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Abstract  
Founded in 2008 by San Francisco State University and City College of San Francisco, Metro Academies is an innovative and sustainable postsecondary program that aims to sharply improve timely graduation with an associate and/or a bachelor’s degree.  Outreach is focused on first-generation, low-income and/or under-represented students.  It is designed for wide adoption within public institutions that have limited resources and large numbers of low-income students who require a range of supports to succeed.  The program is funded primarily by a more efficient allocation of existing resources.  
Metro Academies reconfigure the critical first two years of college, when students are most likely to drop out.  Students work as a cohort within a long-duration learning community, studying in two linked courses each semester over four semesters. Student services are tied in to courses themselves, and academic counselors “loop” to follow students over time. Each Metro Academy (or Metro) functions as a ‘school within a school’ with capacity for up to 140 students, giving students a personalized educational home.   An institution may host any number of Metro Academies.   
Each Metro has a career theme in a high-growth field, such as health and human services or Science/Technology/ Engineering/Math (STEM). Early results from comparison-group studies of similar Metro and non-Metro students show that Metro students have improved persistence and credit accumulation, and statistically significantly better grade point averages.
Introduction

San Francisco State University (SF State) and City College of San Francisco (City College) founded Metro Academies (Metro) in 2008 to address the problem of dismal graduation rates for low-income, first-generation and under-represented students seeking associate and/or bachelor’s degrees.  It is an unusual and ambitious program for five main reasons.  First, its design is based on a cohort-style four-semester learning community—far longer than the typical one-semester learning community.  Second, early outcomes have been very promising. Comparison-group studies indicate sharply improved persistence and credit accumulation, and statistically significantly better GPA.  Third, Metro provides nearly identical programs for the first two years of both community college and university, with all courses being solidly articulated.  Every Metro core class is a general education course that satisfies graduation requirements for the associate degree, transfer to university, and the bachelor’s degree. Fourth, Metro is designed to be adopted on a broad scale by less selective postsecondary institutions with limited resources, and is funded largely by reallocating existing resources.  And fifth, it synthesizes and puts into practice six “high-impact educational practices” that have been found to produce quantifiable compensatory effects for students from low-income families and under-represented communities. 

In this report, we will begin with background on our institutions.  Second, we will describe our analysis of the causes of low and worsening graduation rates—the main problem Metro addresses.  Third, we will explain the Metro program, including its theory of action.  Fourth, we will summarize our key outcomes.  Fifth, we will describe the ways in which Metro is designed to be scaled up.  Last, we share key success factors in implementing Metro, as well as challenges and lessons learned.
Background
SF State and City College are large, urban, and diverse postsecondary institutions.   SF State has nearly 30,000 students.  City College, with nearly 100,000 students at 11 campuses, is one of the largest community colleges in the US.  As a California State University, SF State accepts the top third of high school graduates.  However, many come from poorly funded urban high schools; over 60% of incoming SF State students arrive needing remediation.  City College is an open admissions institution, so students arrive with a wide range of backgrounds and needs. 
Our two institutions have a history of strong partnership.  For 20 years, our two institutions’ Colleges of Health and Human Services have collaborated on many projects in both educational innovation and public health, at the local, state and national levels.  We have raised and administered over $30 million in funding from 31 funders. 
In 2006, faculty from our two institutions formed the idea of Metro Academies in response to concerns about weak student foundation skills, high student dropout rates, and very low rates of community-college-to-university transfer among low-income, first-generation and under-represented students.  We made a commitment to develop an approach that would improve the success of typical students, rather than a boutique program aimed at a small number of high achievers.  We also aimed, from the start, to create a program that could be widely replicated, even by hard-pressed public postsecondary institutions.
In 2007, we received a seed grant from the Fund for Innovation in Postsecondary Education (FIPSE) to start a Metro Academy of Health in each of our institutions.  In 2007-08, we were awarded a grant from the James Irvine Foundation to support Metro’s start-up.  In 2010, we were awarded another FIPSE grant to establish a national Metro Academies dissemination center and to complete a lateral expansion of the Metro program into the field of Science/Engineering/Technology/Math (STEM).  Also in 2010, both of our institutions tested the feasibility of expanding into a new career field.  Both campuses started a Metro Academy of Early Childhood Education, with support from the Mimi and Peter Haas Fund.  We currently have four Metro Academies in process, and Metro STEM students will begin enrolling in fall of 2012 at SF State.     
Low Graduation Rates:  Analysis of Causes and Solutions
The Problem.  Metro Academies addresses the problem of low and worsening graduation rates and time to graduation, particularly for low-income, first-generation and under-represented students seeking associate and/or bachelor’s degrees.  Our country has opened the doors of college access to large numbers of students, with enrollment rates increasing 40 percent between 1972 and 2005.  However, graduation rates at both universities and community colleges have shown virtually no improvement since data began to be collected (Brock, 2010).  Indeed, over the past 35 years, the gap in college completion rates between low-income and more affluent students has doubled (Eagle & Lynch 2009).

Community colleges have particular importance in lifting US graduation rates and reducing time to graduation with both associate and bachelor’s degrees (Provasnik & Planty, 2008). In 2007-2008, US community colleges enrolled 6.7 million students, or more than one third of all students in higher education institutions, including the majority of low-income students (Kahlenberg, 2011).  Six years after entering community college, only 23 percent of degree-seeking students had completed an associate degree, and 13 percent had completed a bachelor’s degree (Berkner, He, & Cataldi, 2002).  Even smaller percentages of Latino and African-American students attain an associate’s degree within six years—only 16 and 14 percent respectively (Knapp, Kelly-Reid, & Whitmore, 2008).  

Our immediate focus is California—by far the nation’s most populous state, with the largest economy and greatest ethnic diversity.  California’s public college system is now home to one in eight full-time college students in the US and one out of four community college students (Moore, 2010; Pope 2009).  Yet of the 50 states, California ranks 49th, with nearly the worst graduation gap between under-represented students – African Americans, Latinos and Native Americans – and their white peers. Among African American and Latino community college students with intent to transfer, only twelve percent and nine percent respectively do so within three years.  According to the Public Policy Institute of California, if current trends continue, California will have a shortfall of one million college graduates in 2025 (Johnson & Segupta 2009). 
Causes of Low Graduation Rates.  We have discerned five root causes of low graduation rates, with a focus on those factors that institutions can change.  The first is a lack of coherent educational pathways. As Derek Bok points out in his book, Our Underachieving Colleges, the US approach to undergraduate education has not changed for a half century (Bok, 2006).  In the main, institutions send entering students on a solo journey through a series of disconnected three-unit courses—“take two of these and three of those.” Students who arrive at college under-prepared and juggling multiple responsibilities are left largely on their own to make sense of these requirements.  The Community College Research Center’s 2011 meta-analysis of research on community college student success notes that, “Most community colleges offer an impressive array of academic programs, but many do not clearly map out their offerings in a way that makes it clear to students … how [they] can successfully navigate program requirements to complete as quickly as possible” (Bailey, Jaggars, & Jenkins, 2011).
Community college students face ineffective transfer pathways that are non-standardized and riddled with misinformation.  Within the CSU, the average California community college transfer student graduates with 162 units when only 120 are needed—an excess of three semesters of full time study.  This statistic gives evidence of the phenomenon of “rework or overwork” identified by the Delta Cost Project—students taking the wrong courses, taking courses over and over, or taking courses later not accepted for transfer (Delta Project 2009).  System leaders calculate that just by curtailing these “excess units,” instructional capacity would be freed up for an additional 40,000 community college students and 14,000 CSU students each year (Skinner, 2011). 
A second cause of low graduation rates is weak foundation skills in reading, writing, math and critical thinking. In the CSU system, for example, 58 percent of all incoming freshmen place into remedial math or English, including 83 percent of African Americans and 74 percent of Mexican Americans (King, McEvoy, & Teixeira 2011). In the California Community College (CCC) system, over 80 percent of students test at a developmental level in math and over 70 percent in English, with numbers in the 90 percent range in urban areas (Bailey, Jeong, & Cho, 2010).  Students find themselves “facing a bewildering set of unanticipated obstacles involving several assessments, classes in more than one subject area, and sequences of courses that may require two, three or more semesters of study before a student … is judged prepared for college-level work” (Bailey et al., 2010). Bogged down in long sequences of course work that do not carry college credit or meet graduation requirements, many students in remedial classes drop out, often never to return. 

Tutoring, one remedy for weak foundation skills, is often provided in a hit or miss fashion.  A recent review article from the Community College Research Center (CCRC) states, “…For many reasons, students who need supports may never seek them out.  Students may not think they need help; they may not know the services exist; …they may be confused about how to find or use the service; or they may feel that using the support would flag them as being unworthy, unintelligent, or ‘not college material’” (Bailey et al., 2011).    
 A third cause of low graduation rates is that, at large urban institutions, many students lack the personal support they need to persist. The Center for Community College Survey of Student Engagement (CCSSE) looked at the success factors for students who do succeed in graduating.  CCSSE stated:  “…Most continuing students indicate that, at some point, they considered dropping out and their reasons for staying in school are revealing:  They almost always include the name of a particular person—an instructor, a staff member, another student—who gave the encouragement, guidance or support they needed to keep going.  Personal connections are … a critical variable that improves the odds of persistence” (CCSSE, 2010).  However such personal connections are very difficult for lower division students in large urban institutions to develop.  For example, while the recommended student-academic advisor ratio in the community colleges is 370 students per counselor, in fact actual ratios may run as high as 1700 to 1 (Holland, 2009).  
A fourth cause is a lack of professional development for faculty. Postsecondary education is the only segment of US education in which instructors are never taught how to teach.  An erroneous assumption is that knowledge of content confers expertise in how to deliver that content.  Too many faculty rely on the least effective teaching techniques, such as lecture.  Closely related is the problem of weak institutional processes for continuous quality improvement.   Instructors’ heavy teaching loads and institutions’ limited resources for institutional research, mean that most faculty and administrators have few to no ongoing opportunities to review student outcomes data, or forge a common plan to improve outcomes (Bailey & Alfonso, 2005). 
Last, a lack of rigorous, explicit, consistent standards and accountability for student learning outcomes contributes to students getting passed from one course to the next without effective interventions to improve complex foundation skills such as writing.  The recent study Academically Adrift points to a lack of rigor in postsecondary education (Arum & Roksa, 2011).

Interventions to improve graduation rates. While there is no silver bullet for these problems, there are tested practices and processes that hold promise—if they could be brought to scale.  Metro consciously set out to synthesize the most useful into a coherent, replicable and sustainable package for institutional change.  To summarize: 

The Center for Post Secondary Education at Indiana University carried out a multi-year line of research published by the American Association of Colleges and Universities (AAC&U). This resulted in a meta-analysis of the research literature on the question, “What Matters to Student Success?”  A panel of leaders in postsecondary education analyzed these data.  The resulting report, authored by Metro advisor Dr. George Kuh, defined ten “high-impact educational interventions” that have solid evidence of having the greatest impact on learning outcomes.  These interventions produced quantifiable compensatory effects for students from low-income families and under-represented communities (Kuh, 2008).  (Metro has adopted six of these “HIPs.”)
The Community College Research Center gathered and synthesized research on strategies for improving community college student success.  A summary by Metro advisor Thomas Bailey made four main recommendations:  1) Colleges should work to simplify the structures and bureaucracies that students must navigate; 2) Broad engagement of all faculty should become the foundation for policies and practices to increase student success; 3) Colleges should be encouraged to align course curricula, define common learning outcomes and assessments, and set high standards for those outcomes; and 4) Colleges should collect and use data to inform a continuous improvement process.  

Pascarella and Terenzini’s (2005) How College Affects Students is a magisterial review of nearly 2600 studies on the impact of college conducted over the thirty-year span from the 1970s through the 1990s.  The book summarized factors that differentiate educationally effective institutions from less effective institutions:  “… Student involvement in the academic and nonacademic systems of an institution, the nature and frequency of student contact with peers and faculty members, interdisciplinary or integrated core curricula that emphasize making explicit connections across courses and among ideas and disciplines, pedagogies that encourage active student engagement in learning and encourage application of what is being learned in real and meaningful settings, campus environments that emphasize scholarship and provide opportunities for students to encounter different kinds of people and ideas, and environments that encourage and support exploration, whether intellectual or personal.” The authors also underline the important of peer groups as an under-appreciated success factor:  “Extensive post-1990 evidence confirms our earlier conclusion that, in the aggregate, interaction with peers is probably the most pervasive and powerful force in student persistence and degree completion.”
We also noted a 2009 study that analyzed six community colleges with many under-represented students and the highest transfer rates for diverse low-income students (Smith et al., 2009). It found that these schools all used learning communities, had strong transfer culture, and used structured academic pathways between two- and four-year programs with institutional articulation agreements.


Starting in the 1990s, the idea of learning communities began to gain momentum as a way to help students succeed in college.  Metro advisor Vincent Tinto focused on the social and academic integration of students into their institutions.  He led two decades of research, finding that students in learning communities benefit both academically and socially in comparison with similar students who do not enroll in learning communities.  Tinto’s 1994 study found that university students in learning communities persisted at a significantly higher rate than peers in traditional courses (Tinto, Goodsell-Love, & Russo, 1994).  A 1998 quasi-experimental design study of students with developmental needs in six public community colleges also found positive outcomes for learning community students, including:  attempting and passing more courses, higher GPA, better retention, and higher writing assessment test scores (Tinto, 1998). A study of the impact of learning communities on academically under-prepared, low-income students in 13 community colleges found that participation in a learning community was independently associated with persistence even after controlling for student demographics and engagement (Tinto, 2008). 
The research firm MDRC carried out the first large-scale, randomized controlled trials on community college learning communities from 2005 through the present.  Published research to date suggests that one semester learning communities are often better at helping students progress through a targeted developmental education course sequence, are sometimes better at helping students accumulate credits in the short term, but are generally no better at improving rates of persistence or longer-term credit accumulation (Mary Visher, personal communication, July 18, 2011). Two to three semesters following the completion of a one semester learning community, student performance reverts to the mean.

Current research findings.  Early studies of learning communities looked promising (e.g., Tinto’s research and the Kingsborough Opening Doors evaluation).  However subsequent RCTs led by MDRC have found a general pattern in which these positive results do not hold up over time.  However, MDRC’s studies have been conducted with one semester learning communities that are at varying points along the spectrum of basic to advanced, and have varying degrees of program maturity.  In contrast, Metro Academies proposes a robust model that includes a four-semester cohorted learning community with advanced program elements:  a unified sequenced curriculum linked both within and across semesters; a well-codified faculty development process; systematic incorporation of evidence-based high-impact educational best practices; student services tied into courses; and alignment between the community college and university levels, with all general education courses satisfying graduation requirements for associate’s and bachelor’s degrees.  If one-semester learning communities show positive results that do not hold several semesters later, we think that a logical next step for the field is to ascertain the impact of a longer-duration, stronger intervention. An analogy would be the difference between testing a single dose of a medicine, versus testing a course of a cocktail of medications.
With this background, we now explain the Metro program.

Metro Academies Program
Metro Academies is a redesign of the critical first two years of college, when students at less selective institutions are most likely to drop out (Bowen et all., 2009; Moore & Shulock 2007; NCHEM, 2009; Pascarella & Terenzini 2005).  Each Metro Academy is a “school within a school” that serves as an educational home for up to 140 students.  An institution can host any number of Metro Academies.  Each Metro has a broad career theme such as Health, Early Childhood Education, or STEM, engaging students early on in some of the big questions in their field of interest. With faculty from both segments working together on curriculum and assessment, this design fosters a very close alignment between the community college and university.  
Our theory of action rests on the hypothesis that Metro Academies results in short-term improvements in student engagement, skills and confidence to navigate college, which lead to longer-term results in persisting and successfully completing courses and accumulating credits.  Together, short- and long-term outcomes lead to students achieving timely graduation.
At the heart of the Metro program is a long-duration advanced learning community.  A basic learning community—the most prevalent type—is a group of students co-enrolled in two or more courses for one semester.  Learning communities become more advanced as they increase faculty collaboration, link courses with aligned themes and assessment rubrics, and integrate student support into classrooms.  

The Metro approach has seven main elements.  The first, as noted, is targeted outreach to low-income, first-generation and/or under-represented students through a “feeder pipeline” comprised of carefully selected high schools, youth programs, college retention programs and community based organizations.

The second is co-enrollment of a cohort of students in two required linked courses over four semesters.  Seats within these required courses are guaranteed and each Metro cohort is block registered together.  Students are encouraged to support each other academically and socially, and to form strong relationships with faculty and academic counselors.
Third, 100% of Metro’s courses satisfy general education graduation requirements for both a two- and four-year degree, whether the classes are taken at the community college or university level.  Students gain momentum as they accumulate course credits that count toward graduation, and, at the community college level, toward transfer.
A fourth element is the curriculum design.  Each linked pair of courses combines a required general education (GE) course in one of the “golden four” foundation subjects—quantitative thinking, writing, oral communication and critical thinking—with a second GE course.  The linked courses have shared themes and a socially relevant urban focus.  For example, students build graphing skills by using information about their own neighborhoods from public health databases.  Additionally instructors explicitly teach academic foundation skills without assuming that students already know them.  Following a carefully sequenced or “scaffolded” curriculum, instructors reinforce these skills over the semesters, giving progressively more difficult assignments.  One of the first courses is a “first year experience” in which students learn college success skills such as how to write research papers, along with know-how for navigating the academy and handling work and family obligations.  Courses are based on explicit student competencies that correlate to local and national standards.  Teaching materials include rigorous grading rubrics. Metro is introducing electronic portfolios to exhibit their best work by way of demonstrating that they have mastered specific competencies.  
Fifth, student support services are integrated into classes.  A dedicated academic advisor comes to the classroom to schedule academic advising appointments, and follows the cohort over time.  Students have a class assignment to develop and update their educational plan for graduation. The program coordinator monitors student attendance and grades in the core Metro classes and other courses.  If a student falters, he or she is required to participate in a study group with a tutor.

Sixth, Metro hosts a structured faculty learning community, which provides 45 hours of professional development over two years.  Faculty members learn how to use evidence-based educational practices to provide interactive, engaging instruction.  Instructors also build a strong culture of collaboration focused on student success, and regularly review student outcome data.  At site-based meetings, instructors review the progress of every student and plan interventions for individual students and for program improvement.  Instructors of linked courses have time to synchronize their classroom management policies and class content—the common themes and readings that bridge across the two courses.  Faculty members are strongly encouraged to observe each other’s classes.  There is frequent informal contact between teachers for trouble-shooting and resource sharing.  
Seventh, the program provides a culture of evidence and the scholarship of teaching and learning.  In the faculty learning community, instructors participate in a structured process to review data on student and program outcomes and make continuous improvements.  Metro staff works closely with institutional research to generate outcomes reports about the program.  To keep institutional constituencies closely involved, we discuss results not only with faculty, but also with chairs, deans, and the vice chancellor or provost.  

Metro is the first long-duration, cohort-style program in the US that is fully aligned between two- and four-year segments.  To establish that Metro is the first such program, we carried out an exhaustive search to identify any similar programs, searching the ERIC and Google Scholars databases, consulting with MDRC, an educational research firm, and the Washington Center at Evergreen State University, a national clearinghouse for learning communities.  

Outcomes
Five Metro Academies are in progress in the Bay Area.  A multi-method evaluation is underway, including quantitative studies comparing Metro students with non-Metro students.  Below we will summarize our most rigorous sub-study: 
In 2008-09, our first Metro cohort completed a year of piloting the course pathway.  In the following year, a research team headed by external evaluator Dr. Allen LeBlanc
 set up a comparison-group study. The research team selected students for the comparison study by first administering a brief student information form to Cohort 2 Metro students beginning their first English course in fall of 2009, and to all SF State non-Metro students entering their first comparable English class (N=1400+).  We also obtained student consent forms from Metro Cohort 2 students (n=67) and 1,136 non-Metro students.  Using the student information survey data, we created a comparison sample group of 300 non-Metro students for future comparisons with Metro students.  We used three criteria for matching Metro and non-Metro students:  race/ethnicity, speaking a language other than English in the home, and parents’ level of education (e.g., neither parent had completed college).   
We then compared Metro students with a comparison-group of non-Metro students semester by semester into the fifth semester, and found that Metro students outperformed the comparison group on all measures for all four semesters of the Metro program—in terms of their timely completion of remediation, average GPA, average credits taken, and good standing (GPA≥2.0).  Metro students also showed markedly improved scores on many items on the National Survey of Student Engagement.  Most importantly, by their fifth term, the persistence rate for Metro students was 82%, compared to a 61% rate for the comparison-group and a 64% rate for all first-time freshmen, a notable 21-percentage point difference.  As time passed, Metro students cumulatively widened their lead, turning the achievement gap on its head.
Using survey data drawn largely from the National Survey of Student Engagement (NSSE), Metro students were statistically significantly more engaged than a matched comparison group on many measures including:  being more likely to report having a faculty mentor who supports them academically and personally relative to work, family, etc.; feeling that faculty inspire them, are committed to their success and have high expectations; having received academic advising; and feeling capable of solving complex real world problems and of contributing to the welfare of their community.  

At City College, Metro Academy of Health students have better outcomes on persistence, passing, and credit accumulation, compared to non-Metro students who placed at the same English level.  Metro students progress more rapidly, and are nine percent more likely than non-Metro students to achieve 60 units.  At both SF State and City College, all data from the newer Metro Academies of Child Development point in the same direction.   
Scaling Up
Will institutions be able to afford and implement the intervention?  Scalability and sustainability have been central concerns for the Metro Academies design team.  During planning we scrutinized every proposed ongoing program element as to whether it could survive outside the grant hothouse.  Our main strategy has not been to add new services, but rather to reconfigure existing elements into a coherent program.  

Metro is sustainable because the core and main expense of the program is linked required courses that are already on general funds.  This means that a Metro Academy can be institutionalized in large part by reallocating existing expenditures.  For example, a specific section of an existing English 1A course is designated as a “Metro Academy section of English 1A.”  In this way, only three years after start-up—and in the midst of great budget duress—the Metro Academies at SF State and City College have already institutionalized all core classes, a total of 77.  
A vital element of sustainability is the power of peer support, as noted by Pascarella and Terenzini above—an often-overlooked resource with no direct cost.  If a student misses class, very often the instructor has only to ask a classmate what is going on.  Students routinely help each other problem-solve when personal complications arise, e.g., a car breaks down or someone needs to get caught up after an illness.  The Metro implementation study underlines that the importance of peer support cannot be overemphasized.  

Metro does, however, involve modest extra costs.  These include more focused academic counseling and tutoring. Metro makes use of well-trained peer advisors and graduate counseling interns for student orientation, routine explanations of the course sequence, tutoring and referrals to other campus resources.  For more complicated issues, program-dedicated professional academic counselors meet with each student each semester, and “loop” to follow the same students through two years.  

To smoothly run a coherent program after set-up, Metro requires modest ongoing coordination time—a twenty percent assignment per Metro. Both City College and San Francisco State have covered this cost with institutional funds.  Grants have paid for program start-up, including additional coordination time and faculty professional development.

Leaders at SF State and City College have met with the director of learning communities at Brooklyn’s Kingsborough Community College, which has fully institutionalized both program coordination and faculty development for learning communities.  Since the results of an RCT completed in 2008, Kingsborough has placed more than half of all incoming students in advanced one-semester learning communities, illustrating that such programs can indeed scale up to serve many thousands of students and become “the new normal” (Scrivener et al., 2008).
Lessons Learned for Others Implementing Metro 
We learned five important lessons learned that we believe will help future institutions that set up Metro Academies.  

First, during the set-up phase, when working out the course pathway, we learned that it’s critical for the planning team to include someone from Institutional Research and a seasoned academic counselor with transfer experience.  In current practice, very few faculty, department chairs or even deans have had the opportunity to develop a big picture of general education requirements, transfer, and the like.  We ran into difficulties early in our own learning curve on these issues, particularly at City College where so many students enter at many developmental levels.  Originally—out of the desire to keep the programs parallel—we set the Metro entrance threshold too high, inadvertently filtering out too many of the students we hoped to serve.  At City College, it took us two pilots to get the course sequence calibrated properly, adding two “on ramp” developmental courses.  We could have cut our piloting time in half if our planning team had included key players with a stronger overview of general education and transfer. Having learned this lesson, working out the course pathway for Metro STEM took about one-sixth the time it took us in Metro Health. 
Second, we learned that we had to narrow Metro’s focus at City College, rather than trying to be all things to all students.  We narrowed our focus to bring in younger first time first-year students, mainly from the SFUSD and youth agencies, and increasingly from Oakland USD and youth agencies.  We also decided for now that Metro should only be a Cal State University transfer pathway, although over time we would like to also expand to be a pathway to the more selective University of California system.  
Third, not surprisingly, we found that Metro implementation is much more challenging at the community college than the university, where students are more homogeneous in age, academic preparation, etc.   At San Francisco State we were able to finalize the course pathway after one pilot, while at City College this took two pilots and considerably more tinkering.  
A fourth lesson is the importance of taking great care in selecting the Metro champion (e.g. a department chair), program coordinator, and faculty to “get the right people on the bus and into the right seat on the bus.”  For example, initially we would simply take a chair’s recommendation about who might be an appropriate Metro instructor.  With hindsight, it would be far better to have Metro coordinators actually observe classes and very actively screen the proposed teacher to assure a good fit.  Similarly, it is imperative that the Metro faculty and staff have an ethnically diverse character to reflect the diversity of the student cohort.  And lastly the importance of the dynamism of the site coordinator cannot be over emphasized.  Site coordinators need to teach the gateway class so that the students “imprint” on Metro.
Fifth, we have put a high priority on keeping colleagues and key administrators well informed and involved, cultivating their ownership and ability to serve as champions for the program.  We have worked hard to communicate Metro not as “our project,” but as an institution-wide effort to meet our shared equity agenda.  We put into place ways to systematically measure Metro’s results, and have kept leadership updated with facts about program outcomes.  Since much of Metro’s modus operandi differs from usual practice, administrators need to be actively and enthusiastically advocating and “parting the waters.”   Similarly, efforts toward institutionalization should start very early—particularly in bad budget times.  In this vein, we think program evaluation—particularly on student outcomes--has been extremely important to the broad support we have enjoyed. 

Challenges and Obstacles 

Metro’s start-up took place against the backdrop of the California budget crisis.  The CSU alone reduced the number of its students by 40,000 in 2009-11, cutting 10,000 more in 2011-12.  Frequent waves of cutbacks often result in a bunker mentality, with administrators having to lead cutbacks rather than program improvements, as Metro Health at City College experienced in a freeze that prevented us from scaling up as rapidly as we would have liked.  The raising of tuition and cutting of enrollments and student support services predictably means that more under-represented and low-income students will be squeezed lower down the prestige ladder—UC students to the CSU, CSU students to the community colleges—with many people ultimately pushed out of postsecondary education entirely. All of these are negative trends for low-income, first-generation and under-represented students, and create an even stronger need for the Metro Academies.  Against this dismal backdrop, Metro Academies has energized leaders and faculty about a positive vision for improving and democratizing education, not only in our home institutions, but increasingly at a statewide level.  
A second challenge, reflecting broader problems in postsecondary education in general, is the increasing difficulty of creating a stable team of faculty to teach lower division general education courses.   Statewide some 2,500 adjunct faculty were laid off in 2009-11, and Metro has taken some painful losses.  One strategy is to work towards getting designated Metro instructors on tenure track, and to continue to prioritize working with long-tenure lecturers in the CSU. 

One of our greatest challenges has been the fact that Metro is a four-semester intervention in a world of three-year grant cycles and demand for fast results.  We argue that to get the level of institutional change required by Metro takes multi-year ‘community organizing’ work inside our institutions and with external partners.
A high-quality college education does not need to be a scarce commodity.  Broad access to a college completion is crucial to an authentic democracy and to developing the community-based leadership needed by urban communities.  Metro Academies provides a promising example of a more efficient re-configuration of the first two years that is both scalable and sustainable. 
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