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INTRODUCTION TO THE CENTRAL TEXAS COLLEGE ACCESS AND PERSISTENCE PROGRAM
EVALUATION

In 2011, members of the Austin College Access Network (ACAN) approached the Ray
Marshall Center for the Study of Human Resources at The University of Texas at Austin to
conduct an outcomes and impacts evaluation of college access and persistence services in the
Central Texas region. ACAN was formed in 2008 by a group of community-based non-profit
service providers to broaden connections within and between college access programs in the
region with the intent of better leveraging resources to meet the growing demand for their
services. Under the leadership of the region’s P-16 Council, E3 Alliance, the network has grown
to include institutes of higher education as key partners in ACAN’s work to improve the college
enrollment and persistence of area high school graduates. A student loan service company
based in Central Texas, TG, has been a core funder of ACAN’s work including the Central Texas
College Access and Persistence Program Evaluation.

The members of the Austin College Access Network incorporate a number of best
practices in college access and persistence services: they have strong relationships with their
students; they actively work to involve parents and maintain good communications with
families; they partner with schools at the secondary and postsecondary level; they take students
to visit colleges; and they emphasize college readiness, including academic preparation, financial
aid applications, and the transmission of “college knowledge” — the cultural and social norms of
postsecondary education. The challenge for the ACAN organizations and the Central Texas
region is how to expand and improve these services to get more students through college, as
well as to identify approaches that work for a larger segment of students. The evaluation

presented here is a key component of ACAN’s strategy to address that challenge.

Defining College Access and Persistence Programs

Building on a scan of definitions from the National College Access Network, the Texas
Higher Education Coordinating Board, TG, and others, the ACAN members collaborated on the

development of the following terminology for the evaluation effort (Smith and Cumpton, 2012).



College Access is a focus on motivating and preparing middle/high school students and
families to enter postsecondary education by addressing a range of academic, financial,

social, and informational skills necessary to participate in college.

College Access Programs typically represent a range of goals and strategies customized
for students based on their needs and interests. Program components commonly
include regular meetings, test preparation, application assistance, financial aid
assistance, counseling and mentoring, college visits, information on college readiness,

academic advising, and tutoring.

College Persistence is a collection of behaviors and motivations students exhibit for

continuing their education until completion of a degree, certificate, or other credential.

College Persistence Programs provide support to college students across a range of
academic, financial, social, and informational needs to improve student engagement and
completion. Persistence programs help students to address cultural and socio-economic

barriers and needs, develop self-advocacy skills, and empower students to succeed.

Research Methodology

The evaluation is examining performance across multiple performance measures for
three ACAN member programs. In terms of college access, these measures were:

1. Enrollment in the fall following high school graduation (direct-to-college enrollment)

2. Enrollment within a year of high school graduation.
The evaluation also includes three measures of college persistence:

1. Enrollment in successive Fall semesters (persisting in college)

2. Enrollment in each semester since entering college (continuous enroliment)

3. Attainment of a degree, certificate, or credential (completion)
Additional measures examined in this report include the share of participants enrolling full-time
in postsecondary education, the share enrolling in-state versus out-of-state, and the share

enrolled at 4-Year versus 2-Year postsecondary institutions.
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The analysis included both outcomes of program participants and impact estimates
based on a comparison of participant outcomes to the outcomes of similar students who
graduated in the Central Texas region. Impacts estimates used a nearest-neighbor match
comparison group based on the propensity of students to participate in a given ACAN member
program estimated separately for each year, a recognized and well-established method of
estimating the effects of programs (Heinrich et. al., 2010). Using the propensity score effectively
reduces the difficulty of finding comparable individuals across many characteristics (Rosenbaum
and Rubin, 1983).

Researchers used a logistic equation to predict this propensity to participate in a
program considering students’ demographics, home language, classification (gifted, special
education or at risk), free or reduced lunch status, math and reading scores on their 11" grade
Texas Assessment of Knowledge and Skills (TAKS) test, and their graduation class rank. These
particular variables serve two purposes in determining the propensity of program participation.
First, ACAN member programs target services to particular students with many of these
characteristics. Second, these characteristics traditionally play a role in whether a high school
graduate goes to college. Heinrich et. al. (2010) emphasizes the importance of including both
types of these variables (both program predictive and outcome related) in the matching
procedure so that “conditional on these measured variables, there are no unmeasured factors
affecting either participation or the relevant nonparticipation outcome” (pg. 43).

Due to the relatively small number of program participants in any given year, researchers
sought five comparison students for each participant to ensure the presence of enough
statistical power to measure impacts. However, not all participants could be matched. Out of
965 participants across the three programs in 2008-2010, 165 were dropped from the full
analysis for various reasons: 106 were included in the outcomes evaluation but not the impacts
evaluation due to a lack of matching students or attendance at a private school or public school
without data sharing agreements with the Ray Marshall Center; 59 participants lacked the
information required to submit their data to the National Student Clearinghouse and so were
excluded from all analyses. Thus, 800 program participants were matched with between one

and five comparison students, for a total of 3,507 individuals in the comparison group.



Following the matching process, researchers conducted a balance test for each program
where the means of relevant characteristics for the comparison group were compared to the
means of relevant characteristics for participants. The results of these tests are presented in
Table 2 (page 14), Table 5 (page 29), and Table 8 (page 44). The balance tests revealed one
statistically significant difference between the comparison groups and participants in two of the
three programs. In both cases, the comparison groups had a significantly larger share of
students classified as special education than the participant groups.

Ideally, using a nearest-neighbor match to measure the impact of a program identifies
comparison group members at the time of potential entry into the program programs (Heinrich
et. al., 2010). Since this evaluation identified a comparison group at the time of high school
graduation, program effects prior to high school completion are not measured. Researchers
acknowledge that if a program does significantly improve high school graduation outcomes, a
fact not testable using the data available for this report, impacts estimated in this document
may be lower than estimates of impacts would be using a comparison group drawn at the time

of potential entry into the program.

Data

Each program provided individual-level information on program participants to the Ray
Marshall Center. Researchers, after receipt of district permission, then linked this information
to individual-level district-reported data maintained at the RMC for the purposes of the Central
Texas Student Futures Project.1 Researchers used the district-provided data to create a
comparison group as described above. Researchers submitted directory information from this
combined dataset to the National Student Clearinghouse (NSC) to obtain college enrollment
outcomes for all participants and for each comparison group. All enrollment outcomes in this
report were obtained from NSC, which, according to their website, includes “more than 3,300
colleges and universities, enrolling over 96% of all students in public and private U.S.

. . . 2
institutions.”

1 More information available at: http://www.centexstudentfutures.org/
2 National Student Clearinghouse: http://www.studentclearinghouse.org/about/ Last accessed: 01.21.2013
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This Report

This report presents a summary of findings from the evaluation of college access and
persistence services delivered by three ACAN member organizations. At the request of the
programs, this summary does not identify programs by name. The second section of this report
presents detailed outcome and evaluation findings for Program 1. The third section presents
detailed findings for Program 2. The fourth section presents detailed findings for Program 3.
The last section of the report summarizes the evaluation of Central Texas college access and

persistence programs.



EVALUATION FINDINGS FOR PROGRAM 1

Table 1 below profiles Central Texas high school graduates who participated in college
access and persistence services through Program 1 between 2008 and 2010. Note that because
of 2010 changes in the way race/ethnicity is classified, those numbers are not directly
comparable to prior years. Participants in Program 1 were primarily Hispanic, received a free or
reduced lunch during high school, and came from homes where the primary language spoken is
Spanish. Roughly six in ten participants were classified as “at-risk” by their school district. The

average Program 1 participant ranked in the 58" percentile of their graduating class.

Table 1. Program 1 Participants Graduating from High School in 2008-2010

All Years 2008 2009 2010

Race

Asian 1% 0% 0% 3%

Black 24% 33% 22% 20%

White 28% 4% 9% 57%
Ethnicity

Hispanic 67% 58% 61% 77%
Home Language

English 36% 38% 33% 37%

Spanish 63% 63% 62% 63%
Economic Status

Free or Reduced Lunch 65% 71% 57% 66%
Classification

Gifted 20% 8% 33% 20%

Special Education 1% 4% 0% 0%

At Risk 59% 63% 57% 57%
Exit TAKS Scores

Math 2217 2175 2149 2295

Reading 2272 2281 2219 2302
Class Rank

Percentile Rank 58% 52% 58% 61%




Outcome Findings for Program 1
The Central Texas College Access and Persistence Program Evaluation examined multiple

outcome measures related to college access and persistence. These include:

e Enrollment over time
e Enrollment by type of institution
e Enrollment by location of institution

e Enrollment as a full-time student

Share of Program 1 Participants Enrolled in College

Figure 1 below details the share of Program 1 participants who ever enrolled in college
by semester. The share who enrolled in college in the fall immediately following high school
graduation (Fall 1) is the program’s direct-to-college rate. For 2008-2010 participants, 59-75%
went directly to college after graduation. The share who enrolled in college within a year of high
school graduation (by Spring 1) ranged from 66-79%. Over the full time period examined, 76-

86% of 2008-2010 participants enrolled in at least one semester of college.



Figure 1. Share of Program 1 Participants Ever Enrolled in College
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Figure 2 details the share of Program 1’s participants enrolled in college by semester.
This shows that across all semesters examined, 38% or more of 2008-2010 Program 1

participants were enrolled in college in any given semester.



Figure 2. Share of Program 1 Participants Enrolled in College by Semester
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Share of Program 1 Participants Persistently or Continuously Enrolled in College

The evaluation examined two different measures of college retention. The share of
participants persistently enrolled looks at college enroliment in each Fall semester since high
school graduation (Figure 3). The share of participants continuously enrolled looks at college
enrollment in each Fall and Spring semester since high school graduation (Figure 4).

Persistent enrollment is a measure that is tracked by the U.S. Department of Education.
For Program 1’s 2008-2010 participants, Figure 3 shows that the share persistently enrolled

declines over time. For the 2008 group, persistence levels off between Fall 3 and Fall 4.



Figure 3. Share of Program 1’s Participants Persistently Enrolled in College
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Continuous enrollment includes Fall and Spring semesters for a more accurate measure
of a student’s engagement in postsecondary education. As shown in Figure 4 below, Program
1’s 2008-2010 participants continuously enrolled in college declines over time. However, the
2008 and 2009 groups both exhibit several sequential semesters where the share continuously

enrolled is steady.
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Figure 4. Share of Program 1 Participants Continuously Enrolled in College
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Program 1 Participant Enrollment by Type of Postsecondary Institution

In general, there are two types of postsecondary institutions commonly referred to as
“college.” 4-Year colleges or universities typically offer programs of study leading to bachelor’s
or professional degrees. 2-Year colleges or technical schools typically offer programs of study
leading to associate’s degrees or transfer credits to 4-Year institutions, as well as workforce
training leading to other credentials such as licensures or certifications.

Figures 5 and 6 show the shares of Program 1’s 2008-2010 participants enrolled in 4-Year
and 2-Year institutions, respectively. For most of the semesters examined, the share enrolled at
a 4-Year institution ranged from 20-40% and the share enrolled at a 2-Year institution ranged

from 15-30%.
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Program 1 Participant Enrollment by Location of Institution

Figures 7 and 8 detail college enrollment for Program 1’s 2008-2010 participants by the
location of the institution, whether in Texas or out-of-state. Note that while the share enrolled
in-state is similar across the three graduating classes, the share enrolled out-of-state is strikingly

different.

Figure 7. Share of Program 1 Participants Enrolled In-State
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Figure 8. Share of Program 1 Participants Enrolled Out-of-State
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Full-Time Enrollment by Program 1 Participants

Research suggests that students who enroll in college full-time are much more likely to
persist through completion than students who enroll part-time. Unfortunately, full-time
enrollment is not reported by all colleges or universities to the National Student Clearinghouse,
the source for the outcome data presented in this report. In the records examined for this
study, 65% of colleges consistently reported full- or part-time status of attending students, while
17% occasionally reported full- or part-time status of attending students. The information
presented in Figure 9 only includes participants who attended a college that reported full-time
status. While this measure is necessarily incomplete, it appears that the majority of Program 1

participants enrolled in college attend full-time.
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Figure 9. Share of Program 1 Participants Enrolled Full-Time
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College Graduation by Program 1 Participants
Through Spring 2012, 13% of Program 1’s 2008 participants earned a college credential;
college credential attainment for 2009 and 2010 high school graduates are not reported because

of the limited time available to complete a course of study.
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Impact of Program 1 2008-2010 Participation

This section presents the findings of the impacts evaluation of Program 1 participation.
Using the propensity score matching methodology described in the first section of this report,
each Program 1 participant was matched to five similar individuals who graduated from a
Central Texas high school in the same year. Outcomes for participants and the matched
comparison group were compared to identify any differences—attributed as the impact of
participating in the Program 1 program.

Table 2 provides a profile of Program 1 participants and the matched comparison group.
Note that there is one statistically significant difference—Program 1 participants are significantly
less likely than comparison group members to have been classified as a special education

student in high school.

Table 2. Profile of Program 1 Participants and Their Matched Comparison Group

Comparison Program 1
Group Participants

Race

Asian 4% 1%

Black 24% 26%

White 24% 24%
Ethnicity

Hispanic 68% 68%
Home Language

English 32% 40%

Spanish 66% 59%
Economic Status

Free or Reduced Lunch 56% 66%
Classification

Gifted 18% 21%

Special Education 14% 1% k**

At Risk 64% 62%
Exit TAKS Scores

Math 2233 2218

Reading 2242 2265
Class Rank

Percentile Rank 54% 58%

**% pe 01
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Table 3 presents an overview of the impact findings for Program 1 participation across
the measures detailed in the prior chapter. Program 1 participants’ outcomes were significantly
better than the matched comparison group on 9 of 20 measures. There were no other

statistically significant differences.
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Table 3. Overview of Impact Findings for Program 1 Participation

Comparison Program 1
Group Participants
College Access
Direct-to-College 51% 67% **
2-Year 24% 24%
4-Year 28% 43% **
Full-Timet 91% 96%
Within a Year 59% 75% **
2-Year 31% 34%
4-Year 29% 44% **
Full-Timet 96% 100% **
College Persistence
Persisted (Fall to Fall) 32% 37%
Persisted Full-Timet 17% 21%
Continuously Enrolled 27% 35%
Semester Enrollment
Falll 51% 67% **
Springl 54% 69% **
Fall2 48% 52%
Spring2 46% 54%
Fall3 42% 52%
Spring3 43% 60% **
Fall4 44% 53%
Spring4 36% 59% **
Graduated College (2008) 8% 13%

** < 05, *** p<.01

T For students attending colleges reporting this information.

College Enrollment

Figure 10 below presents the share of participants and comparison group members who
were ever enrolled in college. Note that the share enrolled in Fall 1, the first fall semester
following high school graduation, is the direct-to-college rate. The share enrolled within a year
of high school graduation is shown in Spring 1. Program 1 participants out-performed the
matched comparison group on both of these measures. The apparent decline in the share of
students ever found enrolled in Spring 4 is due to that semester only containing high school

graduates from 2008, who, in this instance, tended to have a lower ever enrollment rate than
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the cohorts of 2009 and 2010.

Figure 10. Shares Ever Enrolled in College, Participants and Matched Comparison Group
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Note: Spring 4 only includes 2008 high school graduates.

Figure 11 examines the shares enrolled by semester. Program 1 participants enrolled at

higher rates than the comparison group for each semester examined.

19



Figure 11. Shares Enrolled by Semester, Participants and Matched Comparison Group
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Note: Spring 4 only includes 2008 high school graduates.

College Persistence

Figure 12 examines college persistence, the share of students who enrolled in each fall
semester since high school graduation. Program 1 participants persistently enrolled in college at

a higher rate than the matched comparison group in three of four fall semesters examined.
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Figure 12. Shares Persisting in College, Participants and Matched Comparison Group
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Note: Spring 4 only includes 2008 high school graduates.

Figure 13 examines continuous enrollment, the share of students who enrolled in each
fall and spring semester since high school graduation. While the trend exhibited by the two
groups is similar, Program 1 participants continuously enrolled at higher rates than the

comparison group in each semester examined.
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Figure 13. Share Continuously Enrolled, Participants and Matched Comparison Group
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Note: Spring 4 only includes 2008 high school graduates.

Enrollment by Type of Postsecondary Institution

Comparison Group

Figure 14 presents the share of students enrolled at a 4-Year college or university. For

each semester examined, Program 1 participants enrolled at a 4-Year college or university at

higher rates than the comparison group.

Figure 14. Share Enrolled at a 4-Year College or University, Participants and Matched

Comparison Group
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Note: Spring 4 only includes 2008 high school graduates.
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Figure 15 presents enrollment at a 2-Year college or technical school. In five of eight
semesters examined, participants and comparison group members enrolled at 2-Year

institutions at nearly equal rates.

Figure 15. Share Enrolled at a 2-Year College, Participants and Matched Comparison Group
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Note: Spring 4 only includes 2008 high school graduates.

Enrollment by Location of Institution

Figures 16 and 17 examine the share of students enrolled at postsecondary institutions
in Texas and out-of-state. A larger share of Program 1 participants enrolled at a Texas
postsecondary institution than did the matched comparison group for each semester examined.
The share of participants enrolling out-of-state showed much more variability than for the

comparison group.
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Figure 16. Share Enrolled at a Texas Postsecondary Institution, Participants and Matched
Comparison Group
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Note: Spring 4 only includes 2008 high school graduates.

Figure 17. Share Enrolled Out-of-State, Participants and Matched Comparison Group
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Note: Spring 4 only includes 2008 high school graduates.
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Full-Time Enrollment

Figure 18 presents the share of students enrolled full-time. Only those students who
attended an institution which reported full-time status to the National Student Clearinghouse
are included in this figure. Of those attending a reporting institution, a roughly similar majority

of each group attends college full-time.

Figure 18. Share Enrolled Full-Time, Participants and Matched Comparison Group
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Note: Spring 4 only includes 2008 high school graduates.
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EVALUATION FINDINGS FOR PROGRAM 2

High school graduates who participated in college access and persistence services
through Program 2 between 2008 and 2010 are profiled in Table 4. Note that because of 2010
changes in the way race/ethnicity is classified, those numbers are not directly comparable to
prior years. Participants in Program 2 were primarily Hispanic and come from homes where the
primary language spoken is Spanish. Sixty percent of Program 2 participants qualified for a free
or reduced price lunch in high school. Almost four in ten participants were classified as “at-risk”
by their school district. The average Program 2 participant ranked in the 38t percentile of their

graduating class.

Table 4. Program 2 Participants Graduating from High School in 2008-2010

All Years 2008 2009 2010

Race

Asian 4% 4% 5% 4%

Black 19% 18% 18% 19%

White 36% 17% 14% 59%
Ethnicity

Hispanic 65% 61% 63% 68%
Home Language

English 17% 17% 17% 17%

Spanish 81% 81% 80% 83%
Economic Status

Free or Reduced Lunch 60% 62% 59% 60%
Classification

Gifted 13% 13% 12% 13%

Special Education 3% 2% 4% 3%

At Risk 39% 43% 48% 31%
Exit TAKS Scores

Math 2275 2247 2245 2308

Reading 2315 2324 2273 2337
Class Rank

Percentile Rank 38% 25% 32% 47%
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Outcome Findings for Program 2

Share of Program 2 Participants Enrolled in College

Figure 1 below details the share of Program 2 participants who ever enrolled in college
by semester. The share who enrolled in college in the fall immediately following high school
graduation (Fall 1) is the program’s direct-to-college rate. For 2008-2010 participants, the share
of student who went directly to college after graduation ranged from 75-80%. The share who
enrolled in college within a year of high school graduation (by Spring 1) ranged from 77-86%.
Over the full time period examined, 88-90% of 2008-2010 participants enrolled in at least one

semester of college.

Figure 19. Share of Program 2 Participants Ever Enrolled in College
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Figure 2 details the share of Program 2’s participants enrolled in college by semester.
This shows that across all semesters examined, more than half of 2008-2010 Program 2

participants were enrolled in college in any given semester.
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Figure 20. Share of Program 2 Participants Enrolled in College by Semester

90%

5% 1T iF d\\*
70% _A\‘ : =

ot \\\A A

50% ¢—2008

40% 2009
=ie—2010

30%

20%

10%

O% T T T T T T T 1
Falll Springl Fall2 Spring2 Fall3 Spring3 Fall4 Spring4

Share of Program 2 Participants Persistently or Continuously Enrolled in College

The evaluation examined two different measures of college retention. The share of
participants persistently enrolled looks at college enrollment in each Fall semester since high
school graduation (Figure 3). The share of participants continuously enrolled looks at college
enrollment in each Fall and Spring semester since high school graduation (Figure 4).

Persistent enrollment is a measure that is tracked by the U.S. Department of Education.
For Program 2’s 2008-2010 participants, Figure 3 shows that the share persistently enrolled

declines by roughly 11-13% each fall semester.
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Figure 21. Share of Program 2 Participants Persistently Enrolled in College
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Continuous enrollment includes Fall and Spring semesters for a more accurate measure
of a student’s engagement in postsecondary education. As shown in Figure 4 below, the share
of Program 2’s 2008-2010 participants continuously enrolled in college declines over time. For
all three groups, roughly half of participants were continuously enrolled through Fall 3 — the

third fall semester following high school graduation.
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Figure 22. Share of Program 2 Participants Continuously Enrolled in College
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Program 2 Participant Enrollment by Type of Postsecondary Institution

In general, there are two types of postsecondary institutions commonly referred to as
“college.” 4-Year colleges or universities typically offer programs of study leading to bachelor’s
or professional degrees. 2-Year colleges or technical schools typically offer programs of study
leading to associate’s degrees or transfer credits to 4-Year institutions, as well as workforce
training leading to other credentials such as licensures or certifications. Program 2 emphasizes
4-Year degree attainment as a key measure of participant success.

Figures 5 and 6 show the shares of Program 2’s 2008-2010 participants enrolled in 4-Year
and 2-Year institutions, respectively. Note that while the share enrolled at a 4-Year institution is
larger than the share enrolled a 2-Year institution for each semester examined, the patters of
enrollment are very different. While 4-Year enrollments steadily decline over time, 2-Year

enrollments varied with periods of growth and decline.
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Figure 23. Share of Program 2 Participants Enrolled at a 4-Year College or University
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Figure 24. Share of Program 2 Participants Enrolled at a 2-Year College

A A
/g\/’/
A *
—4—2008
‘\/ 2009
—&—2010

Falll Springl Fall2 Spring2 Fall3 Spring3 Fall4 Spring4d

31



Program 2 Participant Enrollment by Location of Institution

Figures 7 and 8 detail college enrollment for Program 2’s 2008-2010 participants by the
location of the institution, whether in Texas or out-of-state. Note that while the share enrolled
in-state is similar across the three graduating classes, the share enrolled out-of-state is strikingly

different—particularly for the 2008 group.

Figure 25. Share of Program 2 Participants Enrolled at a Texas Postsecondary Institution
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Figure 26. Share of Program 2 Participants Enrolled Out-of-State
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Full-Time Enrollment by Program 2 Participants

Research suggests that students who enroll in college full-time are much more likely to

persist through completion than students who enroll part-time. Unfortunately, full-time

enrollment is not reported by all colleges or universities to the National Student Clearinghouse,
the source for the outcome data presented in this report. In the records examined for this
study, 65% of colleges consistently reported full- or part-time status of attending students, while
17% occasionally reported full- or part-time status of attending students. The information
presented in Figure 9 only includes participants who attended a college that did report full-time

status. While this measure is necessarily incomplete, it appears that the majority of Program 2

participants enrolled in college attend full-time.
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Figure 27. Share of Program 2 Participants Enrolled Full-Time
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College Graduation by Program 2 Participants

Through Spring 2012, 16% of Program 2’s 2008 participants earned a college credential;
due to the short length of time examined, 2009 and 2010 Program 2 participants are note

presented.
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Impact of Program 2 Participation for 2008-2010 High School Graduates

This section presents the findings of the impacts evaluation of Program 2 participation.
Using the propensity score matching methodology described in the first section of this report,
each Program 2 participant was matched to up to five similar individuals who graduated from a
Central Texas high school in the same year. Outcomes for participants and the matched
comparison group were compared to identify any differences—attributed as the impact of
participating in the Program 2 program.

Table 5 provides a profile of Program 2 participants and the matched comparison group.
Note that there are no statistically significant differences between the two groups at the p<.01

level.

Table 5. Profile of Program 2 Participants and Their Matched Comparison Group

Comparison Program 2
Group Participants

Race

Asian 5% 4%

Black 20% 18%

White 36% 37%
Ethnicity

Hispanic 62% 65%
Home Language

English 20% 17%

Spanish 77% 81%
Economic Status

Free or Reduced Lunch 55% 60%
Classification

Gifted 10% 13%

Special Education 5% 3%

At Risk 37% 39%
Exit TAKS Scores

Math 2279 2275

Reading 2303 2315
Class Rank

Percentile Rank 36% 38%
*%% pe,01

Table 6 presents an overview of the impact findings for Program 2 participation across

twenty measures. In 13 of 20 measures, Program 2 participants’ outcomes were significantly
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better than the matched comparison group. In two measures, both related to enrollment at a 2-
Year college, the comparison group enrolled at a higher rate than participants. In five other

measures, there was no statistically significant difference between the two groups.

Table 6. Overview of Impact Findings for Program 2 Participation

Comparison Program 2
Group Participants
College Access
Direct-to-College 63% 80% ***
2-Year 23% 18% **
4-Year 40% 62% ***
Full-Timet 93% 90%
Within a Year 69% 84% ***
2-Year 29% 23% kx*
4-Year 41% 63% ***
Full-Timet 98% 97%
College Persistence
Persisted (Fall to Fall) 41% 50% ***
Persisted Full-Timet 25% 30% **
Continuously Enrolled 39% 46%  ***
Semester Enrollment
Falll 63% 80% ***
Springl 64% 79% ***
Fall2 59% 71% ***
Spring2 58% 71% ***
Fall3 53% 64% K**
Spring3 56% 62% **
Fall4 52% 54%
Spring4d 50% 56%
Graduated College (2008) 18% 16%

** < 05, *** p<.01

T For students attending colleges reporting this information.

College Enrollment

Figure 28 below presents the share of participants and comparison group members who
were ever enrolled in college. Program 2 participants out-performed the matched comparison
group on both direct-to-college enrollment (Fall 1) and enrollment within a year of graduating

from high school (Spring 1). The apparent decline in the share of comparison students ever
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found enrolled in Spring 4 is due to that semester only containing high school graduates from
2008, who, in this instance, tended to have a lower ever enrollment rate than the cohorts of

2009 and 2010.

Figure 28. Shares Ever Enrolled in College, Participants and Matched Comparison Group
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Note: Spring 4 only includes 2008 high school graduates.

Figure 29 examines the shares enrolled by semester. While the trend exhibited by the
two groups is roughly similar, Program 2 participants enrolled at a higher rate in each semester

examined.
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Figure 29. Shares Enrolled by Semester, Participants and Matched Comparison Group
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Note: Spring 4 only includes 2008 high school graduates.

College Persistence
Figure 30 examines college persistence, the share of students who enrolled in each fall
semester since high school graduation. Program 2 participants persistently enrolled in college at

a higher rate than the matched comparison group.
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Figure 30. Shares Persisting in College, Participants and Matched Comparison Group
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Note: Spring 4 only includes 2008 high school graduates.

Figure 31 examines continuous enrollment, the share of students who enrolled in each
fall and spring semester since high school graduation. From Fall 1 through Fall 4, Program 2
participants were continuously enrolled at a higher rate than the matched comparison group. In

Spring 4, the share continuously enrolled was the same.
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Figure 31. Share Continuously Enrolled, Participants and Matched Comparison Group
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Note: Spring 4 only includes 2008 high school graduates.

Enrollment by Type of Postsecondary Institution

Figure 32 presents the share of students enrolled at a 4-Year college or university. From
Fall 1 through Fall 3, a larger share of Program 2 participants enrolled at a 4-Year institution than
did the matched comparison group. From Spring 3 through Fall 4, the comparison group

matched or exceeded the share of Program 2 participants at 4-Year institutions.
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Figure 32. Share Enrolled at a 4-Year College or University, Participants and Matched
Comparison Group
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Note: Spring 4 only includes 2008 high school graduates.

Figure 33 presents enrollment at a 2-Year college or technical school. A larger share of
comparison group members directly enrolled or enrolled within a year of high school graduation
at a 2-Year institution than did Program 2 participants. That changed in Fall 2, when the share of
Program 2 participants enrolled at a 2-Year institution exceeded that of the matched

comparison group. This trend has continued through Spring 4.
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Figure 33. Share Enrolled at a 2-Year College, Participants and Matched Comparison Group
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Note: Spring 4 only includes 2008 high school graduates.

Enrollment by Location of Institution

Figures 34 and 35 examine the share of students enrolled at postsecondary institutions
in Texas and out-of-state. A larger share of Program 2 participants enrolled at a Texas
postsecondary institution than did the matched comparison group for each semester examined.
The trend is reversed for out-of-state enrollments, with a larger share of the matched

comparison group attending out-of-state institutions in seven of eight semesters examined.
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Figure 34. Share Enrolled at a Texas Postsecondary Institution, Participants and Matched

Comparison Group
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Note: Spring 4 only includes 2008 high school graduates.
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Figure 35. Share Enrolled Out-of-State, Participants and Matched Comparison Group
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Note: Spring 4 only includes 2008 high school graduates.
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Full-time Enroliment

Figure 36 presents the share of students enrolled full-time. Only those students who
attended an institution which reported full-time status to the National Student Clearinghouse
are included in this figure. Of those attending a reporting institution, a similar majority of each

group attended college full-time.

Figure 36. Share Enrolled Full-time, Participants and Matched Comparison Group
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Note: Spring 4 only includes 2008 high school graduates.
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EVALUATION FINDINGS FOR PROGRAM 3

Central Texas high school graduates who participated in college access and persistence
services through Program 3 between 2008 and 2010 are profiled in Table 7 below. Note that
because of 2010 changes in the way race/ethnicity is classified, those numbers are not directly
comparable to prior years. Participants in Program 3 were primarily Hispanic, with just over half
coming from homes where the primary language spoken is Spanish, and just over half receiving
a free or reduced cost lunch during high school. The average Program 3 participant ranked in

the 38™ percentile of their graduating class.

Table 7. Program 3 Participants Graduating from High School in 2008-2010

All Years 2008 2009 2010

Race

Asian 0% 0% 0% 0%

Black 1% 0% 2% 0%

White 15% 0% 2% 51%
Ethnicity

Hispanic 97% 98% 95% 100%
Home Language

English 43% 40% 52% 35%

Spanish 57% 60% 48% 65%
Economic Status

Free or Reduced Lunch 51% 56% 54% 43%
Classification

Gifted 11% 9% 9% 16%

Special Education 1% 2% 2% 0%

At Risk 35% 36% 43% 22%
Exit TAKS Scores

Math 2227 2239 2159 2319

Reading 2246 2321 2123 2342
Class Rank

Percentile Rank 38% 43% 36% 34%

45



Outcome Findings for Program 3

Share of Program 3 Participants Enrolled in College

Figure 1 below details the share of Program 3 participants who ever enrolled in college
by semester. The share who enrolled in college in the fall immediately following high school
graduation (Fall 1) is the program’s direct-to-college rate. For 2008-2010 participants, roughly
66-75% went directly to college after graduation. The share who enrolled in college within a
year of high school graduation (by Spring 1) ranged from 68-80%. Over the full time period

examined, 77-87% of 2008-2010 participants enrolled in at least one semester of college.

Figure 37. Share of Program 3 Participants Ever Enrolled in College
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Figure 2 details the share of Program 3’s participants enrolled in college by semester.
This shows that across all semesters examined, 41% or more of 2008-2010 Program 3

participants were enrolled in college in any given semester.
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Figure 38. Share of Program 3 Participants Enrolled in College by Semester
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Share of Program 3 Participants Persistently or Continuously Enrolled in College

The evaluation examined two different measures of college retention. The share of
participants persistently enrolled looks at college enrollment in each Fall semester since high
school graduation (Figure 3). The share of participants continuously enrolled looks at college
enrollment in each Fall and Spring semester since high school graduation (Figure 4).

Persistent enrollment is a measure that is tracked by the U.S. Department of Education.
For Program 3’s 2008-2010 participants, Figure 3 shows that the share persistently enrolled

declines gradually over time.
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Figure 39. Share of Program 3 Participants Persistently Enrolled in College
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Continuous enrollment includes Fall and Spring semesters for a more accurate measure
of a student’s engagement in postsecondary education. As shown in Figure 4 below, the share
of Program 3’s 2008-2010 participants continuously enrolled in college declines over time. For
the 2009 and 2010 groups, more than half of participants were continuously enrolled through

Fall 3.
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Figure 40. Share of Program 3 Participants Continuously Enrolled in College
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Program 3 Participant Enrollment by Type of Postsecondary Institution

In general, there are two types of postsecondary institutions commonly referred to as
“college.” 4-Year colleges or universities typically offer programs of study leading to bachelor’s
or professional degrees. 2-Year colleges or technical schools typically offer programs of study
leading to associate’s degrees or transfer credits to 4-Year institutions, as well as workforce
training leading to other credentials such as licensures or certifications.

Figures 5 and 6 show the shares of Program 3’s 2008-2010 participants enrolled in 4-Year
and 2-Year institutions, respectively. For most of the semesters examined, the share enrolled at
a 4-Year institution ranged from 25-50% and the share enrolled at a 2-Year institution ranged

from 20-35%.
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Figure 41. Share of Program 3 Participants Enrolled at a 4-Year College or University
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Figure 42. Share of Program 3 Participants Enrolled at a 2-Year College
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Program 3 Participant Enrollment by Location of Institution

Figures 7 and 8 detail college enrollment for Program 3’s 2008-2010 participants by the
location of the institution, whether in Texas or out-of-state. The share enrolled in Texas follows
a roughly similar trend across all three groups of students. The share enrolled out-of-state,

however, is quite different for each group.

Figure 43. Share of Program 3 Participants Enrolled at a Texas Postsecondary Institution
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Figure 44. Share of Program 3 Participants Enrolled Out-of-State
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Full-Time Enrollment by Program 3 Participants

Research suggests that students who enroll in college full-time are much more likely to
persist through completion than students who enroll part-time. Unfortunately, full-time
enrollment is not reported by all colleges or universities to the National Student Clearinghouse,
the source for the outcome data presented in this report. In the records examined for this
study, 65% of colleges consistently reported full- or part-time status of attending students, while
17% occasionally reported full- or part-time status of attending students. The information
presented in Figure 9 only includes participants who attended a college that did report full-time
status. While this measure is necessarily incomplete, it appears that the 80% or more of

Program 3 participants enrolled in college attended full-time.
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Figure 45. Share of Program 3 Participants Enrolled Full-Time
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College Graduation by Program 3 Participants

Through Spring 2012, 24% of Program 3’s 2008 participants earned a college credential;
college credential attainment for 2009 and 2010 high school graduates are not reported because

of the limited time available to complete a course of study.

Impact of Program 3 2008-2010 Participation

This section presents the findings of the impacts evaluation of Program 3 participation.
Using the propensity score matching methodology described in the first section of this report,
each Program 3 participant was matched to five similar individuals who graduated from a
Central Texas high school in the same year. Outcomes for participants and the matched
comparison group were compared to identify any differences—attributed as the impact of
participating in the Program 3 program.

A profile of Program 3 participants and the matched comparison group is provided in
Table 8. Note that there is one statistically significant difference between the two groups. The

share of comparison group members classified as special education students in high school is
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significantly larger than that share of participants.

Table 8. Profile of Program 3 Participants and Their Matched Comparison Group

Comparison Program 3
Group Participants

Race

Asian 1% 0%

Black 1% 1%

White 14% 13%
Ethnicity

Hispanic 100% 97%
Home Language

English 45% 45%

Spanish 54% 55%
Economic Status

Free or Reduced Lunch 53% 52%
Classification

Gifted 13% 11%

Special Education 6% 2% *E*

At Risk 44% 34%
Exit TAKS Scores

Math 2191 2222

Reading 2202 2241
Class Rank

Percentile Rank 44% 38%

*¥* ne 01

An overview of the impact findings for Program 3 participation across twenty measures is
presented in Table 9. In 13 of 20 measures, Program 3 participants’ outcomes were significantly
better than the matched comparison group. There was no statistically significant difference

between the two groups on the other seven measures.
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Table 9. Overview of Impact Findings for Program 3 Participation

Comparison Program 3
Group Participants
College Access
Direct-to-College 53% 71% ***
2-Year 27% 24%
4-Year 27% 46%  ***
Full-Time* 92% 91%
Within a Year 60% 74% *kx*
2-Year 33% 29%
4-Year 28% 47%  ***
Full-Timet 98% 100%
College Persistence
Persisted (Fall to Fall) 36% 48%  ***
Persisted Full-Time* 19% 29% **
Continuously Enrolled 31% 42% **
Semester Enrollment
Falll 53% 71% ***
Springl 55% 71% ***
Fall2 55% 67% **
Spring2 53% 65% **
Fall3 48% 61% ***
Spring3 47% 61% **
Fall4 45% 55%
Spring4d 46% 40%
Graduated College (2008) 13% 24%

** < 05, *** p<.01

T For students attending colleges reporting this information.

College Enrollment

The share of participants and comparison group members who were ever enrolled in
college is presented in Figure 46. Note that the share enrolled in Fall 1, the first fall semester
following high school graduation, is the direct-to-college rate. The share enrolled within a year
of high school graduation is shown in Spring 1. Program 3 participants enrolled at higher rates
than the matched comparison group in both of these semesters. The apparent decline in the
share of participants ever found enrolled in Spring 4 is due to that semester only containing high

school graduates from 2008, who, in this instance, tended to have a lower ever enrollment rate
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than the cohorts of 2009 and 2010.

Figure 46. Shares Ever Enrolled in College, Participants and Matched Comparison Group
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Note: Spring 4 only includes 2008 high school graduates.

Figure 47 examines the shares enrolled by semester. While the trend exhibited by the
two groups is roughly similar, Program 3 participants enrolled at a higher rate in seven of the

eight semesters examined.
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Figure 47. Shares Enrolled by Semester, Participants and Matched Comparison Group
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Note: Spring 4 only includes 2008 high school graduates.

College Persistence

College persistence, the share of students who enrolled in each fall semester since high
school graduation, is detailed in Figure 48. Program 3 participants persistently enrolled in

college at a higher rate than the matched comparison group.
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Figure 48. Shares Persisting in College, Participants and Matched Comparison Group
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Note: Spring 4 only includes 2008 high school graduates.

Figure 49 examines continuous enrollment, the share of students who enrolled in each
fall and spring semester since high school graduation. In seven of the eight semesters
examined, Program 3 participants were continuously enrolled at a higher rate than the matched

comparison group.
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Figure 49. Share Continuously Enrolled, Participants and Matched Comparison Group
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Note: Spring 4 only includes 2008 high school graduates.

Enrollment by Type of Postsecondary Institution
The share of students enrolled at a 4-Year college or university is presented in Figure 50.
From Fall 1 through Fall 4, a larger share of Program 3 participants enrolled at a 4-Year

institution than did the matched comparison group.

Figure 50. Share Enrolled at a 4-Year College or University, Participants and Matched
Comparison Group
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Note: Spring 4 only includes 2008 high school graduates.
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Figure 51 presents enrollment at a 2-Year college or technical school. A larger share of
comparison group members directly enrolled or enrolled within a year of high school graduation

at a 2-Year institution than did Program 3 participants.

Figure 51. Share Enrolled at a 2-Year College, Participants and Matched Comparison Group
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Note: Spring 4 only includes 2008 high school graduates.

Enrollment by Location of Institution

Figures 52 and 53 examine the share of students enrolled at a postsecondary institution
in Texas and out-of-state. A larger share of Program 3 participants enrolled at a Texas
postsecondary institution than did the matched comparison group for seven of the eight
semesters examined. The trend is largely reversed for out-of-state enrollments, with a larger
share of matched comparison group members attending an out-of-state institution in six of

eight semesters examined.
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Figure 52. Share Enrolled at a Texas Postsecondary Institution, Participants and Matched
Comparison Group
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Note: Spring 4 only includes 2008 high school graduates.

Figure 53. Share Enrolled Out-of-State, Participants and Matched Comparison Group
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Note: Spring 4 only includes 2008 high school graduates.
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Full-Time Enrollment

The share of students enrolled full-time is detailed in Figure 54. Only those students who
attended an institution which reported full-time status to the National Student Clearinghouse
are included in this figure. Of those attending a reporting institution, a similar majority of each

group attended college full-time.

Figure 54. Share Enrolled Full-Time, Participants and Matched Comparison Group
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Note: Spring 4 only includes 2008 high school graduates.
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SUMMARY

All three ACAN member programs appear to have a significant, positive impact on

participants’ college access. Note that these programs target different populations of students

and provide a different suite of services; no tests were performed to compare impacts across

programs. The comparison detailed below is only meant to provide summary information on

impacts and is not intended to in any way imply the efficacy of one program over another. Two

programs appear to have a significant, positive impact on participants’ college persistence.

While graduation rates are relatively low, only the 2008 participants have been out of high

school for a full four years.

Table 10. Summary of Outcomes for Participants in ACAN Member Programsi

Program 1 Program 2 Program 3

All Statistically All Statistically All Statistically
Measure Years Significant Years Significant Years Significant
Direct-to-college enrollment 67% Yes 80% Yes 71% Yes
EnroIIment'W|th|n a year of 75% Ves 849% Yes 249% Ves
HS graduation
Persisting in colleget 37% No 50% Yes 48% Yes
Continuous enrollmentt 35% No 46% Yes 42% Yes
College completion (2008) 13% No 16% No 24% No

T Through latest semester available.

¥ These shares represent the sample of program participants used for the impacts analysis.
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