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INTRODUCTION

In order to learn more about students who attend St. Petersburg Junior College (SPJC) and who do not complete their programs, the Office
of Institutional Research examined the demographics of students who attend one session but fail to return the next session.. Specifically, the
demographxcs of the cohort of degrec seeking students who attended the Fall 1995 session and (1) who were not enrolled in the Spring 1996
session (as of early February 1996), (2) who did not graduate in December 1995, and (3) who were neither on probation nor on "hold" were
compal\)reed J‘o thtzi demographics of all degree seeking students who attended Fall 1995 (based on end-of-term data). The table on the next page
describes those data.

FINDINGS

The distribution of students attending at the end of Fall 1995 shows that 38.1% identified Clearwater as their home campus, 48.4%
identified St. Petersburg/Gibbs as their home campus, and 13.5% identified the Tarpon Springs Center as their home campus. This was very
similar to the distribution by home campus of the cohort of students who attended in the Fall but did not return in the Spring session. The
distribution of non-returning students by home campus was Clearwater 36.7%, St. Petersburg/Gibbs 49.0%, and Tarpon Springs Center 14.4%.
Thus, the distribution of non-returning students across home campuses appeared consistent with the distribution of all degree seeking students.

The same was true with respect to gender and ethnicity. For Fall 1995, 39.2% of degree seeking students were male and 60.8% of degree
seeking students were female. Forty percent (40.0%) of the non-returning students were male and 60.0% were female. The distribution of all Fall
1995 degree seekers by ethnicity was: white, 84.4%; black, 7.1%; Hispanic, 4.0%; Asian, 3.4%; and American Indian, 1.1%. The distribution
of non-returning students was: white, 85.4%; black, 6.9%; Hlspamc, 3.7%; Asian, 2.7%; and American Indian, 1.3%. ,

There was little difference in the percentage of students in the 24 years or less age group in both the group of all students (48. 0%) and the
cohort of non-returning students (48.7%). There were some differences, although not large, in the students in the 25-34 age group (all students,
27.4%; cohort, 31.1%) and in the 35 and older age groups (all students, 24.6%; cohort, 20.1%). A comparison of the percentages showed that
more students in the 25-34 year age group of the cohort failed to return than in the all student group.. The reverse was true for students over 35
yesirs‘e of age. The table shows that for each age classification the percentage of students in the cohort who failed to return was less than in the all
student group.

An examination of the distribution of all students and the non-returning cohort students was difficult since the ‘non-returning cohort
excluded students enrolled in Fall 1995 who had not identified a degree seeking program code. (Note that in the non-returning cohort 16 students
were identified as non-degree seeking as the result of program code changes.) Recalculating the percentages excluding the students in the Fall
1995 all student group who identified themselves as attending for "Other Personal Objectives" showed that 82.3% were seeking the A.A. degree
and 17.7% were enrolled in Postsecondary Vocational programs (A. S. degree/vocational certificates). The corresponding numbers in the non-
returning cohort were 84.1% for A. A. degree programs and 15.9% for A.S. degree/certificate programs (excluding the 16 students). Thus, the
percentage of A. A. degree students in the non-remmmg cohort was larger than the percentage in the all student group and the reverse was true for
A. S. degree/certificate programs.

There was a difference between the group of all stud-ts and the non-returning student group based on attendance status. More part-time
students enrolled in Fall 1995 failed to return in Spring 1996 than students enrolled full-time in Fall 1995. Almost twenty-four percent (23.7%) of
the Fall 1995 degree seeking students were classified as full-time enrolled in twelve or more credits; 76.3% were classified part-time taking less
than twelve credits. In the non-returning cohort, 15.0% were classified full-time and 85.0% were classified part-time. Thus, it appears that
attendance status may influence the students decision not to return the next semester. Additional information concerning actual course enroliments

- {that is, courses taken) and time of attendance (day vs. evening) for the part-time students who failed to return might assist the college develop
retention strategies for this group.

CONCLUSION

In order to learn more about SPJC students who attend one session but fail to return the next session, student demographics were
examined. Specifically, the demographics of the cohort of degree seeking students who attended the Fall 1995 session and (1) who were not
enrolled in the Spring 1996 session, (2) who did not graduate in December 1995, and (3) who were neither on probation nor on "hold" were
compared all degree secking students who attended Fall 1995.

The distribution of the non-returning student cohort across home campuses appeared consistent with the distribution of all degree seeking
-students. The same was true with respect to gender and ethnicity.

There were some differences, although not large, by program of study and by age group. When the percentages were compared, it
appeared that more students in the 25-34 year age group failed to return than in the all student group. The reverse was true for students over 35
years of age. There was little difference in the percentage of students in the 24 years or less age group between the cohort of non-returning
students and the group of all students. Fewer students in vocational programs fail to return than in the university transfer programs.

There was a difference between the group of all students and the cohort of non-returning students based on attendance status. More part-
time students enrolled in Fall 1995 failed to return in Spring 1996 than students enrolled full-time in Fall 1995.
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