informally, to address the myriad of
issues developmental students routinely face. High school students should take high school
courses, and college students who are not yet ready for college-level courses should take
developmental courses at their college. Developmental courses are for college students, not for
high school students.
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When innovations in developmental and college-preparation instruction are sought, these
innovations should be led by and primarily conducted by full-time, unlimited or tenured teachers
at both the high school and college/university levels. Currently too many programs are being
developed by administrators without significant consultation with faculty. Often these programs
involve contingent or non-tenured faculty who have insufficient political leverage, experience, or
contextual grounding to resist faulty pedagogy or unethical practices. Involving such faculty in
these innovations must be discontinued. Developmental education must be under the control of
tenured or full-time unlimited faculty, as with all curriculum.
The academic freedom of individual faculty members must be upheld. While this group supports
the general outcomes we have developed, we insist on the right and necessity of individual
faculty to choose the most appropriate ways to deliver those outcomes. Each community,
campus, class, and student has unique needs and challenges, and individual faculty must be
guaranteed the freedom to develop their classes with those needs in mind.
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College-Ready Writers
Communicating clear expectations about what “college readiness” means, though difficult, is
valuable. However, it takes more than knowing what is expected to raise students to any given
level of performance, and instructors never have complete control over students’ performance,
their study time, their commitment to school, or outside interference in their lives. Clarifying
expectations can assist in curriculum development, but it cannot address the non-academic
factors that contribute to or hinder student success.
Learning to write is not a linear process. Success at one writing task does not guarantee future
success with similar tasks, let alone success with new writing tasks. It is a normal feature of
learning to write that key skills must be reinforced multiple times before anything like “mastery”
can occur. Therefore, accurately determining whether a student is college-ready requires multiple
measures including the student’s own writing, background, and motivation. Further, we should
not be surprised when a student requires additional instruction to address skills that had “already
been covered” in some other context.
Given this complexity, it is not surprising that the Council of Writing Program Administrators
has identified certain “Habits of Mind” as being just as important for college readiness as certain
“Experiences with Writing, Reading, and Critical Analysis.” Therefore, our list below should not
be taken to be enough to guarantee student success. Rather, the skills we have identified, while
necessary for success, are not, by themselves, sufficient. Many additional cognitive and noncognitive factors have influence over which students are successful in a college writing class.
Our list cannot hope to address all these factors.
While we have worked to make the list of skills below as clear as possible, writing (like any act
of communication) takes place within complex cultural contexts. As a result, writing naturally
resists quantification and objective measurement. This list of skills is most meaningful in the
context of instructors in conversation with each other. To keep this list useful, college instructors
need to be in regular contact across campuses. Likewise, high school teachers need abundant
opportunities to talk to each other and to college instructors. Without such ongoing
conversations, the interpretations of a list like this will “drift” until shared meaning is lost.
Such conversations have already begun. The Ready or Not Writing program, in which high
school students are able to submit writing samples to be assessed for college readiness, is one
example of a conversation between high school and college instructors about college readiness in
writing. We need more conversations like this to address the complex, dynamic contexts in
which students learn to write.
In addition to the skills below, we must stress that being a college-ready writer also requires
being a college-ready reader. Students who have not demonstrated this level of reading skill are
not ready for college-level writing classes. Most college-level writing assignments respond to a
complex reading assignment, or they have a strong reading component. Further, we recognize
that technical and professional programs often have different requirements than those needed for
a four-year degree, so “program ready” and “college-ready” (transfer/4-year) are sometimes
different, which we have attempted to address in our list. Still, we agree that students ready for
college writing, whether they are seeking career/technical training or working toward a four-year
degree, can do the following.
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Rhetoric
Rhetoric is more than simply crafting arguments. Rhetoric involves understanding the most
effective approach to writing in any given specific situation. College-ready writing students
should be able to demonstrate awareness of audience, purpose, context, and expected genres
through composing in a wide variety of writing situations. This includes, but is not limited to:


Understanding that rhetorical knowledge requires inquiry.
o Investigating a wide variety of factors to explore and determine what the most
appropriate process might be.
Exploring how writing can change based on audience and context.
o Adapting writing to suit specific demands of specific contexts.
o Adapting voice, tone, structure, format, medium, and vocabulary for specific
audiences.
Writing for a range of purposes including writing to narrate, inform, summarize, and argue.





Process
College-ready writing students understand that writing is rarely, if ever, a task that can be
completed all at once; they understand that writing is a process. This includes, but is not limited
to:





Employing a writing process involving invention, drafting, revision, and editing.
o Recognizing the importance of time to develop ideas and improve writing quality.
Creating short, focused pieces under time pressure.
o Adapting the writing process to deliver an effective product under time
constraints.
Developing word-processing competence and increasing digital literacy.
o Create, save, change, and print word processor files.
o Engaging in multi-modal writing in formats beyond text-only.

Development and Support
Developing a text involves conveying clear explanations of information. Without clear
explanations, the content may fail to adequately inform a reader of the writer’s purpose.
Therefore, college-ready writing students must also be strong readers and critical thinkers. This
includes, but is not limited to:






Developing a controlling idea with specific and relevant examples and details.
o Accomplishing a specific purpose.
o Anticipating and fulfilling the expectations and needs of the audience.
Presenting and explaining the significance of examples and evidence.
o Selecting information that is relevant or that works to support the purpose.
o Clearly explaining how and why certain information is credible and valid, and
how this information supports the overall focus or purpose of the text.
Including original and developed thought in writing assignments.
o Creating and/or discovering knowledge.
o Contributing to the larger community in which the writing assignment is situated.
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Focus
The purpose of college-level writing is often to provide a clear opinion on a topic, to adequately
inform a reader of certain information, or to respond in some way to one or more texts.
Therefore, again, college-ready writing students must also be strong readers and critical thinkers.
This includes, but is not limited to:






Differentiating between the student’s ideas and the ideas of others.
o Familiarity with and use of signal (or attribution) phrases to introduce the work of
others.
Summarizing and paraphrasing material.
o Familiarity with condensing and/or restating the work of others and recognizing
alternatives to direct quotation.
Responding to the ideas of others.
o Recognizing that response goes beyond summation and may include additional
material and support, counterpoints/counterevidence, and/or additional
complexity/nuance.

Organization/ Structure
Organization in writing refers to the way in which the parts of a text create a coherent, unified
whole. College-ready writing students should understand that organizational and structural
considerations are driven by the rhetorical situation of the whole text. These considerations
include, but are not limited to:


Writing unified, developed, and coherent paragraphs in essays and other writing
assignments.
Understanding and employing effective transitional devices, both at the sentence level and
the paragraph level, to aid reader comprehension.
Using purposeful structure and organization, including organizational structures such as
chronological order, spatial order, and emphatic order.




Clarity and Correctness
Clarity and correctness involves writing that is easy to follow and employs the principles of
grammatical correctness. College-ready writing students demonstrate an awareness and
adeptness with clarity and correctness at the sentence level. This includes, but is not limited to:




Applying editing control over sentence structures and wordings.
o Editing and revising for grammatically correct sentences and coherent wording.
o Revising content for accuracy and effectiveness (relative to the needs of the
context).
Writing clear, effective, and varied sentences using standard U.S. American English (or
another written dialect appropriate to the context) in paragraphs and short multiparagraph compositions.
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Transfer of Developmental Writing Courses
While we agree that students should be able to transfer their developmental writing courses
across MnSCU institutions, the complexity of the system and the needs of students make it
impossible to recommend in this report how such transfer might be accomplished.
Just as MnSCU faced a complex situation when trying to develop the Minnesota Transfer
Curriculum, we face a similar challenge here. MnSCU schools may offer one, two, or three
levels of developmental coursework, with classes ranging from two to five credits. Some schools
combine developmental reading and writing instruction in the same classes, while other schools
separate them. Though these differences can result from faculty-driven responses to local needs,
they may also be driven unwisely by political realities beyond faculty control. These local needs
and realities and the resulting faculty recommendations change over time.
Given these complexities, we were not able in the space of a few meetings to determine a model
that would allow students to easily transfer developmental writing courses while still respecting
the rights of the faculty on individual campuses to control the curriculum. In short, we were not
able to fully and adequately design course transfer standards/equivalencies/processes to account
for the varied paths of developmental education across the MnSCU system.
We recommend that MnSCU follow the model used when developing the transfer curriculum:
Offer reassignment time to MSCF- and IFO-appointed full-time unlimited or tenured faculty
from across the state to work together for at least an academic year to develop a workable plan
for transferring these courses (especially given the variety of developmental coursework from
campus to campus). Such an approach would better facilitate a transfer plan that helps students
while respecting the contractual demands for shared governance and faculty control of
curriculum on each campus.
In the meantime, MnSCU can rely on existing administrative policies and procedures to serve
students transferring developmental English classes. Students should be notified that all MnSCU
schools have a placement appeals process that should allow students who have completed
developmental coursework to be placed into college-level classes. While an appeals process is
not as efficient as an automatic transfer, it can serve as a temporary option for affected students.
Advisors, counselors, and admissions personnel should ask transferring students more questions
and more frequently advise them to take advantage of the appeals process, so students can avoid
unnecessary repetition of developmental classes. We also recommend required counseling and
advising sessions for all students who transfer within the MnSCU system. Finally, every campus
should have a transfer specialist trained to assess and adjudicate student transcripts.
Therefore, the immediate solution to this problem is for the system to act to ensure that
placement appeals processes are in place, fair, visible, and accessible for students. The longerterm solution is to convene a group to develop a workable plan while also advocating for
increased counseling/advising staff to help promote a smooth transfer process in the short and
long-term.
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Recommendations for K-12 Teaching
Many developmental students do not come directly from high school, so making changes to the
K-12 system will not address the needs of all developmental students. In order for us to
“dramatically increase the success of all learners, especially those in diverse populations” as
called for in the Charting the Future report (8), we must also reach out to non-traditional
students who may have left high school (having completed or not) some years ago. Still, we
recognize that improvements in K-12 education benefit everyone in the state.
We support our K-12 colleagues in their work. They are devoted professionals working in
challenging conditions to serve their students. We are not qualified to advise them on how to
teach their students: they have the training and experience to make those decisions. When there
are questions about what K-12 students and teachers need, we must respect the professional
opinions of those teachers. However, we have been asked to give the vice-chancellor suggestions
for how to help those teachers to prepare their students for college-level work, and the following
paragraphs detail our recommendations.
First, systemic problems require systemic solutions. The problem of students leaving high school
not ready for college is inextricably linked to our socioeconomic system. It is never simply a
problem of bad teaching or of bad students. The greatest predictor of college-level success is
socioeconomic privilege. Therefore, the best action that can be taken to support greater college
access and success is for Minnesota and MnSCU to re-commit to addressing socioeconomic and
other inequities, including race, gender, sexual orientation, class, and ability. We must support
efforts both within and beyond K-12 schools to improve economic stability. Students cannot
succeed in any level of school if they are not able to afford sufficient food, child care, health
care, or even school supplies, to name just a few items of concern. Moreover, with a lack of
sleep being one of the critical factors that contributes to a lack of scholastic development and
achievement, we believe that a renewed commitment to socioeconomic stability might lessen the
burdens that our K-12 students face, especially those of working age who often lose sleep
because they are compelled to hold down a job while in school.
Likewise, educators cannot do their best work in bad working conditions. For instance, high
school teachers face numerous tasks that we within higher education do not necessarily have to
work through. As high school teachers must adhere to pre-established course curriculums (akin
to Course Learning Outcomes, but not necessarily with the “academic freedom” that we within
higher education are guaranteed), as well as assessment tests and parent-teacher conferences,
their focus on their classrooms and pedagogical practices are certainly strained. In other words,
while bridging the achievement gap is certainly a goal that both those within K-12 systems and
MnSCU must work towards, there is really only so much that we can and should be asking of our
K-12 colleagues.
One example of a counter-productive means of bridging the achievement gap is the Concurrent
Enrollment Program. To be sure, asking high school and college teachers to collaborate is
commendable, but this program can be problematic. The recent emphasis on expanding early
college credit, primarily within the Concurrent/Dual Enrollment programs that are growing in the
MnSCU system, seems to assume that if more students are able to earn college credit while in
high school, that will somehow lead to a decrease in need for developmental education. While
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this may be true in a few cases, to a large extent such programs will merely support students who
are already “on-track” for college success. Developmental students are largely a different
population who will not be directly helped by such programs—many are returning students who
will not directly be affected by any change to high school education.
Further, as high school teachers who work within the Concurrent/Dual Enrollment program must
work with a college “mentor,” this additional layer of “management” perhaps places too much
pressure upon a high school teacher. Correspondingly, having college teachers trek across the
Twin Cities metro area for various meetings with their high school “mentees” is a timeconsuming task that can take valuable time away from assessing the work of their own students.
In outstate MN, some of our visits are over one and a half hours away. Each college, depending
on how they are accredited to offer concurrent, will have different guidelines for visits. Also,
concurrent is connected to the allocation model, which is a huge issue for outstate colleges. We
often feel pressure to teach concurrent classes because our college receives credit in the
allocation model, even if we only receive a portion of the credits for pay.
More importantly, with respect to developmental education, it is problematic to think that
Concurrent Enrollment is an adequate means of bridging the achievement gap between high
school and college. Specifically, if a high school student does not have the chance to “develop”
through his or her high school years, then one could view the Concurrent Enrollment Program as
a means of “forced development.” Such a plan can be challenging for students who are not ready
to move forward with their studies and may simply not yet be prepared for the intellectual and
personal rigors of college-level work until after their first or second semester of developmental
work within a post-secondary institution. In short, all students develop at their own rates, and
accelerating development could further set students back rather than move them forward. As
such, we would argue that Concurrent/Dual Enrollment programs should be carefully designed
and controlled by full-time unlimited/tenured faculty if they move beyond the traditional model
of working with gifted or advanced students with high grade point averages. To be sure, some
Concurrent/Dual Enrollment programs “fight the good fight” by seeking to bridge the
achievement gap between high school and college by enrolling students in the “academic
middle,” but such an approach may not necessarily be the most effective means of serving
students that do not have an exceptional scholastic history.
Additionally, we need to always insist on valid and reliable measures when making decisions
about education. Too often standardized tests or instruments that are efficient but largely
unreliable drive political decisions governing K-12 education. Before we conclude what is or is
not working, we need reliable data that answer the questions we are asking, especially data
derived from multiple measures. Such measures must also address the question of “Habits of
Mind” and not just mechanical correctness.1
Moreover, so long as high school teachers are under political pressure to pass students regardless
of performance, we cannot expect high school graduation, by itself, to indicate any particular
level of academic ability or readiness. If we demand that every high school graduate is college-

1

See Discovering and Exploring Habits of Mind by Art Costa and Bena Kallick, in which they discuss the various
means by which people learn; notable aspects include “metacognition,” “questioning and posing problems,” and
“learning continuously,” or beyond “measured” tests that students may take while in the classroom. See also Paulo
Freire’s Pedagogy of the Oppressed.
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ready without addressing these underlying socioeconomic problems, we put high school teachers
in an impossible situation. Development of the college-ready skills given above and the “Habits
of Mind” needed for college success require pedagogies that are generally not supported in high
schools due to overloaded classes and grueling teaching schedules. Changing these realities
would give students a much better chance to become college-ready by the end of their high
school experience. Likewise, those skills are best developed in an atmosphere of open inquiry
and academic freedom, so high school teachers must have that freedom and be able to share it
with their students. We are eager to collaborate with high school teachers to envision productive
uses for such freedom.
High school teachers should not be expected to do what they have not been trained to do. They
are not college instructors and should not be expected to be able to provide college instruction.
To the extent that they find it valuable, perhaps high school teachers should be provided with
free access to graduate-level coursework in composition theory and practice and teaching college
writing. And, ultimately, as mentioned before, conversations between K-12 and college
instructors should be a routine part of professional development for both groups as dictating
pedagogical practices and procedures will have little or no benefit and may even prove harmful.
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Conclusion
The future prosperity of the state of Minnesota depends on MnSCU’s ability to provide all
students the opportunity to complete college certificates, diplomas, and degrees; this means the
people of Minnesota must recommit to supporting accessible, equitable, and affordable public
higher education. Although MnSCU faces challenges in preparing students for college, we have
the opportunity to foster productive innovations that will make a difference for many students.
By supporting MSCF and IFO faculty, partnering with K-12 school districts, and addressing
systemic and administrative problems, MnSCU can help more students be college ready in less
time. This work requires realistic expectations, honesty, tenacity, and vision. It requires political
and financial capital. It requires a genuine commitment to student success.
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