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On April 9, 2008, under the aegis of the CORE Initiative (Centering on Retention and Enrollment), AQIP Action Project 08-2 began to develop, document, and deploy strategies designed to institutionalize Calumet College of St. Joseph’s (CCSJ) learning communities (LC) program for the Fall 2008 (20081) term.  The CCSJ LC pilot programs from 2003-2007 were initially instituted to improve retention and enrich student learning experiences.  Although as this document will show, the pilot LC programs showed promise, it unfortunately impacted a relatively small fraction of CCSJ students.  Therefore, this project was undertaken to reach a larger proportion of incoming CCSJ freshman students.
Nearly one year later, February, 2009, we wish to close out AQIP Action Project 08-2.  Information about the various LC meetings and decisions that took place can be found on CCSJ’s AQIP document archive web site at http://www.ccsj.edu/aqip.  We, Darren Henderson and Eugene Finnegan, have examined the data in order to evaluate the impact of this AQIP project.  What follows is a summary of what was done and what effect fully-deployed and fully-supported 20081 LC groups have had on improving student retention and learning at CCSJ.
We conducted a ten-year review of the incoming Fall CCSJ freshmen, or more precisely, those who had less than 12 credit hours earned and thus classified as first semester freshmen (F1).  We set out to answer some basic questions.  How many F1 students have enrolled each year at CCSJ?  How many students were classified as part time (PT) or full time (FT)?  What percentage of F1 students returned for the second semester?


How well did these Fall CCSJ F1 students perform?  We have evaluated student performance using the criteria of CCSJ GPA and credit hours earned.  We established these criteria as a means to evaluate student performance.  The categories are:
(1) Less than 12 credit hours earned (CE) and/or a GPA of less than 2.0;
(2) Earned 12 or more credit hours (CE) with a GPA between 2.0 and 3.0;
(3) Earned 12 or more credit hours (CE) with a GPA over 3.0.
The first category encompasses the most at-risk students due to their low GPA and lack of timely progress towards graduation.  The second category is what might be called average students, who might or might not have problems in the future.  Those in the third category are obviously the best performing group.  An earlier study in 2008, mainly centered on the CCSJ class of Fall 2003, concluded that better academic performance at CCSJ tended to greater retention and persistence.
Using the same criteria as above, we isolated the experimental pilot LC groups within the larger F1 student enrollment.  Finally, we broke down the F1 CCSJ students in 20081 into a number of different categories to understand the impact of various CCSJ interventions upon these F1 students.


Ten Year Student Enrollment of First Semester Freshmen (F1)
During the last ten years (1999-2008) the average number of F1 students each fall has been 140.  The lowest year was Fall 1999 with 91 and the highest was double that this past year of 20081 with 183.  Unlike the variable total enrollment pattern, the PT trend in enrollment has continued on a downward slope from 19991.  
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Over the last ten years the percentage gap in enrollment between FT and PT students has steadily widened from an equal position in 19991.  The FT trend moves from the low of 50% in 19991 to the high of 87% and 86% in 20071 and 20081.  However, the PT trend declined from a high of 50% in 19991 to its low point of 13% and 14% in 20071 and 20081.  Thus, the F1 student body has moved from half PT to less than 15%, as more and more students are attending full time.
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Historically, the FT student has persisted into the second semester at a higher percentage than the PT, except for 20051 and this past year, 20081.  PT students have persisted at an average rate of 62%, with the lowest of 44% in 20071 and the highest of 96% in 20081.  FT students have persisted into the second semester at an average rate of 80%, with the lowest in of 71% in 19991 and the highest of 92% in 20041.  The total retention line is closer to the FT line, while the PT line is more erratic.
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As explained earlier, we have divided the performance indicators into three categories.  

Category (1) (blue bar) <2.0 with less than 12 CE
with the highest of 36% in 19991, and the lowest of 21% in 20041, and an average of 26%; 
Category (2) (red bar) >2.0-<3.0 with more than 12 CE
with the highest of 42% in 20001, and the lowest of 25% in 19991, and an average of 32%;
Category (3) (green bar) >3.0 with more than 12 CE
with the highest of 52% in 20041, and the lowest of 28% in 20001, and an average of 42%
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Obviously 20041 was the best year for retention and performance, with the highest FT retention (92%), the highest >3.0 GPA (52%), and the lowest <2.0 GPA (21%).  Also note the poor performances in 19991 and 20001, before athletics and any LC groups, highest <2.0 GPA (36%) and highest of those with 2.0-3.0 GPA (42%), and lowest of those with GPA >3.0 (28%).


Learning Communities
In 20031, CCSJ established the first LC experimental project with 20 students.  This LC consisted of the same students taking 3 linked courses with the instructors cooperating together within an enriched social atmosphere.  This was done again in 20041 and 20061, but not in 20051 because of a downturn in enrollment due to co-curricular problems in athletics.  In 20071, 2 LC groups with the same 3 instructors were formed with the added dimension of outside staff mentors for each student.  Peer student mentors had been tried in 20031 and 20041, but with limited success.  This past year 20081, CCSJ had 5 LC groups with staff mentors for all and the addition of a General Education 3 credit Orientation class.
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The results of the LC groups indicate the following retention rates into the second semester: 20031 = 95%, 20041 = 90%, 20061= 89%, 20071 = 89%, and 20081 = 84%.  On average it is higher by about 10% (from 8%-14%) over the general F1 population, except for 20081 when LC was nearly 70% of the general population.  As the number of LC students increase the percentage comes down.
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Using the same principles as above to evaluate performance the results indicate the LCs operated at the following levels: 
Category (1) (blue) <2.0 with less than 12 CE
with the highest of 24% in 20061, and the lowest of 11% in 20031, and an average of 18%;
Category (2) (red) >2.0-<3.0 with more than 12 CE
with the highest of 53% in 20031, and the lowest of 22% in 20041, and an average of 32%;
Category (3) (green) >3.0 with more than 12 CE
with the highest of 56% in 20041, and the lowest of 37% in 20031, and an average of 50%.
[image: ]
The LC groups result in better performance with fewer students <2.0 GPA and more students over >3.0 GPA.


In 20072, we conducted a study of the various pilot LC groups that helped to set concrete measurable objectives for this action project.  The detailed results can be found on the CCSJ AQIP web site as “The Assessment of the Learning Community”.  Based on this data analysis, the following quantitative objectives were set for AQIP 08-02:
1. To achieve an institution-wide retention rate of 90% into the second semester.
2. To achieve an institution-wide retention rate of 70% into the second year.
3. To achieve an institution-wide graduation rate of 45% within five years.
The recently updated data (20082) indicates that of the 20 LC students in 20031, 50% earned either an A.S. (1) or a bachelor’s degree (9).  For 20041, only 40% either earned a degree (20%) or are still actively pursuing a degree at CCSJ (20%).  The same is true of the 20061 (40% are still active).  As for those in the LC 20071 group 67% are still active.  The LC (blue) students had a long term persistence or retention to graduation at a 3% to 18% better rate compared to the non-LC students (red).  
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When do students drop-out of CCSJ?  Not in the second, third, or fourth year, but predominately after one year.  The numbers indicate a large drop off from the first semester to the second semester, and an even larger drop-off from the second semester to the second year.  Thus, more than 50% of the enrollment losses occur before the sophomore year.  As the chart below clearly indicates, the number of drop outs markedly decreases after the beginning of the sophomore year.
[image: ]


The 20081 Students
The higher than average amount of students this past year meant that we had to scramble to accommodate a larger number of F1 students than we had anticipated.  We had predicated our LC structure towards the lower end, planning for 4 LC groups of 20.  The Fall 2008 enrollment was 33% greater than the preceding year of 2007.  There were 158 FT and 25 PT students.  We eventually established five LC groups in fall 2008 with 107 F1 students enrolled.  We did not accomplish the goal of totally institutionalizing all the F1 students into LC groups. 
A look at the makeup of the incoming 20081 class reveals some interesting facts.  The F1 183 students came from 69 different high schools.  However, 50% of the students came from 9 HSs if you include the 9 GEDs with Clark HS leading the way with 16 students, followed by Hammond HS, Whiting HS, Portage HS, Morton HS, East Chicago HS, Griffith HS, Gavit HS, Washington HS, and Lake Central HS.  If you add another 17 HSs you can account for almost 80% of the F1 20081 students (See Appendix Table 1).
67% of the F1 students were direct graduates from HS in June 2008, while nearly 80% had graduated in either 2007 or 2008, so that CCSJ is becoming a more traditional college with a strong majority of full time recently graduated high school students (See Appendix Table 2 and 3).  The F1 20081 had a strong athletic base since more than half of the FT F1 students are athletes (65%) (See Appendix Tables 4 and 5).
A closer look at the CCSJ interventions will provide a basis for a comparison about retention and performance.  95% of the FT 20081 students completed the GENL 100 Orientation course (See Appendix Tables 6, 7, 8).  107 students had mentors because they were in the 5 LC groups, but they only represent only 68% of the 20081 FT students (See Appendix Tables 9 and 10).  Based on HS GPAs below 2.0, 28% of 20081 FT students were placed in the PACE program (See Appendix Tables 11 and 12).
CCSJ students tended to maintain the same HS GPA that they came in with for their first semester at CCSJ.  However, the LC groups moved into a higher GPA at a greater rate.
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If one examines the relationship between HS GPA and the 20081 CCSJ term GPA, then one finds that the 20081 FT F1 students in the LC had a 20081 CCSJ GPA mean of 2.7 with an SD of 1.10, while the NON-LC FT students had a 20081 CCSJ GPA mean of 2.10 with an SD of 1.21.  Therefore, the LC students had a larger mean with a smaller standard deviation (i.e. meaning less variability) even though there was a larger sample (N=105 vs. N=44).  However, examining the HS GPAs, one finds that the LC HS GPA had a mean of 2.59 with an SD of 0.65, while the NON LC HS GPA had a mean of 2.22 with an SD of 0.63 (See Appendix – Table 13).  If one examines the scatterplots between these two variables, there is a moderate positive relationship between HS GPA and 20081 CCSJ GPA for the LC group (r = 0.53) and the NON-LC group (r = 0.42) (See Appendix – Charts 1 and 2).
Therefore, the difference in performance might be due to the fact that the LC students entered with better GPAs than the NON-LC students.  In order to account for the effects of HS GPA, an analysis of covariance (ANCOVA) was performed with 20081 CCSJ GPA as the dependent variable and the LC status as the fixed factor, and HS GPA as the covariate variable.  Consequently, when one accounts for the effects of HS GPA, there is still a demonstrable statistically significant difference in the performance of the LC (mean = 2.5) vs. NON-LC (mean = 2.3) group in terms of 20081 CCSJ GPA.
All F1 20081 students (both LC and non-LC) persisted at about the same level, 86-88%. (See Appendix Tables 14 and 15).  However, among the LC groups themselves there was a difference in retention rates into the second semester.  Groups L (100%), B (95%), and C (85%) retained at a better rate than groups A (75%) or D (73%) due to the fact that B, L, and C were more coherent groups (See Appendix Tables 16 and 17).  These three groups had practically all the same students in the three linked classes.  Group A included students from both ENGL 095 and 103, while Group D included a number of late enrollees that were split between ENGL 103 D and ENGL F.
Athletes both in the LC and outside the LC retained at about the same rate (87%-88%). while the PACE students not in LC (91%) did better at retention than those in the LC (86%). 
	[image: ]

	[image: ]



Among the LC groups themselves, the performance of groups A, B, and C was much better than the D and L groups.  Using the same categories as before, the following chart shows the performance breakdowns of all five 20081 LC groups
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The LC groups of D and L were formed later than A, B, and C, indicating that perhaps late-enrolling students tend to perform at a lower level than those who enrolled earlier.  The mixture of the D group into two English classes and the L group being disbursed among the other four groups in the GENL 100A Orientation Course may be a factor in the performance difference.  However, the A group, although including developmental students and not retaining as well, performed better than the other groups.  This better performance may have been due to the quality communication between the A group instructors and mentors.


The major differences showed up in the CCSJ performance where the LC students, no matter whether athlete, PACE, or otherwise had less students in the below <2.0 category and more in the >3.0 category.  LC alone does not produce significantly better retention.  The performance in all cases is much better for the LC versus the non-LC.  Thus in the long run the better performance will lead to long term persistence.  The first pair of charts shows the performance by returning and non-returning students. The remaining charts show returning student performance whether they be LC or not, athlete or not, PACE or not, Development English or not.
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A further summary chart shows the impact of the LC versus non-LC who also had the GENL 100 Orientation course.  Clearly the performance of the non-LC students in GENL 100 has a downward slope while all the other groups have an upward slope.
[image: ]
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While it is difficult to ascertain exact reasons why someone wishes to discontinue their education at CCSJ, the mentors of the LC students tried to find out why students were not returning.  As far as we can tell, those who left CCSJ did so mostly to transfer to another college or because of financial aid problems.  44% of those not returning transferred to another college (See Appendix Tables 18, 19, and 20).
Of special interest are those students who attained a GPA of 0 after one semester since 67% of the 21 returned for a second semester (See Appendix Tables 21 and 22).  Of the 14 GPA 0 students who returned 12 (86%) are athletes (See Appendix Tables 23 and 24).  64% of the 0 GPA entered CCSJ with a HS GPA of <2.0 and 43% enrolled late (See Appendix Tables 25, 26, 27 and 28).  Perhaps the athletic student persists despite bad performance.  Thus we seem to do a better job of retaining at-risk students but are unable to move their performance level to a higher plane making long-term persistence problematic.


Recommendations for 20091
1) In order to fully institutionalize F1 LC groups at CCSJ for 20091, there needs to be a minimum of eight groups of twenty students to accommodate just the number of 20081 F1 students of 158 (20*8=160) that were here last year.  It is better to plan for an excess of LC that can be cancelled if they are under-enrolled than to scramble to add additional LC groups at the last minute.  We could offer a variety of LC interest groups.
2) This study shows that the more coherent LC structure, as in the earlier years and like those 20081 B and C, leads to greater retention. Therefore, students need to be enrolled in three linked courses for maximum retention effect.
3) Create early LC group identity by maintaining a coherent group structure in GENL 100.  Provide more social enrichment opportunities for all the LC groups in order to foster the mentor-mentee relationship.
4) Utilize the LC Specialist for more effective communication between LC group instructors, mentors, and students.
5) The apparent lack of success of PACE students in LC groups may be due to being overwhelmed by the amount of work.  On the other hand, the recent success of PT students shows that a manageable number of credit hours might mean greater achievement.  Thus incoming PACE-eligible F1 students should be prohibited from taking more than 12 credit hours.  The 12 hours would consist of GENL 100, the PACE program moved to 3 credit hours, and 6 credit hours of developmental courses.  After successfully completing one semester at CCSJ, they could matriculate as pure freshman in the second semester.
6) On the other hand, those who have shown a 2.0-3.0 HS GPA should be allowed to have 15 hours, and those with a HS GPA of 3.0 would be allowed 18 hours, since these students have shown that they can possibly handle a heavier course load.
7) Finally the problem of transition from the end of the freshman year to the sophomore year demands that more attention be paid to the failure of freshmen students to return as sophomores.  Try to make sure that current F2 students are enrolled for the next year 20091 before the end of classes in 20082.  Those students who are still stuck in <2.0 CCSJ GPA might need a remedial summer school structure to get them back on track.
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Table 13
Descriptive Statistics

	InFall2008LC
	 
	N
	Minimum
	Maximum
	Mean
	Std. Deviation

	0
	HSGPA
	44
	1.31
	4.16
	2.2233
	.62903

	 
	F08CcsjGpa
	44
	.000
	3.917
	2.10441
	1.214057

	 
	Valid N (listwise)
	44
	 
	 
	 
	 

	1
	HSGPA
	105
	1.31
	4.12
	2.5859
	.65414

	 
	F08CcsjGpa
	105
	.000
	4.000
	2.69781
	1.104801

	 
	Valid N (listwise)
	105
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