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How to use the benchmarks in this report

In today's environment, it is more critical than ever to keep an eye on what's working.
The benchmarks in this report enable college and university leaders to compare their
2009 student retention practices to those of similar institutions to:

- Stay up to date on the practices of similar institutions (public or private, four-year
or two-year);

- |dentify effective and ineffective practices and strategies; and
- ldentify emerging and/or overlooked practices and strategies.

For additional benchmarks on student retention from Noel-Levitz, including mid-
year success indicators, please visit www.noellevitz.com/RetentionBenchmarks. For
student recruitment benchmarks, visit www.noellevitz.com/RecruitingBenchmarks.
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More attention given to retention planning, but still more needed

Compared to two years ago, greater attention is being given to retention planning across
public and private, four-year and two-year sectors. However, many respondents questioned
the quality of their plans and leadership, as shown in the following table:

Highlights from
the findings

Percent of respondents in agreement

4-Year Public 4-Year Private 2-Year Public
Institutions Institutions Institutions
YES andit's YES andit's YES andit's
. of good or of good or of good or
Survey item Yes excellent Yes excellent Yes excellent
quality* quality* quality*

My institution has a current,
written retention plan to guide 2009 67.2% 36.1% 63.7% 33.9% 56.8% 271.2%
its efforts

2007 53.0% NA 30.1% NA 40.2% NA
My institution has a position
that has primary responsibility 2009 70.0% 48.3% 76.2% 46.5% 55.7% 33.0%
for leading and coordinating
retention activities and for 2007 56.1% NA 58.5% NA 44.9% NA
getting retention results
2’2{“'mte“;'fh”a?f':azsrfﬁgt'°" 2009 88.3% 53.3% 79.2% 45.3% 67.1% 34.1%
coordinates retention activities

2007 65.2% NA 61.8% NA 57.5% NA

* These percentages indicate the percentage of respondents who rated the quality of these items as “good” or
“excellent” as opposed to “fair,” “poor,” or “no” (nonexistent).

As shown above, a large majority of 2009 respondents now report having a current, written
retention plan, up significantly from 2007. In addition, significant gains are evident in the
proportions of respondents who have a designated retention leader or a retention committee
to guide their efforts. However, only one-third of respondents (ranging from 27 percent at
two-year public institutions to 36 percent at four-year public institutions) rated their retention
plan as good or excellent.

A separate cross-tab analysis based on the complete findings (see page 8 of the Appendix)
found that campuses that reported having a current, written retention plan of good or
excellent quality were also more likely to report that they:

- updated their retention plan annually;
- had a designated retention leader of good or excellent quality;

+ had a committee of good or excellent quality; and

- had a committee that was empowered to make decisions that affected multiple areas of campus.

These findings indicate that campuses that want to increase their likelihood of developing a

quality plan should consider increasing the frequency of their planning, improving the quality

of their leadership, and empowering or forming a committee to make decisions that affect
multiple areas of campus.
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To increase
student success
and persistence,
more institutions
now have written
retention plans
in place, but only
one-third rate the
quality of their
plans as good or
excellent.
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Online learning
practices were rated
among the most
effective retention
practices for four-
year public and
two-year public
institutions, likely
reflecting the greater
involvement of
these sectors in
online education
when compared to
four-year private
institutions.’

A number of
practices were

less prevalent but
still rated “very
effective,” such as,
for four-year public
institutions, funding
for Title Il and Title
V, and, for four-year
private institutions,
“mandatory online
interaction between
faculty and students
and “online student
services including
registration and
financial aid."” For
two-year public
institutions,
programs for
international
students also fell

in this category.

n

Most effective practices

Below, for each sector, are the "top 10" items respondents rated most effective among
60 items that were measured for their effectiveness in supporting student retention.
(For complete details, please see the Appendix on pages 7-16.)

4-Year Public

Honors programs for

academically advanced students

4-Year Private

Orientation program for first-
year students

2-Year Public

Faculty development and support
in online technology and online
teaching pedagogy

Academic support program or
services

Institutionwide emphasis on the
teaching of undergraduates and
undergraduate learning

Academic support program or
services

Technical support to address
online connection issues

Academic support program or
services

Surveys or interviews to
determine students’ levels of
satisfaction

Programs designed specifically
for first-year students

Surveys or interviews to
determine students’ levels of
satisfaction

Institutionwide emphasis on the
teaching of undergraduates and
undergraduate learning

Orientation program for first-
year students

Academic advising program

Use of Web-based course
engagement tools such as
Blackboard, WebCT, etc.

Institutionwide emphasis on the
teaching of undergraduates and
undergraduate learning

Programs designed specifically
for first-year students

Surveys or interviews to
determine students’ levels of
engagement

First-year experience program

First-year experience program

Title 11l or Title V funding

Programs designed specifically
for at-risk students

Early-alert and intervention
system

Technical support to address
online connection issues

Use of Web-based course
engagement tools such as
Blackboard, WebCT, etc.

Tracking of persistence and
progression patterns among all
students who matriculate

Programs designed specifically
for at-risk students

Tracking of persistence and
progression patterns among all
students who matriculate

Use of satisfaction assessments
to make changes

Programs designed specifically
for first-year students

Note: Respondents rated the above items “very effective” as opposed to “somewhat effective,
effective,” or “no” (method not used).

9

minimally

As shown above, three top practices were identified across sectors: academic support
programs, programs designed specifically for first-year students, and an institutionwide
emphasis on undergraduate teaching and learning.

In addition, respondents from four-year public institutions found a mix of newer and
traditional practices very effective. Newer learning practices rated very effective by this
sector included the use of Web-based course engagement tools and technical support to
address online connection issues. Traditional practices rated very effective by this sector
included programs designed specifically for at-risk and academically advanced students.
In addition, this sector found the tracking of students to be very effective.

Per the National Center for Education Statistics, 97 percent and 89 percent of public two-year and four-year

institutions, respectively, currently offer online learning, while only 53 percent of four-year private institutions
do so. Source: Parsad, B., and Lewis, L. Distance Education at Degree-Granting Postsecondary Institutions:
2006-07. (Washington, D.C.: National Center for Education Statistics, Institute of Education Sciences,

U.S. Department of Education, 2008), 5.
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For four-year private institutions, practices rated very effective (beyond the three practices
identified across sectors) included academic advising programs, early-alert and intervention
systems, and assessments of student satisfaction—including using student satisfaction
assessment findings in retention efforts. Respondents from this sector also found the tracking
of students to be very effective.

Respondents from two-year public institutions rated several online learning practices very
effective in addition to the aforementioned academic support programs, programs for first-year
students, and institutionwide emphasis on undergraduate teaching and learning. These online
practices included faculty development and support in online technology, Web-based course
engagement tools, and technical support to address online connection issues. Also rated very
effective by this sector were Title lll and Title V funding, assessments of student satisfaction,
assessments of student engagement, and programs designed specifically for at-risk students.

Least-effective practices

Respondents rated the following five practices least effective among the 60 items that were
measured for their effectiveness in supporting student retention:

4-Year Public

Faculty advisor assigned to each
online learner

4-Year Private

Use of financial literacy
programs to assist students and
parents with managing their
personal finances

2-Year Public

Programs designed specifically
for second-year students

Requests for intended re-entry
dates from students who are
leaving

Programs designed specifically
for second-year students

Requests for intended re-entry
dates from students who are
leaving

Required training program for
adjunct faculty

Programs designed specifically
for transfer students

Requests for permission to
remain in contact with students
who are leaving

Programs designed specifically
for adult/non-traditional students

Programs designed specifically
for online learners

Programs designed specifically
for online learners

Programs designed specifically
for second-year students

Required training program for
adjunct faculty

Use of financial literacy
programs to assist students and

parents with managing their
personal finances

The items in this table show the activities which the lowest proportion of respondents rated “very effective.”

More research may be required to understand why these practices were rated less effective,
especially in cases where the practices address known factors in attrition. For example, why
are programs for second-year students rated among the least effective when, at four-year
public and private institutions, approximately 10 percent of the freshman class leaves between
the second and third years?? One may observe that many of the above-named practices are
comparatively new practices that have traditionally received less study and attention.

2 According to a study conducted by the Consortium for Student Retention Data Exchange (CSRDE), continuation
rates to the second year for freshman cohorts between 2000 and 2007 at 424 CSRDE institutions averaged 80.4
percent. However, continuation rates to the third year for freshman cohorts between 2000 and 2006 at those same
institutions averaged only 70.6 percent. This means, on average, these colleges lose approximately 10 percent of
the freshman classes between the second and the third years. Source: The Retention and Graduation Rates of
Entering Baccalaureate Degree-seeking Freshman Cohorts from Fall 2000 through Fall 2007 in 424 Colleges
and Universities. (Norman, Oklahoma: Consortium for Student Retention Data Exchange, 2009), 10.
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Highlights from
the findings

More research
may be required
to understand why
these practices
were rated less
effective.

Most campuses
are using a wide
range of practices
to address
retention. Of the
60 practices that
were measured

in this study, only
four were used by
less than one-third
of respondents.
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For the first time,
usability ratings
are included

in this report,

as highlighted

in the table at
right, allowing
comparisons of
various types of
assessment data.

Has the economy
negatively
affected retention?
Respondents

were divided on
this question, and
many reported that
it was too early

to tell. However,
most respondents
reported financing,
either for the
institution or

for students, to

be among their
biggest retention
challenges.

Source: Open-ended
comments at the end of
the poll (no quantitative
data collected)

Collecting data easier than putting it into use

As shown below, the vast majority of respondents in each sector reported that they were
collecting a wide range of data on the student experience. However, many also reported that
they struggle with putting the data to use.

Selected survey items

We have developed means
to measure student learning
outcomes

Percent of respondents in agreement

4-Year Public

86.9%

YES and
we find
this to be
“somewhat
effective”
or “very
effective”*

70.5%

4-Year Private

87.3%

YES and
we find
this to be

“somewhat

effective”
or “very
effective”*

64.5%

2-Year Public

88.6%

YES and
we find
this to be

“"somewhat

effective”
or “very
effective”*

69.3%

We use learning outcomes
measurements to make changes

88.3%

58.3%

84.8%

62.8%

81.2%

56.5%

We systematically and regularly
conduct internal and external
evaluations of our student life
programs and services

88.5%

72.1%

86.3%

64.9%

80.7%

54.5%

We use the results of our
student life evaluations to
make changes in student life
programs and services

86.7%

68.3%

85.0%

67.1%

81.8%

53.4%

Surveys or interviews to
determine students’ levels of
satisfaction

93.3%

73.3%

95.8%

81.4%

94.2%

69.8%

Use of (student) satisfaction
assessment to make changes

89.8%

59.3%

92.8%

75.5%

93.0%

58.1%

Surveys or interviews to
determine students’ levels of
engagement

91.7%

66.7%

84.2%

59.4%

83.7%

70.9%

Use of (student) engagement
assessment to make changes

85.0%

46.7%

78.8%

49.7%

76.5%

56.5%

* These percentages indicate the percentage of respondents who rated the effectiveness of these items as “very

effective” or “somewhat effective” as opposed to “minimally effective” or “no” (nonexistent).

As highlighted in boldface above, respondents provided usability ratings for four types of
data: student learning outcomes, student life evaluations, student satisfaction assessments,
and student engagement assessments. Of these four data types, respondents from four-year
public institutions gave highest marks to student life evaluations, while respondents from
four-year private and two-year public institutions gave highest usability marks to student

satisfaction assessment data.
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Complete
. A findings
Appendix: Complete findings
This following pages offer complete, detailed breakdowns
of the data collected for this 2009 study:
Planning and leadership practices .......cccceeeeeereceeeennns 8
Tracking and goal-setting ........ccccceeeeeeeeenneeeecssenseeennns 8
Internal communication practices .......cceceeeeeeiiececenans 9
Retention programs targeted to specific student......... 10
populations
Programs for retaining online learners ..................... 11
Faculty/student engagement practices ........ccccceeeeeeee 12
Developmental course participation and ................... 13
pass rates
Additional tactics aimed at retaining students ........... 14
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Planning and leadership practices for student retention

oL Yes, but Yes, Yes, Yes, Yes,
'“s:"";"‘“ POOR FAIR GOOD  EXCELLENT GOOD or
yp uality uality uality uality EXCELLENT
q q q q
4-Year Public|  32.8% 8.2% 23.0% 23.0% 13.1% 36.1%
r'\gre':tsig';“;'l‘;’; *t‘gsg a cutrent WIen a-ear Private|  36.3% 12.5% 17.3% 25.6% 8.3% 33.9%
2-Year Public|  43.2% 4.6% 25.0% 22.7% 45% 27.2%
My |nst|tut|0n has A posmon that has 4'Year Publlc 300% 83% 133% 250% 233% 483%
primary responsibility for leading and 4 yoor private]  23.8% 11.9% 17.9% 28.0% 18.5% 46.5%
coordinating retention activities and ’ i i ; i i
for getting retention results 2-Year Public 44.3% 10.2% 12.5% 25.0% 8.0% 33.0%
e nstitation b ot 4-Year Public|  11.7% 18.3% 16.7% 33.3% 20.0% 53.3%
Y Institution nas a retention
committee that leads and coordinates  J4-Year Private 20.8% 10.1% 23.8% 26.8% 18.5% 45.3%
tenti tiviti .
retention activities 2-Year Public|  32.9% 8.0% 25.0% 25.0% 9.1% 34.1%
Planning and leadership, continued
Institution
type

4-Year Public
We create or update our retention 4-Year Private 58.7% 3%
plan annually
2-Year Public 50.9% 49.1%
- 1 0, 0,
The retention committee is 2 GO ATAE 52.8% 41.2%
empowered to make decisions that JERCEINLOEIC] 61.0% 39.0%
affect multiple areas of campus 9-Year Public 8.7% 56.3%

* Reflects respondents who had a written retention plan and/or a committee;
the other respondents were instructed to skip this section.

Graduation rate trends

What has been the general
trend of your institutions’ cohort 4-Year Public

graduation rate during the past o et | A

three years?

Increased 10% or more 0.0% 5.7% 9.3%
Increased 5% to 9.9% 16.7% 12.0% 3.5%
Increased 1% to 4.9% 43.3% 26.0% 30.2%
Remained stable (within +/- 1%) 31.7% 48.7% 48.8%
Decreased 1% to 4.9% 6.7% 7.6% 3.5%
Decreased 5% to 9.9% 0.0% 0.0% 1.2%
Decreased 10% or more 1.7% 0.0% 3.5%

8 (© 2009 Noel-Levitz, Inc. + 2009 Student Retention Practices and Strategies at Four-Year and Two-Year Institutions



Effectiveness of tracking and goal-setting

DB Method not Minimally Somewhat Very sl | EPIE]

effective effective effective etf(f)e‘:;‘:ir\‘l’e etf(f)e‘:;‘:ir\‘l’e
. 4-Year Public 4.9% 16.4% 54.1% 24.6% 95.1% 78.7%
We track persistence and
progression patterns of all 4-Year Private 15.1% 16.3% 42.8% 25.9% 84.9% 68.7%
students who matriculate 2-Year Public|  19.3% 29.6% 47.7% 3.4% 80.7% 51.1%
. 4-Year Public 26.2% 21.3% 32.8% 19.7% 73.8% 52.5%
We set measurable goals to improve
the retention rate for each term, 4-Year Private 23.4% 22.8% 40.1% 13.8% 76.6% 53.9%
semester, or year 2-Year Public|  26.1% 28.4% 37.5% 8.0% 73.9% 45.5%
4-Year Public 13.1% 16.4% 59.0% 11.5% 86.9% 70.5%
We have developed meanstomeasure 1) voar private] — 12.7% 22.9% 44.0% 20.5% 87.4% 64.5%
student learning outcomes
2-Year Public 11.4% 19.3% 52.3% 17.1% 88.6% 69.3%
4-Year Public 11.7% 30.0% 55.0% 3.3% 88.3% 58.3%
We use the learning outcomes 4-Year Private|  15.2% 22.0% 43.9% 18.9% 84.8% 62.8%
measurements to make changes
2-Year Public 18.8% 24.7% 43.5% 12.9% 81.2% 56.5%
We systemat|ca||y and regu'arly 4'Year Publlc 115% 164% 525% 197% 885% 721%
conduct internal and external 4-Year Private]  13.7% 21.4% 405% 24.4% 86.3% 64.9%
evaluations of our student life
programs and services 2-Year Public 19.3% 26.1% 45.5% 9.1% 80.7% 54.5%
4-Year Public 13.3% 18.3% 45.0% 23.3% 86.7% 68.3%
We use the results of our student
life evaluations to make changes in 4-Year Private 15.0% 18.0% 41.9% 25.2% 85.0% 67.1%
O EUSC B 2-Year Public|  18.2% 28.4% 37.5% 15.9% 81.8% 53.4%

Effectiveness of internal communication practices

Minimally Somewhat
to very to very
effective effective

NGOG Method not Minimally Somewhat Very

effective effective effective

We have estabhshed procedures for 4-Yeal’ PUb|IC 164% 246% 361% 230% 836% 590%

regularly communicating persistence, I yo, private]  18.0% 22.8% 37.1% 22.2% 82.0% 59.3%

retention, and graduation rate data

throughout the campus 2-Year Public 26.7% 20.9% 41.9% 10.5% 73.3% 52.3%

We have estab“shed procedures for 4'Year Publlc 295% 295% 295% 115% 705% 410%

iy Uy SRR R L 4-Year Private]  27.0% 28.1% 32.9% 12.0% 73.1% 44.9%

strategy assessment data throughout

the campus 2-Year Public 34.9% 24.4% 36.1% 4.7% 65.1% 40.7%
i -Year rubnlic /0 .0/ 4% A J/ 17

We have estabhshed procedures 4 Y P bl 13 10/ 32 80/ 34 40/ 19 70/ 86 90/ 54 10/

for regularly communicating student 1) voor private]  19.2% 22.8% 35.3% 22.8% 80.8% 58.1%

satisfaction and importance data

throughout the campus 2-Year Public 16.3% 20.9% 43.0% 19.8% 83.7% 62.8%
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Effectiveness of retention programs targeted to specific student populations

DB Method not Minimally Somewhat Very sl el | EPIE]

effective effective effective to very to very
effective effective

4-Year Public|  8.2% 16.4% 42.6% 32.8% 91.8% 75.4%
Programs designed specifically for 4-Year Private]  16.3% 13.9% 42.8% 27.1% 83.7% 69.9%
first-year students

2-Year Public|  32.2% 9.2% 37.9% 20.7% 67.8% 58.6%

4-Year Public|  32.8% 32.8% 29.5% 4.9% 67.2% 34.4%
Programs designed specifically for 1y voo private|  42.4% 30.3% 23.0% 4.2% 57.6% 27.3%
transfer students

2-Year Public|  66.7% 12.6% 17.2% 3.5% 33.3% 20.7%

4-Year Public|  68.3% 20.0% 10.0% 1.7% 31.7% 11.7%
Programs designed specificallyfor 4 vo, private]  53.9% 24.9% 17.0% 4.2% 46.1% 21.2%
second-year students

2-Year Public|  71.3% 14.9% 13.8% 0.0% 28.7% 13.8%

4-Year Public|  433% 36.7% 18.3% 1.7% 56.7% 20.0%
Programs designed specifically for 4-Year Private]  50.0% 21.1% 21.1% 7.8% 50.0% 28.9%
adult/non-traditional students

2-Year Public|  51.7% 18.4% 26.4% 3.5% 48.3% 29.9%

4-Year Public 13.3% 15.0% 43.3% 28.3% 86.7% 71.7%
Programs designed specifically for 4-Year Private]  16.1% 20.8% 38.7% 24.4% 83.9% 63.1%
at-risk students

2-Year Public|  21.6% 17.1% 39.8% 21.6% 78.4% 61.4%

4-Year Public|  10.0% 8.3% M.7% 40.0% 90.0% 81.7%
Honors programs for academically 4-Year Private|  47.2% 6.8% 26.4% 19.6% 52.8% 46.0%
advanced students

2-Year Public|  54.0% 18.4% 13.8% 13.8% 46.0% 27.6%

4-Year Public|  59.0% 21.3% 14.8% 4.9% 41.0% 19.7%
Programs designed specifically for 4-Year Private|  68.9% 10.8% 15.6% 48% 31.1% 20.4%
online learners

2-Year Public|  51.7% 23.0% 23.0% 2.3% 48.3% 25.3%

4-Year Public|  33.9% 13.6% 45.8% 6.8% 66.1% 52.5%
Programs designed specifically for 4-Year Private]  47.0% 21.1% 23.5% 8.4% 53.0% 31.9%
international students

2-Year Public|  61.6% 15.1% 12.8% 10.5% 38.4% 23.3%

. . 4-Year Public 29.5% 27.9% 29.5% 13.1% 70.5% 42.6%

Programs designed to increase
students’ success in courses with 4-Year Private 46.7% 18.0% 27.0% 8.4% 53.3% 35.3%
high withdrawal and/or failure rates o\ o o i T 4370, 19.5% 31.0% 5.8% 56.3% 36.8%
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Effectiveness of programs for retaining online learners*

LSO Method not Minimally Somewhat Very Minimally' ‘Somewhat

effective effective effective etf(f)e‘::(:ir\‘l,e etf(f)e‘:::ir\‘l,e

4-Year Public|  38.7% 22.6% 29.0% 9.7% 61.3% 38.7%
Academic support services 4-Year Private|  52.4% 10.7% 26.2% 10.7% 47.6% 36.9%
specifically for online learners

2-Year Public|  25.0% 29.4% 35.3% 10.3% 75.0% 45.6%

4-Year Public]  50.0% 23.3% 26.7% 0.0% 50.0% 26.7%
E?}ﬁﬂ'etﬁeaadr‘ng’ assigned to each 4-Year Private|  42.5% 16.3% 30.0% 11.3% 57.5% 41.3%

2-Year Public|  55.2% 14.9% 22.4% 7.5% 44.8% 29.9%

4-Year Public]  51.7% 13.8% 27.6% 6.9% 48.3% 34.5%
Mandatory online interaction 4-Year Private]  35.9% 10.3% 29.5% 24.4% 64.1% 53.9%
between faculty and students

2-Year Public|  31.3% 14.9% 35.8% 17.9% 68.7% 53.7%

4-Year Public|  48.3% 20.7% 20.7% 10.3% 51.7% 31.0%
E}gf:;?g"” program for online 4-Year Private|]  38.7% 21.3% 24.0% 16.0% 61.3% 40.0%

2-Year Public|  27.9% 17.7% 47.1% 7.4% 72.1% 54.4%

4-Year Public]  58.6% 17.2% 20.7% 3.5% 41.4% 24.1%
Early-alert and intervention system 4-Year Private]  48.7% 27.0% 17.6% 6.8% 51.4% 24.3%
for online learners

2-Year Public|  47.0% 19.7% 25.8% 7.6% 53.0% 33.3%

4-Year Public]  30.0% 6.7% 40.0% 23.3% 70.0% 63.3%
Online student services, including 4-Year Private]  35.1% 14.9% 29.7% 20.3% 64.9% 50.0%
registration and financial aid

2-Year Public|  17.9% 23.9% 44.8% 13.4% 82.1% 58.2%

4-Year Public]  10.3% 13.8% 41.4% 34.5% 89.7% 75.9%
Technical supportto address online |, vo. private] — 19.2% 26.0% 32.9% 21.9% 80.8% 54.8%
connection iIssues

2-Year Public|  9.0% 23.9% 44.8% 22.4% 91.1% 67.2%

4-Year Public]  13.8% 2.1% 48.3% 13.8% 86.2% 62.1%
Faculty development and support
in online technology and online 4-Year Private 22.2% 23.6% 38.9% 15.3% 77.8% 54.2%
BRI R R 2-Year Public|  3.0% 22.7% 34.9% 39.4% 97.0% 74.2%

_ - 4-Year Public|  24.1% 27.6% 41.4% 6.9% 75.9% 48.3%

Feedback mechanisms to identify
program improvements for online 4-Year Private 33.8% 22.5% 26.8% 16.9% 66.2% 43.7%
CEITIELRS 2-Year Public]  27.7% 32.3% 29.2% 10.8% 72.3% 40.0%

* These items were evaluated only by respondents who had programs for retaining
online learners; the other respondents were instructed to skip this section.
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Effectiveness of faculty/student engagement practices

Minimally Somewhat

NGOG Method not Minimally Somewhat Very to ver to ver
effective effective effective ry ry
effective effective
4-Year Public 0.0% 26.2% 52.5% 21.3% 100.0% 73.8%
Academic advising program 4-Year Private 1.2% 18.0% 52.1% 28.7% 98.8% 80.8%
2-Year Public 5.8% 20.7% 56.3% 17.2% 94.3% 73.6%
o 4-Year Public 20.3% 27.1% 37.3% 15.3% 79.7% 52.5%
Mandatory advising, one-on-one and
face-to-face, between faculty and 4-Year Private 9.0% 18.0% 47.9% 25.2% 91.0% 73.1%
tudent -
students 2-Year Public|  34.1% 14.1% 36.5% 15.3% 65.9% 51.8%
4-Year Public 57.4% 19.7% 16.4% 6.6% 42.6% 23.0%
‘Q’J'dt;en’; z'nag"ag’ef[f]g'r:'ttate faculty/ 4-Year Private|  53.9% 17.0% 20.6% 8.5% 46.1% 29.1%
2-Year Public 53.5% 19.8% 23.3% 3.5% 46.5% 26.8%
L . . 4-Year Public 1.7% 15.0% 41.7% 31.7% 88.3% 73.3%
Institutionwide emphasis on the
teaching of undergraduates and 4-Year Private 11.0% 17.2% 32.5% 39.3% 89.0% 71.8%
undergraduate learning 2-Year Public|  16.3% 18.6% 40.7% 24.4% 83.7% 65.1%
o 4-Year Public 9.8% 36.1% 47.5% 6.6% 90.2% 54.1%
Development of faculty skills in
instruction, advising, and student 4-Year Private 16.2% 28.7% 44.9% 10.2% 83.8% 55.1%
Interaction 2-Year Public|  18.6% 24.4% 41.9% 15.1% 81.4% 57.0%
4-Year Public 60.7% 24.6% 13.1% 1.6% 39.3% 14.8%
Zgj?ﬂ(r:(ta(fjatgzll?\l/ng program for 4-Year Private|  43.4% 26.5% 28.7% 5.4% 56.6% 30.1%
2-Year Public 47.1% 23.5% 25.9% 3.5% 52.9% 29.4%
Facult ‘ ‘ 4-Year Public 32.8% 36.2% 29.3% 1.7% 67.2% 31.0%
aculty mentor program to
strengthen the skills of new, 4-Year Private 43.9% 25.6% 23.2% 1.3% 56.1% 30.5%
continuing, or adjunct faculty 2-Year Public|  35.3% 28.2% 28.7% 11.8% 64.7% 36.5%
£ ati for student 4-Year Public 43.3% 26.7% 25.0% 5.0% 56.7% 30.0%
Xpectations Tor stuaen
engagement set during hiring 4-Year Private 31.5% 22.8% 32.1% 13.6% 68.5% 45.7%
process for new faculty 2-Year Public|  446% 19.3% 30.1% 6.0% 55.4% 36.1%
U ¢ Web-based 4-Year Public 1.7% 13.6% 59.3% 25.4% 98.3% 84.7%
se o eb-pased course
engagement tools such as 4-Year Private 11.5% 26.1% 38.8% 23.6% 88.5% 62.4%
Blackboard, WebCT, etc. 2-Year Public|  35% 18.6% 53.5% 24.4% 96.5% 77.9%
4-Year Public 8.3% 25.0% 45.0% 21.7% 91.7% 66.7%
Surveys or interviews to determine 4-Year Private|  15.8% 24.9% 35.2% 24.2% 84.2% 59.4%
students’ levels of engagement
2-Year Public 16.3% 12.8% 46.5% 24.4% 83.7% 70.9%
4-Year Public 15.0% 38.3% 35.0% 11.7% 85.0% 46.7%
g)s;gg’gﬂzg‘;'::”t assessments 4-Year Private]  21.2% 29.1% 34.6% 15.2% 78.8% 49.7%
2-Year Public 23.5% 20.0% 41.2% 15.3% 76.5% 56.5%

12 © 2009 Noel-Levitz, Inc. + 2009 Student Retention Practices and Strategies at Four-Year and Two-Year Institutions




Developmental courses—participation and pass rates for math and reading and writing courses*

Our developmental courses are:

4-Year Public

4-Year Private

2-Year Public

Part of an academic department 65.9% 75.9% 64.7%
Centralized in a developmental o o o
education department 1% 24.1% 35.3%

Percentages of freshmen that

take one or more developmental
math courses at our institution:

4-Year Public

4-Year Private

2-Year Public

0to 24.9% 35.3% 67.3% 11.1%
25t0 49.9% 41.2% 21.8% 25.9%
50 to 74.9% 21.6% 10.0% 50.6%
7510 100.0% 1.9% 0.9% 12.4%

The pass rate for developmental

math courses is: 4-Year Public 4-Year Private 2-Year Public
Greater than or equal to 90% 71.1% 19.1% 1.3%
80 t0 89.9% 1.2% 25.8% 5.1%
70t0 79.9% 16.7% 27.0% 20.5%
60 to 69.9% 33.3% 19.1% 39.7%
Less than 60% 35.7% 9.0% 33.3%

Percentages of freshmen that
take one or more developmental

reading and writing courses at

4-Year Public

4-Year Private

2-Year Public

our institution:

0to 24.9% 52.1% 70.5% 16.7%
2510 49.9% 29.2% 20.9% 51.3%
50 to 74.9% 12.5% 5.7% 26.9%
7510 100.0% 6.2% 2.9% 5.1%

The pass rate for developmental

reading and writing courses is:

4-Year Public

4-Year Private

2-Year Public

Greater than or equal to 90% 12.5% 23.9% 3.9%
80 to 89.9% 25.0% 32.6% 15.4%
70 t0 79.9% 21.5% 22.8% 33.3%
60 to 69.9% 20.2% 16.3% 33.3%
Less than 60% 15.0% 4.4% 14.1%

* These items were evaluated
only by respondents who had
developmental courses at their
institutions; the other respondents
were instructed to skip this section.
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Effectiveness of additional tactics aimed at retaining students

DB Method not Minimally Somewhat Very sl | EPIE]

- - 4 to very to very
effective effective effective effective effective
4-Year Public 0.0% 16.4% 45.9% 37.7% 100.0% 83.6%
Academic support program or services [4-Year Private 2.4% 16.8% 47.3% 33.5% 97.6% 80.8%
2-Year Public 0.0% 13.8% 51.7% 34.5% 100.0% 86.2%
4-Year Public 16.7% 28.3% 45.0% 10.0% 83.3% 55.0%
Early-alert and intervention system 4-Year Private 7.8% 21.6% 44.3% 26.4% 92.2% 70.7%
2-Year Public 19.5% 19.5% 42.5% 18.4% 80.5% 60.9%
4-Year Public 9.8% 14.8% 44.3% 31.2% 90.2% 75.4%
First-year experience program 4-Year Private 18.1% 15.1% 40.4% 26.5% 81.9% 66.9%
2-Year Public 44.2% 15.1% 25.6% 15.1% 55.8% 40.7%
4-Year Public 13.1% 21.3% 55.7% 9.8% 86.9% 65.6%
rCe"t:n‘;ir;inC”'ar programs aimed at 4-Year Private]  19.3% 27.1% 36.1% 17.5% 80.7% 53.6%
2-Year Public 36.1% 26.7% 26.7% 10.5% 64.0% 37.2%
4-Year Public 23.3% 18.3% 45.0% 13.3% 76.7% 58.3%
Financial aid and scholarships 4-Year Private]  12.7% 21.2% 42.4% 23.6% 87.3% 66.1%
aimed at retention
2-Year Public 14.1% 24.7% 44.7% 16.5% 85.9% 61.2%
4-Year Public 42.6% 11.5% 27.9% 18.0% 57.4% 45.9%
Learning communities that combine - - - - - -
two courses under a common 4-Year Private 63.0% 12.7% 15.8% 8.5% 37.0% 24.2%
Tl IO T 2-Year Public|  47.1% 22.4% 21.2% 9.4% 52.9% 30.6%
4-Year Public 3.3% 9.8% 54.1% 32.8% 96.7% 86.9%
gtﬂfj';tn"‘tts“’“ program for first-year 4-Year Private]  2.4% 11.5% 44.0% 42.2% 97.6% 86.2%
2-Year Public 6.9% 21.8% 51.7% 19.5% 93.1% 71.3%
4-Year Public 13.1% 24.6% 475% 14.8% 86.9% 62.3%
gtﬂgztn"‘tts“’“ program for transfer 4-Year Private|  15.2% 25.0% 39.0% 20.7% 84.8% 59.8%
2-Year Public 62.1% 12.6% 20.7% 4.6% 37.9% 25.3%
4-Year Public 50.0% 20.0% 25.0% 5.0% 50.0% 30.0%
Orientation program for adult/ 4-Year Private|  39.3% 17.8% 30.7% 12.3% 60.7% 42.9%
non-traditional students
2-Year Public 53.5% 12.8% 25.6% 8.1% 46.5% 33.7%
4-Year Public 39.0% 25.4% 27.1% 8.5% 61.0% 35.6%
Social networking to engage students |, voor private]  50.0% 28.1% 20.5% 5.4% 50.0% 25.9%
in online communities
2-Year Public 62.4% 25.9% 9.4% 2.4% 37.6% 11.8%
4-Year Public 33.3% 25.0% 33.3% 8.3% 66.7% N.7%
Use of Web-based tools such as
Blackboard, WebCT, etc., for engaging |4-Year Private 38.3% 25.9% 25.3% 10.5% 61.7% 35.8%
ST LIRS 2-Year Public|  37.7% 25.9% 31.8% 47% 62.4% 36.5%
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Effectiveness of additional tactics aimed at retaining students—continued

Minimally Somewhat
to very to very
effective effective

Ol Method not Minimally Somewhat Very
effective  effective  effective

Research into what attracted and 4‘Year PUb“C 333% 233% 350% 83% 667% 433%
convinced students to enroll inorder  f vo. - privarel  337% 28.2% 28.2% 9.8% 66.3% 38.0%
to keep promises and understand
expectations 2-Year Public 45.8% 26.5% 25.3% 2.4% 54.2% 27.7%
4-Year Public 6.7% 20.0% 50.0% 23.3% 93.3% 73.3%
SIS e e et b 0 s A-Year Private]  4.2% 14.4% 47.9% 33.5% 95.8% 81.4%
students’ levels of satisfaction
2-Year Public 5.8% 24.4% 43.0% 26.7% 94.2% 69.8%
4-Year Public 10.2% 30.5% 47.5% 11.9% 89.8% 59.3%
iiigfci?ri]s;:gtio” SRS LIS 4-Year Private]  7.2% 17.4% 49.7% 25.8% 92.8% 75.5%
2-Year Public 7.0% 34.9% 40.7% 17.4% 93.0% 58.1%
) o 4-Year Public 11.5% 29.5% 37.7% 21.3% 88.5% 59.0%
Comprehensive plan for communicating
with current students via e-mail, the 4-Year Private 15.2% 24.4% 39.6% 20.7% 84.8% 60.4%
AL, T el G123 2-Year Public|  18.6% 29.1% 34.9% 17.4% 81.4% 52.3%
Training |n professiona' service Sk|”s 4-Yeal’ Pub|IC 197% 344% 426% 33% 803% 459%
for front-line staff, new employees, or 14 voor private|]  28.1% 32.9% 31.1% 7.9% 72.0% 39.0%
student employees to make campus
atmosphere pleasant 2-Year Public 22.1% 29.1% 38.4% 10.5% 77.9% 48.8%
4-Year Public 36.1% 34.4% 24.6% 4.9% 63.9% 29.5%
Interviews or surveys with students
who are withdrawing, before they 4-Year Private 12.7% 29.5% 39.8% 18.1% 87.4% 57.8%
e 2-Year Public|  45.4% 37.2% 14.0% 35% 54.7% 17.4%
4-Year Public 59.0% 24.6% 16.4% 0.0% 41.0% 16.4%
Requests for intended re-entry dates | voo private| — 34.8% 26.7% 27.3% 11.2% 65.2% 38.5%
from students who are leaving
2-Year Public 76.5% 15.3% 8.2% 0.0% 23.5% 8.2%
4-Year Public 75.0% 6.7% 16.7% 1.7% 25.0% 18.3%
Requests for permission toremainin — l; yvoo private]  51.2% 17.3% 23.5% 8.0% 48.8% 31.5%
contact with students who are leaving
2-Year Public 76.5% 15.3% 8.2% 0.0% 23.5% 8.2%
4-Year Public 50.9% 5.7% 18.9% 24.5% 49.1% 43.4%
Title Il or Title V funding 4-Year Private 60.9% 11.9% 18.5% 8.6% 39.1% 27.2%
2-Year Public 46.5% 10.5% 19.8% 23.3% 53.5% 43.0%
4-Year Public 21.7% 21.7% 48.3% 8.3% 78.3% 56.7%
Use of student employment as 4-Year Private]  21.3% 28.1% 32.3% 18.3% 78.7% 50.6%
strategy to engage/retain students
2-Year Public 24.4% 31.4% 30.2% 14.0% 75.6% 44.2%
) o 4-Year Public 20.0% 51.7% 25.0% 3.3% 80.0% 28.3%
Use of financial literacy programs
to assist students and parents with 4-Year Private 42.9% 35.0% 18.4% 3.7% 57.1% 22.1%
managing their personal finances 2-Year Public|  38.4% 34.9% 24.4% 2.3% 61.6% 26.8%
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Additional tactics, continued—
Title 11l or V funding

If you receive Title IIl or Title

V funding, please indicate the 4-Year Public ~ 4-Year Private = 2-Year Public
area(s) your grant supports:

Faculty development 9.1% 17.2% 18.4%
Technology integration into the 9.1% 13.8% 13.2%
classroom

Developmental education 4.5% 6.9% 15.8%
Learning community development 9.1% 13.8% 7.9%
Upgrades to student information 0.0% 6.9% 7.9%
systems

Retention initiatives 45.5% 27.6% 23.7%
Advising initiatives 22.7% 13.8% 13.2%

Additional tactics, continued—
Student jobs on campus

Ihhaet ﬁg;%ejgtsggnoigmpﬂ:?:nts 4-Year Public 4-Year Private 2-Year Public
Less than 10% 20.8% 25.9% 61.9%
10% to 19.9% 41.5% 21.8% 19.1%
20% to 29.9% 18.9% 19.1% 8.3%
30% to 39.9% 11.3% 17.0% 3.6%
40% to 49.9% 1.9% 5.4% 2.4%
Greater than 50% 5.7% 10.9% 4.8%
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About the rating systems used in the polling process

Two primary rating systems were used in the 2009 National Poll
of Student Retention Practices:

Quality ratings—choose one:

O No (nonexistent)

O Yes, but POOR quality

QO Yes, FAIR quality

O Yes, GOOD quality

O VYes, EXCELLENT

Effectiveness ratings—choose one:
O Very effective

O Somewhat effective

O Minimally effective

O Method not used

In addition, for the final items on the poll, respondents selected
responses from menus such as:

The percentage of our students that have jobs on campus is:
O Lessthan 10%

O 10% to 19.9%

O 20% t0 29.9%

O 30% to 39.9%

O 40% to 49.9%

O Greater than 50%
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A special thank
you to those who
participated.
Please watch for
Noel-Levitz's next
National Poll of
Student Retention
Practices in the
spring of 2011.

Sign up to receive
additional reports
and information
updates by e-mail
at www.noellevitz.

com/Subscribe.

Responding institutions

Representatives from 316 U.S. colleges and universities participated in Noel-Levitz's national
electronic poll of undergraduate student recruitment practices and strategies, which was distributed
to 3,033 degree-granting institutions in spring 2009. The respondents represented 60 four-year public
institutions, 168 four-year private institutions, and 88 two-year public institutions. The names of the
participating institutions appear below.

Four-year public institutions

Auburn University

Auburn University at Montgomery
Bemidji State University

Brazosport College

Central Michigan University

College of Charleston

College of New Jersey, The

Colorado State University — Pueblo
Dalton State College

Delaware State University

Eastern Connecticut State University
Eastern lllinois University

Edinboro University of Pennsylvania
Elizabeth City State University
George Mason University

Gordon College (Georgia)

Governors State University

Indiana University East

Indiana University Southeast

lowa State University

Kentucky State University

Louisiana State University at Alexandria
Louisiana State University in Shreveport
Metropolitan State College of Denver
Midland College

Minot State University

Missouri University of Science & Technology

Montana State University — Billings

North Georgia College and State University

Northeastern State University

Northern State University

Ohio University Lancaster Campus

Oklahoma State University

Penn State Brandywine

Penn State Schuylkill

Rogers State University

Shawnee State University

Sonoma State University

Southern Connecticut State University

State University of New York College at
Cortland

Texas A & M University — Kingsville

Texas Woman'’s University

University of Alabama at Birmingham

University of Central Missouri

University of Guam

University of Kentucky

University of Maryland Eastern Shore

University of Missouri — Kansas City

University of Montana — Missoula, The

University of Nebraska — Lincoln

University of North Texas

University of Pittsburgh

University of South Carolina Beaufort

University of South Carolina Columbia

University of Southern Mississippi

University of Texas at Brownsville, The

University of the District of Columbia

Virginia Commonwealth University

West Virginia University at Parkersburg

Western Carolina University

Four-year private institutions
American Sentinel University
American University of Puerto Rico
Appalachian Bible College
Arcadia University

Argosy University/Inland Empire
Argosy University (Chicago campus)
Avila University

Azusa Pacific University

Baker College of Flint

Baker College of Muskegon

Baptist Memorial College of Health Sciences

Bellevue University

Benedictine College

Berry College

Bethel College

Blessing-Rieman College of Nursing
Brevard College

Briar Cliff University

Brown College

Bryant & Stratton College

California Lutheran University
Campbell University

Canisius College

Centenary College of Louisiana
Central Christian College of the Bible
Chowan University

City College

Claflin University

College for Creative Studies

College of Biblical Studies — Houston
College of New Rochelle, The
College of Saint Elizabeth

College of Saint Rose, The

Colorado Technical University
Columbia College Chicago

Columbia International University
Columbia Union College

Cornell College

Crossroads College

Crown College

Dallas Christian College

Daniel Webster College

Defiance College, The

DeVry University — Addison Campus
DeVry University — Chicago Campus
DeVry University — Houston Campus
DeVry University — Tinley Park Campus
Dickinson College

Dominican College of Blauvelt
Dowling College

Drew University

East Texas Baptist University

EDP College of Puerto Rico

Elmira College

Emmanuel College

Excelsior College

Expression College for Digital Arts
Faulkner University

Fisk University

Flagler College

Franciscan University of Steubenville

Friends University

George Fox University

Georgetown College

God's Bible School and College

Golden Gate University

Grand View University

Grove City College

Hannibal-La Grange College

Harrington College of Design

Heritage Christian University

Hope International University

Houghton College

Illinois Institute of Art-Schaumburg, The

Immaculata University

Inter American University of Puerto Rico
Arecibo Campus

Inter American University of Puerto Rico
San German Campus

Johnson C. Smith University

Judson College

Judson University

Juniata College

Kendall College

Kentucky Christian University

Kettering College of Medical Arts

King College

Kuyper College

Lancaster Bible College

Lees-McRae College

LeTourneau University

Liberty University

Lincoln Christian College

Lindenwood University

Lipscomb University

Lynchburg College

Macalester College

Manhattanville College

Mars Hill College

Master’s College, The

MedCentral College of Nursing

Mid-America Christian University

MidAmerica Nazarene University

Midland Lutheran College

Midwestern Baptist Theological Seminary

Milwaukee Institute of Art & Design

Mount Marty College

Mount Olive College

Mount Union College

National Graduate School of Quality
Systems Management, The

National-Louis University

Nebraska Methodist College

North Central University

North Greenville University

Notre Dame College

Oakland City University

Oakwood University

Our Lady of the Lake University

Ozark Christian College

Pacific University

Palm Beach Atlantic University

Park University
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Patten University

Peace College

Peirce College

Piedmont College

Point Park University

Post University

Presentation College

Ringling College of Art and Design

Roberts Wesleyan College

Rochester Institute of Technology

Rosemont College

Saint Francis Medical Center College of
Nursing

Saint Mary-of-the-Woods College

Saint Mary's College of California

Seton Hall University

Silver Lake College

South College

Southern Adventist University

Southern Vermont College

Southwestern Adventist University

Southwestern College

Spartan College of Aeronautics and
Technology

St. Bonaventure University

St. Edward’s University

St. John Fisher College

Stillman College

Toccoa Falls College

Trevecca Nazarene University

Trine University

Trinity Life Bible College

Union College

University of Dallas

University of Mary Hardin-Baylor

University of New Haven

University of the Sciences in Philadelphia

Utica College

Villa Maria College of Buffalo

Waldorf College

Wartburg College

Washington Baptist University

Webster University

Wells College

Wesleyan College

West Suburban College of Nursing

West Virginia Wesleyan College

Westminster College

Widener University

Wilson College

Two-year public institutions

Alexandria Technical College

American Samoa Community College

Arapahoe Community College

Arkansas Northeastern College

Arkansas State University-Beebe

Baton Rouge Community College

Belmont Technical College

Black Hawk College

Blackhawk Technical College

Brookhaven College

Butler Community College

Butler County Community College

Carolinas College of Health Sciences

Central Arizona College

Centralia College

Clatsop Community College

Cleveland State Community College

Clinton Community College

Coastal Bend College

Coconino Community College

Community College of Allegheny County

Dawson Community College

Edmonds Community College

Feather River College

Garden City Community College

Garrett College

Gaston College

Glen Oaks Community College

Grays Harbor College

Heart of Georgia Technical College

Hopkinsville Community College

Inver Hills Community College

vy Tech Community College, Lafayette

John Wood Community College

Kapiolani Community College

Kirtland Community College

La Guardia Community College/City
University of New York

Lake Region State College

Lake Superior College

Lenoir Community College

Lone Star College System

Luzerne County Community College

Marion Technical College

Mesalands Community College

Metropolitan Community College - Penn
Valley

Mid Michigan Community College

Minneapolis Community and Technical
College

Mississippi Gulf Coast Community College

— Jefferson Davis Campus
Moberly Area Community College

Montcalm Community College
Moraine Park Technical College
Moraine Valley Community College
Murray State College

New Mexico Junior College

Niagara County Community College
Normandale Community College

North Dakota State College of Science
North Hennepin Community College
Northern Oklahoma College

Continue learning

Northern Wyoming Community College what's WOI'kiI'Ig with
District , _ a complimentary
Northland Community and Technical
College telephone
Northwest Technical College consultation

Northwestern Michigan College

Nunez Community College

Onondaga Community College

Quinebaug Valley Community College

Randolph Community College

Rappahannock Community College

Reedley College

Rend Lake College

Richland Community College

Richmond Community College

Roanoke-Chowan Community College

Santa Fe Community College

Scottsdale Community College

South Plains College

Southwestern lllinois College

Southwestern Indian Polytechnic Institute

Spartanburg Community College

Spokane Falls Community College

State Fair Community College

Texas State Technical College Harlingen

Texas State Technical College West Texas

Thaddeus Stevens College of Technology

Thomas Nelson Community College

Tri-County Technical College

University of Hawaii Honolulu Community
College

Wisconsin Indianhead Technical College

Contact Noel-Levitz

to schedule a
complimentary
discussion by telephone
with an experienced
executive consultant.
We'll listen carefully

to what's working for
your particular

campus and share a
few observations on
effective retention
management. Contact
Jeff Pierpont, associate
director of enrollment
solutions, at
1-800-876-1117 or jeff-
pierpont@noellevitz.
com to arrange a call
that fits your schedule.

/—\~\
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Noel-Levitz

Contact us at:
2350 Oakdale Boulevard
Coralville, lowa 52241-9702

Phone:
800-876-1117
319-626-8380

Questions about this report?

We hope you have found this report to be helpful and informative.
If you have questions or would like more information about the

E-mail: . . . .

ContactUs@noellevitz.com findings, please co_ntact Tim Culver, N_oeI-Lewtz vice president, at
1-800-876-1117 or tim-culver@noellevitz.com.

Web:

www.noellevitz.com

Hiifgih/et Ed Benchmarks

Related reports from Noel-Levitz

Retention Benchmark Report Series

Visit: www.noellevitz.com/
RetentionBenchmarks

E-Expectations Report Series
Visit: www.noellevitz.com/E-ExpectationsSeries

.E‘.-IZX PECTATIONS

Recruitment Benchmark Report Series

Visit: www.noellevitz.com/
RecruitingBenchmarks

About Noel-Levitz and its research reports for higher education

A trusted partner to higher education, Noel-Levitz specializes in strategic planning for enrollment and
student success. We work side by side with campus executive teams to facilitate planning and to help
implement the resulting plans.

Each year, we conduct nationwide polls and surveys to assist campuses with strengthening their
programs for enroliment and student success. This includes reporting on student retention and
marketing/recruitment practices, monitoring student and campus usage of the Web and electronic
communications, and benchmarking institutional budgets, policies, and indicators that influence
enrollment outcomes. There is no charge or obligation for participating in our polls and responses to all
survey items are strictly confidential. Participants have the advantage of receiving the findings first, as
soon as they become available. For more information, visit www.noellevitz.com.

Find it online.
This report is posted online at: www.noellevitz.com/RetentionBenchmarks

Sign up to receive additional reports and updates. Visit our Web page:
www.noellevitz.com/Subscribe
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