











cultivating proposals that will best serve
our students (through informational
and developmental workshops, working
with proposers to develop their
proposals, etc.).

LC/LLC coordination must be led by
an ongoing committee tasked with
that charge, including multiple
elected faculty members.

LC/LLC coordination, done well, will
require multiple ongoing tasks — faculty
development, cultivation of proposals,
review of proposals, assessment of
outcomes, etc. Those tasks must be led
by a group —including faculty — who
have formal standing, and who have
representatives from all necessary
coordinating campus units.

Effective scheduling {including block
scheduling) for LCs/LLCs must be
part of a broader fundamental
reconfiguration of how scheduling is
accomplished on campus.

Currently, scheduling is completely
decentralized to programs, with no
coordination.

e We need to rethink and
reorganize our scheduling
practices to a much more
coordinated, partially
centralized, and possibly
sequenced process. (For
example, we might want to
have spots scheduled for LCs
and LLCs first; perhaps have GE
classes next; and then have
programs schedule for majors
to articulate with that structure
where necessary.)

e We will also need to get much
more accurate information to
chairs — in part, by ensuring
that a minimum of 85% of our
students use the degree
planner.

e We need to provide more
developmental training and
logic about scheduling to chairs.

In short, we’re doing very little well in
the area of scheduling —and we need to
get this working well if LCs and LLCs are

going to be scheduled effectively.







If LC/LLCs reside in each program,
EPM training should be tailored
towards their discipline. Compared
to workshops where all EPMs were
trained based on a unified program
operated by the Experiential
Program, new training programs
should involve faculty members
from each program so that EPMs
can meet the corresponding
program’s needs.

Proposed plan (moving from UNIV
to each program)

Current Practice: EPMs are trained
through one unified
program/workshops

Modification of Current Practice:
There is a need for additional training
which reflects each major’s needs. For
example, the needs for the Math
Program are different from those for
the Psychology Program. Therefore,
the additional training program
should involve faculty from each
program so that EPMs can be trained
based on the needs of the program
that the EPMs work for.

Rationale: As we discussed
during the meeting, EPMs
should be trained to provide
more social support to help
students stay in their major
and succeed in their academic
performance.

The major difference between
EPMs and LRC embedded
tutors is that LRC tutors are
mostly course specific (e.g.,
math skills, English
composition), whereas EPMs
provide more social/emotional
support for the students that
is not addressed by the
embedded tutors. Considering
that the morale and students’
sense of belonging are low,
the role of EPMs is crucial to
enhance students’ retention,
while facilitating students’
academic success.
Additionally, this would not
apply for cohorts that are not
major specific. Thus, training
for these EPMs would need to
be considered

To maintain the consistency of EPM
training across different
programs/majors and ensure the
quality of the EPM role in each
course, EPM training programs
should include more time for EPMs
to build activities.

Proposed plan (moving from UNIV
to each program)

Current Practice: The current training
requires EPMs to prepare 4-8 weeks
of activities.

Modification of Current Practice: It
would be better to require EPMs to
prepare 12-16 weeks of activities. This
modification will also provide more
quality control to review their plans
during training. In addition, EPMs and
faculty can engage before the
semester starts while preparing
activity plans for the entire semester.
Finally, this will minimize EPM’s prep
time during the semester, thus
improving the retention of

EPMs. Retain the opportunity to
make changes as the semester
unfolds.

Rationale: Considering that
the low retention rate of EPMs
was related to time spent
preparing activities during the
semester because their time
commitment required for the
preparation of in-class EPM
activities was more than what
they expected. As a result, it
became challenging for them
to simultaneously manage
their own classes and EPM
work, so they decided to
resign. Therefore, it would be
useful to frontload the
workload in the training, so
they do not have to spend so
much time prepping outside of|
the training. This would

require more time in training.










Opt-in and Opt-out: All students
rank order 3 LCs. Some students
will be prioritized as must enroll
(see assumptions column) and
those with 30 units already could
opt-out.

GFF scholarship recipients,
undeclared, pre-nursing, GPA below
3.0 would be required to be in LCs.
Include HS Dual Enrollment question
on EM/Interest Survey

A fully opt-in model is very time-
intensive for staff.
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