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Abstract
The Gulf Coast Association for Institutional Research (GCAIR) conducted a study of those concurrent/dual credit (CDC) students enrolled fall semester, 2001.  The purpose was to determine a profile for this group of students including, gender, ethnicity, GPA, re-enrollment, etc.  The profiles for all students enrolled at this time were used to compare the two groups of students.  The study found that, in general, the percentage of white students enrolled in the CDC program was greater than the percentage of white students in the general student population.  The GPAs for white students were greater than the GPAs for minority students.  Even though participation in this program was available to all students, in practice, there seemed to be a bias for non-minority students.  
Introduction

A majority of states allow colleges and secondary schools to have a concurrent/dual credit (CDC) program, including Texas.  This program allows high school students to enroll in a college-level course and have the credits count for both college and high school credit.  During the timeframe in which this study was completed, funding for this program varied dramatically; in some cases the high school student paid fees, tuition, books, lab fees, etc., and for at least one community college, a high school district paid for tuition, fees, and books, another discounted tuition and/or fees, and for others, the community college waived tuition and/or fees.  A CDC program has the advantages of students accelerating their college career, taking more challenging courses, and easing the transition from high school to college, among others.  This study was designed to look at the characteristics of CDC students who attended a Community or Technical College (CTC)in Southeast Texas.  
Conducting a study regarding the concurrent/dual credit enrollment in the Gulf Coast Consortium was proposed to the Gulf Coast Association for Institutional Research (GCAIR) researchers during the regular October 21, 2003 meeting (proposal included in Appendix B).  GCAIR decided to conduct the study and complete it by October of 2004.  Only the community and technical colleges (CTC) who were members of GCAIR were included in this project.
For this study, GCAIR members decided to include only their CDC students enrolled during the fall, 2001 semester.  A list of possible data items was presented during the February, 2004 meeting and the items the members decided to include in the study are listed in Appendix C.  Because not every college collected the data items proposed, data availability was a major restriction on whether or not a proposed item was included in the finalized list.  Most of the items included in the study, however, were items already collected and reported on the CBM001 report – a report required by the Texas Higher Education Coordinating Board (THECB) from every higher education institution in Texas.  Extracting additional data items was kept to a minimum.
Purpose

The CDC program has been extremely popular as evidenced by the large increases in enrollment the past few years.  However, little has been done to measure its effectiveness, other than when a college or program, in which the CDC Program is embedded, undergoes a review.  For many, concurrent/dual credit is thought as more of a service than a program – which could be disadvantageous to a CTC.  For the Consortium colleges reporting CDC enrollment to the THECB, CDC enrollment increased from 2,509 for the fall semester, 1999, to 6,017 in the fall semester, 2001 – a 58.3% increase.  Some of this increase was due to improved data reporting and collection procedures by the institutions to fulfill THECB requirements.  The CDC enrollment in the state has increased from 11,921 for the fall semester, 1999 to 17,370 in the fall semester, 2001 (fall, 2000 it was 22,370) – a 45.7% increase.  These increases, in part, were attributable to more colleges (the four North Harris Montgomery County Community College District colleges and the six colleges in the Dallas County College District) reporting these data to the THECB after 1999.  The Gulf Coast Consortium accounted for 21% of the state CDC enrollment in fall 1999 and 34.6% in fall 2001.  Even though CDC enrollment has increased, little, if any, review of the program has been done except as noted above.  The effectiveness of the CDC Program should primarily be established if the program is aligned with statewide and local strategies of access, such as the statewide Closing the Gaps initiative.
The purpose of the study was to examine various characteristics of the CDC student population and create a profile of those students who had enrolled in the CDC program during the fall semester, 2001.  The data used in this study were compared with population data to identify areas where characteristics of the CDC students were different from the student population.  Results of these comparisons could be used to influence recruiting and retention programs and possibly provides the necessary information to change current institutional CDC policies.
Literature Review

When the Internet and ERIC Database were searched for concurrent and dual credit programs, relatively few relevant documents were found.  The most difficult information to find, related to CDC enrollment, was CDC student profiles, for which this study was targeted.  Most of the literature that was reviewed, however, focused on the rationale surrounding a CDC program – its advantages and disadvantages, structure, operational characteristics, etc.  One question on which this study focused was: “Do the characteristics of CDC students match the characteristics of non-CDC students enrolled the institution?”  Richard W. Clark, in a report supported by the Pew Charitable Trusts, supports the need for an answer to the research question (Clark, 2001).
Problems also exist.  For example, some doubt that the quality of high school courses really equals that of college courses, whereas others say that even if a course is identical, the quality of the experience is different.  Some express concern about the impact on a high school of having some students in college-level courses while others do not share classes with these students.  Some challenge the claim that dual credit programs improve access to college, suggesting that minorities and students from low-income groups are underrepresented in such programs [emphasis added].  Still others raise concerns about whether college acceptance of dual credits is as great as claimed, and others even question whether the savings are as promised.

In summary, the major advantages/ reasons, listed in the literature, for having a CDC program are:

· Strengthening the high school curriculum/courses by linking them to the first year in college

· Improving college admissions (recruitment)
· Continuing to address the goal of a seamless K-16 educational experience

· Preparing the students for K-12 assessments (e.g., Texas Assessment of Knowledge and Skills)

· Helping to bridge the transition from high school to college

· Reducing the time to obtaining a four-year degree

· Increasing the college’s visibility in the college’s service area

· Improving the workforce readiness in the community
It is counterintuitive to this researcher that there is a scarcity of research that can be found specifically focusing on the profile of the students enrolled in a CDC program.  
Hugo (2001, pg 68) raised an issue when she stated, “The dual enrollment program appeals to those students who are often neglected in their high school…”  She also suggested that “The dual enrollment program provides a curricular means for disadvantaged students to augment their academic portfolio.”  A CDC program does offer more opportunities, however, there is some resistance by some colleges.  High school students usually can be in an Advanced Placement (AP) program or a CDC Program, but not both.  With this limitation, both programs are handicapped.  AP teachers in high schools are in competition for the student with the colleges offering courses for the CDC students.  In fact, high school teachers (not the programs) compete for the same student – which can be a job issue for the high school teacher.
At the time of this study, another restriction for a high school student’s participation in a CDC program was that a CDC student would have to meet the placement policy guidelines of the college which they attended.  For example, a student who does not pass the reading portion of the placement exam may not have been eligible to enroll in a CDC course.  Generally, those high school students who are on a more advanced high school track would have been the ones filtered into the CDC and AP programs, a de facto elimination of those who lack necessary skill-levels in math, reading, and/or writing thereby affecting college access for those not eligible for CDC and AP programs.  
Since these issues were in effect, the CDC students in this study made up a very biased sample of the high school populations in which the CDC students were a part.  In this scenario, it is doubtful that the CDC programs for the colleges included in this study are not as available to the neglected student or disadvantaged student as Hugo suggested (discussed in a later section).
Continuing this thread, Adelman contended that a dual credit program provided an opportunity for minority students to improve their study skills.  He also pointed out that students participating in a CDC program graduated with a four-year degree at a higher rates than do non-participants (Adelman, 1999).  Also suggested by Adelman was that CDC students had higher GPAs after transferring to a four-year institution.  Although these conclusions are interesting, these data were not available at the time of the study and will have to await further research.

Methodology

The colleges from the Gulf Coast Consortium who participated in the study were:

· Alvin College (ACC)
· Brazosport College (BC)
· Galveston College (GC)
· Houston Community College System (HCCS)
· San Jacinto College District (SJCD)

· North Harris Montgomery County Community College District (Kingwood, Tomball, Montgomery, North Harris Colleges) (NHMCCD)
· Wharton College (WC)
Other consortium community colleges (Lee College and College of the Mainland) were unable to provide data for the project.

The Consortium members decided the data items that were included in the project, and then collected the data through normal campus processes.  The data were sent to Dr. David Preston at Brazosport College for analysis.  Dr. Preston and Dr. Martha Oburn (North Harris Montgomery County College District) volunteered to write the final report and submit it to the Consortium for editing and approval.

The data were collected by Brazosport College and merged into one data set.  SPSS was used for the data analyses.

Results/Findings

Two of the college districts, HCCS and NHMCCD, provided the majority of the data (72.2%) making aggregate analysis necessarily parsimonious.  The data were not weighted for analyses.  Even though these two college districts provided most of the data, some interesting patterns/phenomena emerged, as evidenced by the analyses that follow.

A comparison between the gender percentages among the CDC students in this study shows the female/male difference of CDC students ranged from 32% at North Harris College to 12.5% for HCCS (Table 1).  When overall college-wide gender differences are calculated, the gender difference ranged from 30.4% at Galveston College to 0.8% at Brazosport College.  Comparing the female percentages for CDC students to the college-wide percentages, the gender percentages were not representative for Galveston College, North Harris College, and Brazosport College but was representative for the others.
	Table 1: Gender

	
	CDC Students
	College-wide

  Female        Male

	
	Female
	Male
	Unknown
	Total
	

	Alvin

 
	144
	114
	0
	258
	
	

	
	55.8%
	44.2%
	.0%
	100.0%
	55.7%
	44.3%

	Galveston

 
	90
	59
	0
	149
	
	

	
	60.4%
	39.6%
	.0%
	100.0%
	65.2%
	34.8%

	San Jacinto

 
	77
	48
	0
	125
	
	

	
	61.6%
	38.4%
	.0%
	100.0%
	NA
	NA

	Kingwood

 
	533
	365
	0
	898
	
	

	
	59.4%
	40.6%
	.0%
	100.0%
	61.8%
	38.2%

	Tomball

 
	638
	434
	0
	1072
	
	

	
	59.5%
	40.5%
	.0%
	100.0%
	59.1%
	40.9%

	Montgomery

 
	417
	271
	0
	688
	
	

	
	60.6%
	39.4%
	.0%
	100.0%
	59.6%
	40.4%

	North Harris

 
	312
	161
	0
	473
	
	

	
	66.0%
	34.0%
	.0%
	100.0%
	61.4%
	38.6%

	Brazosport

 
	416
	292
	3
	711
	
	

	
	58.5%
	41.1%
	.4%
	100.0%
	50.6%
	49.4%

	Houston

 
	988
	766
	13
	1767
	
	

	
	55.9%
	43.4%
	.7%
	100.0%
	59.6%
	40.4%

	Total

 
	3615
	2510
	461
	6141
	
	

	
	58.9%
	40.9%
	7.5%
	100.0%
	
	


For most of the CTCs in the study, the student population and CDC students are predominately female.  This phenomenon mirrors the national trend (discussed later).  For three of the colleges (BC, HCCS, and GC) however, the difference in the percentage of females between all students and CDC students is relatively large.  One would have to examine the distribution of the students in these high schools to determine if the CDC gender distribution reflects the gender distribution of all the students.

	Table 2: GPA range for fall 2001

	
	4.00
	3.50 - 3.99
	3.00 - 3.49
	2.50 - 2.99
	2.00 - 2.49
	Less than 2.00
	No GPA
	Total

	Alvin

 
	126
	16
	70
	6
	24
	16
	0
	258

	
	48.8%
	6.2%
	27.1%
	2.3%
	9.3%
	6.2%
	.0%
	100.0%

	Galveston

 
	55
	2
	63
	8
	12
	9
	0
	149

	
	36.9%
	1.3%
	42.3%
	5.4%
	8.1%
	6.0%
	.0%
	100.0%

	Wharton

 
	151
	33
	178
	15
	49
	10
	9
	445

	
	33.9%
	7.4%
	40.0%
	3.4%
	11.0%
	2.2%
	2.0%
	100.0%

	Kingwood

 
	225
	80
	400
	27
	116
	50
	0
	898

	
	25.1%
	8.9%
	44.5%
	3.0%
	12.9%
	5.6%
	.0%
	100.0%

	Tomball

 
	431
	52
	446
	20
	86
	37
	0
	1072

	
	40.2%
	4.9%
	41.6%
	1.9%
	8.0%
	3.5%
	.0%
	100.0%

	Montgomery

 
	231
	80
	233
	24
	67
	53
	0
	688

	
	33.6%
	11.6%
	33.9%
	3.5%
	9.7%
	7.7%
	.0%
	100.0%

	North Harris

 
	122
	22
	146
	36
	93
	54
	0
	473

	
	25.8%
	4.7%
	30.9%
	7.6%
	19.7%
	11.4%
	.0%
	100.0%

	Brazosport

 
	184
	32
	226
	29
	126
	74
	0
	671

	
	27.4%
	4.8%
	33.7%
	4.3%
	18.8%
	11.0%
	.0%
	100.0%

	Houston

 
	516
	124
	692
	73
	224
	50
	88
	1767

	
	29.2%
	7.0%
	39.2%
	4.1%
	12.7%
	2.8%
	5.0%
	100.0%

	Total

 
	2041
	441
	2454
	238
	797
	353
	97
	6421

	
	31.8%
	6.9%
	38.2%
	3.7%
	12.4%
	5.5%
	1.5%
	100.0%


Overall, student GPA results mirrored expectations, in that most GPAs were above 3.00 (76.9%).  However, when comparing GPAs (Table 6) among ethnic groups, the percentage of Whites with a GPA of 3.00 or greater was 20% higher than those of African Americans and Hispanics (81.3%, 61.2%, and 61.6%, respectively).  This phenomenon is discussed later in the report. 
	Table 3: Ethnicity – CDC Students

	
	White
	Black
	Hispanic
	Asian
	Native Am.
	Nonres Alien
	Unknown
	Total

	Alvin

 
	198
	8
	34
	10
	0
	0
	8
	258

	
	76.7%
	3.1%
	13.2%
	3.9%
	.0%
	.0%
	3.1%
	100.0%

	Galveston

 
	105
	12
	21
	9
	0
	2
	0
	149

	
	70.5%
	8.1%
	14.1%
	6.0%
	.0%
	1.3%
	.0%
	100.0%

	Wharton

 
	369
	11
	47
	14
	0
	0
	4
	445

	
	82.9%
	2.5%
	10.6%
	3.1%
	.0%
	.0%
	.9%
	100.0%

	San Jacinto

 
	63
	14
	35
	11
	0
	0
	2
	125

	
	50.4%
	11.2%
	28.0%
	8.8%
	.0%
	.0%
	1.6%
	100.0%

	Kingwood

 
	762
	26
	55
	44
	1
	0
	10
	898

	
	84.9%
	2.9%
	6.1%
	4.9%
	.1%
	.0%
	1.1%
	100.0%

	Tomball

 
	875
	21
	42
	110
	2
	3
	19
	1072

	
	81.6%
	2.0%
	3.9%
	10.3%
	.2%
	.3%
	1.8%
	100.0%

	Montgomery

 
	615
	16
	32
	14
	2
	1
	8
	688

	
	89.4%
	2.3%
	4.7%
	2.0%
	.3%
	.1%
	1.2%
	100.0%

	North Harris

 
	176
	104
	124
	62
	1
	1
	5
	473

	
	37.2%
	22.0%
	26.2%
	13.1%
	.2%
	.2%
	1.1%
	100.0%

	Brazosport

 
	538
	32
	113
	18
	6
	1
	0
	708

	
	76.0%
	4.5%
	16.0%
	2.5%
	.8%
	.1%
	.0%
	100.0%

	Houston

 
	930
	173
	320
	189
	3
	35
	117
	1767

	
	52.6%
	9.8%
	18.1%
	10.7%
	.2%
	2.0%
	6.6%
	100.0%

	Total

 
	4631
	417
	823
	481
	15
	43
	173
	6583

	
	70.3%
	6.3%
	12.5%
	7.3%
	.2%
	.7%
	2.6%
	100.0%


The ethnic distribution of CDC students in the study (Table 3) suggests a bias towards White students.  The percent of Whites ranged from 89.4% (Montgomery College) to 37.2% (North Harris College).  Overall, the White percentage was 70.3%.  The White ethnic distribution for the fall, 2001 enrollment of the colleges was 70.5% for Alvin College and 42.1% for North Harris Community College.  Except for San Jacinto College District (not enough data to analyze) and North Harris College, the CDC percentage of Whites was greater than the percentage of Whites in their respective student population (Table 4).  These results seem to support Dr. Clark’s notion as stated above that minorities are underrepresented in CDC programs.  The ethnic proportion in the CDC study was not representative of the student population.
Comparing the CDC ethnic distribution with the ethnic distribution of all credit students for each of the colleges was another way to determine whether or not the set of CDC students represented the distribution for the student population.
	Table 4: Ethnicity of All Credit Students Fall, 2001

Percentages Only

	
	White
	Black
	Hispanic
	Asian
	Native Am.
	Nonres Alien
	Unk

	Alvin
	70.5
	8.0
	18.1
	1.6
	0.4
	0.2
	1.2

	Galveston
	53.6
	20.4
	22.0
	2.8
	0.2
	1.0
	0.0

	Wharton
	62.4
	10.2
	21.2
	4.9
	0.2
	0.8
	0.8

	 San Jacinto Central
	60.2
	5.0
	26.6
	3.9
	0.4
	2.0
	1.9

	San Jacinto North
	39.7
	22.4
	32.6
	2.4
	0.4
	1.3
	1.1

	Kingwood
	70.5
	5.9
	10.1
	2.4
	.5
	1.0
	1.4

	Montgomery 
	81.5
	4.7
	9.7
	1.6
	0.6
	1.1
	0.9

	North Harris
	42.1
	20.3
	24.1
	8.8
	0.4
	3.4
	0.8

	Tomball
	73.2
	5.6
	12.5
	5.4
	0.4
	1.8
	1.1

	Brazosport
	66.8
	7.7
	23.1
	1.2
	0.6
	0.6
	0.0

	Houston
	28.4
	22.5
	25.0
	12.1
	0.2
	9.9
	1.8


     Source: THECB
Comparing the White percentage of those enrolled as a CDC student in the fall, 2001 with the total fall, 2001 student population, and an imbalance is evident.  Continuing the comparison to the service area population, the same discrepancy is apparent. 
	Table 5: White Percentages Only

	
	CDC Students(1)
	All Students (2)
	Difference (1) – (2)
	Service Area **

	Alvin
	76.7
	70.5
	6.2
	67.3

	Galveston
	70.5
	53.6
	16.9
	52.1

	Wharton
	82.9
	62.4
	20.5
	53.1

	 San Jacinto Central
	50.4*
	60.2
	
	50.5

	San Jacinto North
	
	39.7
	
	

	San Jacinto South
	
	53.2
	
	

	Kingwood
	84.9
	78.5
	6.4
	60.0*

	Montgomery
	89.4
	81.5
	7.9
	

	North Harris
	37.2
	42.1
	-4.9
	

	Tomball
	81.6
	73.2
	8.4
	

	Brazosport
	76.0
	66.8
	9.2
	61.7

	Houston
	52.6
	28.4
	24.2
	31.9


*Only district data were available for the study
** Source:  PCensus 2003 population estimates

Only one college (North Harris College) had a higher percentage of Whites in the college-wide student population than in the CDC student population.  Houston Community College District had the greatest discrepancy (24.2%) followed by Wharton College (20.5%).  These results suggest that CDC students are predominately White, and for some of the colleges, the difference is dramatic.
	Table 6: Ethnicity and GPA Groups

	 
	White
	Black
	Hispanic
	Total

	 
	Count
	Row %
	Count
	Row %
	Count
	Row %
	Count
	Row %

	GPA range for fall 2001
	4.00
	1539
	85.9%
	84
	4.7%
	168
	9.4%
	1791
	100.0%

	 
	3.50 - 3.99
	344
	87.3%
	14
	3.6%
	36
	9.1%
	394
	100.0%

	 
	3.00 - 3.49
	1807
	81.0%
	146
	6.5%
	278
	12.5%
	2231
	100.0%

	 
	2.50 - 2.99
	140
	67.6%
	27
	13.0%
	40
	19.3%
	207
	100.0%

	 
	2.00 - 2.49
	460
	65.1%
	82
	11.6%
	165
	23.3%
	707
	100.0%

	 
	Less than 2.00
	222
	68.3%
	37
	11.4%
	66
	20.3%
	325
	100.0%

	 
	Total
	4512
	79.8%
	390
	6.9%
	753
	13.3%
	5655
	100.0%


As indicated previously in the report, the data suggested an imbalance with GPA groupings when ethnicity is taken into consideration (Table 6) which may have been an artifact of the tendency for CDC students to be predominantly White.  A significance test was done on the table above.  The hypothesis was:  There is no significant difference among the GPA groups with respect to ethnicity.  The results of a Chi-square test, using SPSS, follow:


Pearson Chi-Square Tests

	 
	Ethnicity

	GPA range for fall 2001
	Chi-square
	201.106

	 
	df
	10

	 
	Sig.
	.000(*)


Results are based on nonempty rows and columns in each innermost subtable.

*  The Chi-square statistic is significant at the 0.05 level.


Comparisons of Column Proportions(a)
	 
	Ethnicity

	 
	White
	Black
	Hispanic

	 
	(A)
	(B)
	(C)

	GPA range for fall 2001
	4.00
	B C
	 
	 

	 
	3.50 - 3.99
	B C
	 
	 

	 
	3.00 - 3.49
	 
	 
	 

	 
	2.50 - 2.99
	 
	A
	A

	 
	2.00 - 2.49
	 
	A
	A

	 
	Less than 2.00
	 
	A
	A


Results are based on two-sided tests with significance level 0.05. For each significant pair, the key of the category with the smaller column proportion appears under the category with the larger column proportion.

a  Tests are adjusted for all pairwise comparisons within a row of each innermost subtable using the Bonferroni correction.

Since the p value was less than .05, the hypothesis was rejected.  Statistically, there is a significant difference among the GPA groups with respect to ethnicity.  White CDC students were more likely to have a GPA of 3.50 or above and minority students were more likely to have a GPA of 2.99 or below.  (A table showing how GPAs and ethnicity are related by each participating college is in Appendix A.)
This study did not completely support the conclusions posited by Adelman and Hugo as mentioned earlier in this report.  
	Table 7: Student Objective

	
	Earn an 

associate 

degree
	Earn a certificate
	Earn credits for transfer
	Get a better job or improve skills in current job
	Personal enrichment
	No response
	Total

	Alvin

 
	0
	0
	7
	0
	22
	2
	31

	
	.0%
	.0%
	22.6%
	.0%
	71.0%
	6.5%
	100.0%

	Wharton

 
	5
	3
	284
	2
	69
	82
	445

	
	1.1%
	.7%
	63.8%
	.4%
	15.5%
	18.4%
	100.0%

	San Jacinto

 
	13
	47
	4
	54
	7
	0
	125

	
	10.4%
	37.6%
	3.2%
	43.2%
	5.6%
	.0%
	100.0%

	Kingwood

 
	131
	34
	288
	387
	52
	6
	898

	
	14.6%
	3.8%
	32.1%
	43.1%
	5.8%
	.7%
	100.0%

	Tomball

 
	324
	4
	383
	350
	0
	11
	1072

	
	30.2%
	.4%
	35.7%
	32.6%
	.0%
	1.0%
	100.0%

	Montgomery

 
	291
	17
	337
	34
	9
	0
	688

	
	42.3%
	2.5%
	49.0%
	4.9%
	1.3%
	.0%
	100.0%

	North Harris

 
	88
	10
	302
	70
	3
	0
	473

	
	18.6%
	2.1%
	63.8%
	14.8%
	.6%
	.0%
	100.0%

	Brazosport

 
	12
	7
	313
	18
	43
	318
	711

	
	1.7%
	1.0%
	44.0%
	2.5%
	6.0%
	44.7%
	100.0%

	Houston

 
	86
	24
	861
	37
	69
	690
	1767

	
	4.9%
	1.4%
	48.7%
	2.1%
	3.9%
	39.0%
	100.0%

	Total

 
	950
	146
	2779
	952
	274
	1109
	6210

	
	15.3%
	2.4%
	44.8%
	15.3%
	4.4%
	17.9%
	100.0%


For six of the eight participating colleges, the predominant student objective was “Earn credits for transfer.”  The result is intuitive but does indicate the narrow focus of the students who participate in the CDC program.  
Other characteristics that were seemingly inconsequential were:  academically disadvantaged, economically disadvantaged, limited English proficiency, single parent, and displaced homemaker.  One might interpret the results to these variables as innocuous, but they could indicate a broader interpretation if different analyses are used.
Most of the colleges did not identify first generation students in their data set eliminating that variable from the analysis.  A caveat for the data used to generate Table 8 is that there were data inconsistencies in the age groupings. 
	Table 8: Age range

	
	14-20 years of age
	More than 20 years of age

	Alvin

 
	258
	0

	
	100.0%
	.0%

	Galveston

 
	149
	0

	
	100.0%
	.0%

	Wharton

 
	436
	9

	
	98.0%
	2.0%

	San Jacinto

 
	109
	16

	
	87.2%
	12.8%

	Kingwood

 
	896
	0

	
	100.0%
	.0%

	Tomball

 
	1070
	1

	
	99.9%
	.1%

	Montgomery

 
	688
	0

	
	100.0%
	.0%

	North Harris

 
	473
	0

	
	100.0%
	.0%

	Brazosport

 
	689
	0

	
	100.0%
	.0%

	Houston

 
	1762
	3

	
	99.8%
	.2%

	Total

 
	6530
	29

	
	99.6%
	.4%


	Table 9: First time status

	
	Fall 2001 was first time enrolled
	Not enrolled first time fall 2001
	Total

	Alvin

 
	199
	59
	258

	
	77.1%
	22.9%
	100.0%

	Wharton

 
	386
	59
	445

	
	86.7%
	13.3%
	100.0%

	San Jacinto

 
	70
	55
	125

	
	56.0%
	44.0%
	100.0%

	Kingwood

 
	596
	302
	898

	
	66.4%
	33.6%
	100.0%

	Tomball

 
	843
	229
	1072

	
	78.6%
	21.4%
	100.0%

	Montgomery

 
	446
	242
	688

	
	64.8%
	35.2%
	100.0%

	North Harris

 
	322
	151
	473

	
	68.1%
	31.9%
	100.0%

	Brazosport

 
	411
	300
	711

	
	57.8%
	42.2%
	100.0%

	Houston

 
	1439
	328
	1767

	
	81.4%
	18.6%
	100.0%

	Total

 
	4712
	1725
	6437

	
	73.2%
	26.8%
	100.0%


	Table 10: Credit hours completed prior to fall 2001

	
	0-15 cr hours
	16-30 cr hours
	31-45 cr hours
	More than 45 cr hours
	Total

	Alvin

 
	253
	4
	1
	0
	258

	
	98.1%
	1.6%
	.4%
	.0%
	100.0%

	Kingwood

 
	893
	4
	1
	0
	898

	
	99.4%
	.4%
	.1%
	.0%
	100.0%

	Tomball

 
	1066
	6
	0
	0
	1072

	
	99.4%
	.6%
	.0%
	.0%
	100.0%

	Montgomery

 
	680
	8
	0
	0
	688

	
	98.8%
	1.2%
	.0%
	.0%
	100.0%

	North Harris

 
	468
	3
	0
	0
	471

	
	99.4%
	.6%
	.0%
	.0%
	100.0%

	Brazosport

 
	272
	6
	0
	0
	278

	
	97.8%
	2.2%
	.0%
	.0%
	100.0%

	Houston

 
	1759
	8
	0
	0
	1767

	
	99.5%
	.5%
	.0%
	.0%
	100.0%

	Total

 
	5391
	39
	10
	0
	5432

	
	99.2%
	.7%
	.0%
	.0%
	100.0%


*No data for Wharton College
Not surprising was that almost three-fourths of the CDC students in this study were enrolled for the first time for the fall semester, 2001 and that most were 20 years of age or less (Tables 8 and 9).  Most students reported 15 or less credit hours completed prior to the fall semester, 2001 (Table 10).

	Table 11: Contact and Credit Hours

	College
	Average contact hours completed fall, 2001
	Average credit hours completed fall, 2001

	Alvin
	70.45
	4.14

	Galveston
	106.09
	6.10

	Wharton
	63.24
	3.93

	San Jacinto
	99.65
	5.19

	Kingwood
	88.09
	5.13

	Tomball
	64.25
	3.82

	Montgomery
	85.71
	4.88

	North Harris
	75.37
	4.42

	Brazosport
	66.86
	3.68

	Houston
	NA
	3.32

	Total
	75.68
	4.10


State reimbursement for CTC enrollment is based on contact hours, so it behooves the colleges to encourage CDC students to enroll in as many courses as the law and/or local policy allow.  Enrolling in more contact hours increases the amount of state aid received (there is a limit on the amount of state reimbursement allowed per college, but in general this objective is viable).  Therefore, retention of CDC students along with recruitment of CDC students can be monetarily rewarding to the college while benefiting the student by completing core courses for transfer and/or degree requirements.

However, three of the colleges reported that their data were spurious and those were omitted from an analysis.  The average contact hours ranged from 106.09 at Galveston to 63.24 at Wharton College.  The average credit hours ranged from 3.32 at HCCS to 6.10 at Galveston College.
	Table 12: Attended same community college after high school graduation

	
	Yes
	No
	Total

	
	Count
	Row %
	Count
	Row %
	Count
	Row %

	Alvin
	124
	48.1%
	134
	51.9%
	258
	100.0%

	Wharton
	162
	36.4%
	283
	63.6%
	445
	100.0%

	Kingwood
	373
	41.5%
	525
	58.5%
	898
	100.0%

	Tomball
	415
	38.7%
	657
	61.3%
	1072
	100.0%

	Montgomery
	287
	41.7%
	401
	58.3%
	688
	100.0%

	North Harris
	265
	56.0%
	208
	44.0%
	473
	100.0%

	Brazosport
	365
	51.3%
	346
	48.7%
	711
	100.0%

	Houston
	591
	33.4%
	1176
	66.6%
	1767
	100.0%

	Total
	2582
	40.9%
	3730
	59.1%
	6312
	100.0%


No data for Galveston College and San Jacinto Commuity College Districe
An advantage of having a CDC program is that once a student has attended the CTC, he/she would continue his/her college career at the same college.  One of the data items was designed to indicate whether or not the CDC student re-enrolled after high school graduation.  The Consortium average for those who participated in the CDC program and continued to enroll after high school graduation was 40.9%.  The percentages ranged from 51.3% at Brazosport College to 33.4% for the Houston Community College System – a relatively large span.  
	Table 13: Attended the community college

 after high school graduation

	 
	Yes
	No
	Total

	Gender
	Female
	Count
	1495
	1953
	3448

	 
	 
	Row %
	43.4%
	56.6%
	100.0%

	 
	Male
	Count
	919
	1484
	2403

	 
	 
	Row %
	38.2%
	61.8%
	100.0%

	 
	Total
	Count
	2414
	3437
	5851

	 
	 
	Row %
	41.3%
	58.7%
	100.0%

	Ethnicity
	White
	Count
	1799
	2664
	4463

	 
	 
	Row %
	40.3%
	59.7%
	100.0%

	 
	Black
	Count
	126
	265
	391

	 
	 
	Row %
	32.2%
	67.8%
	100.0%

	 
	Hispanic
	Count
	360
	407
	767

	 
	 
	Row %
	46.9%
	53.1%
	100.0%

	 
	Asian
	Count
	229
	232
	461

	 
	 
	Row %
	49.7%
	50.3%
	100.0%

	 
	Native Am.
	Count
	2
	13
	15

	 
	 
	Row %
	13.3%
	86.7%
	100.0%

	 
	Nonres Alien
	Count
	18
	23
	41

	 
	 
	Row %
	43.9%
	56.1%
	100.0%

	 
	Total
	Count
	2534
	3604
	6138

	 
	 
	Row %
	41.3%
	58.7%
	100.0%


Table 13 displays the “Attended CC after high school graduation” variable distributed by gender and ethnicity.  The results support a trend mentioned earlier, that more CDC females attend college after high school graduation than do males.  As for ethnicity, the results suggest that minority CTC students are more likely to attend the CC after high school graduation than White CDC students.  
	Table 14: Attended same CC after high school graduation

	Educational Objective
	Yes
	No
	Total

	Earn an associate degree

 
	385
	552
	937

	
	41.1%
	58.9%
	100.0%

	Earn a certificate

 
	46
	53
	99

	
	46.5%
	53.5%
	100.0%

	Earn credits for transfer

 
	1183
	1592
	2775

	
	42.6%
	57.4%
	100.0%

	Get a better job or improve skills in current job

 
	347
	551
	898

	
	38.6%
	61.4%
	100.0%

	Personal enrichment

 
	91
	176
	267

	
	34.1%
	65.9%
	100.0%

	Total

 
	2052
	2924
	4976

	
	41.2%
	58.8%
	100.0%

	


Table 14 displays a contingency table using the “Educational Objective” and “Attending CC after high school graduation” variables.  The results are counterintuitive.  Focusing on just the first three objectives, less than 50% of the CDC students attended the CC after high school graduation.  Of course, the college credits earned while in high school would more than likely transfer for a number of reasons, but they are limited to college choice to attain a goal of earning degree or certificate.  If the student’s objective was to earn a certificate or associate degree, he/she would necessarily attend a community college.  The somewhat confusing results may have been precipitated from the students misunderstanding of the item when responding.  
Findings and Implications
The national trend for gender enrollment shows that the percentage of females in the college population has increased and continues to increase, and decreased percentage in the male population.  This phenomenon has caused a lot of concern for many reasons, one of which should be of prime concern for community colleges.  Whether men or women are considered, a decrease in the number of college-aged people for either gender will eventually affect the job market.  “Throughout the coming decade, the U. S. Bureau of Labor Statistics projects that employment in professional and management occupations will grow at above average rates, thereby raising the future demand for college educated workers.”  (Sum, 2003) Thomas G. Mortenson stated in a fact sheet, “Between 1967 and 2000 the proportion of women aged 18 to 24 that were enrolled in college doubled from 19.2 to 38.4 percent.  During this same period the proportion of men aged 18 to 24 that were enrolled in college decreased from 33.1 to 32.6 percent.”  (Mortenson, 2003)
This trend in gender enrollment is evident in the student population of most of the consortium CTCs. The gender discrepancy in the study population, for most consortium colleges, also parallels the student population.  An important component of a college’s recruitment strategy should incorporate an initiative to encourage the enrollment of more males into the CTC population.    
The ethnic discrepancies described above have implications that should influence the direction of all CDC programs at Consortium schools.  In this region of Texas, the Hispanic population is growing rapidly.  The high school dropout rate for Hispanics is comparatively greater than other minority groups resulting in fewer minority students in the pool of potential CDC students.  A comprehensive program to alleviate both the high school dropout rate and to increase the enrollment of minority CDC students could be implemented to strengthen both secondary and post-secondary schools.  All Texas public colleges are part of the Closing the Gaps initiative.  Goals included in this initiative are improved access to higher education for minorities by attaining higher enrollments of minority students and improved success outcomes by attaining improved graduation rates.  Taking advantage of improved technology of course delivery could increase enrollment in CDC courses.  Asynchronous learning technologies such as interactive television and asynchronous learning modules (ALMS) could be leveraged to encourage more participation in the CDC programs offered by consortium colleges.  The relatively low minority enrollment in CDC courses seemed to validate an assumption that college is not a reachable goal for minorities.  The results of this study show that even though a CDC program may appeal to the neglected student (Hugo, 2001), access was still restricted for that group.  Of course, one mitigating factor may have been an unequal awareness of the availability of this program across ethnic groups.
Not knowing other characteristics of the CDC students, such as the economic status, high school grade point average, and academic status of the student populations which included the CDC students, participation in a CDC program may not be viable for all students.  During the semester upon which this study focused, North Harris Montgomery Community College District waived tuition and Brazosport College had tuition, fees, and the cost of textbooks paid by the local independent school district.  Because these efforts to make access to CDC classes in essence “free,” one would assume that enrollment in CDC courses should be greater than what was suggested by the data.  For some reason, minority students at these schools offering CDC classes cost-free or nearly cost-free, showed the same pattern as minority enrollment at institutions who did not provide financial assistance.  More inherent causes of high school students avoiding CDC classes are in play – finding them will require much more research and data collection.  An important variable that was not included in the study is parental influence, which is very important in the student’s decision to enroll into CDC courses.
Somewhat counterintuitive was that minority students enroll in the community college they attended as a CDC student at a higher rate than do non-minorities.  This result may be just an artifact of factors not considered in this study such as finances and family concerns among others.  
One is not sure why GPAs for minority students are lower than for non-minority students.  Even for Brazosport College, whose CDC student’s books, fees, and tuition were paid for them, the results were consistent with other colleges whose CDC students did not have this benefit.  
Since less that half of those whose objective was directly related to a community college mission, these results would strongly indicate that this group of students would be a target group for a college’s recruitment program.

Many of the CDC students did not continue to attend the community college after high school graduation.  Some follow-up data are available to discover whether or not these students attended in-state, public post-secondary institutions after high school graduation.  This was not done in this study but would be interesting to include this construct in another study.  However, the low post-graduation attendance rate should be an incentive for the colleges to improve their retention plans to focus more on these students than they may have in the past.

Limitations and Suggestions
The major limitation of this study was the lack of consistent, reliable data from all the participating consortium community colleges.  As a result, some of the data had to be eliminated from the study exacerbating the problem of the results being influenced by the schools with high CDC enrollment (HCCS and NHMCCD).

The data limitation extended to the variables included in the study.  Many of the participating colleges do not collect data regarding first generation students, and other special population data.  Collecting and reporting these data would have made this study much more exhaustive and complete. 
Another limitation was that the study was not as extensive as it should have been.  Graduation, transfer, and employment data could have been included with the other data collected and made a more exhaustive research project.

As always, this was a start of a very interesting research project.  More research should be done in order to improve and expand the CDC programs in the GCAIR Consortium.
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Appendix A

	GPA range for fall 2001

	
	
	4.00
	3.50 - 3.99
	3.00 - 3.49
	2.50 - 2.99
	2.00 - 2.49
	Less than 2.00
	No GPA

	Ethnicity
	District
	Count
	Row %
	Count
	Row %
	Count
	Row %
	Count
	Row %
	Count
	Row %
	Count
	Row %
	Count
	Row %

	White

 
	Alvin
	97
	49.0%
	15
	7.6%
	54
	27.3%
	4
	2.0%
	15
	7.6%
	13
	6.6%
	0
	.0%

	
	Galveston
	46
	43.8%
	0
	.0%
	43
	41.0%
	4
	3.8%
	6
	5.7%
	6
	5.7%
	0
	.0%

	
	Wharton
	131
	35.5%
	29
	7.9%
	146
	39.6%
	14
	3.8%
	35
	9.5%
	7
	1.9%
	7
	1.9%

	
	Kingwood
	196
	25.7%
	66
	8.7%
	340
	44.6%
	25
	3.3%
	96
	12.6%
	39
	5.1%
	0
	.0%

	
	Tomball
	358
	40.9%
	49
	5.6%
	359
	41.0%
	13
	1.5%
	66
	7.5%
	30
	3.4%
	0
	.0%

	
	Montgomery
	213
	34.6%
	71
	11.5%
	213
	34.6%
	20
	3.3%
	52
	8.5%
	46
	7.5%
	0
	.0%

	
	North Harris
	59
	33.5%
	9
	5.1%
	61
	34.7%
	9
	5.1%
	25
	14.2%
	13
	7.4%
	0
	.0%

	
	Brazosport
	148
	29.0%
	27
	5.3%
	175
	34.3%
	19
	3.7%
	92
	18.0%
	49
	9.6%
	0
	.0%

	
	Houston
	291
	31.3%
	78
	8.4%
	416
	44.7%
	32
	3.4%
	73
	7.8%
	19
	2.0%
	21
	2.3%

	
	Total
	1539
	33.9%
	344
	7.6%
	1807
	39.8%
	140
	3.1%
	460
	10.1%
	222
	4.9%
	28
	.6%

	Black
 
	Alvin
	3
	37.5%
	0
	.0%
	5
	62.5%
	0
	.0%
	0
	.0%
	0
	.0%
	0
	.0%

	
	Galveston
	4
	33.3%
	0
	.0%
	6
	50.0%
	0
	.0%
	1
	8.3%
	1
	8.3%
	0
	.0%

	
	Wharton
	1
	9.1%
	0
	.0%
	8
	72.7%
	0
	.0%
	2
	18.2%
	0
	.0%
	0
	.0%

	
	Kingwood
	5
	19.2%
	0
	.0%
	11
	42.3%
	1
	3.8%
	7
	26.9%
	2
	7.7%
	0
	.0%

	
	Tomball
	5
	23.8%
	0
	.0%
	11
	52.4%
	1
	4.8%
	3
	14.3%
	1
	4.8%
	0
	.0%

	
	Montgomery
	3
	18.8%
	3
	18.8%
	7
	43.8%
	1
	6.3%
	1
	6.3%
	1
	6.3%
	0
	.0%

	
	North Harris
	12
	11.5%
	5
	4.8%
	35
	33.7%
	10
	9.6%
	21
	20.2%
	21
	20.2%
	0
	.0%

	
	Brazosport
	6
	21.4%
	3
	10.7%
	10
	35.7%
	2
	7.1%
	4
	14.3%
	3
	10.7%
	0
	.0%

	
	Houston
	45
	26.0%
	3
	1.7%
	53
	30.6%
	12
	6.9%
	43
	24.9%
	8
	4.6%
	9
	5.2%

	
	Total
	84
	21.1%
	14
	3.5%
	146
	36.6%
	27
	6.8%
	82
	20.6%
	37
	9.3%
	9
	2.3%


	GPA range for fall 2001

	
	
	4.00
	3.50 - 3.99
	3.00 - 3.49
	2.50 - 2.99
	2.00 - 2.49
	Less than 2.00
	No GPA

	Ethnicity
	District
	Count
	Row %
	Count
	Row %
	Count
	Row %
	Count
	Row %
	Count
	Row %
	Count
	Row %
	Count
	Row %

	Hispanic

 
	Alvin
	15
	44.1%
	0
	.0%
	9
	26.5%
	1
	2.9%
	6
	17.6%
	3
	8.8%
	0
	.0%

	
	Galveston
	1
	4.8%
	2
	9.5%
	9
	42.9%
	4
	19.0%
	3
	14.3%
	2
	9.5%
	0
	.0%

	
	Wharton
	15
	31.9%
	0
	.0%
	17
	36.2%
	1
	2.1%
	10
	21.3%
	2
	4.3%
	2
	4.3%

	
	Kingwood
	10
	18.2%
	5
	9.1%
	26
	47.3%
	0
	.0%
	7
	12.7%
	7
	12.7%
	0
	.0%

	
	Tomball
	9
	21.4%
	1
	2.4%
	27
	64.3%
	0
	.0%
	4
	9.5%
	1
	2.4%
	0
	.0%

	
	Montgomery
	6
	18.8%
	4
	12.5%
	9
	28.1%
	1
	3.1%
	9
	28.1%
	3
	9.4%
	0
	.0%

	
	North Harris
	27
	21.8%
	7
	5.6%
	31
	25.0%
	13
	10.5%
	32
	25.8%
	14
	11.3%
	0
	.0%

	
	Brazosport
	16
	15.0%
	0
	.0%
	37
	34.6%
	8
	7.5%
	27
	25.2%
	19
	17.8%
	0
	.0%

	
	Houston
	69
	21.6%
	17
	5.3%
	113
	35.3%
	12
	3.8%
	67
	20.9%
	15
	4.7%
	27
	8.4%

	
	Total
	168
	21.5%
	36
	4.6%
	278
	35.5%
	40
	5.1%
	165
	21.1%
	66
	8.4%
	29
	3.7%

	Asian

 
	Alvin
	8
	80.0%
	0
	.0%
	2
	20.0%
	0
	.0%
	0
	.0%
	0
	.0%
	0
	.0%

	
	Galveston
	3
	33.3%
	0
	.0%
	4
	44.4%
	0
	.0%
	2
	22.2%
	0
	.0%
	0
	.0%

	
	Wharton
	3
	21.4%
	4
	28.6%
	6
	42.9%
	0
	.0%
	1
	7.1%
	0
	.0%
	0
	.0%

	
	Kingwood
	12
	27.3%
	8
	18.2%
	16
	36.4%
	1
	2.3%
	5
	11.4%
	2
	4.5%
	0
	.0%

	
	Tomball
	49
	44.5%
	0
	.0%
	43
	39.1%
	5
	4.5%
	10
	9.1%
	3
	2.7%
	0
	.0%

	
	Montgomery
	5
	35.7%
	1
	7.1%
	2
	14.3%
	2
	14.3%
	2
	14.3%
	2
	14.3%
	0
	.0%

	
	North Harris
	22
	35.5%
	0
	.0%
	18
	29.0%
	3
	4.8%
	14
	22.6%
	5
	8.1%
	0
	.0%

	
	Brazosport
	9
	52.9%
	1
	5.9%
	3
	17.6%
	0
	.0%
	1
	5.9%
	3
	17.6%
	0
	.0%

	
	Houston
	65
	34.4%
	22
	11.6%
	60
	31.7%
	15
	7.9%
	18
	9.5%
	1
	.5%
	8
	4.2%

	
	Total
	176
	37.5%
	36
	7.7%
	154
	32.8%
	26
	5.5%
	53
	11.3%
	16
	3.4%
	8
	1.7%


	GPA range for fall 2001

	
	
	4.00
	3.50 - 3.99
	3.00 - 3.49
	2.50 - 2.99
	2.00 - 2.49
	Less than 2.00
	No GPA

	Ethnicity
	District
	Count
	Row %
	Count
	Row %
	Count
	Row %
	Count
	Row %
	Count
	Row %
	Count
	Row %
	Count
	Row %

	Native Am.

 
	Alvin
	0
	.0%
	0
	.0%
	0
	.0%
	0
	.0%
	0
	.0%
	0
	.0%
	0
	.0%

	
	Galveston
	0
	.0%
	0
	.0%
	0
	.0%
	0
	.0%
	0
	.0%
	0
	.0%
	0
	.0%

	
	Wharton
	0
	.0%
	0
	.0%
	0
	.0%
	0
	.0%
	0
	.0%
	0
	.0%
	0
	.0%

	
	Kingwood
	1
	100.0%
	0
	.0%
	0
	.0%
	0
	.0%
	0
	.0%
	0
	.0%
	0
	.0%

	
	Tomball
	2
	100.0%
	0
	.0%
	0
	.0%
	0
	.0%
	0
	.0%
	0
	.0%
	0
	.0%

	
	Montgomery
	0
	.0%
	0
	.0%
	0
	.0%
	0
	.0%
	1
	50.0%
	1
	50.0%
	0
	.0%

	
	North Harris
	1
	100.0%
	0
	.0%
	0
	.0%
	0
	.0%
	0
	.0%
	0
	.0%
	0
	.0%

	
	Brazosport
	4
	66.7%
	0
	.0%
	1
	16.7%
	0
	.0%
	1
	16.7%
	0
	.0%
	0
	.0%

	
	Houston
	2
	66.7%
	0
	.0%
	1
	33.3%
	0
	.0%
	0
	.0%
	0
	.0%
	0
	.0%

	
	Total
	10
	66.7%
	0
	.0%
	2
	13.3%
	0
	.0%
	2
	13.3%
	1
	6.7%
	0
	.0%

	Nonresident Alien

 
	Alvin
	0
	.0%
	0
	.0%
	0
	.0%
	0
	.0%
	0
	.0%
	0
	.0%
	0
	.0%

	
	Galveston
	1
	50.0%
	0
	.0%
	1
	50.0%
	0
	.0%
	0
	.0%
	0
	.0%
	0
	.0%

	
	Wharton
	0
	.0%
	0
	.0%
	0
	.0%
	0
	.0%
	0
	.0%
	0
	.0%
	0
	.0%

	
	Kingwood
	0
	.0%
	0
	.0%
	0
	.0%
	0
	.0%
	0
	.0%
	0
	.0%
	0
	.0%

	
	Tomball
	1
	33.3%
	0
	.0%
	2
	66.7%
	0
	.0%
	0
	.0%
	0
	.0%
	0
	.0%

	
	Montgomery
	1
	100.0%
	0
	.0%
	0
	.0%
	0
	.0%
	0
	.0%
	0
	.0%
	0
	.0%

	
	North Harris
	0
	.0%
	1
	100.0%
	0
	.0%
	0
	.0%
	0
	.0%
	0
	.0%
	0
	.0%

	
	Brazosport
	0
	.0%
	1
	100.0%
	0
	.0%
	0
	.0%
	0
	.0%
	0
	.0%
	0
	.0%

	
	Houston
	9
	25.7%
	1
	2.9%
	13
	37.1%
	2
	5.7%
	5
	14.3%
	0
	.0%
	5
	14.3%

	
	Total
	12
	27.9%
	3
	7.0%
	16
	37.2%
	2
	4.7%
	5
	11.6%
	0
	.0%
	5
	11.6%


	GPA range for fall 2001

	
	
	4.00
	3.50 - 3.99
	3.00 - 3.49
	2.50 - 2.99
	2.00 - 2.49
	Less than 2.00
	No GPA

	Ethnicity
	District
	Count
	Row %
	Count
	Row %
	Count
	Row %
	Count
	Row %
	Count
	Row %
	Count
	Row %
	Count
	Row %

	Unknown

 
	Alvin
	3
	37.5%
	1
	12.5%
	0
	.0%
	1
	12.5%
	3
	37.5%
	0
	.0%
	0
	.0%

	
	Galveston
	0
	.0%
	0
	.0%
	0
	.0%
	0
	.0%
	0
	.0%
	0
	.0%
	0
	.0%

	
	Wharton
	1
	25.0%
	0
	.0%
	1
	25.0%
	0
	.0%
	1
	25.0%
	1
	25.0%
	0
	.0%

	
	Kingwood
	1
	10.0%
	1
	10.0%
	7
	70.0%
	0
	.0%
	1
	10.0%
	0
	.0%
	0
	.0%

	
	Tomball
	7
	36.8%
	2
	10.5%
	4
	21.1%
	1
	5.3%
	3
	15.8%
	2
	10.5%
	0
	.0%

	
	Montgomery
	3
	37.5%
	1
	12.5%
	2
	25.0%
	0
	.0%
	2
	25.0%
	0
	.0%
	0
	.0%

	
	North Harris
	1
	20.0%
	0
	.0%
	1
	20.0%
	1
	20.0%
	1
	20.0%
	1
	20.0%
	0
	.0%

	
	Brazosport
	0
	.0%
	0
	.0%
	0
	.0%
	0
	.0%
	0
	.0%
	0
	.0%
	0
	.0%

	
	Houston
	35
	29.9%
	3
	2.6%
	36
	30.8%
	0
	.0%
	18
	15.4%
	7
	6.0%
	18
	15.4%

	
	Total
	51
	29.8%
	8
	4.7%
	51
	29.8%
	3
	1.8%
	29
	17.0%
	11
	6.4%
	18
	10.5%

	Total

 
	Alvin
	126
	48.8%
	16
	6.2%
	70
	27.1%
	6
	2.3%
	24
	9.3%
	16
	6.2%
	0
	.0%

	
	Galveston
	55
	36.9%
	2
	1.3%
	63
	42.3%
	8
	5.4%
	12
	8.1%
	9
	6.0%
	0
	.0%

	
	Wharton
	151
	33.9%
	33
	7.4%
	178
	40.0%
	15
	3.4%
	49
	11.0%
	10
	2.2%
	9
	2.0%

	
	Kingwood
	225
	25.1%
	80
	8.9%
	400
	44.5%
	27
	3.0%
	116
	12.9%
	50
	5.6%
	0
	.0%

	
	Tomball
	431
	40.2%
	52
	4.9%
	446
	41.6%
	20
	1.9%
	86
	8.0%
	37
	3.5%
	0
	.0%

	
	Montgomery
	231
	33.6%
	80
	11.6%
	233
	33.9%
	24
	3.5%
	67
	9.7%
	53
	7.7%
	0
	.0%

	
	North Harris
	122
	25.8%
	22
	4.7%
	146
	30.9%
	36
	7.6%
	93
	19.7%
	54
	11.4%
	0
	.0%

	
	Brazosport
	183
	27.4%
	32
	4.8%
	226
	33.8%
	29
	4.3%
	125
	18.7%
	74
	11.1%
	0
	.0%

	
	Houston
	516
	29.2%
	124
	7.0%
	692
	39.2%
	73
	4.1%
	224
	12.7%
	50
	2.8%
	88
	5.0%

	
	Total
	2040
	31.8%
	441
	6.9%
	2454
	38.2%
	238
	3.7%
	796
	12.4%
	353
	5.5%
	97
	1.5%


	Special Populations

	 
	Alvin
	Galveston
	Wharton
	San Jacinto
	Kingwood
	Tomball
	Montgomery
	North Harris
	Brazosport
	Total

	Academically Disadvantaged

 
	yes
	19
	0
	1
	17
	59
	106
	50
	59
	0
	311

	
	 
	7.4%
	.0%
	.2%
	13.6%
	6.6%
	9.9%
	7.3%
	12.5%
	.0%
	6.5%

	
	No
	239
	149
	444
	108
	839
	966
	638
	414
	711
	4508

	
	 
	92.6%
	100.0%
	99.8%
	86.4%
	93.4%
	90.1%
	92.7%
	87.5%
	100.0%
	93.5%

	Economically disadvantaged

 
	Yes
	4
	0
	0
	4
	0
	2
	1
	4
	36
	51

	
	 
	1.6%
	.0%
	.0%
	3.2%
	.0%
	.2%
	.1%
	.8%
	5.1%
	1.1%

	
	No
	254
	149
	445
	121
	898
	1070
	687
	469
	675
	4768

	
	 
	98.4%
	100.0%
	100.0%
	96.8%
	100.0%
	99.8%
	99.9%
	99.2%
	94.9%
	98.9%

	Invidual with disabilities

 
	Yes
	1
	0
	0
	0
	15
	17
	12
	18
	14
	77

	
	 
	.4%
	.0%
	.0%
	.0%
	1.7%
	1.6%
	1.7%
	3.8%
	2.0%
	1.6%

	
	No
	257
	149
	445
	125
	883
	1055
	676
	455
	697
	4742

	
	 
	99.6%
	100.0%
	100.0%
	100.0%
	98.3%
	98.4%
	98.3%
	96.2%
	98.0%
	98.4%

	Limited English Proficiency

 
	Yes
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	14
	14

	
	 
	.0%
	.0%
	.0%
	.0%
	.0%
	.0%
	.0%
	.0%
	2.0%
	.3%

	
	No
	258
	149
	445
	125
	898
	1072
	688
	473
	697
	4805

	
	 
	100.0%
	100.0%
	100.0%
	100.0%
	100.0%
	100.0%
	100.0%
	100.0%
	98.0%
	99.7%

	Displaced homemaker

 
	Yes
	1
	0
	0
	0
	0
	2
	0
	3
	1
	7

	
	 
	.4%
	.0%
	.0%
	.0%
	.0%
	.2%
	.0%
	.6%
	.1%
	.1%

	
	No
	257
	149
	445
	125
	898
	1070
	688
	470
	710
	4812

	
	 
	99.6%
	100.0%
	100.0%
	100.0%
	100.0%
	99.8%
	100.0%
	99.4%
	99.9%
	99.9%

	Single parent

 
	Yes
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0

	
	 
	.0%
	.0%
	.0%
	.0%
	.0%
	.0%
	.0%
	.0%
	.0%
	.0%

	
	No
	258
	149
	445
	125
	898
	1072
	688
	473
	711
	4819

	
	 
	100.0%
	100.0%
	100.0%
	100.0%
	100.0%
	100.0%
	100.0%
	100.0%
	100.0%
	100.0%


	Special Populations

	 
	Alvin
	Galveston
	Wharton
	San Jacinto
	Kingwood
	Tomball
	Montgomery
	North Harris
	Brazosport
	Total


	First generation student

 
	Yes
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	232
	232

	
	 
	.0%
	.0%
	.0%
	.0%
	.0%
	.0%
	.0%
	.0%
	32.6%
	4.8%

	
	No
	258
	149
	445
	125
	898
	1072
	688
	473
	479
	4587

	
	 
	100.0%
	100.0%
	100.0%
	100.0%
	100.0%
	100.0%
	100.0%
	100.0%
	67.4%
	95.2%

	Attended CC after high school graduation

 
	Yes
	124
	0
	162
	0
	373
	415
	287
	265
	365
	1991

	
	 
	48.1%
	.0%
	36.4%
	.0%
	41.5%
	38.7%
	41.7%
	56.0%
	51.3%
	43.8%

	
	No
	134
	0
	283
	0
	525
	657
	401
	208
	346
	2554

	
	 
	51.9%
	.0%
	63.6%
	.0%
	58.5%
	61.3%
	58.3%
	44.0%
	48.7%
	56.2%


Houston Community College District data not included by reques
Appendix B

Concurrent/Dual Credit Student Study
Gulf Coast Consortium

Proposal
The purpose of the Dual/Concurrent Credit Program  (DCCP) is to provide a means whereby high school juniors and seniors can enroll in college-level courses at a local community college.  The two primary reasons for providing such a program are the following:  (1) complete college course requirements prior to high school graduation thereby getting a "jump" on starting a college program (concurrent), (2) to complete high school requirements for graduation (dual credit). This Program has been approved by the legislature as stated in the Education Code.

Community Colleges provide a variety of services for these students in order to encourage high school juniors and seniors to participate in the DCCP.  Some of them are:

1. Colleges subsidize the students (waive their tuition, special scholarships, etc.)

2. ISDs subsidize the students (pay for tuition, books, etc.)

3. Provide counselors specifically to recruit and enroll DCCP students

To our knowledge, very little research has been done regarding this group in the consortium.  The GCAIR members discussed the possibility of doing this project during the consortium meeting of September 9, 2003 and this document contains a proposal for consideration.

Issues of Interest/Research questions

1.  Attendance issues

A. Why participate/enroll?

a. To get college credit

b. Complete high school graduation requirements

c. Socially satisfying

d. Get out of going to high school for the full day

B. What do DCCP students contribute/bring to the college environment?

C. What are the barriers to participate in the program?

D, What happens to them after HS graduation?

E. What types of courses are the ones that are taken?  

F. Were there changes in the DCCP from fall 02 to fall 03 and if so, what was the fallout?

2. Policy Issues--both state (TEA/THECB) and local (High Schools and Community Colleges) 

A. What are the state policies and how have they changed?  

B. What are the HS policies--do they encourage or discourage students?  

C. What are the CC policies - do they encourage or discourage students?

D. Were courses taught at HS with restricted enrollment?  

Data Collection 

1. Demographics

2. Socioeconomic data 

3. Educational goals

4. Course taking behavior (and other data to track - time sensitive)

5. Revenue collected

6. Certain outcomes such as GPA, retention, course completion rates, etc.

7. Financial Aid data

8. Standardized test scores

9. Major

10. Costs to students

11. What % continued after HS graduation

12. Policies and procedures 

Miscellaneous

1. Memorandum of Understanding (MOU)

a. Sign and return to GCAIR designee

2. Project director

a. GCAIR designee

3. Report/Data Collection/Analysis

a. GCAIR designee

4. Complete the entire project by August 1, 2004

This project proposal will be discussed at the October GCAIR meeting.  Please be prepared to add/modify/subtract items in the proposal.

Appendix C
Data Dictionary

GCAIR

Concurrent/Dual Credit Study

2004

All data are for the fall, 2001 concurrent/dual credit study.  ANY CDC student enrolled at your institution/district during fall, 2001 in at least one credit course.  Do not include continuing/community education courses or contract training courses.  The data file is due to David Preston, dpreston@brazosport.edu on or before June 8, 2004.

You may submit the data electronically in either excel (xls) or SPSS format (sav).  The variable names for either the columns in excel or variable names in SPSS must use the following variable names.  The variable names were purposely limited to an eight-character length to accommodate those who use SPSS versions before 12.0.  Most of these data can be taken from the CBM001 for the fall, 2001 report.  Please do not include SSNs.

Several of the variables have alternatives in parentheses.  If the data are submitted without grouping (age, credit hours completed, gpa), the variable name in parentheses is to be used instead.

	Variable name
	Explanation
	Notes

	crhrscom

(crhrs)
	Credit hours completed prior to the fall, 2001 semester
	Coding:

1 0-15 cr hours

2 16-30 cr hours

3 31-45 cr hours

4 More than 45 cr hours

	crhrssem
	Credit hours completed fall, 2001
	Averages will be calculated

	semcnhrs
	Contact hours completed fall, 2001
	Averages will be calculated

	nclass
	Number of classes attempted fall, 2001
	

	agegrp

(age)
	Age range for the student
	Coding:

1 14 - 20 years of age

2 More than 20



	gender
	Gender
	Coding

M  Male

F  Female

	ethnic
	Ethnicity
	Coding (CB rubric):

1 White/White
2 Black

3 Hispanic

4 Asian/Pac Islander

5 Native American

6 International student

7 Other


	Variable name
	Explanation
	Notes

	gpagrp

(gpa)
	Student GPA range for fall, 2001
	Coding (HCCS rubric)

1 4.00

2 3.50 - 3.99

3 3.00 - 3.49

4 2.50 - 2.99

5 2.00 - 2.49

6 Less than 2.00

7 No GPA 

	resisd
	Resident Independent School District - either by name or acronym - for your report only, will not be used in the consortium report
	Optional (Enter a 0 if not entering data for this variable)

	frststat
	First time status
	Coding'

1 Fall, 2001 was first time enrolled

2 Not enrolled first time fall, 2001

	studobj
	Student Objective
	Coding (CB):

1 Earn an associate's degree

2 Earn a certificate (<2yrs)

3 Earn credits for transfer

4 Courses to (a) get a new or better job or (b) improve skills for current job

5 Courses for personal enrichment

6 Did not respond



	acaddis

econdis

disable

lep

dishome

singpar
	Special populations - will take 6 separate variables
	Coding (CB):

1 Academically disadvantaged

2 Economically disadvantaged

3 Individual with disabilities

4 LEP

5 -

6 -

7 Displaced homemaker

8 Single parent

	firstgen
	First generation student
	Coding:

1 Yes

2 No


	Variable name
	Explanation
	Notes

	majtype
	Major type
	Coding (CB):

1 Academic

2 Tech/workforce

3 Tech Prep



	atnpsths
	Attended after graduation from high school (include all semester subsequent to fall, 2001)
	Coding:

1 Yes

2 No
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