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Site 
High 
School 
Name 

District 
Name 

ESC 
Student 

Enrollment 

Percent
Economically 
Disadvantaged 

Percent
African 
American 

Percent 
Hispanic 

Percent
White 

Percent 
Other 

10 
Ross 
Sterling  

Goose 
Creek  

4  2,839  37.1%  21.1%  32.3%  45.1%  1.5% 

11  Groesbeck   Groesbeck   12  472 40.9% 10.8% 13.3%  75.0% 0.9%

12 
Keys 
Academy 

Harlingen   1  159  66.7%  0.6%  88.7%  10.7%  0.0% 

13 
Barbara 
Jordan  

Houston   4  1,175  78.9%  56.7%  41.8%  1.3%  0.2% 

14  Huntsville   Huntsville   6  1,810 48.5% 27.1% 18.8%  52.5% 1.6%
15  Mercedes   Mercedes   1  1,288 92.5% 0.2% 98.8%  1.0% 0.0%

16 
 

Mesquite 
Academy3 

Mesquite   10  111  26.1%  12.6%  25.2%  59.5%  2.7% 

North 
Mesquite3  

Mesquite   10  2,469  33.7%  19.6%  32.6%  4.5%  43.5% 

17 

Coleman 4 Midland   18  154 45.5% 13.6% 57.1%  27.9% 1.4%
Midland 
Freshman4 

Midland   18  862  48.6%  9.6%  49.2%  39.9%  1.3% 

Midland 4 Midland   18  2,010 30.9% 8.7% 41.1%  48.8% 1.4%
18  Pittsburg   Pittsburg   8  673 57.1% 22.3% 23.8%  52.7% 1.2%
19  Montwood   Socorro   19  2,939 86.7% 0.2% 98.0%  1.2% 0.6%

20 
Wichita 
Falls  

Wichita 
Falls  

9  1,512  52.3%  15.5%  35.1%  46.4%  3.0% 

   Source:  2005‐2006 Campus AEIS Reports, Texas Education Agency. 
   1‐4 Combined high schools into one site. 

Four additional site visits were conducted  in fall 2006 to  identify promising practices of programs that 
were shown to be effective. Effectiveness was determined based on better‐than‐average performance 
gains in reading and math scores on the TAKS tests from 2005 to 2006. Other criteria that narrowed the 
selection to four were (1) the number of students who received services from THSCS; (2) average daily 
attendance; (3) demographic considerations (e.g., diversity and geographic distribution); and (4) school 
that were still  implementing the program  in fall 2006. Schools were then rank‐ordered based on these 
factors. 

Student Performance Analysis 

A  primary  objective  of  the  evaluation  is  to  determine  if  participation  in  the  THSCS,  Cycle  2  Grant 
program  results  in  better  student  achievement  outcomes  (e.g.,  grade  retention  rates,  TAKS  passing 
rates) for grantees than for similar non‐funded campuses and their students. That  is, are the students 
receiving the grant services doing better than students who did not receive the services provided by that 
grant?   
 
To  assess  the  nature  of  student  achievement,  evaluators  conducted  both  campus‐  and  student‐level 
analyses. Campus‐level analyses assumed  that all  students enrolled at a THSCS‐funded  campus might 
have benefited  from  grant  funds  through  the provision of  campus‐wide  resources  such  as  additional 
guidance counselors or teacher professional development, even though all students at a campus did not 
receive  directly  targeted  grant  services.  Data  for  campus‐level  analyses  came  from  school  statistics 
reported through AEIS. 
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Student‐level  analyses  focused  on  a  particular  subset  of  students  at  THSCS,  Cycle  2  campuses who 
received direct THSCS‐funded support services, such as credit recovery courses, tutoring, or mentoring. 
THSCS grantees reported which students received targeted services, the types of services they received, 
and the approximate number of contact hours received though an online submission process managed 
by SEDL. Additional data for student‐level analyses came from requests to the TEA for individual student 
demographic, enrollment, and attendance data, and TAKS scores.  

The effect of THSCS participation was determined by comparing grantee campuses and students with 
well‐matched  comparison  groups.  Comparison  groups  were  selected  by  matching  the  participating 
THSCS schools and students with schools and students having similar characteristics, but did not receive 
THSCS Grants  (although  these  schools/students may have had  similar  types of  services  through other 
funding  sources).  A  propensity  score  matching  process  allowed  the  creation  of  closely  matched 
comparison groups that simulated an experimental design with treatment (THSCS, Cycle 2) and control 
groups.  

A  variety  of  data  acquisition  strategies  and  sources  were  used  to  obtain  information  suitable  for 
analyses directed to answering the project’s research questions. The data were integrated across these 
sources  to  form  a  research  database,  and  the  performance  of  students  reported  as  receiving 
interventions  were  compared  to  other  students  within  the  reporting  campuses.  This  database  was 
examined  using  a  variety  of  statistical  tools  including  both  proprietary  and  commercially  available 
software.  
 
Collected Data 

Through  the  Public  Education  Information  Management  System  (PEIMS),  TEA  collects  a  variety  of 
information  regarding  students,  teachers, and expenditures  from districts. For  this  study, data at  the 
individual student level were provided to the evaluation team by TEA. These data were retained only to 
support the statistical analysis. 

The following PEIMS data elements were deemed to be appropriate for analysis in this study: 

 Student Name 
 Ethnicity 
 Gender 
 Economic Disadvantaged 
 Grade Level 
 Campus 
 Course Completion 
 Discipline Records  
 Leaver Code 
 Graduation Code 

 
In addition  to  these data,  student‐level  information was also obtained  regarding performance on  the 
state assessment, the TAKS. These data were extracted from the TEA Student Assessment Division data 
files. Information included a score code (used to indicate valid scores) and a passing indicator for reading 
/ English Language Arts (ELA) and mathematics. TAKS also assesses social studies, science, and writing in 
selected grade levels. These later assessments are not in contiguous grade levels for the most part and, 
therefore,  limited  in  applicability  to  this  study.  Data  were  also  obtained  for  the  State  Developed 
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Alternative Assessment, Version  II (SDAA  II). An  initial analysis of the SDAA  II data  indicated that there 
were insufficient numbers of students with these data to be further considered in this context. 
 
Campus‐level  demographics,  performance,  and  other  information were  obtained  from  the  TEA  AEIS 
reports through 2004‐05, was updated for fall 2006 and  incorporated  into the final analyses. The AEIS 
data are located on the TEA web site and downloaded into appropriate electronic files. These files were 
separate from the student‐level research databases. 
 
Online Student‐level Database 
 
The evaluation team designed and launched an online student‐level database system to track individual 
student  participation  in  interventions  implemented with  the  THSCS  Grant  funds.  The  database was 
designed to collect two types of data: (a) campus‐level information regarding the number and types of 
THSCS‐supported  interventions  at  a  Cycle  2  school,  and  (b)  student‐level  information  regarding  the 
extent to which students participated in the interventions (i.e., contact hours per intervention).  
 
The  THSCS  database was  pre‐populated with  PEIMS  student  data  for  the  Cycle  2  schools  including 
student name, grade level, and the last four digits of each student’s social security number. Because of 
the  confidential  student  information,  the Cycle 2 district  superintendents were asked  to  identify and 
authorize school staff at each of the Cycle 2 campuses to assist with data entry. Exhibit B‐8 shows that 
86  percent  of  superintendents  receiving  THSCS,  Cycle  2  Grant  funds  responded  to  the  request  for 
designating data entry  staff. Once district permission  forms were  submitted, unique  ID numbers and 
passwords were distributed to individuals authorized to enter the secure database.  
 

Exhibit B‐8 
District Response Rate to Student Participation Database 

Number of School District 
Superintendent Permission Forms 

Mailed 

Number of 
Superintendent 
Forms Received 

Number of 
Superintendents 
NOT Responding 

District Response 
Rate 

106  91 15 86%

    Source: Gibson Consulting Group & Southwest Educational Development Laboratory, February 2006. 
 
Guidelines for navigating the online database and submitting data were developed (see Appendix C). In 
addition, THSCS, Cycle 2 administrators participated in a Texas Education Telecommunications Network 
(TETN)  session,  which  presented  an  overview  of  the  online  database  system  and  the  process  for 
collecting school and student‐level information. Finally, the evaluation team provided ongoing technical 
assistance during the data‐collection periods to assist designated school staff with entering data into the 
online database.  
 
The  database  consisted  of  several  screens  organized  by  data  collection  steps.  In  the  first  two  steps, 
school  staff  reported  whether  certain  campus‐level  and  student‐level  interventions  existed  at  their 
schools by checking “yes” or “no” from a list of possible grantee‐supported activities. Data entry staff at 
each campus recorded the student name and related contact hours for each student‐level intervention.  
The database allowed data entry  staff  to  search  for  students by name, grade  level, and  the  last  four 
digits of their social security number or add student records when needed. The final step was to mark a 
data submission button, which indicated that data entry was complete for the campus.  
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Data  entry  occurred  during  two  collection  periods:  1)  Information  for  the  fall  2005  semester  was 
collected during  January and February of 2006; and 2)  Information  for  the  spring 2006  semester was 
collected  during May  and  June  of  2006.  Exhibit  B‐9  below  describes  the  campus  response  rate  for 
completing  data  entry  into  the  evaluation  student‐level  database.  In  spring  2006,  approximately  74 
percent  of  the  campuses  submitted  campus‐level  information  and  66  percent  of  the  campuses 
submitted student‐level data.  

 
Exhibit B‐9 

Campus Response Rate to Student‐Level Database by Data Collection Period 

Data 
Collection 
Period 

Number of Campuses 
in Database (with 
Access Permission) 

Number of 
Campuses NOT 
Responding 

Number of Campuses 
Reporting Campus‐
level Interventions 

Number of Campuses 
Reporting Student‐
level Interventions 

 
Fall 2005 

 
156  17  113 (72%)  103 (66%) 

 
Spring 2006 

 
154  19                   114 (74%)  102 (66%) 

        Source: 2005 & 2006 Site‐Visit Summaries, Gibson Consulting Group & Southwest Educational Development Laboratory 

 
Statistical Analysis 
 
A series of statistical analyses were conducted to determine any relationships between THSCS program 
interventions and student achievement. The analysis contained in this final report focuses on the impact 
of campus‐level interventions, as well as possible relationships between student‐level interventions and 
other outcomes such as credits earned, attendance rates, graduation rates, and dropout rates.  
 
Because the THSCS Grant program was not established as an experimental or quasi‐experimental design, 
it cannot be determined whether the interventions directly caused an increase in student performance. 
However, it is possible in some cases to show that participation in the program is statistically associated 
with certain student outcomes. 
 
As  with  any  study  of  education  programs  and  impact,  there  are  certain  limitations  that  must  be 
accepted. PEIMS data are generally reliable; however, the information must be entered into the system 
at the campus. Various errors are possible, including misinterpretation of information and errors in data 
entry. Inappropriate data (such as TAKS scores for certain students receiving special education services 
who might be assessed more appropriately with SDAA II) may be  included. Errors have been noted for 
multiple students with the same identification number.  
 
The  THSCS,  Cycle  2  Grant  program  was  in  place  for  a  limited  period  of  time.  The  degree  of 
implementation varied, as did the administrative and instructional staff support. In the long‐term, some 
schools may choose to leave certain aspects in place while replacing, modifying or completely removing 
others.  
 
Another  limiting  factor  of  the  statistical  analysis  is  the  multiplicity  of  support  programs  that  are 
implemented  in many  schools. Activities  that might be duplicative of THSCS  interventions may occur; 
other  activities might  even work  against  THSCS  goals.  This  limitation  cannot  be  addressed  through 
analytical  approaches without more detailed  information  that  cannot  be  reasonably obtained  in  this 
study. 



THSCS, Cycle 2 Final Report   August  2007 

 

  
 Page B ‐ 16 

 
Gibson Consulting Group Southwest Educational Development Laboratory 
   

Cost Analysis 

A  cost  analysis  was  not  a  required  element  in  TEA’s  scope  of  work,  but  it  was  believed  that  this 
information might  support meaningful  findings  related  to  the  cost  effectiveness  of  the  program  and 
individual interventions.  
 
A  cost  analysis was  conducted  for  the  THSCS  Cycle  2  Grant  program  intervention  services.  For  the 
interim  report,  higher  level  expenditure  data  was  analyzed  to  determine  relationships  between 
spending  patterns  and  program  effectiveness.  Budgeted  and  actual  expenditure  data  was  obtained 
through  the TEA Notice of Grant Awards  (NOGA) and expenditure data  received directly  from  school 
systems.  
 
The cost‐effectiveness of THSCS Grant program  interventions could not be assessed based on available 
data. School districts and charter schools were not  required  to  track expenditures at  the  intervention 
level. Accordingly, intervention costs were reconstructed for a separate sample of grantees. In 2007, five 
site  visits  were  conducted  to  collect  additional  data  to  reconstruct  and  allocate  costs  to  specific 
interventions.  
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C. Student Impact 
 
This  section  presents  profiles  of  student  and  campus  participation  in  the  Texas  High  School 
Completion and Success (THSCS), Cycle 2 Grant program and evaluates the impact of the program on 
several student outcomes. It is organized into the following sub‐sections:  
 

 Characteristics  of  Campuses  and  Students  Participating  in  the  Program  ‐  describes  the 
characteristics  of  campuses  that  received  THSCS,  Cycle  2  Grants  as  well  as  their  student 
populations, and provides participation results for student‐level interventions.   

 
 Interim Findings on Student Achievement – presents descriptive statistics that compare Texas 

Assessment of Knowledge and Skills (TAKS) performance trends over three years for students at 
THSCS  campuses who  participated  in  interventions  and  those who  did  not  receive  targeted 
interventions.  

 
 Impact on Student Achievement ‐ Presents a series of statistical analyses of program impact on 

student  achievement.  Although  the  THSCS  evaluation  was  not  originally  designed  as  an 
experimental  or  quasi‐experimental  study,  statistical  methods  have  been  used  to  create 
comparison groups that support causal inferences about program effects. 

 
Characteristics of Campuses and Students Receiving Grants  
 
Campus data from 2004‐05 Academic Excellence Indicator System (AEIS) reports show that THSCS, Cycle 
2 Grant recipients are a diverse group (see Exhibit C‐1).  While the majority of grantee campuses were 
secondary  schools  (primarily  serving  grades  9  through  12), many  campuses  had  atypical  grade‐level 
configurations  (such as, grades 6‐12 or kindergarten‐12).   A small number of charter schools  (about 7 
percent) received grants. Schools also differed  in their Texas accountability system classification. Most 
of  the  campuses  received  standard  accountability  ratings  in  2005  (81.1  percent),  but  a  notable 
proportion (18.9 percent) was rated as alternative education accountability (AEA) campuses. 

 
Exhibit C‐1 

Characteristics of Campuses Receiving THSCS, Cycle 2 Grants 

Characteristic 
Percent of 
Campuses 

School level 
Elementary/middle 1.2%
Secondary  84.2%
Other   13.5%

Charter school  7.0%
Accountability procedures
Alternative Education (AEA) 18.9%
Standard  81.1%
Source: AEIS campus‐level reports, Texas Education Agency 
*Statistics based on 169 of 172 funded campuses with 2005 AEIS data. 

 
Grantees, as expected given funding guidelines, enrolled primarily economically disadvantaged students 
(56.2 percent). Hispanic  students  comprised  the  greatest proportion of  the  grantee population  (45.5 
percent), followed by White students (36.2 percent), and African American students (16.7 percent).  For 
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the  most  part,  similar  kinds  of  students  attended  campuses  rated  under  either  AEA  or  standard 
accountability procedures, except  that  students at AEA  campuses were highly mobile. AEA  campuses 
had a 70.1 percent student mobility rate compared to 23.9 percent for standard campuses (see Exhibit 
C‐2). 

Exhibit C‐2 
Characteristics of THSCS, Cycle 2 Students 

  State Accountability Procedures  
 

 
Student Characteristic 

AEA
Campus 
Mean  

Standard
Campus 
Mean  

 
Total 
Mean 

Economically disadvantaged  57.9% 55.9% 56.2% 
Ethnicity   
Hispanic  48.8% 44.7% 45.5% 
White  35.9% 36.3% 36.2% 
African American  14.4% 17.3% 16.7% 

Special Education 14.8% 14.1% 14.2% 
Limited English proficient  7.7% 7.6% 7.7% 
Mobility  70.1% 23.9% 25.1% 
Average enrollment  149 1,274 1,061 
Total enrollment  4,761 174,590 179,351 

                           Source: AEIS campus‐level reports, Texas Education Agency 
          *Statistics based on 169 of 172 funded campuses with 2005 AEIS data. 

 
Below  are  the  categories  of  student‐level  interventions  that  were  defined  at  the  beginning  of  this 
evaluation.  Based  on  intervention  definitions,  campuses  were  asked  to  indicate  which  students 
participated  in which  intervention categories, and  to estimate  the number of contact hours  for  these 
students. Descriptions of these interventions are provided in Appendix D. 
 

 Tutoring  
 Accelerated instruction in Mathematics 
 Early interventions 
 Credit accrual in Mathematics 
 Programs for academically at‐risk students 
 Mentoring 
 Accelerated ELA instruction 
 Other interventions 
 Accelerated instruction in Science 
 Advanced placement/ IB 
 Credit accrual in ELA 
 Accelerated instruction in Social Studies 
 Credit accrual in Social Studies 
 Credit accrual in Science 
 Dual credit 
 Test preparation (PSAT, SAT, ACT) 
 Child care 
 Work study 
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Of the 173 campuses participating  in the THSCS program, 102 campuses, or approximately 60 percent, 
submitted this student participation data. A total of 17,884 students participated in 29,359 THSCS Grant 
program  interventions at  these 102  campuses during  the 2005‐06  school  year. Participating  students 
represented approximately 14 percent of the total enrollment at the 102 campuses reporting. PPP

1 
 
Exhibit C‐3 shows  that approximately 63 percent of students participated  in one  type of  intervention. 
Twenty‐four  percent  participated  in  two,  and  13  percent  participated  in  three  or  more  types  of 
interventions funded through the THSCS Grant program.     

 
Exhibit C‐3 

Frequency of Student Participation in Interventions 

Number of 
Interventions  Number of Students  Percent of Students 

1  11,204 62.6%
2  4,282 23.9%
3  1,229 6.9%
4  531 3.0%
5  390 2.2%
6  118 0.7%

7 or more  130 0.7%
Total  17,884 100%

                                            Source: Analysis of student‐level interventions reported by campuses through  
                                           SEDL database 
 
Exhibit C‐4 presents the distribution of student‐level interventions offered by schools. The percentage of 
students  in each  intervention was  calculated by dividing  the number of  students  served by  the  total 
unduplicated count of students receiving direct services by the program. The number of students served 
may  reflect  students  served by other  interventions as well. The  contact hours  represent  the average 
amount of time students participated in each type of intervention during the spring 2006 semester.  

                                                 
1 Other students likely benefited from THSCS campus‐level interventions, such as additional guidance counselors; however, only 
those students who participated in student‐level interventions and were submitted in the student participation database are 
discussed as “program participants.” 
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Exhibit C‐4 
Percentage of Students Served by Intervention 

 

                    Source: Analysis of student‐level interventions reported by campuses through SEDL database 
                    Notes:  See intervention descriptions in Appendix D; Students can participate in more than one intervention. 
                    * Unduplicated student count applied to calculate percentages = 17,884   

 
In  terms  of  the  number  of  students  served,  tutoring  (31.1  percent),  accelerated  Instruction  in 
mathematics  (21.6  percent),  and  early  interventions  (15.1  percent)  reached  the  largest  numbers  of 
students.   When  contact  hours  are  considered,  Advanced  Placement/IB,  dual  credit,  credit  accrual 
(mathematics, science, ELA), and accelerated  instruction (mathematics, science, ELA) engaged students 
for the longest duration. PPP

2
PPP  

 
Tutoring represented the most frequently used intervention by students, but the average contact hours 
per  student  for  tutoring  (7.2 hours) were  less  than  the average of most other  interventions. College‐
entry  test  preparation  and  dual  credit  interventions  represented  the  most  infrequently  used 
interventions.  Of  the  18  possible  student‐level  interventions,  there  was  no  student  participation 
recorded for two of the interventions ‐ child care and work study. 
 
The  student‐level  intervention  data  above  illustrates  an  emphasis  by  schools  on  mathematics. 
Accelerated  instruction in mathematics was provided to almost 22 percent of the students reported by 
THSCS campuses  (compared to 11 percent  for accelerated  instruction  in ELA). A total of 13 percent of 
the students participated in credit accrual in mathematics programs compared to 5.8 percent for credit 

                                                 
2 Average hours for specific interventions appear reasonable based on the relative intensity of the intervention. 
 

Intervention 
Percentage of 
Students* 

Number of Students 
Served (duplicated 

count) 
Average Contact 

Hours per Semester
Tutoring  31.1% 5,555 7.2 
Accelerated instruction in Mathematics  21.6% 3,861 27.8 
Early interventions  15.1% 2,704 5.8 
Credit accrual in Mathematics  13.0% 2,321 32.3 
Programs for academically at‐risk 
students 

12.1% 2,172 16.5 

Mentoring  12.0% 2,147 12.7 
Accelerated ELA instruction  11.0% 1,976 24.7 
Other interventions  10.6% 1,892 3.0 
Accelerated instruction in Science  7.9% 1,420 27.9 
Advanced Placement /International 
Baccalaureate(IB) 

6.8% 1,213 64.5 

Credit accrual in ELA  5.8% 1,032 27.8 
Accelerated instruction in Social Studies  5.8% 984 15.2 
Credit accrual in Social Studies  4.4% 790 15.2 
Credit accrual in Science  3.6% 641 27.9 
Dual credit  2.1% 380 62.0 
Test preparation (PSAT, SAT, ACT)  1.5% 271 27.8 
Child care  0.0% 0 0.0 
Work study  0.0% 0 0.0 
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accrual  in  English  Language  Arts  (ELA).  TAKS  passing  rates  in mathematics  are  generally  lower  than 
reading scores, which may explain the emphasis on interventions relating specifically to mathematics. 
 
Campus  use  of  interventions was  also  analyzed  by  grade  level.  Exhibit  C‐5  presents  the  number  of 
students served by intervention (duplicated count), and percentage distribution by grade level.  
 
With  the  exception  of  Grade  12,  overall  participation  in  student‐level  interventions  was  evenly 
distributed across grade  levels. Grade 9 and Grade 11 showed  the highest participation  levels at 29.9 
percent and 28.5 percent, respectively. Participation at grade 12 was the lowest among all grade levels 
at 17.6 percent. For some  interventions, such as programs for academically at‐risk students, there was 
relatively little difference across grade levels. For other interventions, such as credit accrual in ELA and 
dual  credit,  there was  a much  greater  emphasis  in  grades  11  and  12,  as  dual  credit was  generally 
targeted  towards  students  in  upper  grade  levels.  For  early  interventions,  the  largest  percentage  of 
participants, as expected, were ninth graders. These results reinforce the accuracy of data reported by 
campuses. 

Exhibit C‐5 
Spring 2006 Student Level Interventions 

  Percentage Distribution by Grade Level

Intervention* 

Students 
Participating 

(duplicated count)  9th  10th  11th  12th 
Credit accrual in ELA  1,032 14.4% 16.2% 23.7%  45.7%
Credit accrual in Mathematics  2,321 32.1% 22.7% 29.0%  16.2%
Credit accrual in Science  641 19.0% 31.4% 25.0%  24.6%
Credit accrual in Social studies  790 14.4% 16.2% 22.9%  46.5%
Accelerated ELA instruction  1,976 15.8% 20.4% 42.4%  21.4%
Accelerated instruction in 
Mathematics 

3,861 26.0% 24.0% 36.9%  13.1%

Accelerated instruction in 
Science 

1,420 12.5% 24.9% 37.8%  24.8%

Accelerated instruction in Social 
studies 

984 16.3% 18.9% 44.9%  19.9%

Mentoring  2,147 30.7% 25.6% 24.5%  19.2%
Tutoring  5,555 30.0% 37.3% 22.3%  10.4%
Other interventions  1,892 38.6% 32.2% 26.3%  2.9%
Early interventions  2,704 74.6% 9.4% 10.1%  5.9%
Programs for academically at‐
risk students 

2,172 24.2% 21.9% 30.2%  23.7%

Test preparation (PSAT, SAT, 
ACT) 

271 0.0% 31.4% 46.5%  22.1%

Advanced placement/ IB  1,213 33.8% 3.8% 32.8%  29.6%
Dual credit  380 0.3% 8.2% 39.7%  51.8%
Work study programs  0 0% 0% 0%  0%
Child care  0 0% 0% 0%  0%

Total duplicated count / 
Average Percentage 

29,359 29.9% 24.0% 28.5%  17.6%

     Source: Analysis of student‐level interventions reported by campuses through SEDL database 
    * See descriptions of interventions located in Appendix D 
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Interim Findings on Student Achievement  
 
The  interim  report  (February  2007)  presented  academic  performance  trends  across  three  years  for 
students  at  THSCS  campuses who  participated  in  the  interventions  described  above  (n  =  8,996)  and 
those who did not (n = 84,469).  The analysis suggested there might be an association between program 
participation and student outcomes. Highlights of analyses presented in Exhibit C‐6 show the change in 
TAKS Reading performance between 2004 and 2006 for students at THSCS campuses who participated in 
or did not participate in interventions.  Since THSCS, Cycle 2 program implementation began in fall of the 
2004‐05 school year, TAKS scores  for 2004, 2005, and 2006,  respectively,  represent  the baseline,  first 
program year, and second program year. Only students who had valid TAKS scores in each of the three 
years were included in that analysis.  
 

Exhibit C‐6  
TAKS Reading Performance over Three Years 
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     Source: SEDL database (participation), TEA Student Assessment 
    *Note: N for participants = 8,996 
    *Note: N for non‐participants = 84.469 

 
Those  students who  participated  in  THSCS Grant  program  interventions  initially  had  a  3‐percentage 
point lower TAKS Reading passing rate compared to non‐participating students at their schools in 2004. 
The deficit increased to 4‐percentage points in 2005. In 2006, the second year of THSCS implementation, 
the TAKS passing  rate gap between groups decreased slightly  (2‐percentage points). Although passing 
rates  for  participants  did  not  reach  the  level  of  non‐participants,  the  small  gain  suggested  that 
participation in the THSCS program might affect TAKS performance.  
 
Exhibit  C‐7  shows  a  similar  trend  for  TAKS  Mathematics  passing  rates  of  participating  and  non‐
participating THSCS students. THSCS Grant program  intervention participants  initially had a 2004 TAKS 
Mathematics  passing  rate  that  was  approximately  7‐percentage  points  below  non‐participating 
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students. This  increased  to an 8‐percentage point deficit  in 2005.  In 2006,  the deficit decreased  to 6‐
percentage points, a one percentage point decline over two years. Although the performance gap was 
not closed to the extent seen  in reading, the results revealed a positive trajectory for both THSCS and 
non‐THSCS students’ performance in mathematics.  
 

Exhibit C‐7 
TAKS Mathematics Performance over Three Years 
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            Source: SEDL database (participation), TEA Student Assessment 
           *Note: N for participants = 8.913 
           *Note: N for non‐participants = 83,469 
 
TAKS  performance was  also  analyzed  by  the  ethnicity  of  students who  participated  in  THSCS  Grant 
program  interventions.   Exhibit C‐8 shows TAKS Reading passing  rates  for African‐American, Hispanic, 
and White students from 2004 through 2006.  
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Exhibit C‐8 
TAKS Reading Performance by Ethnicity for Three Years 
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           Source: SEDL database (participation), TEA Student Assessment 
          *Note: Number of participants = 8,996 
 
These results showed a narrowing of the gap among ethnic groups. In 2004, the TAKS Reading passing 
rates for White students (86 percent) was 14‐percentage points higher than African‐African students (72 
percent), and 15‐percentage points higher than Hispanic students (71 percent).   By 2006, the gap had 
narrowed  to 6‐percentage points  for African American  students and 9‐percentage points  for Hispanic 
students. White students participating  in  the THSCS program also showed gains  in 2006.   Unlike TAKS 
Reading, there was no discernable closing of performance gaps among student ethnic groups for TAKS 
Mathematics passing rates. 
 
While these interim performance trends for THSCS students were encouraging, estimating the impact of 
a program intervention requires comparisons between program participants and a comparable group of 
non‐served students. Accordingly, the following sections present more statistically rigorous analyses of 
the impact of the THSCS program on students.  
 
Impact on Student Achievement  
 
Evaluators  conducted  both  campus‐  and  student‐level  analyses  to  assess  the  impact  of  the  THSCS 
program on student achievement. Campus‐level analyses assumed that all students enrolled at a THSCS‐
funded campus might have benefited from grant funds through the provision of campus‐wide resources 
such as additional guidance counselors or teacher professional development, even though all students 
at a campus did not receive directly targeted grant services. Data for campus‐level analyses came from 
school statistics reported through the AEIS. 
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Student‐level analyses  focused on a particular  subset of under‐performing  students at campuses  that 
received THSCS‐funded support services, such as credit recovery courses, tutoring, or mentoring. THSCS 
grantees  reported which  students  received  targeted  services  and  the  types of  services  they  received 
though an online submission process. Additional data for student‐level analyses came from requests to 
the TEA for individual student demographic, enrollment, and attendance data, and TAKS scores.  
 
The effect of THSCS participation was determined by comparing grantee campuses and students with 
well‐matched  comparison  groups.  Comparison  groups  were  selected  by  matching  the  participating 
THSCS  schools and  students with  schools and  students having  similar characteristics, but  that did not 
receive THSCS Grants (although these schools/students may have had similar types of services through 
other  funding  sources). A propensity  score matching process allowed  the creation of closely matched 
comparison groups that simulated an experimental design with treatment (THSCS, Cycle 2) and control 
groups.  Propensity  score  matching  employs  a  predicted  probability  of  treatment  or  control  group 
membership based on observed predictors obtained from logistic regression. These scores are then used 
to  create  a  matched  comparison  group.  Sections  below  describe  methodological  procedures  and 
outcomes for campus‐ and student‐level analyses. 
 
Campus‐Level Analysis of Program Impact 
 
Data  for campus‐level analyses were available  for 171 campuses  that received THSCS, Cycle 2  funding 
across two school years (2004‐05 and 2005‐06). This number included 137 campuses rated under Texas 
standard  accountability  procedures,  32  rated with  alternative  education  procedures,  and  2  unrated 
campuses. Comparison schools were drawn from TEA‐created peer groups for THSCS schools. The TEA 
constructs these peer groups for a campus each year by selecting demographically similar schools (e.g., 
student  ethnicity  and  economic  disadvantage)  to  form  a peer  group of  40  campuses. A  total of  832 
schools  rated  under  standard  accountability  procedures  provided  the  pool  from  which  to  draw 
campuses for comparison purposes. 
 
For  both  THSCS  and  peer‐comparison  campuses,  databases were  generated  including  data  elements 
from AEIS reports for three school years: 2003‐04 (baseline) and 2004‐05 and 2005‐06 (THSCS, Cycle 2 
program  years).  Data  elements  included  demographic  characteristics  of  students  (percentages  of 
students by ethnicity, economic disadvantage status, limited English proficiency (LEP) status, and Special 
Education program status, school size (total enrollment), and percentage of all students at the campus 
passing TAKS Reading/English language arts, Mathematics, and all tests taken. 
 
Because no AEA campuses are included in TEA‐created peer groups, the 37 AEA campuses were deleted 
from  the THSCS group as  the  first step  in analyses. Additionally,  two unrated campuses were deleted 
and eight campuses that received standard accountability “X” ratings (not‐rated). These campuses had 
“masked” data due  to  small numbers of  students  served.   The elimination of more  than a quarter of 
THSCS  campuses  is a  study  limitation. However, as noted earlier, many of  the AEA‐rated  schools are 
small and serve highly mobile populations. Thus, complete campus data sets from AEIS reports may not 
have been available for matching comparison schools. 
 
Propensity scores were then generated across the two groups (129 THSCS schools and 832 comparison 
schools) using logistic regression to find campuses within the peer groups that most closely matched the 
grantee group. The predictor variables used  for matching  included  the 2004 student attendance  rate, 
2004  percentage  of  students  passing  all  TAKS  tests,  2005  total  school  enrollment,  and  student 
demographic  characteristics  for  2005  (percentages  of  limited  English  proficient,  economically 
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disadvantaged, White, and Hispanic students).  Cases were then matched on the propensity scores. The 
matches were extremely  close  for all but one or  two  schools PPP

3
PPP. This procedure produced 129 pairs of 

matched  treatment  (THSCS)  and  control  schools.  Paired  t‐tests were  then  computed  on  each  of  the 
three outcome variables. The matching (paired t‐tests) affords extremely high statistical power to detect 
differences on outcome variables. 
 
Findings  reported  in Exhibit C‐9  show  that  there were no  statistically  significant differences between 
THSCS  schools  and  well‐matched  comparison‐group  schools  for  students’  2006  TAKS  Reading  and 
Mathematics passing rates (all students tested) and school attendance rates. On the TAKS Reading/ELA 
outcome,  the THSCS‐group mean passing  rate was 84.26 percent while  the comparison‐group passing 
rate mean was 84.70 percent.  For TAKS Mathematics,  the mean passing  rates across both groups of 
schools were substantially  lower and more varied than for Reading/ELA. The THSCS‐group passing rate 
mean  for mathematics was 58.47 percent while  the  comparison‐group passing  rate mean was 57.85 
percent.   Mean student attendance rates were nearly  identical across school groups. The THSCS‐group 
mean was 93.54 percent and the comparison‐group mean was 93.51.  
 

Exhibit C‐9 
2005‐06 Student Achievement Outcomes for THSCS, Cycle 2  

and Matched Comparison Schools 

  THSCS
N=129 

Comparison
N=129 

 
Effect 

Measure  M  SD M SD t‐value p  Size
TAKS Reading/ELA  84.26  7.50 84.70 7.16 ‐0.590 0.556  ‐0.06
TAKS Mathematics  58.47  13.05 57.85 13.03 0.503 0.616  0.05
Attendance  93.54  1.93 93.51 2.30 0.131 0.896  0.01

Source: Outcome data are from AEIS campus‐level reports for 2006, Texas Education Agency 
Note. Measures include the percentages of all students at the campus passing 2006 TAKS Mathematics 
 and Reading/English language arts tests and the 2006 campus attendance rate. Effect size is Cohen’s d.  
The general interpretation is that an effect size greater than 0.5 is large, 0.5‐0.3 is moderate, 0.3‐0.1 
is small, and anything smaller than 0.1 is trivial. 

  
Student‐Level Analysis of Program Impact 
 
Students  involved  in THSCS Grant program  interventions represented approximately 11 percent of the 
total enrollment of the 102 reporting campuses (N = 156,280).  As noted earlier in the report, campuses 
used grant funds most frequently for tutoring, credit accrual, accelerated instruction, early intervention, 
and  programs  for  students  academically  at  risk.  More  students  participated  in  math‐focused 
interventions than English language arts‐related interventions.  
 
Analyses  of  student‐level  outcomes  focused  on  two  student  cohorts  (see  Exhibit  C‐10).  Cohort  1 
included ninth graders who were enrolled  in THSCS schools and participated  in THSCS Grant program 
interventions during the 2004‐05 school year and were continuously enrolled at THSCS campuses during 
the  following school year  (2005‐06). Thus,  these students received  two  full years of program services. 
Cohort  1  included  a  combination  of  first‐time  ninth  graders  and  students who were  repeating  ninth 
grade  in  2004‐05.  Cohort  2  included  only  first‐time  ninth  graders who  participated  in  THSCS  Grant 
program interventions during the 2005‐06 school year. 

                                                 
3 Mean difference between pairs in the propensity scores = 0.00154; SD = 0.00059 
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E. Cost Analysis  
 
This section presents an updated cost analysis of the Texas High School Completion and Success Grant 
(THSCS), Cycle 2. While not requested in the Texas Education Agency’s (TEA) original scope of work for 
this  project,  it  was  believed  that  this  analysis  would  add  value  to  TEA’s  efforts  in  designing  and 
implementing  cost  effective  programs.  HB  1  of  the  special  legislative  session  in  2006,  indicated  an 
interest by  the Texas Legislature  in determining how school systems use  financial data  to support  the 
evaluation of cost‐effectiveness of  instructional programs. The  intent of  this section  is  to provide TEA 
with  suggestions  for  improved  tracking  of  grant  expenditure  data  going  forward  so  that  cost‐
effectiveness can be more easily evaluated.   
 
Major Cost Analysis Findings 
 
The  February  2007  THSCS, Cycle  2  interim  report  found  that  there were no discernible  relationships 
between  the major  types  or  level  of  expenditures  ‐    such  as  personnel  costs,  contracted  services, 
supplies  and  equipment  ‐  and  effective  programs.  Schools  reported  similar  levels  of  perceived 
effectiveness  regardless  of  their  spending  patterns.  As  shown  in  Exhibit  E‐1,  most  of  the  grant 
expenditures related to personnel (48 percent) and supplies (32 percent). 
 

Exhibit E‐1 
Grant Spending by Type of Expenditure 

2004‐05 through 2005‐06 
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Source: Grantee School Districts Financial Budget and Actual Expenditures by Fund, Function, Object, Program, and 
Organization. 
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The THSCS, Cycle 2 Interim Report presented several data issues at the state and district level. In order 
to  provide  schools with maximum  flexibility  in  using  these  funds  to  support  program  objectives,  no 
intervention names or standards were developed by TEA at the beginning of the Cycle 2 program. As a 
result,  intervention‐level  expenditure  data  was  not  available  because  it  was  not  tracked.  Detailed 
expenditure analysis at the program level was also limited because schools could report multiple grants 
under a single account code. District‐level data issues included the use of different accounting systems, 
different applications of accounting codes, different fiscal years, and the varying degree of use of other 
funds to support activities funded by the THSCS, Cycle 2 Grant. 
 
Because of these data limitations, the evaluation team worked with financial officers and program staff 
from a sample of five schools to conduct additional research regarding grant expenditures. Selection of 
the  schools was based on  the participating  students  shown  to have  the highest  student performance 
improvement in TAKS Reading and TAKS Mathematics. Site visits were conducted in January, April, and 
May  2007.  The  two  objectives  of  this  site  work  were  to  better  understand  the  types  of  program 
expenditures and to reconstruct expenditures at the intervention level.  
 
During  these  site  visits,  the  evaluation  team  interviewed  the  business  managers  to  gain  a  better 
understanding of how grant  funds were expended. Program  staff provided additional  information on 
programs  and  services  that were  funded  through  the  Cycle  2  grant  program.  Each  school  provided 
detailed accounting  information to the evaluation team, more than what was required by TEA through 
its grant reporting and more than that provided through the Public Education Information Management 
System  (PEIMS).  Examples  of  data  provided  included  general  ledgers  and  transaction  journals  that 
provided more descriptive information regarding program expenditures. Finance and program staff also 
provided verbal descriptions clarifying how funds were spent. 
 
Exhibit E‐2 presents grant spending at the five schools combined based on detailed type of expenditure. 
The expenditure data is not available for all grantees for two reasons: (1) grant reports provided to TEA 
do not require specific line items of expenditure – only summary categories such as personnel, supplies 
and  contracted  services; and  (2)  financial data  reported  through PEIMS may not  reflect expenditures 
related only  to  this grant, but other  funding  sources as well. Expenditures  charged against  this grant 
were  coded  in  the  accounting  system  to  a  “fund  code,”  but  this  fund  code was  also  used  to  report 
similar, non‐THSCS grant expenditures. For example,  fund 409 – Basic Skills Programs  for High School 
Students – is used both for the THSCS grant expenditures as well as other grants/programs with similar 
purposes. 
 
The expenditure types in Exhibit E‐2 represent an “object” code of expenditure based on TEA prescribed 
data standards. An object code describes the expenditure in terms of how the resource was used. Most 
of the grant expenditures occurred in the 61xx accounts, or those relating to personnel costs. The 62xx 
accounts relate to contracted services, the 63xx to supplies, and 64xx to other operating. The amounts 
represent expenditures incurred from the inception of the program through the end of February 2007, 
the extended date for spending allowed by TEA. 
 
Some of expenditures types have the same code but different descriptions. Code 6118, for example,  is 
defined  as  Teacher  Pay  at  some  schools  and  Extra Duty  Pay  (supplemental  after  school  or  summer 
school pay) at others. This occurs because Code 6118 is not a defined code in the PEIMS Data Standards. 
School districts may assign their own definitions to  locally defined codes for certain account numbers. 
This  complicates  the  analysis  since  the  account  codes may mean  different  things  at  different  school 
districts and charter schools. 
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The largest expenditures among these schools were for teacher/professional pay, substitute pay, school 
supplies and  instructional software. Most of the teacher pay related to after‐school or summer school 
supplemental pay. In other instances, teachers were paid through the grant for a regular day class that 
was developed through the THSCS grant program. Instructional software represented licensing fees, and 
the software was generally used to support  individualized  instruction  in a credit accrual or accelerated 
instruction intervention.  “Other Payroll Payments” represents pay for additional counselors, a campus‐
based  intervention. “Contracted Services”  represented consultant or  trainer  fees. Teacher/consultants 
in  some  instances  taught  classes,  and  in  other  instances  provided  supplemental  training  to  school 
teachers.  
 
In  this sample of  five grantees, expenditures  for personnel  related  items  (61xx codes)  represented 58 
percent of the total, higher than the 48 percent reported for all grantees. 
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Exhibit E‐2 
Selected Schools Detailed Types of Grant Expenditures 

Expenditure Type  Amount 
6100: Payroll Costs   
6117 Other Payroll Payments   $      35,680  
6118 Extra Duty Pay ‐ Professional   $      80,001  
6118 Teacher & Other Professionals   $      37,105  
6119 Teacher & Other Professionals   $      41,148  
6121 Extra Duty Pay/Overtime‐Support Personnel   $      11,997  
6127 Subs ‐ Support Personnel   $      77,256  
6129 Support Personnel   $             31  
6141 Social Security/Medicare   $        4,024  
6142 Group Health and Life Insurance   $           194  
6143 Workers' Compensation   $        2,815  
6144 TRS on ‐ Behalf Benefit   $        4,566  
6145 Unemployment Compensation   $           103  
6146 Teacher Retirement/TRS Care   $        2,023  
6100 Subtotal  $    296,943 
6200: Professional and Contracted Services   
6219 Professional Services   $      35,190  
6257 Utilities   $        2,500  
6295 Printing   $      13,444  
6200 Subtotal  $       51,134 
6300: Supplies and Materials   
6321 Textbooks   $        5,576  
6329 Reading Materials   $           943  
6339 Testing Materials   $        2,933  
6395 Computer Software   $      60,000  
6396 Furniture & Equip <$5000   $      32,010  
6399 General Supplies   $      67,755  
6300 Subtotal  $     169,217 
6400: Other Operating Costs   
6412 Travel & Subsistence‐Students    $        3,517  
6494 Transportation    $        1,000  
6499 Miscellaneous Operating Costs   $        2,378  
6400 Subtotal  $         6,895 
Total   $    524,189  

         Source: 2007 school site visits 
 
Based on the review of detailed accounting information and interviews with program and financial staff 
at the five schools, expenditures were allocated to specific interventions. For purposes of this analysis it 
was assumed that the expenditures at the intervention level were mutually exclusive.  Exhibit E‐3 shows 
the breakdown of the estimated costs by intervention for the five schools combined. The majority of the 
grant funds, 71 percent, were used for credit accrual interventions in one or more subject areas. Fifteen 
percent  of  the  grant  funds  were  spent  on  accelerated  instruction  and  7  percent  for  counselors. 
Approximately 5 percent was  spent  for partnerships with  colleges and universities  and 2 percent  for 
Additional Instructional Support Staff. 



THSCS, Cycle 2 Final Report   August  2007 

 

  
 Page E ‐ 5 

 
Gibson Consulting Group Southwest Educational Development Laboratory 
   

 
Exhibit E‐3 

Selected Schools’ Expenditures by Interventions  
2004‐05 and 2005‐06 

Additional Counselors
7% Additional  Instructional 

Support Staff
2%

Credit Accrual  ELA
17%

Credit Accrual Math
26%

Credit Accrual  Science
22%

Credit Accrual  Social 
Studies
6%

Partnerships with 
Colleges and 
Universities

5%

Accel Inst ELA
6%

Accel Inst Math
3%

Accel Inst 
Social Studies

5%

Accel Inst Science
1%

 
Source:  Grantee  School  Districts  Financial  Budget  and  Actual  Expenditures  by  Fund,  Function,  Object, 
Program, and Organization, 2004‐05, 2005‐06, and 2006‐07 (as of February 28, 2007). 

 

 
The estimated costs at the intervention level were compared to campus and student level interventions 
reported as being used by the same schools through separate data collections of this study. However, 
significant  differences  between  what  was  reported  as  being  “spent  on  interventions”  versus 
“interventions used” undermined  the  reliability of  the  intervention  level  cost estimates. Measures of 
expenditures  per  student  or  per  student  full‐time  equivalent  (FTE)  at  the  intervention  level  are  not 
meaningful  because  of  these  data  limitations.  Other  site  visit  findings  raised  concerns  about  data 
quality:  
 

 At one school, program staff described  (and reported student participation  in) an  intervention 
as a tutorial, but the intervention more closely resembled a credit accrual intervention or other 
classroom setting based on the intervention description and expenditure data. 

 
 At another school, the number of students reported in 2005‐06 included students served by the 

same  tutorial program as 2004‐05, even  though grant  funds were not used  to  support  it  that 
year. Other grants, not THSCS, were used to continue this program in 2005‐06.  

 
 At  several  schools,  it  was  difficult  for  administrators  to  explain  expenditure  data  based  on 

insufficient codes, data, or descriptions in the accounting system. 
 



THSCS, Cycle 2 Final Report   August  2007 

 

  
 Page E ‐ 6 

 
Gibson Consulting Group Southwest Educational Development Laboratory 
   

Based  on  interviews  with  fiscal  and  program  staff,  insufficient  planning  time  to  determine  how  to 
optimize the use of grants funds may have contributed to the inconsistencies noted above. 
 
Recommendations for Tracking Grant Expenditures 
 
This  report provides  several  recommendations  for  improving  the  ability of  TEA  to better understand 
THSCS  program  expenditures  and  evaluate  and  compare  the  cost‐effectiveness  of  specific  program 
interventions. These suggestions may also benefit other TEA grant programs. 
 

1. Develop a  standardized  cost  reporting  framework within  the existing  state accounting  code 
structure to provide more meaningful, consistent, and complete program cost information at 
the  program  and  intervention  level.  The  existing  account  code  structure  for  Texas  school 
districts  does  not  support  an  adequate  collection  or  analysis  of  program/service  costs  and 
student  participation  at  the  school  level.  Because  there  has  been  such  limited  research 
conducted  to  evaluate  the  cost‐effectiveness  of  programs  and  services,  it  is  difficult  to  tie 
investments  to  outcomes. With  the  assistance  and  feedback  of  school  districts,  TEA  should 
conduct a cost analysis to  identify evaluation elements that should be tracked to evaluate the 
cost  effectiveness  of  programs  and  services.  As  the  state  undertakes  additional  educational 
initiatives, a formal costing model would allow the state to more effectively allocate funding to 
programs  that  have  the  most  positive  impact  on  student  performance  and  that  are  cost‐
effective. 
 
In  developing  the  cost  framework  for  programs,  the  state/TEA  should  identify  what  cost 
elements  to  include  in  the  analysis.  All  associated  program  costs,  regardless  of  the  funding 
source  should  be  collected  to  derive  accurate  cost  estimates.  Any  duplicate  costs  should  be 
highlighted  and  coordinated  efforts  should  be  developed  to  ensure  that  all  funds,  from  all 
sources, are being spent effectively.  

 
2. Define intervention or other lower level categories to differentiate services at the inception of 

the grant program. TEA should define intervention services or categories at the beginning of the 
program and require expenditure data to be tracked at this level.  Setting the criteria at this time 
gives schools districts time to properly set up their accounts to report at the intervention level. 
Asking schools to provide this information during the middle of the grant or after the grant has 
expired  cannot  be  expected  to  yield  reliable  or meaningful  results.  Consideration  should  be 
given  to  intervention  names  and  categories  of  similar  grant  programs,  as  some  grants  allow 
multiple  funding  sources  to  support  the  same or  similar programs.  From  the  school district’s 
standpoint,  it would be useful  to  view what  is  spent on a particular program or  intervention 
regardless of the funding source.  

 
3. Establish detailed  budgets  at  the  grant  intervention  level.  Schools  are  required  to  submit  a 

Program Budget when applying for grants with expenditures shown by object code.  Requesting 
that  the  schools establish  their budgets at  the grant  intervention  level during  the application 
process will ensure that schools have aligned their projected expenditures to the  interventions 
that  they  propose  to  offer with  the  grant  funds.  This  recommendation will  require  staff  to 
charge  or  allocate  their  time  to  specific  interventions  so  that  related  expenditures  can  be 
tracked. 
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4. Require  a unique  account  code  for  each  grant  and develop  account  coding  alternatives  for 
schools  to  track  lower  level  expenditures. By  assigning  grants  a unique  account  code,  grant 
expenditures  can  be  reviewed  in  isolation.  Because  of  different  accounting  systems  used  by 
school districts, TEA should provide guidance on how intervention level expenditures should be 
tracked  in school district account code structures. An adequate coding system will ensure that 
grant funds between interventions can be differentiated throughout the life of the grant.  

 
5. Track student participation headcount and FTE for each student‐level intervention. An analysis 

of  expenditures  per  student  headcount  is  useful,  but  it  does  not  reflect  the  intensity  of  the 
intervention or the level of resources required. Some interventions, such as tutorials, can range 
from an hour a day to an hour every month. Other interventions, such as a credit accrual class, 
may represent an  identical time commitment as a regular class. Cost per participating student 
may not be as meaningful unless headcount data  is converted to FTE through the collection of 
participating student hours.  

 
6. Analyze  expenditures  throughout  the  program  life  cycle.  It  would  be  preferable  for  the 

grantees to report their cost and participation data electronically on a quarterly basis. Grantees 
should also be  required  to  report  to TEA  their budget versus actual  reports and performance 
measures  results at  the  intervention  level on a quarterly basis. Schools districts visited by  the 
evaluation team stated that these types of reports would help them, and the state, determine if 
they are on target with their grant spending.  

 
By  clearly  establishing more detailed  accounting  and  reporting  requirements  at  the beginning of  the 
grant program, schools can implement the necessary coding mechanisms to track program expenditures 
at  the  intervention  level. This will ensure  that  the necessary management  information  is available  to 
perform cost‐effectiveness analyses at the school, district, and state levels.  
 
The THSCS program cost analysis was effective  in  identifying how grantees used  resources  to support 
interventions, and provided  insights as  to how more useful expenditure data can be obtained by TEA 
going forward. In summary: 
 

 The  top  three  detailed  expenditure  categories  for  program  spending  were  teacher  pay, 
supplemental teacher pay, and teacher substitute costs, and the level of spending in these three 
areas  was  similar.  The  types  of  personnel  expenditures  varied  based  on  the  types  of 
interventions  provided  by  the  participating  schools.  The  most  significant  non‐personnel 
expenditures were general supplies  (workbooks,  instructional materials) and software. Schools 
used instructional software to support credit accrual as well as other interventions.  

 
 Reconstruction of costs at the  intervention  level did not produce reliable results at any of the 

school districts visited. The types of  interventions “funded,” as expressed through expenditure 
descriptions, did not align with those reported in student participation data.   

 
 Based  on  interviews with  fiscal  and  program  staff,  school  districts  indicated  that  there was 

insufficient  planning  time  to  determine  how  to  optimize  the  use  of  grant  funds. As  a  result, 
programs and related expenditures were delayed at some schools.  

 
 School  systems are willing and generally able  to  track expenditures at  lower and more useful 

levels of detail if they are provided instructions to do so before the program is implemented. 
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Evaluation of the Texas High School Completion and Success (THSCS) Grant 
Initiative, Cycle 2 

 
Thank you for taking the time to complete this survey.  The primary purpose of this survey is to identify the status of the 
high school programs that are currently receiving THSCS, Cycle 2 funds. THSCS programs refer to any activities, 
interventions, or strategies implemented or put into place with funds from the THSCS grant since October 2004 when grant 
funds were awarded.  We specifically want to know the nature and status of the program at your school and how it is 
working. For more information or clarification regarding this survey please contact Melissa Dodson, SEDL Evaluation 
Associate, mdodson@sedl.org, (800) 476-6861 or Jessica Sievert, TEA, Jessica Sievert@tea.state.tx.us, (512) 463-7814. 
 
Background Information
1. What is your current position at your school? (Mark 
all that apply) 

1 Project Director/Grant Coordinator 
1 Campus Principal/Asst. Principal 
1 Teacher 
1 Counselor 
1 Other? (Please specify) 

_____________________________ 
 
 
2. What is your role in the THSCS grant funded 
program at your school? (Mark all that apply) 

1 Project Director/Grant Coordinator 
1 Administrator 
1 Teacher 
1 Counselor 
1 Tutor 
1 Mentor 
1 Instructional Aide 
1 Other? (Please specify) 

_____________________________ 
 
 
3. What percentage of your time is currently dedicated 
to the THSCS grant program? (Mark one response only) 
 

1 0-25% 
2 26-50%  
3 51-75% 

4 76-100%  
 

4. What funding sources pay for your role in the 
THSCS program? (Mark all that apply) 

1 THSCS grant funds 
1 Local funds 
1 State funds 
1 Federal funds 
1 Other funds (Please specify) 

______________________________ 
 
 
5. Is the campus principal who originally put the 
THSCS grant program in place still employed in this 
school or district? (Mark one response only) 

1 Yes 
2 No 
O Don't know 

 
 
 
6. Is the project director who originally put the THSCS 
grant program in place still employed in this school or 
district? (Mark one response only) 
 

1 Yes 
2 No 
O Don't know 
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7. Please respond to the following items. (Please mark one oval on each line) 
 

a. Prior to receiving the grant awards, to what 
extent were you involved with planning the 
THSCS program strategies for your school?  

Not at all A little Moderately Extensively Not 
Sure 

1 2 3 4 0  
b. Currently, to what extent are you involved in the 

daily operation of the THSCS program strategies 
at your school? 

Not at all A little Moderately Extensively Not 
Sure 

1 2 3 4 0  
c. At this point in time, to what degree would you 

say the THSCS program has been implemented 
at your school? 

Not at all 
implemented 

Somewhat 
implemented 

Mostly 
Implemented 

Fully 
implemented 

Not 
Sure 

1 2 3 4 0  
d. How similar would you say the program has 

been implemented as it was originally planned 
and proposed in the application? 

Not at all 
similar 

Slightly 
similar 

Moderately 
similar 

Exactly as 
planned  

Not 
Sure 

1 2 3 4 0  
 
Barriers to Implementation 
 
8.  Please indicate below which program activities/strategies were originally planned, but did not get implemented? 
(Mark all that apply) 
 

 
1 a.  Accelerated instruction  
1 b.  Advanced Placement/International Baccalaureate 
1 c.  Credit accrual activities 
1 d.  Dual credit  
1 e.  Early interventions (9th grade transition) 
1 f.  Mentoring programs 
1 g.  Test preparation (PSAT, SAT, ACT) 
1 h.  Tutoring 
1 i.  Other (please specify):  

 
 
 
9. Please rate to what extent the following factors hindered implementation of THSCS funded activities at your school 
from October 2004 until today.  
 

(Please mark one oval on each line) 
Not at all A little Somewhat A great deal Don’t know 

a. Insufficient time/Over-commitment 1 2 3 4 0 
b. Lack of evidence of desired effects 1 2 3 4 0 
c. Poor planning 1 2 3 4 0 
d. Lack of buy-in from campus leadership 1 2 3 4 0 
e. Inadequate project management 1 2 3 4 0 
f. Lack of school staff support/buy-in 1 2 3 4 0 
g. Insufficient resources 1 2 3 4 0 
h. Inadequate staff development/training 1 2 3 4 0 
i. Limited space 1 2 3 4 0 
j. Other? (Please specify):  
 1 2 3 4 0 
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Current THSCS Program Activities at Your School  
 
10. Which of the following THSCS grant-funded program activities currently exist at your school?  
(Mark to the left all that apply and for those marked, respond to the items to the right.) 
 

Current (2006-07) THSCS Grant-
Funded Program Activities  

at your school 

a. How well was each 
marked program planned 
to meet the needs of the 
students in your school? 

b. How well was each 
marked program 

implemented or put into 
place at your school? 

c. To date, how effective has the 
program been in producing the 

desired results? 

Poor 
Fairly 
well Well Poor 

Fairly 
well Well 

Not 
effective 

Somewhat 
effective 

Very 
effective 

1 a.  Accelerated instruction  1 2 3 1 2 3 1 2 3 
1 b.  Advanced Placement 

/International Baccalaureate 1 2 3 1 2 3 1 2 3 
1 c.  Credit accrual activities 1 2 3 1 2 3 1 2 3 
1 d.  Dual credit  1 2 3 1 2 3 1 2 3 
1 e.   Early interventions (9th 

grade transition) 1 2 3 1 2 3 1 2 3 
1 f.   Mentoring programs 1 2 3 1 2 3 1 2 3 
1 g.  Test preparation (PSAT, 

SAT, ACT) 1 2 3 1 2 3 1 2 3 
1 h.  Tutoring 1 2 3 1 2 3 1 2 3 
1 i.  Other (please specify):  

 1 2 3 1 2 3 1 2 3 
 
 
 
 
Factors that Facilitate Implementation of THSCS Programs 
 
11. From October 2004 until today, to what extent did the following factors facilitate implementation of THSCS programs 
at your school.  
 

(Please mark one oval on each line) Not at all A little Somewhat A great deal Don’t Know 
a.  District support 1 2 3 4 0 
b.  School leadership 1 2 3 4 0 
c.  School staff support and buy-in 1 2 3 4 0 
d.  Community/parent involvement 1 2 3 4 0 
e.  Commitments by partnering schools, higher education, or 
community/ parent organizations 1 2 3 4 0 
f.  Alignment of programs with school activities 1 2 3 4 0 
g.  Clearly defined program goals and staff roles 1 2 3 4 0 
h.  Regular collaboration/ communication between program 
staff and administrators 1 2 3 4 0 
i.  Other? (Please specify): 
 1 2 3 4 0 
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12. Since October 2004 when grant funds were awarded, were THSCS funds used to pay for additional staff at your 
school? 
     1 Yes   2 No   (If “no” – skip to Question 13) 
 

If “yes,” please mark which positions were funded and whether they were part-time or full-time positions during 
the grant contract period: 

 

THSCS, Cycle 2 grant-supported 
school staff positions 

Which 
positions were 

funded? 
Part-
time 

How 
many? 

Full-
time 

How 
many? 

Project Director/Grant Coordinator 1 1  1  
Teacher 1 1  1  
Instructional Aide 1 1  1  
Tutor 1 1  1  
Mentor 1 1  1  
Counselor 1 1  1  
Other? (Please specify) 1 1  1  
      

 
Outcomes of THSCS, Cycle 2 Grant Program Activities 
 
13.  At this point in time, please provide your opinion as to the extent that the THSCS program activities have influenced 
changes in your school. If you believe change has occurred, but not related to the grant program, please mark the oval in 
the column labeled “Change occurred but not because of grant,” and move to the next item. 
 

 Influenced school changes related to: 
Change occurred 

but not because of 
grant 

Not at 
all 

A  
little Moderately 

To a 
great 
extent 

No 
Opinion 

a. Assessing student weaknesses 6 1 2 3 4 0 
b. Providing targeted student instruction 6 1 2 3 4 0 
c. Use of individual graduation plans (IGPs) 
for students 6 1 2 3 4 0 
d. Student support services (e.g., targeted 
counseling sessions, early interventions, 
tutoring, mentoring) 

6 1 2 3 4 0 

e. Parental/community involvement 6 1 2 3 4 0 
f. Teacher and staff collaboration 6 1 2 3 4 0 
g. Teacher professional development 6 1 2 3 4 0 

 
 
Please provide any comments or clarification of your responses to Question #16:     
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14.  At this point in time, please provide your opinion as to the extent that the THSCS program activities have influenced 
changes related to student outcomes. If you believe change occurred, but not related to the grant program, please mark the 
oval in the column labeled “Change occurred but not because of grant,” and move to the next item. 
 

 Influenced student changes related to: 
Change occurred 

but not because of 
grant 

Not at 
all 

A 
little Moderately 

To a 
great 
extent 

No 
Opinion 

a. Course credit accrual or recovery 6 1 2 3 4 0 
b. Improved attendance 6 1 2 3 4 0 
c. Increased student motivation 6 1 2 3 4 0 
d. Improved student performance on TAKS 6 1 2 3 4 0 
e. Completing advanced level courses 6 1 2 3 4 0 
f. College readiness 6 1 2 3 4 0 
g. Increased graduation rates 6 1 2 3 4 0 
h. College attendance 6 1 2 3 4 0 

 
Please provide any comments or clarification of your responses to Question #17:     

             

             

              

 

 
 

 
15.  Overall, do you think that the THSCS grant program is working well for your school? 

 
Not at all A 

little Moderately To a great 
extent No Opinion 

1 2 3 4 0 
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Evaluation of the Texas High School Completion and Success (THSCS) Grant 
Initiative, Cycle 2 

 
Thank you for taking the time to complete this survey.  The primary purpose of this survey is to identify the status of the 
high school programs that are currently receiving THSCS, Cycle 2 funds. THSCS programs refer to any activities, 
interventions, or strategies implemented or put into place with funds from the THSCS grant since October 2004 when grant 
funds were awarded.  We specifically want to know the nature and status of the program at your school and how it is 
working. For more information or clarification regarding this survey please contact Melissa Dodson, SEDL Evaluation 
Associate, mdodson@sedl.org, (800) 476-6861 or Jessica Sievert, TEA, Jessica Sievert@tea.state.tx.us, (512) 463-7814. 
 
Background Information
1. What is your current position at your school? (Mark 
all that apply) 

1 Project Director/Grant Coordinator 
1 Campus Principal/Asst. Principal 
1 Teacher 
1 Counselor 
1 Other? (Please specify) 

_____________________________ 
 
 
2. What is your role in the THSCS grant funded 
program at your school? (Mark all that apply) 

1 Project Director/Grant Coordinator 
1 Administrator 
1 Teacher 
1 Counselor 
1 Tutor 
1 Mentor 
1 Instructional Aide 
1 Other? (Please specify) 

_____________________________ 
 
 
3. What percentage of your time is currently dedicated 
to the THSCS grant program? (Mark one response only) 
 

1 0-25% 
2 26-50%  
3 51-75% 

4 76-100%  
 

4. What funding sources pay for your role in the 
THSCS program? (Mark all that apply) 

1 THSCS grant funds 
1 Local funds 
1 State funds 
1 Federal funds 
1 Other funds (Please specify) 

______________________________ 
 
 
5. Is the campus principal who originally put the 
THSCS grant program in place still employed in this 
school or district? (Mark one response only) 

1 Yes 
2 No 
O Don't know 

 
 
 
6. Is the project director who originally put the THSCS 
grant program in place still employed in this school or 
district? (Mark one response only) 
 

1 Yes 
2 No 
O Don't know 

mailto:mdodson@sedl.org
mailto:Jessica%20Sievert@tea.state.tx.us


7. Please respond to the following items. (Please mark one oval on each line) 
 

a. Prior to receiving the grant awards, to what 
extent were you involved with planning the 
THSCS program strategies for your school?  

Not at all A little Moderately Extensively Not 
Sure 

1 2 3 4 0  
b. Currently, to what extent are you involved in the 

daily operation of the THSCS program strategies 
at your school? 

Not at all A little Moderately Extensively Not 
Sure 

1 2 3 4 0  
c. At this point in time, to what degree would you 

say the THSCS program has been implemented 
at your school? 

Not at all 
implemented 

Somewhat 
implemented 

Mostly 
Implemented 

Fully 
implemented 

Not 
Sure 

1 2 3 4 0  
d. How similar would you say the program has 

been implemented as it was originally planned 
and proposed in the application? 

Not at all 
similar 

Slightly 
similar 

Moderately 
similar 

Exactly as 
planned  

Not 
Sure 

1 2 3 4 0  
 
Barriers to Implementation 
 
8.  Please indicate below which program activities/strategies were originally planned, but did not get implemented? 
(Mark all that apply) 
 

 
1 a.  Accelerated instruction  
1 b.  Advanced Placement/International Baccalaureate 
1 c.  Credit accrual activities 
1 d.  Dual credit  
1 e.  Early interventions (9th grade transition) 
1 f.  Mentoring programs 
1 g.  Test preparation (PSAT, SAT, ACT) 
1 h.  Tutoring 
1 i.  Other (please specify):  

 
 
 
9. Please rate to what extent the following factors hindered implementation of THSCS funded activities at your school 
from October 2004 until today.  
 

(Please mark one oval on each line) 
Not at all A little Somewhat A great deal Don’t know 

a. Insufficient time/Over-commitment 1 2 3 4 0 
b. Lack of evidence of desired effects 1 2 3 4 0 
c. Poor planning 1 2 3 4 0 
d. Lack of buy-in from campus leadership 1 2 3 4 0 
e. Inadequate project management 1 2 3 4 0 
f. Lack of school staff support/buy-in 1 2 3 4 0 
g. Insufficient resources 1 2 3 4 0 
h. Inadequate staff development/training 1 2 3 4 0 
i. Limited space 1 2 3 4 0 
j. Other? (Please specify):  
 1 2 3 4 0 
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Current THSCS Program Activities at Your School  
 
10. Which of the following THSCS grant-funded program activities currently exist at your school?  
(Mark to the left all that apply and for those marked, respond to the items to the right.) 
 

Current (2006-07) THSCS Grant-
Funded Program Activities  

at your school 

a. How well was each 
marked program planned 
to meet the needs of the 
students in your school? 

b. How well was each 
marked program 

implemented or put into 
place at your school? 

c. To date, how effective has the 
program been in producing the 

desired results? 

Poor 
Fairly 
well Well Poor 

Fairly 
well Well 

Not 
effective 

Somewhat 
effective 

Very 
effective 

1 a.  Accelerated instruction  1 2 3 1 2 3 1 2 3 
1 b.  Advanced Placement 

/International Baccalaureate 1 2 3 1 2 3 1 2 3 
1 c.  Credit accrual activities 1 2 3 1 2 3 1 2 3 
1 d.  Dual credit  1 2 3 1 2 3 1 2 3 
1 e.   Early interventions (9th 

grade transition) 1 2 3 1 2 3 1 2 3 
1 f.   Mentoring programs 1 2 3 1 2 3 1 2 3 
1 g.  Test preparation (PSAT, 

SAT, ACT) 1 2 3 1 2 3 1 2 3 
1 h.  Tutoring 1 2 3 1 2 3 1 2 3 
1 i.  Other (please specify):  

 1 2 3 1 2 3 1 2 3 
 
 
 
 
Factors that Facilitate Implementation of THSCS Programs 
 
11. From October 2004 until today, to what extent did the following factors facilitate implementation of THSCS programs 
at your school.  
 

(Please mark one oval on each line) Not at all A little Somewhat A great deal Don’t Know 
a.  District support 1 2 3 4 0 
b.  School leadership 1 2 3 4 0 
c.  School staff support and buy-in 1 2 3 4 0 
d.  Community/parent involvement 1 2 3 4 0 
e.  Commitments by partnering schools, higher education, or 
community/ parent organizations 1 2 3 4 0 
f.  Alignment of programs with school activities 1 2 3 4 0 
g.  Clearly defined program goals and staff roles 1 2 3 4 0 
h.  Regular collaboration/ communication between program 
staff and administrators 1 2 3 4 0 
i.  Other? (Please specify): 
 1 2 3 4 0 
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12. Since October 2004 when grant funds were awarded, were THSCS funds used to pay for additional staff at your 
school? 
     1 Yes   2 No   (If “no” – skip to Question 13) 
 

If “yes,” please mark which positions were funded and whether they were part-time or full-time positions during 
the grant contract period: 

 

THSCS, Cycle 2 grant-supported 
school staff positions 

Which 
positions were 

funded? 
Part-
time 

How 
many? 

Full-
time 

How 
many? 

Project Director/Grant Coordinator 1 1  1  
Teacher 1 1  1  
Instructional Aide 1 1  1  
Tutor 1 1  1  
Mentor 1 1  1  
Counselor 1 1  1  
Other? (Please specify) 1 1  1  
      

 
Outcomes of THSCS, Cycle 2 Grant Program Activities 
 
13.  At this point in time, please provide your opinion as to the extent that the THSCS program activities have influenced 
changes in your school. If you believe change has occurred, but not related to the grant program, please mark the oval in 
the column labeled “Change occurred but not because of grant,” and move to the next item. 
 

 Influenced school changes related to: 
Change occurred 

but not because of 
grant 

Not at 
all 

A  
little Moderately 

To a 
great 
extent 

No 
Opinion 

a. Assessing student weaknesses 6 1 2 3 4 0 
b. Providing targeted student instruction 6 1 2 3 4 0 
c. Use of individual graduation plans (IGPs) 
for students 6 1 2 3 4 0 
d. Student support services (e.g., targeted 
counseling sessions, early interventions, 
tutoring, mentoring) 

6 1 2 3 4 0 

e. Parental/community involvement 6 1 2 3 4 0 
f. Teacher and staff collaboration 6 1 2 3 4 0 
g. Teacher professional development 6 1 2 3 4 0 

 
 
Please provide any comments or clarification of your responses to Question #16:     
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14.  At this point in time, please provide your opinion as to the extent that the THSCS program activities have influenced 
changes related to student outcomes. If you believe change occurred, but not related to the grant program, please mark the 
oval in the column labeled “Change occurred but not because of grant,” and move to the next item. 
 

 Influenced student changes related to: 
Change occurred 

but not because of 
grant 

Not at 
all 

A 
little Moderately 

To a 
great 
extent 

No 
Opinion 

a. Course credit accrual or recovery 6 1 2 3 4 0 
b. Improved attendance 6 1 2 3 4 0 
c. Increased student motivation 6 1 2 3 4 0 
d. Improved student performance on TAKS 6 1 2 3 4 0 
e. Completing advanced level courses 6 1 2 3 4 0 
f. College readiness 6 1 2 3 4 0 
g. Increased graduation rates 6 1 2 3 4 0 
h. College attendance 6 1 2 3 4 0 

 
Please provide any comments or clarification of your responses to Question #17:     

             

             

              

 

 
 

 
15.  Overall, do you think that the THSCS grant program is working well for your school? 

 
Not at all A 

little Moderately To a great 
extent No Opinion 

1 2 3 4 0 
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<TEA Letterhead>
To the Campus Principal Addressed:

Thank you for your continued leadership and support for the Texas High School Completion and Success
(THSCS), Cycle 2 grant program in which your school is currently receiving funding.  In order to examine
the impact of activities funded through this grant program, the Texas Education Agency (TEA) has
contracted with a highly-experienced external evaluator, Gibson Consulting Group and Southwest
Educational Development Laboratory (Gibson/SEDL), to conduct a third-party evaluation of this grant
program. The Gibson/SEDL team are administering surveys to all THSCS, Cycle 2 grant recipients to
gather information from the schools about their THSCS grant-funded programs and how they are working.
As the Campus Principal, we ask that you complete the survey and distribute the remaining surveys to
campus staff that work closely with the THSCS grant-funded program at your school.

For every Cycle 2 campus, surveys should be completed by the Campus Principal and 3-5 campus
staff that serve the THSCS grant-funded program.

Appropriate school staff to complete the survey include staff working directly with the grant program
and/or implementing grant-funded interventions. These may include:

 Campus Principal (required completion)
 Assistant Principal
 Project Director/ Grant Coordinator
 Teachers
 Counselors
 Tutors

Please distribute the surveys to the appropriate staff no later than December 6, 2005. Please do not
distribute the surveys to others who do not meet the above criteria. As you distribute the survey packets,
please stress to your staff the importance of returning the surveys by December 13, 2005. A self-addressed,
pre-paid reply envelope is provided for your convenience.  If you prefer, the survey may be accessed online
by going to the following Website: http://www.sedl.org/es/thscs.

For those who choose to complete the survey on-line, a code must be entered to access the Web site. These
codes can be found on the cover sheet to the survey and in the upper left-hand corner of the paper survey.
Your campus principal code is: cag51m1234.

The entire survey should take about 10-15 minutes to complete. Please read each item carefully and answer
all of the questions. Your identity and responses to this survey are confidential and we appreciate candid
responses.

For more information or clarification regarding this survey please contact Melissa Dodson, SEDL
Evaluation Associate, m d o d s o n @ s e d l . o r g , (800) 476-6861 or Sonia Castaneda, TEA,
Sonia.Castaneda@tea.state.tx.us, (512) 936-2282. Thank you for your continued dedication, leadership, and
support for Texas students.

Sincerely,

Nora Ibáñez Hancock, Ed.D.
Associate Commissioner
Office for Planning, Grants and Evaluation



<TEA Letterhead>
To the Survey Recipient:

Your school is currently receiving TEA funds under the Texas High School Completion and Success
(THSCS), Cycle 2 grant program.  In order to examine the impact of activities funded through this grant
program, the Texas Education Agency (TEA) has contracted with experienced external evaluators from
Gibson Consulting Group and Southwest Educational Development Laboratory (Gibson/SEDL) to conduct
a third-party evaluation of this grant program.

The Gibson/SEDL team are administering surveys to all THSCS, Cycle 2 grant recipients to gather
information from Cycle 2 schools about their THSCS grant-funded programs, their status, and how they are
working.

For every Cycle 2 campus, surveys should be completed by the Campus Principal and 3-5 campus
staff that serve the THSCS grant-funded program.

Appropriate school staff to complete the survey include staff working directly with the grant program
and/or implementing grant-funded interventions. These may include:

 Campus Principal (required completion)
 Assistant Principal
 Project Director/ Grant Coordinator
 Teachers
 Counselors
 Tutors

The Campus Principal at your school has identified you as among the appropriate school staff to complete
the survey. The entire survey should take about 10-15 minutes to complete. Please read each item carefully
and answer all of the questions. Your identity and responses to this survey are confidential and we
appreciate candid responses.

If you prefer, you may access and complete the survey on-line by going to the following Website:
http://www.sedl.org/es/thscs The on-line survey will require a survey ID #.

Please use the following code to enter the Online Survey:
[INSERT ID# HERE cag51m1234]

If you choose to complete the paper survey, please return it to the address listed below using the pre-paid
return envelope by December 13, 2005. We ask that online surveys be completed by December 13, 2005.
as well. For more information or clarification regarding this survey please contact Melissa Dodson, SEDL
Evaluation Associate, m d o d s o n @ s e d l . o r g , (800) 476-6861 or Sonia Castaneda, TEA,
Sonia.Castaneda@tea.state.tx.us, (512) 936-2282.  Thank you for your continued dedication, leadership,
and support for Texas students. Thank you for your continued dedication and support for Texas students.

Sincerely,

Nora Ibáñez Hancock, Ed.D.
Associate Commissioner
Office for Planning, Grants and Evaluation

Return Surveys to: SEDL Evaluation Services, 211 East 7th Street, Austin, TX 78701
DUE: DECEMBER 7, 2005
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TEXAS EDUCATION AGENCY'S TEXAS HIGH SCHOOL COMPLETION AND

SUCCESS GRANT CYCLE 2

Student Participation Database Entry Guidelines
Spring 2006 Cycle 2 Programs Data Collection Period:

May 15- June 16, 2006

Welcome to the Texas High School Completion and Success (THSCS) Grant Cycle 2 student
participation database, an online data entry tool for identifying and logging contact hours for
students participating in grant funded interventions at your campus. Data entry will occur via a
secure SEDL Web site (shown below).  Every Cycle 2 campus will be expected to enter data during
the specified data collection period.  Data should be reported for students who participated in grant
funded interventions the previous semester.

This document includes information on:
Overview and Preparing for Data Entry
Getting Started
Navigating the THSCS Student Database
Identifying Grant Funded Programs at Your Campus
Identifying Participating Students
Reports and Submitting Data
Reporting Problems

Overview and Preparing for Data Entry
This database will collect two types of data:

1. Campus level information regarding the number and types of THSCS-supported
interventions at a Cycle 2 school.

School staff will report whether certain campus-level interventions exist at their schools by
checking "yes" or "no" from a list of possible grant-supported activities.

2. Student-level information regarding the extent to which populations of students have
participated in interventions.

School staff will report whether certain student-level interventions exist at their schools by
checking "yes" or "no" from a list of possible grant-supported activities. For those
interventions that do exist, students who have participated in them will be identified and the
number of contact hours they participated will be entered.  School staff responsible for data
entry log into the database that already contains a list of students by grade level for the
campus.  In order to complete these records, staff can search by student name, grade level,
and/or social security and add records of students as needed.

The person responsible for entering the data will need the following kinds of records:
• List of grant supported programs at the campus.
• Participation records for each grant program. These may include tutoring sign-in sheets,

counseling records, and/or technology lab attendance records.
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Getting Started

Security Passwords
The THSCS database contains confidential, personal information on students at your campus
including names, grade level, and the last four digits of their social security numbers.  This
information was obtained from the PEIMS 05 fall snapshot and pre-populated into the database to
assist with data entry. PLEASE NOTE: Students manually added for the Fall 2005 data entry period
are also included in the Spring 06 database.  Because of the secure nature of the data, the Texas
Education Agency (TEA) directs that each individual authorized to enter the student-level data for
their grant-funded campus have a unique password to access the secure database. Superintendents of
the Cycle 2 grant recipients will provide SEDL with the names of the employees authorized by the
district to access the information on the SEDL Web site.  Each person on the list will be assigned a
user-ID and password. User-IDs and passwords will be provided via letters and email from SEDL.

Logging-In to the Database
1. GO TO:     http://www.sedl.org/es/texas

2. ENTER CAMPUS ID: Each Cycle 2 campus has a 9-digit Campus District Code (CDC) number
that serves as their user-id.

3. ENTER PASSWORD: Each authorized data entry person has been assigned a password that
consists of random numbers and letters.

4. CLICK TO LOG ON: Click the button at the bottom of the screen to log on to the database and
begin entering data.
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Navigating the THSCS Student Database

Once you are logged on to the SEDL Web site, you can navigate to all areas of the website using the
navigation options listed at the top of each screen.

There are four steps of data entry. To move from one step to the next, simply select the next step
from the options listed. You may return to a previous screen and edit your data at any time during
the data collection period.

Each step is considered INCOMPLETE until data have been saved using the "save edits" button at
the bottom of the page. Once a step has been saved, the database will show the step as COMPLETE
in the navigation options. Step 3 will be marked complete only after you have pressed the submit
button in Step 4 to indicate that data entry is complete.

Saving data. Data that you enter are continuously saved as you click from one screen to another by
clicking the "save edits" button at the bottom of the page.

Data entry can take place over any amount of time during the data collection period.  You can logout
at any time and return to log into the database. Saved data entered previously will still remain in the
database.  After re-entry into the database, you can continue entering data, adding to the saved data.
When you are done with your data entry, you will be asked to submit your data. This indicates that
data entry is complete. Prior to submitting data for your school, please check with all authorized data
entry staff to be certain data entry is complete.

Time out.  Your logon session will time out if you are inactive for 15 minutes.  You will have to
logon again to access the site after that time. You may logout at any time using the logout link in the
top right-hand corner.
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Identifying Grant Funded Programs at Your Campus

Step 1: The first step is to indicate which THSCS grant-supported programs that affect the entire
student population have been implemented during the specified time period (i.e., fall 2005 or spring
2006).  For proposed interventions that were planned but not implemented or for interventions that
were implemented in previous semesters but dropped for the current time frame, please check "no."

The screen shows a list of possible grant-supported programs with descriptions.  You will need to
indicate yes or no that such programs are implemented at your school.

Click the "save edits" button to save your responses.
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Step 2: The second step is to report whether certain student-level interventions existed at your school
for the specified time period (i.e., fall 2005 or spring 2006) by checking "yes" or "no" from a list of
possible grant-supported activities.

Click the "save edits" button to save your responses.
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Identifying Participating Students
Step 3: The third step is to identify students that have participated in the student-level interventions
for the specified time period (i.e., fall 2005 or spring 2006) and report the number of contact hours
they participated.
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Searching for students.
To facilitate your data entry, the THSCS student database has been pre-populated with searchable
student data.  This student information comes from the 2004 fall PEIMS snap shot collected and
released by TEA and includes, when available, grade 8 students from feeder schools who may now be
in your school as ninth graders.

For each program, use the search tool to list or search for students in your school to indicate they
have participated in the program.  There are a variety of ways to search for a student.

• Browse all students: You can list all students in the school by simply clicking the "List
Students" button.

Note: grade-level information provided in this database are from 2004 fall PEIMS.   

• Search by grade level: You may list all students from a specific grade by selecting a grade
level and then clicking the "List students" button.  This comes in handy when a particular
grant funded program targets a group of students in a particular grade such as 10th grade
career planning.  To list all students who are currently in grade 10, search the records for
grade 9.

• Search by name: You can search for a student by name by typing in the whole name or part
of that name in the box provided.  For instance, searching for "Mel" will find students whose
first or last name contains the letters "mel" (such as Mel, Melanie, Melon, Hormel, or
Rommel.)

• Search by SSN: You can search by social security number by entering the last four-digits of a
students ID#.

Adding students.
It is possible that some students will not be found in the pre-populated dataset from PEIMS. When a
student cannot be located by the different search options described above, data will need to be added
to the database using the add student feature.  Note: Use the full nine-digit social security number or,
if not available, the state provided identification number.
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Reporting contact hours.
For each student identified, the duration that the student participated in the grant-funded program
during the time period specified (i.e., fall 2005 or spring 2006) needs to be entered. Indicate the
number of contact hours in the field next to the student's name. Your entries will be rounded to the
nearest 1/10 hour.

NOTE: In some cases, best estimates of the number of contact hours will need to be made. For
example, for students who receive email exchanges from mentors, exact contact hours are not known.
To adequately understand the potential of such interactions however, an average estimated time
would need to be entered. When it is not possible to estimate time, enter 999 to indicate that exact
contact hours is unknown.
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Repeat this process until all data are entered.
To help you keep track of data entry in
progress, a running total of students marked
as participating is shown for each program,
displaying the total number of students you
have marked as participants for the program
so far.

 

Reports and Submitting Data
After you have begun entering student data, you can access a list of students you have indicated in a
particular program by pressing the "click for a printable list" button on the screen.  These reports are
to assist you in tracking your data entry across the data collection period.

Step 4: Once all of your data have been entered, Step 4 asks you to submit your data to indicate that
your data entry is complete. Prior to submitting data for your school, please check with all authorized
data entry staff to be certain data entry is complete.  If you do not submit your data, members of the
evaluation team may contact you to determine the status of your data entry.  Please note: you may
return to any screen during the data collection period should you need to make edits.

Reporting Problems
To report problems or seek clarification, please contact:

Melissa Dodson, SEDL Program Associate
1-800-476-6861 mdodson@sedl.org
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Full-Page Views
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Appendix D 
THSCS Intervention Descriptions 

 
THSCS grant‐supported programs that affect the whole school 
 

1. Additional counselors 
Additional counseling services to assist students in the development of their individualized plan. 
Counseling services may include academic, awareness of advance‐level courses, post‐secondary, 
personal and crisis intervention, career, and advocacy programs. 
 

2. Additional instructional support staff 
Part‐time or full‐time school staffs that are supported by grant funds such as instructional aides 
and/or lab technicians. 
 

3. Highly qualified teachers 
Additional qualified teachers to teach specialized core areas, accelerated  instruction, advanced 
courses, and college preparation. 
 

4. Parental involvement 
May include programs that provide parent or guardian volunteers and mentors and/or training 
for parents. 
 

5. Partnerships with colleges and universities 
May  include  partnerships  that  provide  dual  credit,  college  visits,  software  or  online  courses, 
and/or  college  mentors  and  tutors  for  core  curriculum,  advanced  courses,  and  ACT/SAT 
preparation. 
 

6. Partnerships with feeder schools and other school districts 
May  include  partnerships  that  align  curriculum,  provide mentors  and  tutors,  share  special‐
purpose teachers, and purchase materials and/or equipment. 
 

7. Partnerships with local businesses and/or community relations 
May  include  partnerships  that  provide  business  and  community  mentors,  equipment  and 
supplies, training and work study, donations, and sponsored events. 
 

8. Teacher professional development  
May  include  professional  development  programs  through  district  trainers,  Education  Service 
Centers, private providers, and online courses. 
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Programs that affect targeted students in the school 
 

9. Accelerated instruction in English language arts 
Structured academic enrichment  learning programs that assist students who do not pass TAKS 
English.  Programs may include remedial courses, tutoring, and out‐of‐school activities. 

 
10. Accelerated instruction in Mathematics 

Structured academic enrichment  learning programs that assist students who do not pass TAKS 
Mathematics.  Programs may include remedial courses, tutoring, and out‐of‐school activities. 

 
11. Accelerated instruction in Science 

Structured academic enrichment  learning programs that assist students who do not pass TAKS 
Science.  Programs may include remedial courses, tutoring, and out‐of‐school activities. 

 
12. Accelerated instruction in Social Studies 

Structured academic enrichment  learning programs that assist students who do not pass TAKS 
Social Studies.  Programs may include remedial courses, tutoring, and out‐of‐school activities. 
 

13. Advanced Placement/ International Baccalaureate  
Programs that prepare students to pass Advance Placement and/or International Baccalaureate 
exams.   

 
14. Child care  

Programs that provide on‐site licensed child‐care facilities and/or financial support for students 
to have  licensed professional  care and  supervision of  their  children while  they  complete high 
school courses.  

 
15. Credit accrual activities in English language arts (credit recovery, online courses and software, 

flexible entry or exit courses)  
Credit recovery courses  in English  language arts to assist students who are behind  in credits to 
stay on track for graduation.  These may include after‐school activities, summer courses, online 
courses  and  software  (i.e.,  Plato,  NovaNet,  ELLIS,  ASKME),  programs  designed  to  allow  for 
flexible entry or exit from courses, and supplemental activities. 

 
16. Credit accrual activities in Mathematics (credit recovery, online courses and software, flexible 

entry or exit courses)  
Credit recovery courses  in mathematics to assist students who are behind  in credits to stay on 
track for graduation.  These may include after‐school activities, summer courses, online courses 
and software (i.e., Plato, NovaNet, ELLIS, ASKME), programs designed to allow for flexible entry 
or exit from courses, and supplemental activities. 

 
17. Credit accrual activities in Science (credit recovery, online courses and software, flexible entry 

or exit courses)  
Credit recovery courses  in science to assist students who are behind  in credits to stay on track 
for graduation.   These may  include after‐school activities, summer courses, online courses and 
software  (i.e., Plato, NovaNet, ELLIS, ASKME), programs designed  to allow  for  flexible entry or 
exit from courses, and supplemental activities. 



THSCS, Cycle 2 Final Report   August  2007 

 

 
 
 

 Page 3 of 3 
 

Gibson Consulting Group Southwest Educational Development Laboratory 
   

 
18. Credit accrual activities in Social Studies (credit recovery, online courses and software, flexible 

entry or exit courses)  
Credit recovery courses in social studies to assist students who are behind in credits to stay on 
track for graduation.  These may include after‐school activities, summer courses, online courses 
and software (i.e., Plato, NovaNet, ELLIS, ASKME), programs designed to allow for flexible entry 
or exit from courses, and supplemental activities. 

 
19. Dual credit  

Programs that provide students opportunities to earn college credit while in high school through 
articulated agreements with post‐secondary institutions. 

 
20. Early interventions 

Programs  targeting  at‐risk  students  such  as  eighth‐grade  transitional  programs,  summer 
orientations, freshmen seminars, and four‐year planning.  
 

21. Mentoring 
Programs  that  provide  trained mentors  to  at‐risk  students  (students who  have  been  truant, 
suspended,  or  expelled,  students  identified  as  academically  at‐risk,  limited  English‐proficient 
students,  students  with  disabilities,  and  migrant  students)  to  support  them  socially  and 
academically  to  succeed  in  school.    Programs  may  include  mentors  from  business  and 
community organizations.  
 

22. Programs for academically at‐risk students 
Programs designed  for  students  identified  as  academically  at‐risk  such  as  students who have 
been  truant,  suspended,  or  expelled,  migrant  students,  limited  English‐proficient,  and/or 
economically disadvantaged students.  
 

23. Test preparation (PSAT, SAT, ACT) 
Programs  designed  to  prepare  students  to  take  college  entrance  exams  for  admission, 
placement, and scholarships into post‐secondary education.   
 

24. Tutoring 
Programs that provide high‐quality tutoring services to students.  Tutoring services may include 
individualized  instruction  of  specific  subjects  by  highly  qualified  teachers,  peers,  community 
volunteers, and parents.  
 

25. Work study programs  
Programs that enable students to gain work experience and earn income while continuing their 
studies.  May also include internships and career path courses.  
 

26. Other interventions  
Other  THSCS  grant‐supported  programs  not  listed  above.    Schools  that mark  this  option will 
receive follow‐up calls for clarification about other THSCS programs.   
 
 

 



 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

APPENDIX E 



<TEA Letterhead>

To the Superintendent Addressed:

Thank you for your continued leadership and support for the Texas High School
Completion and Success (THSCS), Cycle 2 grant program in which your district is
currently receiving funding.  In order to examine the impact of activities funded through
this grant program, the Texas Education Agency (TEA) has contracted with a highly-
experienced external evaluator, Gibson Consulting Group and Southwest Educational
Development Laboratory (Gibson/SEDL), to conduct a third-party evaluation of this
grant program.

As part of the evaluation design, the Gibson/SEDL team will be administering surveys to
all THSCS, Cycle 2 grant recipients.  In addition, the evaluation team will be collecting
student-level data regarding the individual student’s participation in various THSCS,
Cycle 2 program activities.  Site visits to a sample of campuses will also be necessary for
a qualitative analysis during Summer or Fall, 2005 with a repeat visit in Spring or
Summer, 2006.  The visits are not part of TEA’s grant monitoring activities; rather,
Gibson/SEDL researchers will gather information to be used as part of an overall
evaluation of the THSCS, Cycle 2 grant activities.

We ask for your cooperation with the various evaluation activities as the Gibson/SEDL
team will need to begin coordinating the site visits, student participation record
collection, and the administration and of surveys starting in Summer 2005.  Should you
require additional information regarding these activities, please do not hesitate to contact
Tammy Kreuz at TEA, (512) 936-6060 or Greg Gibson at Gibson Consulting Group,
(512) 328-0885.  Thank you for your continued dedication, leadership, and support for
Texas students.

Sincerely,

Nora Ibáñez Hancock, Ed.D.
Associate Commissioner
Office for Planning, Grants and Evaluation



<TEA Letterhead>
To the Campus Principal Addressed:

Thank you for your continued leadership and support for the Texas High School Completion and Success
(THSCS), Cycle 2 grant program in which your school is currently receiving funding.  In order to examine
the impact of activities funded through this grant program, the Texas Education Agency (TEA) has
contracted with a highly-experienced external evaluator, Gibson Consulting Group and Southwest
Educational Development Laboratory (Gibson/SEDL), to conduct a third-party evaluation of this grant
program.

As part of the evaluation design, the Gibson/SEDL team will be administering surveys to all THSCS, Cycle
2 grant recipients.  In addition, the evaluation team will be collecting student-level data regarding the
individual student’s participation in various THSCS, Cycle 2 program activities.  Site visits to a sample of
campuses will also be necessary for a qualitative analysis during Fall or Summer 2005 with a repeat visit in
Spring or Summer 2006.  The visits are not part of TEA’s grant monitoring activities; rather, Gibson/SEDL
researchers will gather information to be used as part of an overall evaluation of the THSCS, Cycle 2 grant
activities.

Your school has been selected as one of a sample of schools that may receive a visit this summer or fall and
again in Spring 2006.  Selection of sites was made to obtain a representation of program activities,
geographic areas, and student demographics. These visits will take place on a single day to only selected
campuses.  Depending on the size and complexity of the campus grant program, one or two Gibson/SEDL
staff will be assigned to visit your campus.  If your program is a paired program (e.g., a regular high school
working with an alternative school), both campuses will receive a site visit from the researchers.

During the site visits, Gibson/SEDL staff will interview selected administrators and teachers, and conduct a
focus group with a small number of students being served with THSCS, Cycle 2 grant funds (Please see
attached information sheet for a possible site visit schedule).  Campus principals will be provided with
interview protocols prior to the site visit.

Gibson/SEDL staff will conduct the summer site visits to schools implementing summer programs funded
by Cycle 2 grants during the month of June 2005.  Fall site visits will occur in September 2005 for the
remaining schools.  We understand the many obligations that you and your staff have at this time of the
year; however, the information obtained in these visits will be critical for policymakers as future decisions
are made on developing and sustaining funding for grant programs like THSCS.

Please respond to the attached postcard regarding your preference for summer or fall site visits and your
preferred week for visits to your campus. Gibson/SEDL’s evaluation staff will contact you in the near
future to arrange for these site visits.  The primary and secondary contacts for the THSCS Cycle 2 grant
will also be notified by copy of this letter.  We ask for your cooperation in the scheduling of these visits as
the Gibson/SEDL team will need to coordinate regional visits across the state under certain time
limitations.  Should you require additional information regarding these site visits, please do not hesitate to
contact Tammy Kreuz at TEA, (512) 936-6060 or Melissa Dodson at SEDL, (512) 476-6861.  Thank you
for your continued dedication, leadership, and support for Texas students.

Sincerely,

Nora Ibáñez Hancock, Ed.D.
Associate Commissioner
Office for Planning, Grants and Evaluation



The Texas Education Agency (TEA) has contracted with Gibson Consulting Group and Southwest
Educational Development Laboratory (Gibson/SEDL) to examine the implementation and impact of
the THSCS grant programs. An important element of the evaluation design is to collect data from on-
site visits to a sample of THSCS Cycle 2 campuses. These visits are intended to capture a rich
understanding of the implementation of the THSCS programs, perceptions regarding the changes in
student outcomes, and the factors that contribute or detract from the implementation of various
THSCS grant interventions. This is not an evaluation of your specific program. It is part of the overall
evaluation effort.

Evaluation Site Visits Information
The following school may receive a one-day site visit by TEA staff and Gibson/SEDL evaluators in
Summer 2005 or Fall 2005 with follow-up visits in Spring 2006 or Summer 2006:

School District
Campus
CDC#
Campus Addr

Principal

Site Visits Dates
One-day site visits to Cycle 2 campuses are scheduled to occur during:

• June 2005 for schools with summer programs supported by THSCS grant funds, or
• September 2005 for remaining selected schools.

Please respond to the attached postcard regarding your preference for summer or fall site visits and
your preferred week for visits to your campus. The Gibson/SEDL evaluation staff will contact each
campus principal to arrange the specific dates and details for the site visits.   

Site Visits Activities
Site visits activities include:

• Interviews with district and campus administrators responsible for the THSCS school
programs to help determine whether proposed activities, processes, and structures are
occurring as planned and their relationship to the district’s goals.

• Focus groups with teachers, ancillary staff, parents, and involved community members
concerning their role in the program and identification of implementation issues.

• Focus groups with a sample of students participating in the THSCS school program.

Tentative Schedule for the Site Visits
Schedules for site visits will vary depending on the type of THSCS programs at the campus. Exact
schedules will be negotiated when evaluation staff contact the schools to arrange the visits.  Below is
an example of a schedule for programs that include after school activities.

1:00 – 2:00 Interviews (45 minutes)- Campus Principal, Coordinator, other appropriate staff
2:15 – 3:15 Focus Group (1 hour)- Key program staff, teachers, tutors, counselors, parents,

involved community members
3:30 – 5:30 Focus Group (30-45 minutes)- Students participating in after school program

Observation (1 hour) of after school activities
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THSCS Cycle 2 Study

Name of School _______________________________________

Please check one of the site visit options. Please check all that apply.

THSCS grant summer program.
  Week of June 6th Week of June 13th

  Week of June 20th Week of June 27th

 THSCS grant regular school year program.
  Week of Sept 5th Week of Sept 12th

  Week of Sept 19th Week of Sept 26th

Study Contact Name _________________________________

Position ____________________________________________

Phone Number ______________________________________

E-mail _____________________________________________

       PLEASE RETURN POSTCARD BY MAY 27, 2005

THSCS Cycle 2 Study

Name of School _______________________________________

Please check one of the site visit options. Please check all that apply.

THSCS grant summer program.
  Week of June 6th Week of June 13th

  Week of June 20th Week of June 27th

 THSCS grant regular school year program.
  Week of Sept 5th Week of Sept 12th

  Week of Sept 19th Week of Sept 26th

Study Contact Name _________________________________

Position ____________________________________________

Phone Number ______________________________________

E-mail _____________________________________________

       PLEASE RETURN POSTCARD BY MAY 27, 2005

Name of School _______________________________________

Please check one of the site visit options. Please check all that apply.

THSCS grant summer program.
  Week of June 6th Week of June 13th

  Week of June 20th Week of June 27th

THSCS grant regular school year program.
  Week of Sept 5th Week of Sept 12th

  Week of Sept 19th Week of Sept 26th

Study Contact Name _________________________________

Position ____________________________________________

Phone Number ______________________________________

E-mail _____________________________________________

       PLEASE RETURN POSTCARD BY MAY 27, 2005

THSCS Cycle 2 Study

Name of School _______________________________________

Please check one of the site visit options. Please check all that apply.

THSCS grant summer program.
  Week of June 6th Week of June 13th

  Week of June 20th Week of June 27th

 THSCS grant regular school year program.
  Week of Sept 5th Week of Sept 12th

  Week of Sept 19th Week of Sept 26th

Study Contact Name _________________________________

Position ____________________________________________

Phone Number ______________________________________

E-mail _____________________________________________

       PLEASE RETURN POSTCARD BY MAY 27, 2005


