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Executive Summary

The U.S. Department of Education (USDE) awarded the Texas Education Agency (TEA) a

$33 million federal Gaining Early Awareness and Readiness for Undergraduate Programs
(GEAR UP) grant in federal fiscal year (FY) 2012. The broad purpose of the federal GEAR UP
program is to increase the number of low-income students who are prepared to enter and
succeed in postsecondary education through state and local partnership grants. Through the
Texas GEAR UP State Grant (SG), seven patrticipating middle schools are providing services to
a cohort of students and their parents from Grade 7 (2012-13 school year) through their first
year of postsecondary education (2018-19 school year). In order to meet the federal purpose of
the grant, Texas GEAR UP SG includes nine project goals, provided in Appendix A of the main
report. Three goals are related to improved rigor in instruction, advanced coursework, and
student support services. Other goals intend to increase data-driven instruction, community
partnerships, and access to postsecondary information. Outcome goals include improved high
school completion at a college-ready level, college attendance, and college retention. In addition
to meeting goals at campuses selected to participate in Texas GEAR UP SG, there is a goal to
provide statewide services in order to promote college readiness across the state. Participating
schools and their districts are listed in Table ES.1; throughout this report, schools are identified
by letter (e.g., School A, School B) in order to protect confidentiality. In these districts, Texas
GEAR UP SG coordinators and College Preparation Advisors take the lead on providing Texas
GEAR UP SG services, with support from TEA, statewide collaborators (including the Support
Center, which serves as the technical assistance provider), and local stakeholders. Texas
GEAR UP SG services are intended to impact teachers through the provision of professional
development (PD) and schools/districts through changes in academic rigor (paired with student
support services). Finally, the Texas GEAR UP SG is intended to make a statewide impact,
primarily through the provision of the website (i.e., www.texasgearup.com), where coordinated
information and resources regarding postsecondary opportunities for students and their parents
throughout Texas are made available.

Table ES.1. List of Texas GEAR UP SG Middle Schools

Brentwood Edgewood Independent School District
Garcia Edgewood Independent School District
Wrenn Edgewood Independent School District
Dunbar Lubbock Independent School District
Decker Manor Independent School District
Manor Manor Independent School District
Somerset Somerset Independent School District

Evaluation of Texas GEAR UP State Grant

The evaluation of the Texas GEAR UP SG program is being conducted to examine
implementation and outcomes (including the relationship between the two) and to identify
potential best practices over the seven-year grant period. Evaluation objectives include the
following:

= Provide ongoing formative evaluation of implementation of Texas GEAR UP SG (facilitators
and barriers, promising practices, and recommended corrections).

= Explore implementation status, mix of implementation, and relationships between
implementation and student outcomes.

= Determine impact on parents, school, and community alliances.

= Examine access to and use of statewide resources.

August 2015 Xiii



Texas GEAR UP State Grant Evaluation, Year 2 Annual Implementation Report

= Examine student outcomes.
= Understand cost and sustainability.

The external evaluation is a longitudinal design that spans seven years and follows a cohort
model. Table ES.2 illustrates the timeline and grade level associated with the Texas GEAR UP
SG cohort (the primary cohort that the evaluation focuses on). This report focuses on Year 2
implementation when the primary cohort was in Grade 8. (Appendix B includes additional details
about the evaluation design, including the cohort approach.)

Table ES.2. Evaluation Timeline
Grade in School by Grant Year

Year 1 Year 2 Year 3 Year 4 Year 5 Year 6 Year 7
2012-13 2013-14 2014-15 2015-16 2016-17 2017-18 2018-19
Grade 7 Grade 8 Grade 9 Grade 10 Grade 11 Grade 12 | First Year
Primary Cohort of
College

Grant Grant Grant Grant Grant Grant Grant

This second implementation report focuses primarily on formative feedback regarding Year 2
implementation, but also provides relevant comparisons to Year 1 implementation. Both reports
were informed by analysis of student- and campus-level data from statewide databases,
interviews with TEA and its collaborators, review of grantee action plans, GEAR UP federal
annual performance reporting (APR) data, student and parent surveys, and qualitative site visit
data.! In making comparisons between Year 1 implementation and Year 2 implementation,
readers need to be aware that the time of implementation in Year 1 was considerably truncated.
In Year 1, schools received a notification of grant award (NOGA) in October, followed by the
beginning of implementation in November/December 2012, well after the start of the school
year. TEA completed Year 2 NOGAs for the four districts participating in the Texas GEAR UP
SG in October 2013. During summer 2013, TEA informed grantees that Texas GEAR UP SG
funding would continue, but that the Year 2 NOGAs would be delayed, and encouraged districts
to proceed with Year 2 implementation as planned pending NOGA. While at least one district
reported that they were not able to proceed with full implementation until receipt of the Year 2
NOGA, generally, Year 2 implementation began during summer 2013, making Year 2 the first
full school year that the Texas GEAR UP SG operated. One explanation for differences between
implementation in Year 1 and Year 2 is that grantees had more time to implement the program
in Year 2 than in Year 1.

In addition, districts submitted implementation data in line with federal APR reporting
requirements. Therefore, APR data reflected implementation from the date of each district's
NOGA through March 31, 2013 in Year 1, and from April 1, 2013 to March 31, 2014 in Year 2.2
In Year 1, this was approximately three months of implementation, with limited additional
implementation data collected in Year 1 site visits (May 2013). Additional Texas GEAR UP SG
Year 2 implementation activities occurred through summer 2014, but are not discussed in this

L TEA’s service providers on the Texas GEAR UP SG during Year 2 include the Texas GEAR UP Support
Center staffed by personnel from the University of Texas at Austin’s Institute for Public School Initiatives
(UT-IPSI) and AMS Pictures, both of which were providers in Year 1, as well as Abriendo Puertas and
GeoFORCE, which were added in Year 2. TG (formerly Texas Guaranteed Student Loan Corporation)
and the College Board no longer have formalized collaborations with TEA to implement this grant.

2 APR data used in the Year 2 report are from summer 2013 and the 2013-14 school year, but only
through March 31, 2014, due to federal reporting requirements. Other data (such as surveys and site
visits) are collected in the late spring, but still do not capture all activities occurring in the remainder of the
school year or summer 2014.

August 2015 Xiv



Texas GEAR UP State Grant Evaluation, Year 2 Annual Implementation Report

report because APR data from April 1, 2014 forward will be included in the Year 3
implementation report. Readers should keep in mind the time points when data were collected
while forming ideas about the program based on this report, because this report does not
capture the entire school year of activities. Figure ES.1 provides an overview of the timing of
implementation data collection in each grant year.

Figure ES.1. Implementation Timeline and Evaluation Implementation Data Collections:
Year 1 and Year 2

School

Your Aug Sept Oct Nov Dec Jan Feb Mar Apr May

Grant Year 1 (2012-13)

November/
December 2012 March 2013 May 2013
= Approximate start of = Annual = Student
Year 1 GEAR UP Performance surveys
services Repott = Parent surveys
implementation = Site visits
data
Grant Year 2 (2013-14)
Summer October/ March 2014 May 2014
2013 November 2013
- = Annual = Spring student
= Approximate = Fall studentsurveys Performance sureys
start of Year = Fallsite visits Report = Parent surveys
2GEARUP implementation = Springsite
services data (from April visits
1,2013to
March 31,2014)
Key Findings

Key findings presented in this executive summary are organized into two categories:

(1) implementation data findings and (2) survey (student and parent) findings. Findings were
considered key if they were aligned to the project goals and objectives set by TEA (see
Appendix A). Relevant project objectives emphasized in this report include the following:

= Project Objective 1.1: 30% of students will successfully complete Algebra | by the end of
Grade 8.

= Project Objective 3.1: All core content teachers will have the opportunity to participate in
training regarding differentiated instruction, advanced instructional strategies, and project-
based learning.

= Project Objective 3.2: Teams of teachers will complete at least five days of vertical teams
preparation and implementation each year.

= Project Objective 4.1: 75% of students will receive student support services by the end of
Grade 8.

= Project Objective 4.2: 30% of students will be involved in summer programs.

= Project Objective 7.3: 50% of parents will participate in at least three Texas GEAR UP SG
events each year.

Interested readers should view the full report for additional information on all key findings. Select
evaluation questions relevant to Year 2 implementation, which are addressed in the report,
include the following:

= How was Texas GEAR UP SG implemented overall and at each of the seven participating
schools? To what extent did implementation change over time?
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= What were students, parents, teachers, and school staff perceptions of Texas GEAR UP SG
implementation?

=  What facilitators and barriers were associated with implementation?

= What practices implemented by grantees are perceived by grantees (students, parents, and
staff) to be effective, and therefore a potential best practice?

=  What are students’ and parents’ levels of understanding regarding readiness (e.g., college
aspirations/expectations, college options, being college ready at each grade level, financing
college)?

= What information or opportunities do parents perceive to have been most relevant in
informing them regarding college and career readiness? To what extent have these
perceptions changed in Year 27?

= How did TEA and schools budget for and spend money to support implementation of Texas
GEAR UP SG?

In Year 1, implementation varied across schools, although participation by students in Texas
GEAR UP SG was high across schools (39% in student support services and 81% in any
activity). Districts made progress toward enroliment in advanced mathematics (22% enrolled in
a pre-Algebra course), but had low levels of parental involvement (no parents participated in at
least three events) and minimal teacher PD. Year 2 findings reflect overall higher
implementation (with continued variability across schools), with higher levels of overall student
participation in Texas GEAR UP SG (78% in student support services and 99% in any activity).
Districts also reported higher levels of student enrollment in advanced mathematics courses
(43%), slight increases in parent attendance (7% attended at least three events), and more
teachers engaged in vertical teaming events.

Implementation

LEVEL AND MIX OF IMPLEMENTATION

Key Takeaway:
Overall, the level of implementation was much higher across all schools in Year 2
compared to Year 1, although variability in the mix of implementation among schools
remained. School G continued to be successful in implementing a broad range of
activities (similar to their successes in Year 1). Most of the remaining schools made
progress in implementing a broader range of services compared to Year 1. School D
continued to demonstrate difficulty implementing the full range of Texas GEAR UP SG
strategies, implementing the lowest number of strategies in Year 2.

The federal GEAR UP program encourages grantees, including the Texas GEAR UP SG, to
engage in a wide range of implementation practices in order to support project objectives,
referred to here as the “mix of implementation.” Table ES.3 provides a high-level overview of the
range of implementation activities engaged in to any extent by the seven middle schools in
Year 1 and Year 2. In Year 2, all seven schools implemented the core Texas GEAR UP SG
activity types: advanced course enroliment, student support services (e.g., tutoring,
comprehensive mentoring, counseling/advising), college visits, parent events, teacher PD, and
community alliances. The evaluation will continue to monitor the implementation of program
components at each site in order to determine the impact of components and combinations of
components on program outcomes. School D had fewer strategies in place in Year 2 than all
other schools (11 compared to 14 to 16 in the remaining schools). If the remaining schools
sustain or increase the level of implementation and School D continues to face challenges, then
outcomes could be lower for School D. It is also possible that School D is engaging in a
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sufficient range to contribute to the desired program outcomes; future reports will examine the
relationship between implementation and outcomes for all schools. Notably, School D appeared
to struggle with implementing parent-related involvement in Texas GEAR UP SG activities.

Table ES.3 also identifies schools that have met project objectives. Three schools were on
target to meet Project Objective 1.1 (Grade 8 Algebra | enroliment = 30%), and three schools
were on target to meet Project Objective 4.1 (Grade 8 students receiving student support
services = 75%). None of the schools was on target to meet Project Objective 7.3 (parent
attendance at three or more Texas GEAR UP SG events [annually] = 50%).

Table ES.3. Overview of Implementation Strategies by School, Year 1 and Year 2
School A | School B School C School D School E School F School G

Implementation Strategies

Advanced Course X
Enrollment

Algebra | Summer 2013
Support*

Student Support Services:
Tutoring

Student Support Services:
Mentoring

Student Support Services:
Counseling/Advising
Student Support Services:
Other Activities

College Visit X X X
Job Site Visit/Job
Shadowing

Educational Field Trips*
Student Workshops/Events
High School Knowledge
Activity*

Parent Events

Parent Counseling/
Advising*

Parent Event on College
Preparation/Financial Aid*
Parent College Visit*
Parent High School Visit*
Teacher Professional
Development?

X

X | X | X[ X | X
X

X | X | X[ X | X

>
XX | X | X | X
X X | X | X | X | X | X

X

>
>

X

X| X | X|X
X
X[ X | XX
XX XX X |X| X [ X | X | X|[X]|X
X

X[ X | X |X

X X X

Community Alliances X X X
Use Statewide Services X X X
Year 1 (out of 12) 4 6 5 5 8 7 11

Year 2 (out of 19) based on
total of number of Xs above 15 14 15 11 16 15 16

X

XX X IX[X] X
XX X |X[X]| X
XX

XX X X[X] X

August 2015 XVii



—

INTERHATIONAL

Texas GEAR UP State Grant Evaluation, Year 2 Annual Implementation Report

Table ES.3. Overview of Implementation Strategies by School, Year 1 and Year 2
continued
School A School B School C  School D School E  School F School G

On Target to Meet Project Objectives
Project Objective 1.1: 30%
of students will successfully
complete Algebra | by the
end of Grade 8.

No No No No Yes Yes Yes

Project Objective 4.1: 75%
of students will receive
student support services by
the end of Grade 8.

Project Objective 7.3: 50%
of parents will participate in
at least three Texas GEAR
UP SG events each year.
Source: Texas Education Agency, Texas GEAR UP SG Annual Performance Report Data Through March 31, 2014;
fall 2013 and spring 2014 site visit data.

Note: An “X” indicates that a school reported implementing the strategy, although it does not capture the level of
implementation (such as the number of students served) for each strategy. Asterisks note new implementation
categories captured in Year 2. Grey-filled cells are strategies that schools implemented in Year 2 but not in Year 1.
a School D did not report any vertical teaming or Texas GEAR UP SG-specific teacher professional development
(PD). School A and School C did not report providing any training on project-based learning using grant funds. In all
other cases, PD provided at the school included advanced instructional strategies, vertical teaming, differentiated
instruction, Texas GEAR UP SG-specific training, and project-based learning (PBL).

No No No Yes Yes Yes No

No No No No No No No

ALGEBRA |: ADVANCED COURSE TAKING, TUTORING, AND ENRICHMENT PROGRAMS

Key Takeaway:
Overall, the Texas GEAR UP SG schools have succeeded in enrolling students in Algebra |
and, with the supports that are in place, including tutoring and afterschool programs, it is
reasonable to expect that Project Objective 1.1 (30% of students completing Algebra | by
Grade 8) will be met at the project level. Specific to this goal, the seven schools collectively
enrolled 43% of Grade 8 students in Algebra | or an equivalent course. Given that supports
and enrollment in Algebra | varied across schools, some schools may not reach the goal.

Successful completion of Algebra | is a key early outcome; Project Objective 1.1 is to have 30%
of students by the end of Grade 8 and 85% of students by the end of Grade 9 complete Algebra
I. On average, across all primary cohort students, 43% were enrolled in advanced mathematics
(including Algebra | and other advanced mathematics courses), an increase from the 22% of
students enrolled in Pre-Algebra in Year 1.2 Student enrollment in advanced mathematics in
Grade 8 was above 30% at three schools and only slightly less than 30% at the remaining four
schools. Grade 7 advanced mathematics enrollment in Year 1 led to enrollment in Algebra I in
Year 2 for most students. However, some students who were not enrolled in an advanced
mathematics course in Grade 7 were enrolled in Algebra | in Grade 8.

Tutoring efforts in Year 2 also emphasized mathematics tutoring, an emphasis that is likely to
contribute to meeting Project Objective 1.1. Across all schools, 44% of students received
tutoring in mathematics at the end of Grade 7 and at the beginning of Grade 8, indicating that, in

3 The percentage of Grade 8 students enrolled in Algebra | or an equivalent course reported in the APR
was lower (33%) than this report (43%), because this report includes mathematics courses that are
considered to be advanced for the grade level, although not equivalent to Algebra I, such as Pre-Algebra
or Introduction to Algebra.
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general, schools are prepared to provide this support service to students. However, the full
report explains in more detail how some schools are engaging a higher percentage of
mathematics-related student support services with students than other schools. For example, at
School B, only 7% of students received mathematics tutoring. In addition, in summer 2013, four
schools indicated that 10% of combined primary cohort students participated in programs
intended, in part, to support preparation for Algebra I, and received, on average, 20 hours of
mathematics focus. It is likely that these student support services and other strategies (e.g.,
afterschool mathematics) helped participating students enroll in and potentially complete
Algebra | by the end of Grade 8.

STUDENT PARTICIPATION IN STUDENT SUPPORT SERVICES

Key Takeaway:
Collectively, Texas GEAR UP SG schools met Project Objective 4.1 with 78% of Grade 8
students participating in student support services. When taking into account other
strategies, nearly all Texas GEAR UP SG students participated in at least one Texas GEAR
UP SG implementation activity.

Project Objective 4.1 of the Texas GEAR UP SG is to have at least 75% of Grade 8 students in
Year 2 be involved in student support services, including comprehensive mentoring, counseling,
and/or tutoring. Collectively, the seven schools met this project objective, with 78% of Grade 8
students involved in these student support services in Year 2 in comparison to 39% in Year 1.
When the mix of implementation includes workshops/events, parent events, a college visit, or
other academic support, 99% of students across schools in Year 2 had participated in some
Texas GEAR UP SG implementation activity, which is an increase from 81% in Year 1.

PARENT ENGAGEMENT WITH TEXAS GEAR UP STATE GRANT

Key Takeaway:
Schools offered more Texas GEAR UP SG parent events in Year 2 than they did in Year 1,
and more parents attended events; however, parent engagement still proved to be
challenging for schools. None of the schools met the annual Project Objective 7.3 of having
50% of parents attend at least three Texas GEAR UP SG events.

As was the case in Year 1, no school met the annual Project Objective 7.3 of having 50% of
parents attend at least three Texas GEAR UP SG events annually. As of March 31, 2014, 7% of
parents from all schools had participated in at least three events. Schools offered more parent
events in Year 2 than they did in the limited Year 1 implementation period. The Texas GEAR UP
SG will need to continue to work on overcoming the challenges in engaging parents in order to
meet the project objective by the end of Year 2 and in each of the coming program years.

TEACHER PROFESSIONAL DEVELOPMENT AND VERTICAL TEAMING

Key Takeaway:
Schools improved the amount of teacher PD offered in Year 2, but only two schools had
held the five planned vertical teaming events by March 31, 2014.

Schools improved the amount of teacher PD offered in Year 2 and followed through on their
plans related to Project Objectives 3.1 and 3.2 by offering teacher PD in summer 2013 and into
fall 2013, when all schools offered teacher PD. However, in Year 2, only two schools had held
the five planned vertical teaming events by the APR submission of data through March 31,
2014, the end of the evaluation period. Texas GEAR UP SG schools are required to offer
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teacher PD each program year on the topics of advanced instructional strategies, vertical
teaming, and college access/preparation. Some teachers had clear suggestions, conveyed
during site visits, regarding how teachers could motivate students, enhance student social skills,
improve organization, and manage time effectively in reinforcing Texas GEAR UP SG
strategies. These suggestions indicate that teachers could benefit from training that reinforces
collaborative efforts to motivate and impact Texas GEAR UP SG students.

Texas GEAR UP State Grant Evaluation, Year 2 Annual Implementation Report

SUMMARY OF IMPLEMENTATION: YEAR 1 AND YEAR 2

In the report, differences in implementation from Year 1 to Year 2 are highlighted. Table ES.4
summarizes some of the key implementation data comparisons between the first two years of
Texas GEAR UP SG.

Table ES.4. Summary Comparison of Year 1to Year 2 Implementation Data

Implementation
Area

Level and Mix of
Implementation

Year 1

Varied across schools. School G
implemented the widest range of
activities.

Year 2

Variability remained; however, overall,
implementation was higher. School G
continued to implement the widest
range of activities, as did School E.
School D implemented the smallest
range of implementation activities.

Student
Participation in
Texas GEAR UP SG
Student Support
Services

39% of students participated.

78% of students participated.

Student
Participation in Any
Texas GEAR UP SG
Activities

81% of students participated.

99% of students participated.

Enrollment in an
Advanced
Mathematics
Course

22% of students were enrolled in
advanced mathematics.

43% of students were enrolled in
advanced mathematics, including
Algebra 1.

Parent Attendance
at Three or More
Texas GEAR UP SG
Events

No parent at any school
attended three or more events.

7% of parents attended three or more
events.

Teacher
Professional
Development and
Vertical Teaming

Most schools had already
designed and scheduled PD for
the school year.

Two schools held five vertical teaming
events.
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Student and Parent Surveys

Key Takeaway:
Although the gaps between educational aspirations and expectations narrowed from
Year 1 to Year 2, both students and parents continued to have aspirations that exceeded
their educational expectations. That is, students and parents do not expect to achieve as
high of an educational outcome as indicated by their aspirations. Student aspirations and
expectations both significantly increased from spring 2013 to spring 2014.

There continued to be multiple indicators in Year 2 that parents and students both need
and want financial information as it relates to postsecondary education. With proper
implementation of planned Texas GEAR UP SG activities, students and families will gain
knowledge and information about the financial aspects of college and will view affordability
as less of a barrier to educational aspirations.

Texas GEAR UP SG cohort students and parents completed surveys in spring 2014. In addition
to learning about perceptions of Texas GEAR UP SG implementation, the surveys provided
important information about educational aspirations and expectations, knowledge of college
financial issues, and knowledge of college-related concepts.

EDUCATIONAL ASPIRATIONS AND EXPECTATIONS

For both parents and students, educational aspirations were significantly higher than
educational expectations. However, the gaps between educational aspirations and expectations
narrowed from Year 1 to Year 2, and student aspirations and expectations both significantly
increased. School G, where the implementation mix was the most broad, particularly in Year 1
but also in Year 2, had the highest percentage of students who indicated that participating in
Texas GEAR UP SG activities had positively influenced their decision to go to college (58%).
That is, these students suggested that before Texas GEAR UP SG participation, they were not
committed to attending college, but now expected to do so. Across schools, the greatest
percentage of students who do not plan to go to college selected concerns about cost as a main
reason for not continuing onto postsecondary education (48%).

KNOWLEDGE ABOUT COLLEGE

Evaluation survey data indicate that the Texas GEAR UP SG is serving schools where the
parents and students generally report that they do not perceive themselves to be extremely
knowledgeable about postsecondary education. Students reported being significantly more
knowledgeable than did parents about general requirements for college acceptance and the
importance/benefit of college. In Year 2, it may be that schools emphasized Algebra | as a
critical step toward college acceptance. That is, schools exposed students to more information
about college requirements through their discussions to encourage Algebra | enrollment.
Parents appear to need information on requirements for college (particularly ACT, SAT, and
general requirements for acceptance). Students and parents did not differ on their knowledge
about ACT or SAT, which was generally low for both groups. Students’ average perceived
knowledge of each of the relevant items were statistically significantly different across schools.
As noted, parent participation in Texas GEAR UP SG activities remained generally low.
Therefore, addressing how to engage parents will likely contribute to changes in knowledge
going forward.

FINANCIAL UNDERSTANDING OF COLLEGE

Concerns about the ability to afford postsecondary education remained the most common
reason reported for not expecting to pursue postsecondary education. However, the percentage
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of students reporting this concern decreased from spring 2013 to spring 2014.4 In general, there
is low knowledge and high interest regarding strategies for paying for college. Most parents and
students fell somewhere in the middle on feeling knowledgeable about financing college.
Continuing efforts to increase parents’ and students’ knowledge of the financial aspects of
college, such as specific financial aid terms and the actual costs of attending, remains an
important area of focus.

PERCEPTION OF TEXAS GEAR UP STATE GRANT ACTIVITIES

On average, both parents and students found each type of activity that they participated in to be
mostly effective. Average levels of student perceptions of effectiveness were lower than parent
perceptions for all activities.®> College Preparation Advisors were a resource new to schools in Year
2, and about 40% of students met with a College Preparation Advisor in Year 2. Most students and
parents found meeting with a College Preparation Advisor to be mostly effective or very effective.
Both parents and students continued in Year 2 to report low use of the Texas GEAR UP website
as a source of information, even though the program released a newly designed website
(launched in November 2013). In Year 2, student-reported use of Texas GEAR UP SG staff/events
as a source of information significantly increased from Year 1. A greater percentage of parents also
reported use of Texas GEAR UP SG staff/fevents as a source of information.

Key Facilitators and Barriers: Implementation

College Preparation Advisors

Key Takeaway:
College Preparation Advisors helped facilitate students’ participation in student support
services, as well as implementation of Texas GEAR UP SG program activities.

A key facilitator for implementation progress in Year 2 was the addition of the College
Preparation Advisors to the Texas GEAR UP SG staff. Each school was assigned a College
Preparation Advisor. Grant coordinators continued to provide oversight on program
implementation, but now had support at each school. In particular, the College Preparation
Advisors, even in the absence of regularly scheduled times to engage with students one-on-
one, were able to increase individual student counseling in Year 2.

Limited Support From School Administrators

Key Takeaway:
A key barrier was limited support from school administrators. Long approval processes were
a particular barrier for one of the schools.

Texas GEAR UP SG staff at one school reported that services were delayed and, in some
cases, eliminated due to the complexity of the local approval processes that staff needed to
navigate prior to implementing the activities. This serves as a reminder that as school
administrators change, TEA, in collaboration with the Support Center, needs to leverage
opportunities to educate and engage campus staff regarding key grant initiatives. School D
experienced initial resistance from school administrators regarding the Texas Guaranteed
Student Loan Corporation (TG) modules, but a new school administrator allowed Texas GEAR
UP SG staff to plan an assembly to present the TG modules to students.

4 These changes were statistically significant. Additional details are provided in Chapter 3.
5 These changes were statistically significant. Additional details are provided in Chapter 3.
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Parents’ Perceived Facilitators and Barriers

Key Takeaway:
Parents reported that encouragement from their child facilitated their own engagement in
Texas GEAR UP SG program activities; however, work schedules and other barriers
continued to inhibit parent engagement.

For parents, encouragement from their child was the most commonly identified facilitator for
participation. Texas GEAR UP SG should consider ways to leverage students with regard to
encouraging their parents to participate in program activities, and perhaps offer more activities
in which both groups can participate together. The most common parent-reported barrier to
participation was work schedule. These trends are consistent with parent-reported facilitators
and barriers during Year 1 of implementation. As such, ensuring that parent activities have a
clearly articulated purpose/value, as well as scheduling them at times that are appropriate to
parents and engaging students in bringing parents to events, remain key to successful
engagement with activities.

Potential Promising Practices
The following four potentially promising implementation activities were identified in Year 2.
COLLEGE PREPARATION ADVISORS

College Preparation Advisors were a new resource to schools in Year 2. College Preparation
Advisors were able to offer counseling and financial aid advisement—practices that were
difficult to implement in Year 1. Various stakeholders indicated positive reactions to College
Preparation Advisors. Students and parents who had met with a College Preparation Advisor
had more knowledge of college, knowledge of financial terms, and higher educational
expectations.

SUMMER PROGRAMS

An emerging promising practice for a few schools were programs offered in summer 2013. In
summer 2013, four schools indicated that primary cohort students participated in programs
intended, in part, to support preparation for Algebra I, and received, on average, 20 hours of
mathematics focus. Participants in summer programs positively perceived their experiences,
and indicated that participation in these programs improved knowledge about college enrollment
requirements and financial literacy, as well as feeling better prepared to succeed in Algebra I.
Much like the afterschool programs discussed in the Year 1 report, summer programs engaged
students with mathematics in fun and challenging ways.

CAREER EXPLORATION

Career exploration and career-to-education alignment activities were a focus of events at
several schools.® These activities were positively perceived by participants, and given their

6 These activities included, for example, Reality Check, an interactive game in which students explore
real-life scenarios to help them understand what it might take to achieve the life they desire for
themselves in the future. Students describe the lifestyle they would like for themselves. Careers
associated with achieving the desired lifestyle are identified for the student to explore. Activities also
included exposing students to adults with careers in a range of fields and Career Cruising, a career
interest survey (used by School E to help students find careers based on their interests). Details about
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direct focus on connecting future life with a career, may be contributing to general changes in
the educational aspirations and college readiness perceptions of parents and students.

LEADERSHIP CLUB

Finally, a leadership club at one school provided opportunities for the students in Grade 8 to
become involved with volunteer opportunities and to mentor peers. Participants reported that
they enjoyed their experiences with the club. This club provides both short-term opportunities for
personal growth and the long-term opportunity to build content that may distinguish the students
when applying for postsecondary education, potentially increasing the likelihood of successful
postsecondary enroliment.

Recommendations

Based on the range of data analyzed to date, several recommendations with regard to program
implementation are made. These include the following:

= Increase Awareness of Summer Programs. A primary reason given by parents and
students for not attending summer programs was that they were either not aware of or they
did not feel encouraged to attend the programs. Given the potential for summer programs,
schools should increase student and parent awareness regarding planned summer
programs, engage as broad a range of students as possible, and continuously encourage
participation.

= Continue Progress With Regard to Student Perceptions. Early successes included
improved perceptions regarding students’ desire to go to college and their awareness of
financial options in order to be able to do so. In order to reach their goals related to these
important aspects of the program, additional activities regarding college requirements and
enrollment, as well as the financial costs associated with secondary education, are needed.

= Seek to Better Understand and Potentially Model School G Implementation. In both
Year 1 and Year 2, School G had engaged in the full range of implementation expected by
the Texas GEAR UP SG program. A few of the other schools, particularly School E, began
to demonstrate clear improvements in Year 2; however, School G built capacity to engage in
a large number of activities much more quickly. Overall, School G held the greatest number
of events and boasted the greatest percentage of mentored students. Notably, School G
also had parents and students with the highest rates of knowledge about college readiness
in many cases (see Chapter 3 for a full list of findings regarding success at this school).
School G had the highest percentage of students who indicated that Texas GEAR UP SG
participation was influencing their college plans and that they had engaged in discussions
with Texas GEAR UP SG or school staff about college entrance requirements. They were
also the school whose students reported the highest level of engagement with the Texas
GEAR UP website. While there were some exceptions to these generally favorable findings,
collectively, the findings suggest that School G may serve as an example for replicating
specific aspects of Texas GEAR UP SG, as well as an overall case of success. However, it
is important to note that there may be external factors in addition to Texas GEAR UP SG at
play, such as an environment that is particularly receptive to Texas GEAR UP SG services,
related programming that reinforces Texas GEAR UP SG project objectives, and so forth.
During future site visits, the evaluation team will continue to seek to understand why Texas
GEAR UP SG appears to be so successful at this school.

these programs emerged from site visits. Additional information about Reality Check is available at
http://www.texasrealitycheck.com. Additional information about Career Cruising is available
http://public.careercruising.com/en.
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Focus on Targeted Support From the Support Center to Schools. Schools were
generally positive about their interactions with the Support Center, although teachers and
administrators at some schools reported minimal engagement with the Support Center staff.
TEA should encourage the Support Center to examine some of the implementation
challenges identified through the evaluation to identify ways to target activities based on
prior school challenges in order to assist schools in overcoming these challenges. Schools
who faced the most challenges in Year 2 with regard to implementing activities across the
range of activities seem to be in particular need of targeted support. For those schools that
were effectively implementing programs in both Year 1 and Year 2, ongoing support can
help to maintain those efforts, especially to facilitate the transition to high school.

Intensify Strategies to Reach Out to Parents. All schools need intensive strategies to
improve parent engagement with Texas GEAR UP SG activities and TEA should work with
the Support Center to continue providing leadership in this area. This may include adjusting
activities based on the facilitators and barriers to participation identified by the evaluation.
Continue to Support Grant Coordinators and College Preparation Advisors. The
College Preparation Advisors appear to have made positive contributions to the Texas
GEAR UP SG programs. Based on consistent feedback, it is recommended that appropriate
times and locations for one-on-one interaction between students and College Preparation
Advisors be identified. TEA, in collaboration with the Support Center, should provide the
College Preparation Advisors with additional training and supports as they move from the
middle school to the high school environment.

Increase Statewide Implementation Efforts. While the statewide efforts have made
significant resources available through the website, use by Texas GEAR UP SG schools
continues to be low (although TEA reported that website hits and retweets are increasing
overall). Similarly, Project Share (a tool intended for delivering statewide teacher PD) was
allocated funds in the budget but (as of March 31, 2014) was not implemented. TEA and its
collaborators will want to continue to focus efforts on these statewide project objectives.
More success was associated with implementation of the statewide coalition and conference
opportunities; TEA should continue to use these outlets to communicate and educate about
additional statewide resources as they become available.
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1. Introduction and Overview of Texas GEAR UP

In April 2012, the Texas Education Agency (TEA) was awarded a federal Gaining Early
Awareness and Readiness for Undergraduate Programs (GEAR UP) grant from the U.S.
Department of Education (USDE). The broad purpose of the federal GEAR UP program is to
increase the number of low-income students who are prepared to enter and succeed in
postsecondary education. Through the Texas GEAR UP State Grant (SG), participating schools
provide services to a primary cohort of students from Grade 7 (2012-13 school year) through
their first year of postsecondary education (2018-19).” Texas GEAR UP SG services are
intended to impact individual students and their parents, as well as to impact teachers through
the provision of professional development (PD) and schools/districts through changes in
academic rigor. In addition, the Texas GEAR UP SG is intended to make a statewide impact
through the widespread provision of coordinated information and resources for students and
their parents regarding postsecondary opportunities. TEA contracted with ICF International to
provide an external, third-party evaluation of the Texas GEAR UP SG, including annual
implementation reports.

Annual Implementation Report #1 (O’Donnel et al., 2013) focused on implementation that
occurred in the 2012-13 school year. This second annual implementation report focuses on
implementation events that occurred in summer 2013 and during the 2013-14 school year.
These annual reports provide a snapshot of how the Texas GEAR UP SG participating schools
(n=7)/districts (n=4) and TEA and its collaborators are implementing the program. Throughout
this report, districts are identified by the same number (District 1 through District 4), and schools
are identified by the same letter (Schools A through G) as used in the prior report in order to
mask the school and maintain the confidentiality that was promised for the site visits. The
upcoming comprehensive report will examine the relationship between implementation and
outcomes in the first two years.

This chapter provides a brief overview of the relevant research literature on student success
and college readiness, along with an understanding of these issues in the context of the state of
Texas. The GEAR UP program, in general, and the Texas GEAR UP SG are described. Next, a
summary of key findings from Annual Implementation Report #1 (O’Donnel et al., 2013) is
provided as a point of comparison for the Year 2 implementation data presented in this report.
Specific Year 1 findings will be presented throughout the report where comparisons are
appropriate. Finally, this chapter provides an overview of the Texas GEAR UP SG evaluation.
Appendix B provides more detailed information regarding the evaluation methodology.

1.1 College Readiness Challenge
1.1.1 The National and Texas College Readiness Challenge

The federal GEAR UP program is focused on supporting college readiness for students who
may not otherwise pursue postsecondary educational opportunities. It is estimated that by 2020,
more than 55% of Texas jobs will require some type of postsecondary credential (Texas Higher
Education Coordinating Board [THECB], 2014a). Data show that only 7% of low-income youth
attain a college degree by age 26, compared with 51% of students from the highest
socioeconomic status quartile (Haveman & Smeeding, 2006). Nationally, in 2010, the immediate
college enrollment rate of high school completers from low-income families was 52%, compared
to 67% of students from middle-income families and 82% from high-income families (USDE
National Center for Education Statistics [NCES], 2012a). Hispanic youth immediate enrollment
in college (60%) was also significantly lower in 2010 than that for either White or Black youth

7 Additional information about the cohort evaluation design of Texas GEAR UP SG is included in
Appendix B.
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(71% and 66%, respectively). According to the Pew Hispanic Center (2012), Hispanics
represent about one-quarter of all public school students nationwide, but make up 16% of those
in higher education. Postsecondary graduation rates also lag for minority students. In 2010,
34% of Black youth who first enrolled in postsecondary education in 2004, as compared to 50%
of Hispanic youth and 62% of White youth, had graduated college within six years (USDE
NCES, 2012b). The most recent Texas data suggest that postsecondary enrollment growth in
the state has slowed and actually fell in fall 2013 (THECB, 2014b). In fall 2013, in-state college-
going rates of Hispanic students (51.5%) and African-American students (48.7%) continued to
lag behind White and Asian student enrollment rates (56% and 79.4%, respectively).

While 56% of Texas students had immediate enrollment in a postsecondary institution following
high school graduation, many of these students do not enter college ready, decreasing the
likelihood that they will earn a credential.® While improving enrollment is a critical first step,
students must also be prepared at a level that will move them from enrollment to graduation. In
Texas, significant percentages of students do not meet this definition of college readiness, with
41% of students enrolled in postsecondary education in fall 2010 requiring developmental
education coursework in one or more content areas of education (THECB, 2012). Community
and technical colleges are particularly likely to experience students with a need for
developmental education courses. According to the THECB (2012) report, in fall 2010, 55% of
students enrolled in Texas community and technical colleges and 16% of students enrolled in
four-year public institutions were not college ready. The impact on students in terms of time,
money, and outcomes is significant when developmental education courses are required. For
example, Texas students who did not require developmental coursework were twice as likely as
students who did require such coursework to have graduated with a degree (THECB, 2012).°

The Texas GEAR UP SG, which began in 2012, provides an opportunity to support schools
serving high percentages of low-income students in new approaches to college readiness. This
includes influencing student motivation. Based on findings from the annual High School Survey
of Student Engagement, student engagement and motivation factors play a critical role in
determining a student’s ability to succeed in college (Yazzie-Mintz, 2010). Nationally, students
are motivated by a desire to go to college and get a good job. For example, the 2009 survey
asked more than 42,000 high school students across 103 schools in 27 states about their views
regarding academic motivation. When asked why they go to school, students’ most common
responses were “Because | want to get a degree and go to college” (73%) and “Because | want
to get a good job” (67%). GEAR UP programs, including the Texas GEAR UP SG, are
encouraged to engage in a range of implementation activities that encourage and build on
students’ motivations to set postsecondary education as a goal, provide academic and social
support to students, educate students about postsecondary enroliment, and prepare them for
the financial costs associated with postsecondary attendance.

Understanding high school graduation in Texas is important because it is a necessary milestone
toward college enroliment. The Texas high school Grade 9 four-year longitudinal graduation rate
rose from 80.6% for the Class of 2009 to 88.0% for the Class of 2013 (TEA, 2014).
Economically disadvantaged students in the Class of 2013 had improved graduation rates

8 The 56% enrollment includes enrollment both inside and outside the state of Texas. Conley (2007)
defines college readiness as “the level of preparation a student needs in order to enroll and succeed—
without remediation—in a credit-bearing general education course at a postsecondary institution that
offers a baccalaureate degree or transfer to a baccalaureate program” (p. 5).

9 Twice as likely to have graduated with a degree from a community college within three years and twice
as likely to have graduated from a 4-year institution within six years. Data reflect graduation in 2009 for
community college and 2010 for 4-year college graduation.
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(85.2%) compared to the Class of 2009 (78.3%), but still lagged relative to the state overall
(88.0%). These trends reinforce the need for Texas GEAR UP SG to support schools with high
percentages of economically disadvantaged students. English Language Learners (ELL),
Hispanic, and African-American youth are also targeted by the Texas GEAR UP SG. TEA data
also indicates concerns with the graduation rates for these student populations; rates are
improving over time, but are still below state averages. For example, students identified as ELL
at any point between Grades 9 and 12 had a much lower high school graduation rate (71.3%)
than the state average (88.0%) in 2013.%° Both Hispanic and African-American groups
continued to lag behind White, non-Hispanic youth in the state as well.}! Texas has taken steps
to improve college readiness and access among primary and secondary students, as well as
reach a greater number of students, specifically students from low-income families. For
example, House Bill (HB) 3 (81t Texas Legislature, 2009) ushered in State of Texas
Assessments of Academic Readiness® (STAAR®) with requirements regarding college
readiness. In addition, the Texas College Preparation Program (TCPP) included TEA
collaboration with the College Board and ACT, Inc. during the following school years: 2009-10,
2010-11, 2011-12; it included components targeting Grade 8, Grade 10, and Grade 11 students.
In an effort to increase access, TCPP provided funding for high school juniors to take one
college admissions test (either the SAT or the ACT) without cost.*? Texas schools have also
generally supported and encouraged college readiness through improved course content.

In addition to high school graduation, one way to prepare students for enrollment in higher
education is to offer dual (college and high school) credit courses and expose students to the
rigorous content in advanced placement (AP) classes. Ideally, academic rigor in AP courses
exposes students to the typical demands of a college course. However participation in AP
courses is another area where various student groups continue to lag in Texas, although
progress has also been made (TEA, 2013a; TEA, 2013b). Texas GEAR UP SG, which stresses
academic rigor and student engagement in AP courses, has the potential to be part of the effort
to help address the remaining concerns.

1.1.2 Texas House Bill 5 and the Texas GEAR UP State Grant Grade 9 Class of 2014-15

The Texas Legislature passed and the governor signed HB 5 (83 Legislative Session) in June
2013 (LegiScan, 2013). The passage of HB 5 initiated substantial changes to the assessment
and graduation requirements in the state to create a rigorous but flexible educational program
for students that promotes both college access and career readiness. The Texas GEAR UP SG
primary cohort, students who will begin high school in 2014-15, are in the first cohort of Grade 9
students who are required to graduate under the new requirements laid out in HB 5. Both TEA
and the districts worked to address the practicalities associated with the purpose and goal of the
HB 5 legislation from June 2013 to the start of the 2014-15 school year. One challenge faced
by TEA and the districts related to HB 5 was ensuring that students receive clear information
about graduation requirements, including understanding endorsement options. Some
endorsements provided under HB 5 may be sufficient for high school graduation, but may create
impediments to student participation in postsecondary education related to meeting college
entrance requirements for high school coursework.

10 Similar ELL data were not provided for the Class of 2009. For that class, those students identified as
Limited English Proficient (LEP) had a graduation rate of 49.3%.

11 Hispanic (Class of 2013: 85.1%, Class of 2009: 73.5%) and African-American (Class of 2013: 84.1%,
Class of 2009: 73.8%) youth in the Class of 2013 had improved graduation rates compared to the Class
of 2009. Both Hispanic and African-American groups continued to lag behind Asian-American (Class of
2013: 93.8%, Class of 2009: 89.7%) and White, non-Hispanic youth in the state as well (Class of 2013:
93.0%, Class of 2009: 92.4%).

12 Please see http://ritter.tea.state.tx.us/taa/stanprog113010.html and
http://ritter.tea.state.tx.us/taa/tcpp09132011.html for additional information.
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Specifically, prior to HB 5, in order to graduate high school under either the 26-credit
recommended high school program (RHSP) or distinguished achievement program (DAP),
students were required to successfully complete four courses in each of four content subject
areas: English language arts (ELA), mathematics, science, and social studies. These course
requirements were in line with college entrance requirements. HB 5 replaced RHSP and DAP
plans with a flexible 22-credit Foundation High School Program (FHSP), accompanied by a
required endorsement (total credits: 26). Students select an endorsement upon entering high
school. Students are permitted to choose, at any time, to earn an endorsement other than the
one the student previously selected at the beginning of Grade 9. Students are generally
discouraged from graduating with only the minimal FHSP and cannot do so without consent
from a parent or guardian.® Essentially, the endorsements provide the basis for entering a
career pathway, similar to a major in college. While five endorsements have been identified
under HB 5, not all schools are required to offer all five endorsements. The five endorsement
areas include business and industry; arts and humanities; science, technology, engineering, and
mathematics (STEM), public services, and multidisciplinary studies. HB 5 permits students to
complete more than one endorsement. The 22-credit FHSP includes four credits in English (I, I,
Ill, and one advanced English course), three in mathematics (Algebra, Geometry, and one
advanced mathematics course), three in science (Biology, Integrated Physics, and Chemistry or
an advanced science course), and three in social studies (U.S. History, U.S. Government,
Economics, and either World History or World Geography).

To graduate with a distinguished level of achievement, students must exceed FHSP
requirements. Students must complete Algebra Il as one of the four mathematics credits and
must complete at least one endorsement. In addition to better meeting college entrance
requirements, one advantage of graduating with a distinguished level of achievement is that it is
a requirement to be admitted to a Texas public university under the state’s Top 10 percent
automatic admission law.** In August 2014, TEA published a Graduation Toolkit to support
students, parents, and schools in understanding the new graduation requirements.'> Anecdotal
evidence suggests that many schools are also publishing their own tools to inform students and
parents about the HB 5 changes. Texas GEAR UP SG patrticipating schools/districts engaged in
their own activities to introduce students to the new graduation requirement and endorsements,
as described in Chapter 2 and in the Case Study Reports (Appendix E).

In addition to graduation requirements, it is worth noting that HB 5 reduced the number of
STAAR end-of-course (EOC) exams from 15 to 5. HB 5 requires students to pass five STAAR
EOC assessments in order to be eligible for graduation: Algebra I, English I, English I, Biology,
and U.S. History. In addition, prior to HB 5, English | and English Il STAAR EOC exams
assessed reading and writing separately. In 2013-14, however, reading and writing were
combined in a single EOC exam. This change is not anticipated to affect students’
postsecondary educational opportunities as these exams are not typically utilized as part of
college entrance requirements.

13 This permission cannot be provided until after the student completes Grade 10.

4 Graduating with a distinguished level of achievement is one of multiple requirements for the Top 10
Percent automatic admission. Additional information on the rules associated with this is available at
http://www.thecb.state.tx.us/reports/PDF/5358.PDF?CFID=23401714&CFTOKEN=94753953.

15 The TEA Graduation Toolkit is available online at http://tea.texas.gov/communications/brochures.aspx.
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1.1.3 About the Federal GEAR UP Program

TEA’s application for and receipt of a federal GEAR UP SG is in line with the general state focus
on promoting college readiness and access discussed in the prior section. The federal GEAR
UP program seeks to improve postsecondary enrollment and completion for low-income
students. The GEAR UP program addresses the challenges faced by low-income students in
attaining postsecondary success in an early and ongoing manner, providing services, activities,
and resources to students from Grade 7 through the first year of college. These goals are
presented as a pyramid, with each goal building on previously attained goals (CoBro Consulting,
2010; see Figure 1.1). While the goals build on each other, the strategies associated with each
goal can occur throughout the implementation of GEAR UP (e.g., implementation activities to
increase college awareness and postsecondary aspirations occur across grades). The goals
include the following:

1. Increasing postsecondary awareness and aspirations. This goal is focused on
increasing GEAR UP students’ and parents’ knowledge of postsecondary educational
options, the preparation needed to succeed at the postsecondary level, and parent financial
literacy regarding postsecondary education. Ideally, aspirations and expectations for
postsecondary education are aligned and influence decisions (e.g., to take Algebra | in
Grade 8, to apply for postsecondary enrollment in Grade 12). Texas GEAR UP project
objectives, such as offering college awareness workshops to all students and parents by the
end of the project’s first year, support this effort.

2. Strengthening academic preparation and achievement. This goal focuses on providing
academically rigorous opportunities for students (e.g., achieving college readiness
benchmarks on state/national tests,

completion of college credit in high
school). GEAR UP PD opportunities
for teachers are made available to

Figure 1.1. Overall GEAR UP Goals

increase academic rigor in the Raise
classroom. Grantees monitor, and Postsecondary
students can self-monitor, progress Participation
on achieving early and intermediate

outcomes that indicate postsecondary

readiness (e.g., timely progress Strengthen

toward meeting a plan for graduation
at the distinguished level of
achievement). Texas GEAR UP
project objectives, such as 85% of
students completing Algebra | by the
end of Grade 8 (Project Objective 1.1)
and 60% of students completing an
AP/pre-AP course by the fifth year
(Project Objective 2.2), reflect this
overarching goal.

Academic Preparation
and Achievement

Increase
Postsecondary Awareness
and Aspirations

Source: CoBro Consulting (2010).

3. Raising postsecondary participation. Finally, GEAR UP seeks to improve high school
graduation rates and enrollment in postsecondary education. This goal is at the top of the
pyramid, in part, because it is the intended long-term outcome. However, implementation
activities intended to aid grantees in meeting this goal also occur throughout the life cycle of
the grant, including providing student support services such as tutoring and mentoring. The
program anticipates that successful grantees will develop systems to identify students for
such services early and at an appropriate level. TEA has indicated that summer transition
programs are of particular interest for the Texas GEAR UP SG evaluation. Texas GEAR UP
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SG project objectives for participation in GEAR UP activities, as well as graduating from high
school with college-ready skills in mathematics and English, support this goal.

1.1.4 Overview of Texas GEAR UP State Grant

TEA was awarded a federal GEAR UP grant in April 2012 with a start date of July 2012. As
described in Annual Implementation Report #1 (O’Donnel et al., 2013), the Texas GEAR UP SG
serves low-income and historically underserved students through two primary strategies: (1) a
district intervention package, which supports the targeted districts’ college readiness and
success initiatives; and (2) statewide initiatives, which provide guidance, information, and
resources related to college access, readiness, and success for all Texas districts and
communities. The Texas GEAR UP SG district intervention supports schools in four districts
(seven middle schools at the time of this report) with a high population of low-income youth. In
addition to district Texas GEAR UP SG services, statewide series are provided through existing
and newly developed TEA college and career information services, which provide a rich array of
resources and tools to help guide students and parents toward postsecondary education.®

TEA based selection of districts to participate in the Texas GEAR UP SG grant on data from the
2009-10 school year related to poverty and the risk of dropping out of school.!” At that time, all
seven Texas GEAR UP SG middle schools in the four selected districts had greater
percentages of economically disadvantaged students and at-risk students as compared to state
averages (i.e., those students identified as being at-risk for dropping out of school based on
having one or more of 13 factors).'® Most of the Texas GEAR UP SG middle schools generally
had higher-than-state-average enroliments of Hispanic/Latino students. At the three schools
with lower percentages of Hispanic/Latino students, the next largest group of students in the
2009-10 school year was African American. Both Hispanic/Latino and African-American
students are historically underrepresented in higher education (Editorial Projects in Education,
2013; Pew Hispanic Center, 2012). Table 1.1 shows a list of the schools who participated in the
Texas GEAR UP SG in the 2013-14 school year. Appendix F, related to implementation
findings, presents demographic data for students. As previously mentioned, schools will be

16 This includes the statewide website: www.texasgearup.com.

17 TEA first applied for the GEAR UP grant in July 2011 with plans for implementation to begin in the
2011-12 school year. Funding was awarded based on this application in a deferred award cycle (April
2012).

18 Texas statutory criteria for at-risk status include each student who is under 21 years of age and who
(1) was not advanced from one grade level to the next for one or more school years; (2) is in Grades 7, 8,
9, 10, 11, or 12 and did not maintain an average equivalent of 70 on a scale of 100 in two or more
subjects in the foundation curriculum during a semester in the preceding or current school year or is not
maintaining such an average in two or more subjects in the foundation curriculum in the current semester;
(3) did not perform satisfactorily on an assessment instrument administered to the student, and who has
not in the previous or current school year subsequently performed on that instrument or another
appropriate instrument at a level equal to at least 110% of the level of satisfactory performance on that
instrument; (4) is in prekindergarten, kindergarten, or Grades 1, 2, or 3 and did not perform satisfactorily
on a readiness test or assessment instrument administered during the current school year; (5) is pregnant
or is a parent; (6) has been placed in an alternative education program during the preceding or current
school year; (7) has been expelled during the preceding or current school year; (8) is currently on parole,
probation, deferred prosecution, or other conditional release; (9) was previously reported through the
Public Education Information Management System (PEIMS) to have dropped out of school; (10) is a
student of LEP; (11) is in the custody or care of the Department of Protective and Regulatory Services or
has, during the current school year, been referred to the department by a school official, officer of the
juvenile court, or law enforcement official; (12) is homeless; or (13) resided in the preceding school year
or resides in the current school year in a residential placement facility in the district, including a detention
facility, substance abuse treatment facility, emergency shelter, psychiatric hospital, halfway house, or
foster group home (http://ritter.tea.state.tx.us/perfreport/tapr/2013/glossary.pdf).
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identified by a letter and districts by a number in order to mask the school and maintain the
confidentiality that was promised for the site visits.

Table 1.1. Profile of Texas GEAR UP SG Middle Schools

Middle School District

Brentwood Edgewood Independent School District
Garcia Edgewood Independent School District
Wrenn Edgewood Independent School District
Dunbar Lubbock Independent School District
Decker Manor Independent School District
Manor Manor Independent School District
Somerset Somerset Independent School District

TEXAS GEAR UP STATE GRANT COLLABORATORS

Prior to receiving the Texas GEAR UP SG, TEA had identified five organizations with which to
collaborate: Texas GEAR UP SG Support Center (technical assistance provider); Texas
Guaranteed Student Loan Corporation (TG); Texas Science, Technology, Engineering, and
Mathematics (T-STEM) Centers; the College Board; and AMS Pictures. In Year 2, TEA retained
two of these collaborators, the Texas GEAR UP SG Support Center and AMS Pictures, and
added two new collaborators: Abriendo Puertas and GeoFORCE. While TG is no longer an
identified state collaborator, TG is committed to providing training to schools, including Texas
GEAR UP SG schools, on financial literacy as it relates to postsecondary education. Similarly,
the College Board no longer had a formalized relationship with the Texas GEAR UP SG during
Year 2. However, TEA provided grant funds through the technical assistance provider for
districts to purchase services directly from the College Board. Two of the districts chose to
purchase services in 2013-14. The remaining two districts reported not having the time to take
advantage of the services. In Year 3, TEA will provide funds for Texas GEAR UP SG districts to
purchase College Board services directly. Data collected in Year 2 clarified the role of existing
collaborators, as reported in the first Texas GEAR UP SG implementation report (O’Donnel et
al., 2013), and offered information about new collaborators.

Texas GEAR UP State Grant Support Center: The University of Texas at Austin’s Institute for
Public School Initiatives’ (UT-IPSI) Office for College Access manages and staffs the Texas
GEAR UP SG Support Center. As TEA program staff describe, technical assistance from the
Support Center includes grant training (most of which is required for all districts), grant
documentation support, grant management training, or assistance with using grant tools/forms.
They also provide quarterly reports to TEA that are formatted similar to the Annual Performance
Report (APR) and house the GEAR UP Integrated Data Entry System. These data support TEA
in aligning reporting to project objectives, provide student- and teacher-level implementation
data for the evaluation, and serve as formative information for TEA and the districts. One role of
the Support Center is ensuring that the school districts comply with grant requirements. This is
achieved, in part, through working with the districts on a district Annual Strategic Planning
Report (ASPR) on which Support Center staff provide guidance and feedback to the districts on
their plans for the upcoming school year, Support Center staff visit each school monthly and
engage in calls/email, as needed, in between. The Support Center is also responsible for the
annual statewide conference, including contracting with keynote speakers and reviewing
papers.

In Year 2, there was a large focus by Support Center staff on getting College Preparation
Advisors in place at each participating school prior to the start of the 2013—-14 school year. The
Support Center was responsible for hiring and supporting/training the College Preparation
Advisors provided to each Texas GEAR UP SG school in Year 2. Support Center staff trained
College Preparation Advisors in the Texas GEAR UP SG project objectives, school
characteristics, student success strategies, and college access and readiness strategies.
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AMS Pictures: At the end of Year 1, AMS Pictures launched the revised Texas GEAR UP
website at www.texasgearup.com. The content on this website is publically available. In Year 2,
AMS Pictures has continued to manage product development for Texas GEAR UP SG
grantees, as well as the population throughout the state. This includes creating videos (about
finding and paying for college for students, and about college and career readiness for
teachers), developing the statewide website (structure and content), and reaching out to the
community to assess information needs. Throughout the life of the grant, AMS Pictures will visit
each school to highlight practices identified by their research as successful. For example, in
Year 2, they interviewed staff, speakers, and students about career week at one school and
then produced a packet with information about implementing a career week program. AMS
Pictures will also continue to interact regularly with the Support Center regarding both the
website and the conference (e.g., selecting a theme, visuals, promotion).

New collaborators in Year 2 include the following:

= Abriendo Puertas began working on a parent initiative (focused on parent advocates
engaging other parents) and a curriculum in all four districts. However, it was only
implemented in three districts in Year 2. This model focuses on training parents to provide
content to other parents.'® One suggested approach from a site visit participant was to have
this group use the Texas GEAR UP SG website as a platform for their parent training.

= GeoFORCE is an experiential outreach program housed at UT-Austin and supported, in
part, through TG Public Benefit.?° It is a long-term college access initiative based on
geosciences in which 32 students from the seven Texas GEAR UP SG schools applied and
were selected to participate in a summer 2014 residential program. College Preparation
Advisors supported the application process, which occurred in January 2014, and
GeoFORCE selected the students.

1.2 Texas GEAR UP State Grant Year 1 Key Findings

The first Texas GEAR UP SG implementation report (O’'Donnel et al., 2013) provided an
overview of implementation with the Grade 7 students in the 2012—-13 school year, while this
report will focus on implementation with Grade 8 students in the 2013-14 school year. The
Texas GEAR UP SG will continue to serve the primary cohort through the seven-year grant
period, which will continue through the students’ first year of postsecondary education in the
2018-19 school year. Interviews with TEA and its collaborators on the grant, district ASPR,
GEAR UP federal APR data, student and parent surveys, and qualitative site visit data informed
both implementation reports. The complete first Texas GEAR UP SG implementation report
(O’Donnel et al., 2013) provides additional details about the Year 1 findings summarized here,
as well as all Year 1 implementation findings.

1.2.1 Shortened Timeline for Implementation

Understanding the shortened period for implementation is critical to interpreting the findings.
One limitation for the annual implementation report is that the evaluation period is different from
the annual program period and thus it does not allow for an understanding of each program year
of implementation. In Year 1, the Texas GEAR UP SG was operating for approximately six
months before data collection for the first implementation report was completed. This was due,
in large part, to participating schools receiving their first awards over the course of November

19 See http://ap-od.org for additional information about this program.
20 See http://www.jsg.utexas.edu/geoforce for additional information about this program.
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and December 2012, after the start of the 2012—13 school year.?! Some data were further
limited due to the timeline of APR data collection, which reflected grantee activity through

March 31, 2013, and were submitted to USDE in April. That is, APR data such as student
participation in support services (e.g., tutoring, mentoring) and in events (e.g., workshops,
college visits) had only been collected formally through March at the time of the Year 1 report.
Participation by students, parents, and teachers in services and events from April 1, 2013, to the
end of the school year is not included in this report.

The Year 2 timeline for implementation was also somewhat shortened, but not to the extent that
it was in Year 1. Due to administrative delays, schools did not receive their Notification of Grant
Award (NOGA) for fall 2013 until a few months into the school year (October 2013). Although
NOGA:s indicated a start date of September 1, 2013, and allowed expenditures occurring from
this date forward, some districts have policies prohibiting certain expenditures until receipt of a
formal state NOGA. While districts were encouraged to continue implementation based on the
anticipated award, Texas GEAR UP SG coordinators and district administrators indicated during
site visits that they were not able to conduct all planned activities in the fall because of the lack
of available funds. In some cases, activities were delayed, but occurred only after receipt of the
NOGA,; in other cases, local decisions eliminated planned activities. In addition to the delays in
receipt of the NOGA, APR data used in the Year 2 report are from summer 2013 and into the
2013-14 school year, but only through March 31, 2014. In other words, the data collection
timeline does not reflect the full school year in which Year 2 program services were
implemented.

In general, Year 2 was a more complete time frame of implementation than what occurred in
Year 1. The Texas GEAR UP SG coordinators were in place and ready to go, and were able to
continue some activities as expected during the delay in grant award notification (e.g., College
Preparation Advisors were in place in all schools from the start of Year 2). When making
comparisons in implementation across the two school years, these differing timelines must be
kept in mind. In general, Year 2 may differ not only because it is the second year of the Texas
GEAR UP SG program in schools and reflects experiences in Grade 8 as compared to Grade 7
(following the primary cohort of students), but also because the amount of time for
implementation varied across the two years.

1.2.2 Year 1 Level and Mix of Implementation

The national GEAR UP program encourages grantees to engage in a wide range of
implementation practices in order to support project objectives. Level and mix of implementation
varied across schools in the first six months of implementation in Year 1 (see Table 1.2 for an
overview of Year 1 implementation strategies by school). School G appeared to have made the
most progress on implementing the wide range of GEAR UP practices as designed/intended,
although at least three additional schools (Schools B, E, and F) appeared to make excellent
Year 1 progress at implementing a range of practices as well. The remaining three schools
implemented a smaller range of activities. Across all schools, 81% of students participated in
some sort of Texas GEAR UP SG implementation activity when the mix included
workshops/events, parent events, a college visit, or student support services. Schools D, E, F
and G were all on track with providing support services to at least 75% of students, a Year 2
goal for Grade 8 students.

21 TEA first applied for the GEAR UP grant in July 2011 with plans for implementation to begin in the
2011-12 school year. Based on this application, USDE awarded the Texas GEAR UP SG in April 2012
during a second cycle of awards. TEA had experienced staffing changes during this period, and there
were leadership changes in some of the districts and schools that had agreed to participate in the
program when the application was first submitted. Ultimately, awards were made to the four districts
participating in the Texas GEAR UP SG in October 2012.
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Table 1.2. Overview of Year 1 Implementation Strategies by School, 2012-13
Implementation
Strategy

Advanced Course
Enrollment

School A School B School C School D School E School F School G

Student Support
Services: Tutoring X X XP X X
in Multiple Subjects

Student Support
Services: Tutoring X X
in Mathematics Only

Student Support
Services:? X X
Mentoring

Student Support
Services: X
Counseling/
Advising

Student Support
Services: Other
Activities

(Afterschool X X
Mathematics
Program)

College Visit X X X

Job Site Visit/Job
Shadowing

Student Workshops/
Events

Parent Events X X X X

Teacher
Professional X X X
Development®

X
X
X
X
X
X X[ X | X [X

Community
Partners

Use Statewide
Services X X X

Total Number of
Strategies 4 6 5 5 8 7 11
Implemented

Source: Texas Education Agency, Texas GEAR UP SG Federal Annual Performance Report, April/May 2013 site visit
data.

a An additional student support service, financial advising, had not been implemented by any schools at the time of
the Year 1 report.

bSchools A, B and C each indicated in the Annual Performance Report that students had participated in virtual
tutoring relatively extensively. During the site visit, the actual level of tutoring at these schools was reported to be
minimal. Still, given that tutoring had occurred to some extent, the schools were credited with having implemented
tutoring.

¢ For this table, attendance at the national GEAR UP conference was not included in professional development. All
schools sent staff to the conference.

1.2.3 Algebral: Advanced Course Taking, Tutoring, and Enrichment Programs in Year 1

Successful completion of Algebra | is a key early outcome measure that sets a project objective
of having 30% of students completing Algebra | by the end of Grade 8 and 85% of students
completing the course by the end of Grade 9 (Project Objective 1.1). Grade 7 students’
enrollment in an advanced mathematics course averaged 22% and ranged from 18% (School
G) to 29% (School D). Based on this, it seemed unclear if sufficient percentages of students
would be prepared to complete Algebra | successfully in Grade 8. That is, student enroliment in
advanced mathematics in Grade 7 fell below 30% at all schools and was well below this at two
of the schools (Schools C and F). Tutoring efforts across schools in Year 1 emphasized
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mathematics tutoring, which is likely to support Project Objective 1.1. Two schools (Schools E
and F) engaged in an afterschool mathematics enrichment program targeting students who
were expected to take Algebra | in Grade 8. All schools indicated in their spring 2013 site visits
that they were planning summer 2013 mathematics enrichment programs.

1.2.4 Parent Engagement With Texas GEAR UP State Grant in Year 1

TEA set a project objective that each year at least 50% of parents would participate in at least
three Texas GEAR UP SG events (Project Objective 7.3). No school met this project objective in
Year 1 and parents participating in focus groups during site visits generally reported having little
to no knowledge of the program. Across schools, only 4.5% of primary cohort parents attended
an event. During site visits, Schools E and F reported some success with a three-part series of
parent engagement workshops.??> The schools reported feeling successful at engaging parents
in the series, as compared to previous experiences with engaging parents. The schools used
flyers, personal calls from teachers, and robo-calls to build parent awareness and interest in the
events.?® They provided free childcare to parents and Spanish translation for parents with
limited English skills. The schools were optimistic that they could build on their successes in the
future and attain Project Objective 7.3 of 50% attendance at three events.

1.2.5 Teacher Professional Development and Vertical Teaming in Year 1

TEA has identified several project objectives related to teacher PD for Texas GEAR UP SG
schools, including the following:

= In each grant year, all core content teachers will have the opportunity to participate in
training regarding differentiated instruction, advanced instructional strategies, and project-
based learning (Project Objective 3.1).

= In each grant year, teams of teachers at the middle and high school will complete at least
five days of vertical teams preparation and implementation each year (Project Objective
3.2).

Most Texas GEAR UP SG schools had designhed and scheduled their teacher PD activities for
the 2012-13 school year prior to TEA awarding the Texas GEARUP SG in
November/December 2012 and were not easily able to change plans to provide GEAR UP-
specific teacher PD. School G was the primary exception, engaging in a broad range of teacher
PD by May 2013. This included training on project-based learning (PBL) that occurred with a
vertical team of teachers from the middle school and high school. During site visits, staff at all
schools indicated plans for summer teacher PD related to Texas GEAR UP SG Project
Objectives 3.1 and 3.2. Across schools, teachers who participated in focus groups expressed an
interest in both PD on PBL and pre-AP training for teachers. Teachers participating in focus
groups at all schools also reported that few vertical teaming activities had occurred, although
they indicated they valued such opportunities. Schools reported to TEA that they were engaging
in vertical teaming, so it may be that teachers who participated in site visits were not engaged
with that activity or that progress from vertical teaming was not communicated broadly.

1.2.6 Student and Parent Year 1 Key Survey Findings

In Year 1, both primary cohort parents and students were surveyed in spring 2013. These data
are considered baseline. However, several of the survey findings are worth noting. First, both
parents and students had educational aspirations that were significantly higher than educational
expectations. That is, they would like to attain a higher degree of education than they actually
believe they will. School G, where the implementation mix was the most broad, had the highest

22 parent attendance at these events was not available at the time of the Year 1 report.
23 Robo-calls are automated phone messages used as an efficient system to send information out to a
large audience.
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percentage of students who indicated that participating in Texas GEAR UP SG activities had
positively influenced their decision to go to college (58%). That is, these students suggested
that before Texas GEAR UP SG participation, they were not committed to attending college, but
now expected to do so. Across schools, the greatest percentage of students who do not plan to
go to college selected concerns about cost as a main reason for not continuing on to
postsecondary education (48%).

Survey data indicate that one reason that parents and students were concerned about attaining
the educational goals they aspired to is cost. Both parents and students tended to overestimate
how much college will cost as compared to the actual state average. One in four parents and
12% of students indicated that they have no knowledge about college financial aid. Parents, on
average, considered themselves to be only slightly knowledgeable about college-related
financial terms. In addition to limited knowledge, parents (69%) and students (93%) expressed
at least some concern about being able to afford college.?* While Texas GEAR UP SG cannot
influence the actual cost of college, it can provide parents and students with better information
regarding actual costs and the financial supports available to assist in paying for college,
including scholarships and loans.

1.2.7 Key Facilitators and Barriers: Year 1 Implementation

Facilitators and barriers to implementation were identified from the full range of data sources.
Those associated with key successes or challenges in Year 1 are identified here.

GRANT COORDINATOR TIME COMMITMENT AND SUPPORT FROM CAMPUS/DISTRICT ADMINISTRATION

School G, where the greatest range of implementation activities occurred, was the only school
to have a Texas GEAR UP SG coordinator who was located at the school and was committed
full time to implementing the project at that school. Schools E and F, where the implementation
mix was also high, had a coordinator with a significant time commitment for Texas GEAR UP
SG. At the remaining four schools, all with lower levels of implementation, the coordinator was
responsible for a range of other programs, and in some cases, was responsible for Texas
GEAR UP SG implementation at more than one school. The grant coordinator’s level of time
commitment to a single school’s implementation was the most obvious difference among the
schools, suggesting that it may explain, in part, the varying levels of implementation. In addition,
at Schools E, F, and G, there were more obvious signs of support from both campus and district
administrators, further supporting the high level of implementation at these schools.

IMPROVED ACADEMIC RIGOR

A potential barrier identified during site visits was concern about the need to improve academic
rigor in advanced courses. Teachers at several schools who participated in focus groups noted
that while they have students in advanced courses, the content was not as rigorous as needed
to facilitate postsecondary success. If the course content is less rigorous than teachers who
participated in focus groups thought it should be, it may be less likely that students in the
advanced courses will ultimately be successful academically, particularly as they enter
postsecondary education.

1.2.8 Parents’ Perceived Facilitators and Barriers in Year 1

Parents who responded to the survey indicated that they were more likely to be engaged in
parent event activities held at the school when their students encouraged them to be engaged.
This suggests that schools may benefit from working with students on involving parents, which
can be difficult at the middle school level. Parents also identified picking a topic that was of

24 These percentages reflect all parents/students responding to the question about how sure they were
that they could afford college. As noted, the main reason selected for not attending college by students
who do not currently anticipate attending was cost.
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interest to them as critical to their engagement in the activity. The greatest percentage of
parents (49%) and students (28%) indicated that information about financing college was a topic
of interest. Not surprisingly, parents most commonly identified time/schedule conflicts as a
barrier to participation. Some parents indicated that schools needed to offer events in Spanish
as well as in English.

1.2.9 Enhanced College Visits in Year 1

In Year 1, School G tied classroom activities to college visits in order to better facilitate learning
from the visit. For example, in one activity, students researched colleges for a paper in English
class. Students also wrote and decorated college brochures. Linking these visits to classroom
practice is part of the development of a college-going culture at the school. Site visit participants
suggested that engaging in this type of enhanced activity associated with college visits was a
potential promising practice from Year 1 implementation.

1.3 Evaluation Objectives and Research Questions

The evaluation of the Texas GEAR UP SG program over the seven-year grant period focuses
on accomplishing the following objectives:

= Providing TEA with regular, formative feedback regarding implementation of the program,
including formative memos within 30 days of completion of each data collection.

= Understanding relationships among TEXAS GEAR UP SG implementation, the timing of
implementation, and the implementation dosage on TEXAS GEAR UP SG outcomes.

= |dentifying facilitators and barriers to TEXAS GEAR UP SG implementation.

= |dentifying potential TEXAS GEAR UP SG promising practices and any possible correction
in needed areas of program implementation.

As outcomes become available, the Texas GEAR UP SG evaluation will address the following
additional objectives:

= Understanding the impact of participation in Texas GEAR UP SG on relevant student
outcomes, including early, intermediate, and long-term indicators of meeting program goals.

= Understanding the impact of participation in TEXAS GEAR UP SG on relevant family,
school, and community partnership outcomes.

= Describing opportunities provided through Texas GEAR UP SG at the statewide level.

= Evaluating the impact of Texas GEAR UP SG from a cost and sustainability perspective.

As in Year 1, the Year 2 implementation report focuses primarily on formative feedback
regarding early implementation and any early indication of promising practices. In the context of
these objectives, this first report, as well as future reports, addresses a broad range of
evaluation questions (see Appendix A). These questions are aligned with understanding the
extent to which the overarching goals and project objectives of Texas GEAR UP SG are being
met (see Appendix A). Overarching evaluation questions addressed in this report include the
following:

= How was Texas GEAR UP SG implemented overall and at each of the participating
schools? To what extent does implementation change over time?

= What were students’, parents’, teachers’, and school staff’'s perceptions of Texas GEAR UP
SG implementation to date?

=  What facilitators and barriers were associated with the implementation of strategies?

= What practices implemented by grantees are perceived by grantees (students, parents, and
staff) to be effective, and therefore a potential best practice?

= What are students’ and parents’ levels of understanding regarding readiness (e.qg., college
aspirations/expectations, college options, being college ready at each grade level, financing
college)?
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=  What information or opportunities do parents perceive to have been the most relevant in
informing them regarding college and career readiness?
= How did schools budget for Texas GEAR UP SG in Year 2?

Future implementation and comprehensive reports will focus on addressing the following
additional evaluation questions:

= How are implementation and outcomes related to one another? Are certain “dosages” of
implementation associated with more successful outcomes? Are there certain patterns of
participation in implementation strategies?

= What outcomes are associated with participation in Texas GEAR UP SG?

= How do trends in outcomes for the Texas GEAR UP SG primary cohort students differ from
the retrospective and follow-on cohorts?

= How do trends in outcomes at the Texas GEAR UP SG schools differ as compared to the
state average and/or the comparison group schools??®

= How do trajectories of outcomes differ based on exposure to implementation? For example,
do students who participate in Texas GEAR UP SG activities in all grades (Grade 7 through
the first year of college) differ compared to students who enter Texas GEAR UP SG schools
at a later grade level?

= Do students who achieve certain early markers of postsecondary readiness have different
trajectories of outcomes than students who do not achieve the early marker (e.g., successful
completion of Algebra | in Grade 8 or in Grade 9)?

=  What is the impact of Texas GEAR UP SG on families, schools, and community partners?
What is the impact on statewide access to information and strategies?

= What is the cost of providing Texas GEAR UP SG at the school and state level? To what
extent are grantees able to sustain implementation of Texas GEAR UP SG with follow-on
cohorts of students beyond the primary cohort? What facilitators/barriers do grantees face to
sustaining implementation?2¢

1.4 Evaluation Design and Methods

The Texas GEAR UP SG evaluation will utilize a longitudinal design to evaluate the Texas
GEAR UP SG over the seven years of the program and to examine change over time in the
Texas GEAR UP SG primary cohort of students.?’ In addition, a quasi-experimental design will
be utilized in order to compare outcomes for students in Texas GEAR UP SG schools to
outcomes for students in comparable schools. Throughout the evaluation, a mixed-methods
approach will be undertaken. That is, both quantitative and qualitative data were and will be
collected and examined. Data collected by TEA will be used whenever possible (e.g., STAAR
results). APR data submitted by the schools regarding Texas GEAR UP SG provision of student
support services, student and parent workshops/events, teacher PD, and community alliance
activities were and will continue to be a primary source of implementation data, supplemented
by data collected during fall and spring site visits to each school. In addition, student and parent
surveys and site visits will provide information regarding perceptions of the program, knowledge
about postsecondary education, and educational aspirations and expectations. Appendix B

25 Comparison groups will be selected through propensity score matching for the upcoming
comprehensive report.

26 The sustainability of successful implementation activities is one goal/requirement of the federal GEAR
UP program. Some efforts may be easier to sustain than others. For example, increased academic rigor
may be relatively easy to sustain with ongoing teacher PD. On the other hand, the cost of continuing to
provide a broad range of student supports may be prohibitive.

27 The primary cohort of students in Grade 7 in the 2012-13 school year were targeted for implementation
activities. A longitudinal design means that this same group of students will be followed over time, in this
case, through their anticipated first year at a postsecondary institution.
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provides additional information regarding the evaluation design, methods, and analyses.
Appendix C provides an overview of data submitted to the APR, and Appendix D contains
copies of all surveys and site visit protocols. Appendix E provides detailed summaries of the site
visits conducted in spring 2013.

1.4.1 Logic Model

The evaluation design was developed based on conceptualizing how change is likely to occur
because of the Texas GEAR UP SG through the creation of a logic model (see Figure 2.1). The
logic model maps out the inputs, program implementation activities, and intended outcomes of
the program to be delivered. The logic model will be evaluated and modified as appropriate over
the course of the evaluation.

In the logic model, the first column on the left identifies important inputs for the program. These
inputs are the existing conditions that the students, parents, and schools bring with them as they
begin participation in the Texas GEAR UP SG. Many of these inputs are not subject to change
by the program (e.g., economic status, education level). Texas GEAR UP SG implements
school-based activities with students, teachers, and parents; also included is the development
of materials for statewide distribution. Outputs related to levels of participation are the extent to
which individual students, parents, and teachers actually participate in such activities and the
patterns of participation. Understanding what activities are implemented and the trends in
participation are critical to understanding the potential effect of such participation on outcomes.

Several outcomes of the project will be measured annually to establish changes in trends
related to Texas GEAR UP SG activities. For example, students’ educational aspirations and
expectations will be measured each year to understand changes over the course of the grant.
These and other annual measures will inform the evaluation’s longitudinal analyses. Teacher
preparation and PD to support providing rigorous academic instruction in advanced courses will
also be evaluated. While visually the model appears to be linear, new implementation activities
are anticipated to occur throughout the life of the Texas GEAR UP SG. Similarly, early and
intermediate outcomes, such as successful completion of Algebra | in Grade 8, are anticipated
to affect eventual long-term outcomes (e.g., enrollment in courses earning college credit during
high school).
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Figure 1.2. Texas GEAR UP Evaluation Logic Model

OUTCOMES
Inputs | PrOgram_ e OLs i
mplementation/ Participation Short Term Intermediate Long Term
Process/Activities (Year 1 and Annually) (Years 2-5) (Year 6+)
Student o Improve instruction and Number of students o Annual number/percentage of students in the o Number/percentage of students o Number of students
Characteristics expand mathematics and participating in mentoring, primary cohort working at or above grade level in the primary cohort completing:* meeting or exceeding
o Number of students in science opportunities. counseling, and/or tutoring o Percentage of primary cohort enrolled + Algebra | in Grade 9, Pre- the college-ready
Grade 7 primary cohort e Increase access to, and programs in/completing pre-Algebra or equivalent; Advanced Placement, or criterion on the

o Economically »| participation and success in, Number of students »1  successful completion of Algebra | in Grade 8 Advanced Placement course ACT/SATa

disadvantaged status
(free/reduced lunch
eligible)

Limited English
Proficiency status
Race/Ethnicity
Gender

Special education
status

At-risk status

Schools and Teachers

100% Title |
district/campus
graduation rate and
annual dropout rate
Teacher years of
experience, degree

/

Parents/Community

Parent aspirations and
expectations
Parent/community
education level
Parent/community
employment status

advanced academic
programs.

Provide strong student
support services.

Promote high school
completion and college
attendance.

Provide professional
development for
differentiated instruction,
vertical teaming, advanced
instructional strategies, and
project-based learning.

enrolled in summer
programs and institutes
Number of school-based
school completion and
college attendance
activities offered to
students

Number of high school
college credit courses
taken (e.g., Advanced
Placement, dual credit,
concurrent enrollment)

Annual number/percentage of students being
promoted on time

Student aspirations and expectations for
postsecondary enrollment and financial literacy

\4

Increase availability of post-
secondary information and
knowledge-building
opportunities.

Build and expand
community partnerships.
Promote college readiness
statewide.

Number and combination of
professional development
workshops participated in

o Annual student feedback (focus groups,
interviews, or surveys) on the quality of
interactions from mentoring, counseling, tutoring
programs, and/or summer institutes

Number of state
publications distributed
regarding college options,
preparation, and financing
Number of participants in
workshops and information
sessions

Number of new community
partnerships

o Annual change in percentage of teachers and
counselors completing college process training

o Annual change in number of vertical teams
meetings across middle and high school

o Annual number of educators participating in
GEAR UP professional learning

¢+ College credits

+ Progress on graduation plan
Average scale score and
number/percentage of Levels |, Il
and Il students on the State of
Texas Assessments of Academic
Readiness (STAAR) 7t, 8t and
end-of-course exams*
Number/Percentage of students
earning college credits*
Percentage of students taking the
PSAT, ACT, and SAT

Average ACT Aspire, PSAT,
ACT, and SAT score*a

o Parent expectations and aspirations regarding
postsecondary enrollment/success and financial
literacy

o Annual parent attendance at workshops and
information sessions

o Number of parents accessing resource sites

o Number/percentage of parents attending college
awareness activities

o Annual number and type of community
partnerships and alliances established

Percentage of teachers in target
districts and across the state
trained through at least one
Texas GEAR UP opportunity
Parents’ perceptions of the
workshops and information
sessions (focus groups,
interviews, or surveys)

Parents’ expectations and
aspirations regarding
postsecondary
enrollment/success and financial
literacy

Average number of
college applications*
Number/percentage of
the primary cohort
completing high school
on time;
Number/percentage
graduating with an
endorsement or with
distinguished level of
achievement
Number/Percentage of
students in the primary
cohort enrolled in
postsecondary
education in the fall
following high school
graduation, in the spring
after high school
graduation, and a
second year after high
school graduation*®
Number/Percentage of
students in the primary
cohort enrolled in
college remediation
courses (mathematics
and English)*

Assumptions

Program Implementation/Process/Activities: The evaluation team assumes that processes and activities will change, will be ongoing, and will have varied effects on project outputs and outcomes. As program elements and activities are implemented,
evaluators will identify specific expected outputs and short- and long-term outcomes. This process will continue during each stage of the project.
Outputs/Participation: Evaluators will monitor changes in outputs as a result of project processes and activities. We will also assess, to the extent possible, the relationship between changes in outputs and short- and long-term outcomes.

Short-Term and Long-Term Outcomes: Several outcomes will serve as annual measures of program success, including, for example, STAAR results, grade-level performance, and so forth. ltems marked with an asterisk (*) will be compared to project
goals, historical performance, matched comparison groups from like students and schools, or the state average performance on these measures. Successful attainment of short-term outcomes will also be considered in understanding successful
completion of long-term outcomes.

a PSAT is the Preliminary SAT. ACT Aspire is the pre-ACT test. SAT and ACT are tests used for college admission.
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1.5 Overview of Report

This annual implementation report addresses the evaluation objectives with respect to Year 2
implementation activities. Information regarding the second year of implementation of the Texas
GEAR UP SG, including summer 2013 and the 2013-14 school year, is found in Chapter 2.
Chapter 3 provides findings from Year 2 (fall 2013 and spring 2014 with relevant references to
Year 1 data from spring 2013) surveys of Texas GEAR UP SG students and parents on issues
regarding educational expectations and knowledge regarding postsecondary enroliment and
costs. Chapter 4 provides descriptive information regarding Year 2 budgets. A summary of
findings, along with actionable recommendations, including potential promising practices for
TEA, are provided in Chapter 5. Appendix E provides detailed case studies for each of the
Texas GEAR UP SG schools/districts. In reporting findings, school and district names have
been masked using the same letters and numbers as in the Year 1 report.

1.5.1 Next Steps in the Evaluation

As noted, a key limitation of the annual implementation reports is that they are based on
incomplete data for the year. Districts provided APR data only through March 31 of each year
for the purposes of the report. In addition, in both Year 1 and Year 2, the timeline for the start of
the grant was delayed to some extent, although the impact of this was more extensive in Year 1.
Given these limitations, caution is urged in interpreting the findings. Additional information
related to implementation and outcomes will be included in a future report, following the receipt
and analysis of additional data.

OUTCOME DATA

There is a time lag between the end of the school year and the availability of outcome data
(e.g., successful course completion, promotion, STAAR results). Data on student participation in
advanced course taking in Year 1 were considered baseline data rather than outcome data, as
schools would have already assigned students to courses prior to receiving their NOGA. In
addition, while enrollment in advanced courses was known, data on successful completion of
courses (the outcome of interest) was not yet available for the writing of the annual
implementation reports in either year. Given the preliminary nature of the data and the lack of
availability of outcome data, implementation reports do not examine connections between
implementation and outcomes. A future report will include these types of connections.

NEXT STEPS

TEA will publish annual implementation reports each year. ICF will prepare a comprehensive
report that includes an examination of all the activities conducted to date, key impact findings to
date, interpretations of these findings, and cost and sustainability analyses. The first
comprehensive report will also include spotlight analyses about students’ transition from middle
school to high school. If TEA chooses to exercise its option to extend the evaluation contract,
additional comprehensive reports will be submitted in spring 2017 (through the 2015-16 school
year) and spring 2019 (through the 2017-18 school year).

The chapter that follows examines the implementation of the Texas GEAR UP SG, overall and
across schools, based on data from documents, the APR, and site visits.
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2. Implementation of the Texas GEAR UP State Grant

This chapter focuses on the implementation of the Texas GEAR UP SG overall and
comparatively across the seven participating middle schools in four districts. It is based on
analysis of program documents, data submitted for the APR (April 1, 2013 to March 31, 2014,
including summer 2013), and data from site visits (conducted in fall 2013 and again in spring
2014). Implementation findings are presented in the context of the federal GEAR UP
recommendations for the types of implementation activities that schools should engage in to
support GEAR UP goals. The following evaluation questions related to implementation are
addressed in this chapter:

= How was Texas GEAR UP SG implemented overall and at each of the participating
schools?

= What are students’, parents’, and staff’s perceptions of student support services
implementation strategies?

=  What facilitators and barriers were associated with the implementation of strategies?

= What practices implemented by districts are perceived by students, parents, and staff to be
effective, and therefore a potential best practice?

Year 2 findings are compared to Year 1 findings (reported in Annual Implementation Report #1
(O’Donnel et al., 2013) only descriptively. As noted in Chapter 1, Year 1 implementation
occurred during a truncated timeline. Therefore, in many cases, the change between Year 1 and
Year 2 implementation may be due to the amount of time for implementation. Tables with
additional details on the findings reported here, including the levels of statistical significance,
can be found in Appendix F.?®2 The upcoming comprehensive evaluation report will include
additional findings on the level of implementation across the first two years. In addition, final
implementation data from Year 2 will be presented in the upcoming comprehensive evaluation
report, along with analyses of the relationships between implementation and outcomes.

At this point in the evaluation, signs of progress on the following Texas GEAR UP SG goals and
project objectives are of particular interest, as related to the implementation to date:?®

= Algebral. By the end of the project’s second year, 30% of Texas GEAR UP SG primary
cohort students will have completed Algebra | in Grade 8. By the end of the project’s third
year, 85% of students will have completed Algebra I.

= Advanced Course and Pre-Advanced Placement (AP)/AP Course Taking.3° By the end
of the project’s fifth year, 60% of the Texas GEAR UP SG primary cohort, including LEP
students, will complete a pre-AP or AP course.

= Strong Student Support Services. By the end of the second year, at least 75% of the
Grade 8 students will be involved in a comprehensive mentoring, counseling, and/or tutoring
program based on results of teacher/counselor input and/or diagnostic data.

= Student and Parent Information/Workshops. By the end of the first year, information and
workshops aimed at linking college attendance to career success will be available to 100%
of Texas GEAR UP SG primary cohort students and their parents. Each year, at least 50%
of Texas GEAR UP SG primary cohort parents, including parents of current and former LEP
students, will attend at least three college awareness activities.

28 |In using the term significant to discuss differences in this chapter, p < .05 was the minimum cut point for
both types of significance testing (chi-square and F-test). This significance level means that, statistically,
there is only a 5% chance that the amount of difference occurred due to chance alone.

29 A list of all project goals and objectives is provided in Appendix A.

30 Schools self-selected whether a course was considered advanced based on the following definition:
Advanced courses are classes that are identified as above grade level by the student’s school. Most
honors and pre-AP courses are considered advanced. Algebra |, by definition, is considered as above
grade level when completed in Grade 8.
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= Summer Programs. Beginning in the second year, at least 30% of the students will be
involved in summer programs and institutes designed to help them work at or above grade
level, ease transitions, and increase college awareness.

= Teacher Professional Development. In each grant year, all core content teachers will have
the opportunity to participate in training regarding differentiated instruction, advanced
instructional strategies, and PBL.

= Vertical Teaming. In each grant year, teams of teachers at the middle and high school will
complete at least five days of vertical teams preparation and implementation each year.

= Community Alliances. All participating districts will form business alliances that support
higher student achievement and offer opportunities for career exploration. Participating
campuses will form alliances with governmental entities and community groups to enhance
the information available to students regarding scholarships, financial aid, and college
awareness.

= Statewide Information Services. By the end of the first year, the GEAR UP Support Center
will make information about college options, preparation, and financing available to students,
parents, and educators throughout the state.

2.1 Service Planning and Program Leadership at Schools

ASPRs from the four districts outlined processes for planning student services, PD, parent
outreach, and an advisory council at the seven Texas GEAR UP schools. Table 2.1 summarizes
examples of those processes across all four districts. Planning is of interest because the
districts and their participating schools are unlikely to be successful, particularly at reaching
long-term goals, if planning does not occur. Planned Year 2 implementation activities included a
focus on providing PD opportunities for teachers to improve academic rigor, fostering parental
involvement, and overall improvement of college readiness. Support from community
stakeholders, PD opportunities (focused on vertical teaming and PBL), and student support
services (including mentoring, counseling/advising, and tutoring) were planned in order to build
capacity within school districts to improve students’ academic achievement and increase
students’/parents’ college awareness.

Table 2.1. Examples of Year 2 Planning Processes by Service Area, 2013-14
Service Area | Planning Processes

= Convene planning meetings every three weeks.

Student = Use progress reports, attendance records, daily grades, formative assessments,

Services parent feedback, and teacher input.

= Review individual students through the Universal Review Systems process.

= |dentify high priorities, such as project-based learning, differentiated instruction,
advanced academics, positive behavior intervention systems, and vertical

Professional alignment.

Development | = Use student data, teacher performance, district/campus improvement plans, and
counseling/advising records.

= Conduct a faculty needs assessment.

= Consider multiple strategies for outreach, such as mailers, home visits, and

Parent websites.

Outreach = Offer material in English and Spanish.

= Convene parent liaisons quarterly.

= Use GEAR UP project objectives and student/campus data.

= Establish plans to identify and recruit members.

= Convene quarterly meetings.

Source: Analyses of district 2013-14 Annual Strategic Planning Reports.

NOTE: This is not intended to be an exhaustive list of all planning processes implemented by districts and schools.

Advisory
Council
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These planning processes demonstrate a range of approaches in which districts and schools
engage. Although seemingly comprehensive, it is anticipated that these practices will become
more refined over the course of Texas GEAR UP SG to strategize the delivery of programming.

211

As reported in Annual Implementation Report #1 (O’Donnel et al., 2013), the levels of visibility or
awareness of the Texas GEAR UP SG among teachers, parents, students, and administrators
varied from very low (Schools A, B, C, and D) to relatively high (Schools E, F, and G) in Year 1.
Year 1 implementation plans included plans to disseminate information at school events, parent

Introducing the Texas GEAR UP State Grant to the School Community

meetings/events, websites, staff meetings/PD presentations, student assemblies, and

newsletters. In Year 2, districts enhanced their
communication plans by incorporating additional
strategies, such as putting information on campus
websites, using robo-calls to communicate with
parents, emailing and mailing information, posting
flyers in the school/community, creating school
bulletin boards, disseminating brochures, and
posting announcements on digital signs.3!

One recommendation in Annual Implementation
Report #1 was for schools to consider engaging in
additional program kickoff activities at the start of the
2013-14 school year. Site visit data included reports
of districts providing activities at the start of the
2013-14 school year to re-introduce and roll out the
program to students and parents. Held by four
districts in Year 2, these kickoff events helped to
(re)introduce the program to students and parents,
which was missing in Year 1, according to one state
collaborator.

These expanded approaches may have contributed
to the site visit findings that point to a somewhat
greater awareness of the program by the end of

Quotes From the Field: Texas
GEAR UP SG Visibility to Parents,
Spring 2014

Year 2 shows progress in

stakeholders’ understanding of the

Texas GEAR UP SG across districts

and schools. For example:

= “Initially, | didn’t know what it was;
| thought it would be helping them
but didn’t know how. Now, | see it
is focused on prepping them for
college.” (Parent)

=  “They know that there is GEAR UP
throughout the state and that it is
just for this graduating class. They
feel very fortunate that their child
gets to participate in it and wish
that their other children would
have the opportunity to participate
in it also.” (Parent via translator)

Year 2 than there was during Year 1 among some students, parents, teachers, and
administrators. However, challenges with branding and communicating with parents remain.
Parents at three schools (Schools D, E, and F) who patrticipated in fall 2013 focus groups
seemed to have little knowledge of the Texas GEAR UP SG program as of a few months into
the 2013-14 school year. One issue may have been that having students bring home
information to their parents, a strategy used at these schools, was not a reliable method of
communication. Plans for one district described in the fall 2013 site visit included initiating a

Parents’ Club based on the suggestion of parents.

During site visits, administrators suggested that students’ and teachers’ lack of knowledge about
specific Texas GEAR UP SG activities was often due to a lack of Texas GEAR UP SG branding
and/or co-sponsoring of events with other, more well-known programs in the schools (e.g.,
Advancement Via Individual Determination [AVID], Communities In Schools [CIS]). Site visit
data also suggest that it is important for administrators to have a detailed understanding of the
Texas GEAR UP SG structure to integrate it with existing programs and to avoid barriers to
implementation. For example, one College Preparation Advisor indicated that a school

31 Robo-calls are automated phone messages used as an efficient system to send information out to a

large audience.
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administrator had assigned, or tried to assign, school responsibilities outside of their role as a
College Preparation Advisor.

There were varying levels of support for the Texas GEAR UP SG program across districts and
schools, as well as among stakeholder groups (i.e., district leaders, campus leaders, teachers,
and students). One of the state collaborators described buy-in at the schools as contingent upon
school leadership, but that, overall, it is better than it was in the first year of implementation. For
example, administrators in one district “hold the keys very tightly,” which slows processes to get
approval and proceed with Texas GEAR UP SG tasks, activities, and events. In other cases,
lack of collaboration between participating schools and state collaborators required schools to
implement programs differently than intended. For example, one state collaborator directly
presented financial literacy modules to a large group of students at one school instead of
training College Preparation Advisors and teachers as they did in other schools.

In one district, a central office administrator discussed how the Texas GEAR UP SG is
coordinated with related district and grant-funded activities to minimize duplication and
coordinate services. In another district, strong support for the program from the district central
office has been particularly important in maintaining progress at a school with a new Texas
GEAR UP SG coordinator in Year 2.

Given that there are multiple stakeholders for the Texas GEAR UP SG at the district and school
levels, including students and parents, the Texas GEAR UP SG program would benefit from
greater visibility within each school. If program leaders in each school continue to incorporate
additional communication strategies, it is likely that all stakeholders will become more aware of
the Texas GEAR UP SG program and its goals.

2.1.2 Texas GEAR UP State Grant Coordinators

Texas GEAR UP SG coordinators play a crucial role in implementing program activities in each
of the Texas GEAR UP SG schools. Their responsibilities include planning and implementing
activities for students and events for parents, coordinating with collaborators, collaborating with
school and district personnel to deliver programming, collecting data to input into the student
tracking data system, and collaborating with College Preparation Advisors. During interviews
and focus groups, most teachers, administrators, and College Preparation Advisors indicated
general satisfaction with Texas GEAR UP SG coordinators and their work. However, some
individuals mentioned that coordinators might benefit from PD in some of the following areas:
how to use data entry systems, communications for sharing necessary information with
appropriate individuals, and ways to increase the participation of students and parents in
activities.

With the students in the primary cohort moving from middle schools to high schools, the Texas
GEAR UP SG'’s function in the schools and the role of the Texas GEAR UP SG coordinator may
be slightly different starting in the 2014—15 school year. In one district, the Texas GEAR UP SG
coordinator left this position toward the end of the 2013-14 school year and was not replaced
prior to the end of the school year. As of spring 2014, the other three Texas GEAR UP SG
coordinators will remain the same as the primary cohort advances to their respective high
schools. TEA should work with the Support Center to offer Texas GEAR UP SG coordinators
training or guidance as to what their roles and responsibilities should be in the high school
context.

2.1.3 Texas GEAR UP State Grant College Preparation Advisors

The 2013-14 school year was the first year that each Texas GEAR UP SG school was provided
with a College Preparation Advisor, who brought additional visibility to the Texas GEAR UP SG
program. College Preparation Advisors across the seven schools engaged with students often
through informal interactions (e.g., discussions in the hallways, working with students during
lunch). The goals of these interactions were to make connections with students and increase
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awareness of available student supports and services; they also helped students complete
applications for summer programs. In addition to these interactions with individual students,
College Preparation Advisors designed Texas GEAR UP SG activities on their campuses and
went into the classrooms to provide informational sessions to students (e.g., TG financial
modules, information about high school, college awareness information). In districts with
multiple Texas GEAR UP SG schools, the College Preparation Advisors often communicated
and collaborated with each other on activities and strategies.

During site visits, students, parents, school staff, and Texas GEAR UP SG coordinators
indicated that the College Preparation Advisors have been an effective addition to the schools.
Feedback indicated that College Preparation Advisors were providing valuable resources to
students and parents, while encouraging the students to think about and strive for college. One
school administrator said, “It is different because the advisor is here this year; there are more
people to help and support students.” A student shared that, “The GEAR UP advisor
encourages us to go to college. He is always around in the hallways and at lunch.” College
Preparation Advisors’ offices had a college-going culture with college posters and information
related to college and careers. These “GEAR UP” rooms, as some students referred to them,
were places where students and some of their parents brought their questions about high
school or college.

Despite their noticeable presence, there was very limited time in the daily school schedule at all
schools for College Preparation Advisors to meet with students one-on-one. The College
Preparation Advisors intended to meet one-on-one with a larger number of students to help
them by providing general advice, reviewing current academic performance and barriers, or
creating personal graduation plans. There is a consensus among school administrators in the
district (as relayed by middle school administrators, College Preparation Advisors, and Texas
GEAR UP SG coordinators in the four school districts) that College Preparation Advisors should
have greater one-on-one access to students in high schools starting in the 2014-15 school
year. College Preparation Advisors who worked with the students in Grade 8 will follow primary
cohort students into high schools. TEA anticipates that this will offer students continuity in
working with the same College Preparation Advisor whenever possible.

2.2 Student Participation in Texas GEAR UP State Grant Activities

Texas GEAR UP SG schools are encouraged to engage in a broad mix of student-focused
implementation activities. These types of activities include having students enroll in advanced
courses with presumed high levels of academic rigor, student support services (i.e., tutoring,
mentoring, and counseling), college visits, job site visits, and Texas GEAR UP SG-related
events/workshops. For some types of activities, schools make decisions regarding which
students will participate in which activities, as well as the extent of participation expected. For
other types of activities, particularly with one-time events, students and parents self-select
activities in which to participate. While districts do not expect that all students will need to
participate in all activities in order for the Texas GEAR UP SG to have positive outcomes,
participation in a broad mix of activities is generally encouraged. This section includes findings
organized by each type of activity, followed by a discussion about the mix of implementation.
Comparisons are also made to Year 1 findings based on Grade 7 primary cohort students as
reported in Annual Implementation Report #1 (O’'Donnel, 2013).

2.2.1 Student Enrollment in Advanced Courses

One project objective of the Texas GEAR UP SG is to have 60% of Texas GEAR UP SG
primary cohort students successfully complete a pre-AP or AP course (i.e., advanced course) by
the end of Year 5 of the grant (Project Objective 2.2). Enrollment in advanced courses is a
benchmark toward accomplishing this objective, assuming that the Grade 8 students stay
enrolled in and successfully complete their advanced course for the remainder of the school
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year. Just over half of the Texas GEAR UP SG Grade 8 primary cohort students (54%) were
enrolled in at least one advanced course during the 2013-14 school year (as shown in the pie
chart on the left in Figure 2.1). This was an increase of 22 percentage points over the
enrollment of Grade 7 primary cohort students in advanced courses during the 2012—-13 school
year (32%).%2 Of the 1,039 Grade 8 students enrolled in at least one advanced course, most
(56%) were enrolled in only one advanced course, while 18% were enrolled in four advanced
courses, 14% were enrolled in three advanced courses, and 13% were enrolled in two
advanced courses (as shown in the pie chart on the right in Figure 2.1). Assuming that students
successfully complete at least one advanced course, these percentages appear to be a good
start toward achieving Project Objective 2.2: 60% of Texas GEAR UP SG primary cohort
students successfully completing a pre-AP or AP course (i.e., advanced course) by the end of
Year 5 of the grant.

Figure 2.1. Percentage of Grade 8 Students Enrolled in Advanced Courses by Number of
Advanced Courses, 2013-14
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Source: Texas Education Agency, Texas GEAR UP SG Federal Annual Performance Report Data Through
March 31, 2014.

ADVANCED COURSE ENROLLMENT BY CONTENT AREA

In addition to understanding advanced course enrollment in general, exploring Grade 8 student
enrollment in advanced courses by content area is another way to gauge progress toward
Project Objective 2.2, having students complete pre-AP/AP (advanced) courses, and specifically
toward Project Objective 1.1, having students complete Algebra. It helps develop an
understanding of the content areas in which students are enrolled more commonly, and in
Grade 8, more students enrolled in advanced mathematics (including Algebra | and other
advanced mathematics courses) than in other content areas (Table F.3 in Appendix F). On
average, across all schools, 43% of Grade 8 students were enrolled in an advanced

32 Sub-recipients were advised as follows, “Advanced courses are classes that are identified as above
grade level by the student’s school. Most honors and pre-AP courses are considered Advanced.” The
schools reported a range of names for advanced courses (e.g., pre-AP Social Studies, Spanish I).
Advanced mathematics courses included Algebra | in Grade 8, as well as courses such as Pre-AP
Algebra. For the purpose of this report, advanced course taking within a given content area is collapsed
across course name. Totals may appear to differ from the figure numbers due to rounding.
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mathematics course, 21% were enrolled in an advanced ELA course, 21% were enrolled in an
advanced science course, and 20% were enrolled in an advanced social studies course.33

Figure 2.2 provides details about enrollment in advanced coursework, by content area and by
school; findings about Grade 8 student enroliment in each content area are discussed after
Figure 2.2. Enrollment in advanced mathematics, advanced ELA, advanced science, and
advanced social studies all varied significantly by school.®* School E indicated that almost all of
their Grade 8 students (98%) were enrolled in advanced mathematics. As was the case when
primary cohort students from School E were in Grade 7, mathematics was the only content area
in which Grade 8 students from School E were enrolled in an advanced course. The results
were similar to Grade 7 students (based on Year 1 data) at School G, where 55% of Grade 8
students in Year 2 were enrolled in advanced mathematics, but only 1% of primary cohort
students were enrolled in each of the other content areas.

Figure 2.2. Percentages of Grade 8 Students Enrolled in Advanced Courses
by Content Area and by School, 2013-14
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Source: Texas Education Agency, Texas GEAR UP SG Federal Annual Performance Report Data Through
March 31, 2014.

33 The percentage for mathematics is slightly different from the 33% of students enrolled in Algebra | or
the equivalent that were reported in the APR. This percentage includes mathematics courses that are
considered to be advanced, although not equivalent to Algebra I.

34 Algebra I: ¥%(6) = 477.0, p < 0.001; advanced ELA: x%(6) = 257.8, p < 0.001; Science: ¥%(6) = 264.8, p <
0.001; Social Studies ?(6) = 268.5, p < 0.001.
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Advanced Mathematics. On average, across all schools, 43% of Grade 8 students enrolled in
advanced mathematics (including Algebra | and other advanced mathematics courses, an
increase from Year 1 when 22% of Grade 7 students were enrolled in advance mathematics).3®
Student enrollment in advanced mathematics in Grade 8 was above 30% at three schools and
only slightly less than 30% at the remaining four schools. As noted, Schools E and G focused
on enrolling Grade 8 students in advanced mathematics as they did for students when they
were in Grade 7 in Year 1. Overall, the Texas GEAR UP SG grantees appear to be on track for
meeting Project Objective 1.1 of at least 30% of students completing Algebra | in Grade 8,
although not all schools may reach the project objective. Of all students enrolled in Grade 8
Algebra | in Year 2, 40% had also been enrolled in an advanced mathematics course in Grade 7
in Year 1. Of all Grade 7 students enrolled in advanced mathematics in Year 1, 83% enrolled in
Algebra | in Grade 8 in Year 2. In other words, Grade 7 advanced mathematics enrollment in
Year 1 led to enrollment in Algebra | in Year 2 for most students. However, there were also
Grade 8 students enrolled in Algebra | who had not enrolled in an advanced mathematics
course in Grade 7.

Advanced English Language Arts, Science, and Social Studies. Schools differed
significantly in the percentages of students enrolled in advanced courses in each of the
remaining content areas (Figure 2.2). As noted, School E had no students enrolled and School
G had few students (1%) enrolled in advanced courses other than advanced mathematics.
Schools D and F each enrolled just over one-third of their students in advanced ELA courses
and advanced science courses. Schools B and F each enrolled just over one-third of their
students in advanced social studies. Given Project Objective 1.1 to increase enrollment in
Algebra |, it is not surprising that Texas GEAR UP SG schools generally focused on advanced
mathematics over other content areas, but students should realize some college readiness
benefits from participating in advanced courses in other content areas.

2.2.2 Student Support Services: Academic Tutoring, Mentoring, and
Counseling/Advising

One project objective of Texas GEAR UP SG is to involve students (at least 75% of Grade 8
students) in a mix of appropriate student support services, including tutoring, comprehensive
mentoring, and counseling based on teacher/counselor recommendations and diagnostic data
(Project Objective 4.1).26 This section includes findings about primary cohort students’
participation in each individual type of student support services during the first seven months of
the 2013-14 school year (start of Grade 8 through March 31, 2014), and comparisons are made
to their participation during the same time frame in Grade 7 (start of Grade 7 through March 31,
2013) in Year 1.%

35 The percentage for Grade 8 is slightly different from the 33% of students enrolled in Algebra | or the
equivalent that were reported in the APR. This percentage includes mathematics courses that are
considered to be advanced, although not equivalent to Algebra I.

36 Schools were provided with standard definitions of all terms, including tutoring, mentoring, and
counseling in order to complete the APR. These definitions can be found in Appendix C and were
developed by the College and Career Readiness Evaluation Consortium and the National Council for
Community and Education Partnerships (2013).

37 Primary cohort students’ participation in student support services during the same period in Grade 8
during Year 2 and their participation in student support services during a similar period in Grade 7 (the
start of Grade 7 through March 31, 2013) in Year 1. Note that some schools did not start offering student
support services at the very beginning of Grade 7 given the truncated implementation period in Year 1.
Also, Tables F.4 through F.9 in Appendix F list the minimal student participation in student support
services at the end of Grade 7 (April 1, 2013 to the end of the 2012-13 school year) and in summer 2013
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STUDENT ACADEMIC TUTORING

As required by their subgrants, all schools offered academic tutoring to primary cohort students.
As of March 2014, schools reported that, on average, 63% of Texas GEAR UP SG primary
cohort students were receiving tutoring in at least one subject in Grade 8. Of the 1,223 Grade 8
students who patrticipated in any tutoring, the largest percentage received tutoring in one subject
(48%), while an additional 27% received tutoring in two subjects, and 25% received tutoring in
three or more subjects. The number of subjects in which students received tutoring also differed
significantly by school (Figure 2.3).38 Tutoring was most limited at Schools B and G, but even at
these two schools, more than half of the students participated in tutoring (51% and 57% of
primary cohort students at these schools, respectively, were tutored). At School D, only 2% of
students were not participating in tutoring in at least one subject, and 92% of students received
tutoring in three or more subjects.

Figure 2.3. Percentages of Grade 8 Students Participating in Tutoring
by Number of Subjects Tutored In, 2013-14
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Source: Texas Education Agency, Texas GEAR UP SG Federal Annual Performance Report Data Through
March 31, 2014.
Note: Percentages may not total 100% due to rounding. Difference across schools: ¥? (18) = 196.8, p < 0.001.

The average total number of hours that Grade 8 students received in tutoring, across all
subjects, was 9.2 hours. The average total number of hours tutored varied significantly by
school, from approximately 4 hours at School C to 26 hours at School D.*°

(for tutoring only). These data will be merged for analysis in the upcoming comprehensive evaluation
report.

38 Difference across schools: x2(18) = 196.8, p < 0.001.

3 F (6, 1,216) = 133.4, p < 0.001.
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The extent of student tutoring varied across both school and course content.*° Similar to when
primary cohort students were in Grade 7 in Year 1, the largest percentage of students (44%)
received tutoring in mathematics in Grade 8. The percentage of students tutored in science
grew from 10% in Grade 7 in Year 1 to 33% in Grade 8 during Year 2. Tutoring in ELA also
increased from 14% in Grade 7 to 20% in Grade 8. Finally, 14% of students in Grade 8 received
tutoring in social studies and 17% received tutoring in other subjects. School D reported the
greatest percentage of Grade 8 students participating in tutoring in each subject (see Tables F.4
through F.8 in Appendix F).

STUDENT PARTICIPATION IN COMPREHENSIVE MENTORING

As required by their subgrants, all Texas GEAR UP SG schools offered comprehensive
mentoring to primary cohort students. As was the case in Year 1, mentoring as a student
support service occurred far less frequently than tutoring did in Year 2. Across Texas GEAR UP
SG schools, 14% of Grade 8 students were receiving comprehensive mentoring as of

March 2014.4! The majority of the students participating in mentoring came from School G,
which reported that 37% of Texas GEAR UP SG primary cohort Grade 8 students had a mentor,
primarily through an already established alliance with CIS. At Schools E and F, 5% or less of
Grade 8 students had a mentor and, overall, the difference in the percentage of students
mentored differed significantly across schools (see Table F.9 in Appendix F).#?

Mentoring included a variety of activities at each of the schools, and most mentoring occurred in
a one-on-one setting. One school reached out to a nearby university to ask college freshmen to
mentor Texas GEAR UP SG students. The idea was to have college students take the primary
cohort students on a college visit and match the mentors with the students throughout their four
years of college. In another school, mentors came to the school once a month for one hour to
coordinate team-building and goal-setting activities with students.

Feedback collected during site visits indicated a need for improvement in some specific aspects
of mentoring. Teachers in focus groups at School A would like to see mentors assist with
tutorials or work in a buddy system that focuses on setting future goals. School D discussed the
possibility of having high school alumni serve as mentors to students. School B reported that
they did not have a comprehensive mentor component to the program (only 8% of Grade 8
students had a mentor), but would like to incorporate the Big Brothers Big Sisters of America
program to provide this support for students.*3

STUDENT PARTICIPATION IN COUNSELING

Counseling is another student support service that all Texas GEAR UP primary cohort schools
offered to students beginning in Year 2. A major shift occurred between Year 1 and Year 2 with
regard to the number of students who have guidance from counselors. In Year 1, none of the
schools reported that Texas GEAR UP SG primary cohort students were participating in
financial aid counseling/advising as of March 31, 2013. By March 31, 2014, all schools indicated
that counseling as a student support service had occurred. On average, across schools, 36% of

40 Tutoring is used in this chapter, although in the definition, it is referred to as tutoring or homework help.
Tutoring in Mathematics: 3?(6) = 439.2, p < .001; Tutoring in ELA: x2(6) = 784.6, p < .001; Tutoring in
Science: ¢?(6) = 405.0, p < .001; Tutoring in Social Studies: %?(6) = 536.7, p < .001; Tutoring in Other
Subjects: ¥?(6) = 516.7, p <.001.

41 Data in the APR about comprehensive mentoring reflects both Grade 7 and Grade 8. Data presented
here include only Grade 8 because that is the primary cohort for this evaluation.

42 42(6) = 197.4, p < .001.

43 Big Brothers Big Sisters of America is a volunteer-supported mentoring network. Additional details
about the program is available at http://www.bbbs.org.
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Grade 8 students participated in counseling, and this varied significantly across schools (see
Table F.10 in Appendix F).4 School F reported that 96% of students had participated in
counseling, while less than 1% of students in School C received counseling. On average, Grade
8 participating students each experienced about one hour of counseling by the end of March
2014.

Like mentoring, counseling support included a variety of activities at each of the schools.
College Preparation Advisors mostly met with students during lunch. School B, for example, had
the Lunch Bunch, a group of students who ate lunch in the Texas GEAR UP SG office while
they received counseling or support in filling out summer program applications. However, at
School E, the College Preparation Advisors met with students during elective class time.
Printing out lists of available summer camps to provide to the students is one way that the
College Preparation Advisor at School C reached out to encourage summer involvement.
Students participating in focus groups in School G noted that it was helpful for College
Preparation Advisors to make themselves available in the school hallways outside of class. In a
few instances at School E, teachers utilized their own class time to meet with students, and
meetings with the College Preparation Advisor were focused on helping high-achieving students
identify ways that they could continue to progress. Conversations about HB 5 and its impact on
students were also part of counseling services, and College Preparation Advisors worked to
educate parents and students on the implications for students’ academic plans. Going forward,
a state collaborator suggested that TEA could use the information gathered on the primary
cohort of students to set the standard for how to advise students under HB 5. Parents
participating in focus groups at School B reported feeling reassured knowing that over the next
few years, the same advisor will continue to work with their children.

2.2.3 College Visits

. Quotes From the Field: Experiences
College visits are one strategy recommended by the With College Visits, Spring 2014
federal GEAR UP program for grantees to
implement. College visits may be important because | Participants shared positive
students who visit a campus may begin to perceive experiences with college visits. For
college as a place where they will (or will not) fit in. example:
APR data showed that by March 31, 2014, all = “We learned what it would be like
schools had involved at least some students in at to be on a college campus and
least one college visit. School G had offered the most what the routine would be. We
college visits to Grade 8 students with six college learned about what classes we
visits, while School E offered four college visits, need to prepare us for college.”
Schools A and F each offered three college visits, (Student)
School B offered two college visits, and Schools C = “We also brought parents [on the
and D each offered one college visit. By the time of college visit], so it was good for the
the spring 2014 site visits, each school conducted at parents to be able to see the
least two college visits for students. college with the students.”
While on the college visits, students attended college (College Preparation Advisor)
classes, toured the campus, discovered different = “I think that taking students to
programs or schools within t_he universities, an(_j different universities is great
learned about campus housing and transportation. because then they can see
These college visits exposed students to a variety of themselves there and not be
college and university campuses in general, as well afraid. They can see students at
as to specific academic programs (e.g., arts, marine the schools that look like them.
biology, turbine technology). Two schools allowed Exposing them to these colleges
parents to attend college visits with their children. and experiences is good.” (Parent)

44 42(6) = 713.2, p < 0.001.
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The colleges visited included The University of Texas at Austin and at San Antonio, Huston-
Tillotson College, St. Phillip’s College, Texas A&M University, and the University of the
Incarnate Word. Focus group parents from School G shared that they appreciated their
children’s exposure to the various state colleges. When asked about ways to improve Texas
GEAR UP SG in the future, students at all seven schools indicated that they would like more
experiences such as college visits.

2.2.4 Job Site Visits/Job Shadowing

Engaging in job site visits is also a recommended federal GEAR UP strategy and may provide
students with relevant information about potential future jobs and careers, as well as the
education that is required to attain those jobs/careers. Two schools reported that students had
engaged in job site visits or job shadowing in the April 2014 APR; School E reported one
activity, while School G reported three activities.

Site visit data offered specific insights about job shadowing programs at School G. Job
shadowing took place at a medical manufacturer, museum, bank, and a local governmental
agency. The school ensured that this experience exposed students to careers currently in high
demand. The timing of some job shadowing conflicted with course schedules, prohibiting certain
students from attending. Site visit participants reported that job shadowing which allowed for
more personal interaction or small breakouts was more successful. A noted challenge in
coordinating job shadowing was the ability to develop alliances to secure job site visitation
opportunities.

2.2.5 Participation in Texas GEAR UP State Grant Student Workshops/Events

Texas GEAR UP SG Project Objective 7.2 is about making information and workshops (focused
on linking college attendance to career success) available to 100% of Texas GEAR UP SG
primary cohort students and their parents. In Year 1, when the time frame was truncated,

23 events were held as of March 2013 and one school had not held any student events. By
March 2014, 165 student events/workshops had been held and all schools had met Project
Objective 7.2 of 100% of students having access to events. Table 2.2 provides a general
overview of the number and length of the workshops/events held by each school. As of

March 2014, less than 2% of Grade 8 students at any of the schools had not participated in at
least one event/workshop. At Schools A and D, more than half of the students participated in 11
to 19 events/workshops, while at the remaining schools, the majority of the students attended
from 1 to 10 events. School G held the largest number of events at 42, while School C held the
fewest events at 14. Schools A, B, and C had the highest average number of participants at
events, suggesting that many of their events were open to a broad range of students. Across
schools, the average length of events ranged from 1.1 hours to 2.8 hours.

Table 2.2. Number of Grade 8 Student Events/Workshops, Average Number of
Participants, and Average Event Length by School, 2013-14

Average Number Average Activity
Texas GEAR UP SG Middle of Participants Length
School Number of Events (range) (in hours)
School A 17 177 (2-265) 2.8
School B 19 148 (9-286) 2.2
School C 14 159 (20-227) 1.3
School D 22 69 (2-194) 1.1
School E 20 40 (6-262) 27
School F 31 93 (1-324) 1.7
School G 42 82 (3-305) 2.2

Source: Texas Education Agency, Texas GEAR UP SG Federal Annual Performance Report Data Through
March 31, 2014.
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The topics of the events/workshops held in the Texas GEAR UP SG schools for Grade 8
students focused on academic success and college and career readiness. Specific
event/workshop activities focused on literacy improvement, college and career goal setting,
academic success, career exploration, career pathways, motivation and inspiration, summer
program opportunities, and how HB 5 would be realized in the district (e.g., available
endorsements that students would need to select from).

STUDENT PARTICIPATION IN PARENT EVENTS

In addition to workshops/events targeting students only, schools were encouraged to offer
parent events for students and parents. Parent events may provide an opportunity for schools to
support parents in engaging with each other about postsecondary education. As of March 31,
2014, all seven schools had completed at least three parent events, and the seven schools
offered a combined 39 events for both parents and students to attend. Overall, 52% of students
had participated in a parent event. Schools A and E each reported that 20% of students
participated in an event, the lowest percentage of all schools, followed by School D (23%).
Schools B and C each had more than 90% of students participate in a parent event. Schools F
and G each had more than half of the students participate in a parent event (54% and 60%,
respectively). Parent participation in these events is described in the section on parent
engagement (Section 2.3).

2.2.6 Mix of Student Texas GEAR UP State Grant Implementation

So far, data have been presented by activity type (e.g., tutoring, mentoring). One avenue of
exploration in future reports is whether any specific implementation activity is key to achieving
specific Texas GEAR UP SG outcomes. It is also possible that some mix of implementation
activities, rather than a given activity alone, will be associated with outcomes. Two related
strategies for understanding the mix of implementation across schools will be presented next.
Preliminary steps in this process include the data presented in previous sections on the number
of advanced courses in which students enrolled and the number of subjects in which students
received tutoring. Prior to the upcoming comprehensive report, additional efforts will be made to
identify how implementation varies by student. In addition, knowing that a school engaged in an
activity is not the same as knowing that the implementation occurred with a high level of quality
that produced the desired outcome. Schools may be choosing to engage in a given activity
based on their own assessment of students’ needs, based on what they could implement most
efficiently in the time frame, and/or based on what activities they perceived would have the
greatest impact. Here the mix of implementation is a marker of each school’s success at
implementing the range of implementation activities encouraged by the federal GEAR UP
program.

As of March 31, 2014, 78% of all Grade 8 students had participated in at least one type of
student support service (Figure 2.4), achieving Project Objective 4.1 of 75% of students
receiving student support services by the end of Year 2.4°> However, in the APR submitted in
April 2014, TEA provided data that were specific to the project objective as actually written,
which was not met: The percentage of Grade 8 students who had participated in student
support services based on the results of teacher/counselor input and/or diagnostic data was
67%.%6 Schools were making progress toward meeting this project objective by the end of the
2013-14 school year, and additional data on how students were referred to participate in

4 percentage reported in the APR is slightly different because duplicate counts were removed in the
analyses for this report.

46 Data on how decisions were made about which students would receive particular services were not
made available to the evaluation team for this report. These data will be requested to be included in the
additional implementation submission.
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student support services will be collected and analyzed to determine whether this project
objective is met.

Students participated in a mix of student support services to a varying degree, even though 22%
of students did not participate in any student support services. The largest percentage of Grade
8 students (47%) participated in a single student support service, which was tutoring, while 27%
of students participated in two types of student support services and 4% participated in all three
types of student support services. This differed significantly by school.#” Schools D, E, and F
each individually met Project Objective 4.1 of at least 75% of Grade 8 students participating in
student support services. Of the remaining schools, three had approximately 70% of Grade 8
students participating in student support services, while School C had the lowest provision of
student support services to students at 64%. Final determination about meeting the project
objective will be based on implementation data provided through the end of the 2013-14 school
year and presented in the annual implementation report for Year 3.

Figure 2.4. Percentages of Grade 8 Students Participating in Student Support Services
by Number of Support Services and School, 2013-14
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Source: Texas Education Agency, Texas GEAR UP SG Federal Annual Performance Report Data Through
March 31, 2014.
Note: Difference across schools: y?(18) = 402.7, p < 0.001.

STUDENT IMPLEMENTATION MiX OVERALL

The second strategy for exploring the mix of implementation activities is looking at which
students participated in student support services, workshops, parent events, or other academic
support. Specifically, students were considered as having participated or not participated in at
least one workshop, at least one parent event, a college visit, or other academic support. While
22% of students had not participated in a mix of student support services (see Figure 2.4 in an
earlier section), less than 1% of Grade 8 students had not participated in at least one Texas
GEAR UP SG implementation activity overall, and an additional 4% had participated in only one
to three events. In other words, most Grade 8 students (95%) had participated in four or more

47 Difference across schools: ¥2(18) = 402.7, p < 0.001.
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Texas GEAR UP SG events. Tutoring, mentoring, counseling, parent events, college visits, and
student workshops occurred at all Texas GEAR UP SG schools in the 2013—-14 school year.

Some events did not occur at all schools. Job shadowing/job site visits occurred at only Schools
E and G. Educational field trips were held at all schools, except for School G. Events to prepare
students to transition to high school occurred at four schools (Schools A, C, E, and G). While all
schools reported in spring 2013 that they would conduct summer 2013 mathematics programs,
only four schools (Schools B, E, F, and G) indicated in spring 2014 APR data that students had
actually enrolled in a summer 2013 program. Finally, Schools D, E, F, and G all reported that
they conducted other activities that did not fit into one of the named categories.

In general, the Texas GEAR UP SG schools were more successful at implementing a mix of
activities and events in Year 2 than they were in Year 1, particularly given the truncated time
frame in Year 1. As noted, the upcoming comprehensive evaluation report will present additional
information about implementation at the student level (e.g., determining whether each student
participated in college visits in each year).

2.3 Parent Engagement in Texas GEAR UP State Grant Activities

Parent participation in Texas GEAR UP SG activities is also encouraged in the federal GEAR
UP model. Project Objective 7.3 is that 50% of parents attend at least three events each year.
As was the case in Year 1, no school in Year 2 was successful at achieving this project
objective, although in Year 2, at least some parents had attended at least three events. The
average across all schools was 7% for parents who attended three or more events.*® School C,
where 25% of parents attended three or more events, came closest to achieving the project
objective, followed by School G where 8% of parents participated in three or more events. At
School D, no parent attended three or more events, and only 2% of parents at both Schools A
and E attended three or more events. Overall, 38% of parents attended at least one event.
Schools C and G again led on this measure (96% and 60%, respectively). At School D, only
15% of parents had attended at least one event, followed by School A where 19% attended at
least one event.

Feedback received during site visits indicated that communication and outreach to parents were
critical to their engagement in Texas GEAR UP SG activities. The topics of parent events held in
the Texas GEAR UP SG schools for parents of Grade 8 students in Year 2 focused on college
awareness, high school preparedness, and college financing. Specific event/workshop activities
focused on financial aid and scholarships, graduation requirements, HB 5, and career
exploration. Parents indicated that they preferred a variety of communication and outreach
methods, including phone calls, text messages, mail, and flyers sent home with students.
Schools with a majority Hispanic population were used to consistently communicating to parents
in English and Spanish, but schools with more diverse populations still experienced language
barriers when communicating about Texas GEAR UP SG activities.

2.4 Participation by Teachers in Professional Development Activities

Each year of the Texas GEAR UP SG, educators are to receive PD for advanced instructional
strategies, participate in at least five vertical teaming events, and receive PD related to college
access and preparation. These types of PD opportunities support the broad goal of improving

8 percentage reported in the APR is different because data in the APR about events reflect both

Grades 7 and 8. Data presented here include only Grade 8 as that is the primary cohort for this evaluation
and also reflects the removal of duplicates attendance, as well as activities related to the GEAR UP
evaluation.
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academic rigor at participating schools. In contrast to a truncated Year 1 time frame that limited
services to teachers that year, all Texas GEAR UP SG schools provided some GEAR UP-
supported PD in summer 2013 (the end of Year 1) and/or in fall 2013 (the beginning of Year 2).
PD opportunities included the following topics: SpringBoard, PBL, financial literacy, Academic
Youth Development (AYD), pre-AP, and STAAR.#® As of March 31, 2014, only Schools E and F
had held five vertical team events. School F also provided the largest number of teacher PD
opportunities (14), followed by Schools E and G (7 each). The following subsections include
findings about some of the common PD topics covered by primary cohort middle schools.

2.41 Vertical Teaming

Vertical teaming allows schools to align instruction, increase academic rigor, achieve
sustainability, and ease the academic transition from middle school to high school. District
administrators reported more vertical alignment activities in Year 2 compared to Year 1,
although most teachers in the focus groups indicated that they were not aware of such activities
in Year 2. Lack of a shared understanding of what constitutes vertical alignment may be a factor
in this dissention.

During site visits, teachers and administrators from six schools (all schools except School D)
reflected on their experiences with vertical teaming:

= At School A, some teachers participating in focus groups expressed that they would like to
receive more writing-related PD in order to help students improve their writing skills across
various content areas.

= At School B, mathematics vertical alignment consisted of creating a calendar of the school
year, sharing lesson plans, and offering feedback on lessons; they maintained consistent
collaboration.

= Teachers from School C had positive feedback, saying that they enjoyed the collaboration
between schools. Vertical alignment training varied from subject to subject in School C,
which had vertical alignment training for Spanish but not for science.

= Site visit participants from School D did not report engaging in vertical teaming. However,
vertical teaming was included in the district's ASPR, including plans to have 17 teachers
participate in vertical teams and offer three days of vertical team training.

= Coupling projects between classes allowed students to work on different content areas
within an assignment. For example, School E assigned their mathematics classes to create
large puppets while the ELA students wrote scripts for the puppets.

= A School F administrator suggested giving high school teachers a program overview so that
they have more knowledge of the overall program goals and implementation activities.

= Teachers from School G recalled that the open dialogue helped them to feel less isolated
among the district’'s other campuses, and have identified their writing and social studies
courses as being a priority for vertical alignment.

2.4.2 Project-Based Learning

PBL PD was a primary focus of two districts, while the other two districts plan to emphasize PBL
training in future PD. All schools, except Schools A and C, provided teacher PD on PBL and
integrated PBL strategies into other activities funded through the Texas GEAR UP SG in Year 2.

49 SpringBoard is the College Board’s print and online program for a customizable pathway integrating
rigorous instruction, performance-based assessment, and professional learning. More details about this
program are available at http://springboardprogram.collegeboard.org. Academic Youth Development is a
program through Agile Mind that provides knowledge emerging from the psychological and other learning
sciences about how students’ mind-sets, motivation, and engagement affect the effort they put into
school, and, ultimately, their ability to be successful. More details about this program are available at
http://www.agilemind.com/programs/academic-youth-development.
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Overall, 31 teachers from the four districts participated in at least some PBL PD; however, 29 of
these teachers were from two of the four districts. The other two districts only sent one teacher
each, and one of these districts utilized a non-Texas GEAR UP SG source for PBL training. Two
districts held their PBL training at nearby universities. School G has identified PBL as a priority
and the school now uses it in all of its classes. They have even started training teachers at the
high school on PBL. An Algebra | class, for example, completed three PBL projects that
required students to utilize their presentation and research skills, and the teachers plan to
continue with PBL. On a site visit, a principal in School F expressed being excited about
integrating PBL into the school’s curriculum, which worked well for the lower-performing
students as well. PBL, such as designing catapults and creating large puppets, had a positive
effect on students’ learning in Schools E and G. These activities effectively reinforced the
algebra skills that students had learned, while also fostering team-building skills in School E.

2.4.3 Texas Guaranteed Student Loan Corporation Financial Literacy

Some schools experienced challenges and opportunities with teacher PD on financial literacy.
At School C, social studies teachers received financial literacy training, but did not agree that
the material was appropriate for Grade 8 students. Accordingly, one teacher modified the
content and then presented it to the class in a manner perceived to be more relevant. A teacher
at School B also attended the training and believed the content to be appropriate for both
students and adults. It was challenging for teachers in School B to find the time needed to
implement the modules.

2.4.4 Academic Youth Development and Pre-Advanced Placement

Another PD strategy used in Texas GEAR UP SG districts and schools included implementing
the AYD and Pre-AP activities. AYD activities focus on helping students understand their own
emotions, build problem-solving skills, build teams, communicate, and set goals. Pre-AP training
focused on providing teachers with tools and strategies to make their courses more rigorous.
The AYD activity training received mixed reviews from school faculty. School C offered Saturday
training on AYD activities, which teachers enjoyed. However, AYD implementation was not
reinforced after the training, according to site visits. Information that teachers learn from AYD
activities is reportedly sustainable because teachers believe that they can apply it to their Pre-
AP training (School C). For School B, teachers participated in AYD training and some took pre-
AP, but they did not view AYD activity training as useful because their instructors did not seem
to be knowledgeable and the activities required a significant amount of preparation. In addition,
some teachers indicated that their classes would have been too large for the hands-on activities
they learned; furthermore, issues with technology made the integration of these activities initially
difficult at School B. Other teachers from School A thought that the training was helpful and
liked the idea of AYD, but did not find the program to be particularly user friendly. Overall,
teachers from School A liked the AYD content, but did not think that it was implemented
effectively.

In Year 2, teachers also participated in Pre-AP, Support Center, and SpringBoard training.>°
According to the teachers, pre-AP training in School B was useful in helping them to eliminate
the misconceptions that students may have regarding their courses. School B planned to offer
pre-AP training again for the core classes in summer 2014. District 2 reported that teachers
attended a one-day workshop on pre-AP topics, as well as Support Center training. The
workshop was very useful according to teachers and offered them new strategies and books of
worksheets for use in the classroom. The Support Center training covered strategies and data
use. School E was the only school where teachers reported attending the College Board

50 SpringBoard is the College Board’s print and online program for a customizable pathway integrating
rigorous instruction, performance-based assessment, and professional learning. More details about this
program are available at http.//springboardprogram.collegeboard.org.
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SpringBoard training. Teachers from School D reported that they did not receive any PD specific
to the Texas GEAR UP SG. Overall, it appears that teachers find this training to be useful when
offered and the focus seems to align with GEAR UP goals.

2.5 Participation by Community Stakeholders in Texas GEAR UP State
Grant

Community stakeholders can play critical roles in helping schools with tutoring, mentoring, job
site visit/job shadowing, and college visits. TEA established the following two project objectives
for the Texas GEAR UP SG with regard to community alliances:

= All participating districts will form business alliances that support higher student achievement
and offer opportunities for career exploration (Project Objective 8.1).

= Participating campuses will form alliances with governmental entities and community groups
to enhance the information available to students regarding scholarships, financial aid, and
college awareness (Project Objective 8.2).

In Year 2, all seven of the Texas GEAR UP SG primary cohort schools worked to establish
alliances within their community with local/city government entities, businesses, and educational
institutions. All four districts collaborate with CIS to provide their students with social and
academic support. Other activities in which schools engaged with community stakeholders
varied, and included college visits and the mentoring/tutoring components of the Texas GEAR
UP SG for their students. Alliances with a local faith-based establishment and Amerifund will
allow School B to expand their student support services by providing students with mentors.5!
Teachers at School G spoke enthusiastically about PITSCO Labs, which include STEM-focused
PBL, made possible by local alliances.>? For other schools, alliances with the Knights of
Columbus and the Veterans of Foreign Wars have provided more scholarship opportunities for
students.53 In addition, local business community stakeholders include Wells Fargo and
Randalls, and other alliances include the Girl Scouts and Big Brothers Big Sisters of America.>*

Although all schools engaged with community stakeholders in Year 2, the strength of these
alliances was difficult to assess in Year 2 across most of the schools. Lasting alliances with
educational institutions and local businesses can help to sustain the Texas GEAR UP SG’s
resources and benefit students for years to come. School G stood apart from other primary
cohort middle schools in Year 2, having received strong support from their community; even the
local mayor plays a role in the program. One barrier to working with community stakeholders, as
noted by School G, includes school location; alliances are difficult to form if the stakeholder
sees the school as being in a location that is too far away from stakeholders’ offices.

51 More details about PITSCO Labs (e.g., hands-on, student-focused curriculum modules) are available at
http://www.pitsco.com.

52 More details about Amerifund (a commercial financing company dedicated to providing customized
commercial lease or finance programs to meet the needs of new and growing companies) are available at
http://www.amerifund.cc.

53 More details about the Knights of Columbus (a fraternal benefit society) are available at
http://www.kofc.org. More details about the Veterans of Foreign Wars (a nonprofit veterans service
organization) are available at http://www.viw.org.

54 More details about Wells Fargo (a multinational banking and financial services holding company) are
available at https://www.wellsfargo.com. More details about Randalls (a Texas-based grocery chain) are
available at http://www.randalls.com. More details about the Girl Scouts (a youth organization for girls) are
available at https://www.girlscouts.org. More details about Big Brothers Big Sisters of America (a
volunteer-supported mentoring network) are available at http://www.bbbs.org.
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2.6 Statewide Services

So far, implementation has focused on Texas GEAR UP SG activities that occurred within the
primary cohort middle schools. Another element of the Texas GEAR UP SG is statewide
initiatives. That is, the Texas GEAR UP SG seeks to impact students not just at the primary
cohort schools, but also through the provision of guidance, information, and resources related to
college access, readiness, and success for all Texas districts and communities. TEA has
identified the following project objectives related to statewide services:

= By the end of the first year, the Support Center will make information regarding college
options, preparation, and financing available to students, parents, and educators throughout
the state (Project Objective 7.1).

= By the end of the project’s sixth year, at least 40% of Texas school districts will have used at
least one Texas GEAR UP statewide resource, such as materials or PD (Project Objective
9.2).

= Each year, the project will increase the number of educators participating in Texas GEAR
UP SG professional learning, including through Project Share and face-to-face training
(Project Objective 9.1).

As described in Chapter 1, Texas GEAR UP SG includes collaboration between TEA and two
organizations—the Texas GEAR UP technical assistance provider and AMS Pictures. These
collaborators play a crucial role in meeting the Texas GEAR UP SG statewide goals. TEA also
continued to provide information and funding for schools to work with TG and the College
Board—two former collaborators on the grant. Under TEA'’s direction, these organizations
develop and disseminate supplemental statewide materials, set up groups in Project Share,
support the statewide coalition of GEAR UP grantees, and plan and implement the annual
Texas statewide GEAR UP conference. The following sections include descriptions of the
statewide services provided by TEA and its collaborators in Year 2.

2.6.1 Supplemental Statewide Materials for Parents and Students

In Year 2, TEA continued to use the Texas GEAR UP SG to expand tools and resources for
students and parents statewide regarding the road to college. In Year 2, TEA continued to
provide a GEAR UP-related website as the primary means for sharing supplemental statewide
materials to parents and students. The Texas GEAR UP SG website (www.texasgearup.com)
acts as a hub for Texas GEAR UP SG and partnership grant programs and staff throughout the
state. After the official launch of the revised website in spring 2013, AMS Pictures has continued
to update and populate content for the website.>

The website has many interactive lessons, guides, and college planning toolkits, including
grade-level guides. TEA intends to grow the use of the website because there is a perception
that it is under-utilized compared to the number of students and parents who potentially could
benefit from these online resources. As of now, the website continues to be available statewide,
although data on the percentage of districts accessing the website cannot be determined from
the site usage data. Generally, analytics reports show increases in unique visitors (an increase
of 97 percentage points since January 2013, totaling more than 10,200 unique visitors) based
on APR data. AMS Pictures did report emerging progress in increased use of the website, with
an increase in web activity in the Fort Worth area where no Texas GEAR UP SG primary cohort
schools or GEAR UP partnership grant programs were implemented.

55 A second Texas GEAR UP SG-related website, www.ownyourownfuture.com, was integrated into the
main website during Year 2 and is no longer promoted by the program.
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Feedback obtained during site visits indicated that the resources and features of the website
have expanded in Year 2. Going forward, there is interest in increasing outreach efforts so that
the entire state is using the resources developed through the Texas GEAR UP SG.

AWARENESS OF TEXAS GEAR UP STATE GRANT WEBSITES

The Year 2 APR pointed to the program’s presence on social media and the extensive market
research conducted to make the Texas GEAR UP SG website (www.texasgearup.com) a highly
effective and engaging resource as a reason for increased utilization of the website. Texas
GEAR UP SG staff in two of the districts shared during site visits that they found the website
useful for retrieving resources and gaining insight on best practices. Community stakeholders at
School G access the website to create lessons and activities for the students; both stakeholders
and Texas GEAR UP SG staff called it “useful,” but Texas GEAR UP SG staff at School G
stated a lack of time as a reason for not utilizing it more frequently. Site visit participants from
Schools A and C also explained that remembering to promote the website is difficult with so
many other things going on. TEA should consider ways to encourage Texas GEAR UP SG staff
to do so at parent meetings as this is potentially a valuable strategy.

Plans are also underway to increase usage of the website through social media campaigns as
primary cohort students transition to high school.

2.6.2 Project Share: Providing Statewide Teacher Professional Development
Opportunities

To provide statewide teacher PD, the Texas GEAR UP SG still plans to capitalize on a tool
already in use statewide by TEA—Project Share. Project Share is an online communication and
teaching platform that is available to teachers statewide. While Project Share use during Years
1 and 2 was minimal, Texas GEAR UP SG did create a Project Share group that includes the
seven Texas GEAR UP SG schools, as well as the organizations in Texas that are
implementing GEAR UP partnership grants. TEA still plans to make an investment in Project
Share to provide PD courses statewide. Texas GEAR UP SG expects to add new online PD
opportunities under Project Share in Year 3 of the grant. The evaluation team will continue to
work with TEA to determine how best to use data from this resource in the Texas GEAR UP SG
evaluation. In terms of the PD component, TEA reports their intention to use Project Share,
through competitive award, in Year 3 as a primary hub for PD courses. At the request of TEA,
AMS Pictures will be increasing their involvement in Project Share going forward.

2.6.3 Statewide Coalition of GEAR UP Grantees

As detailed in Annual Implementation Report #1 (O’'Donnel, et. al, 2013), the statewide coalition
of GEAR UP grantees is intended to promote statewide collaboration and study critical GEAR
UP topic areas. The Texas GEAR UP Coalition, based on Year 2 APR data, develops
“research, action, and practice resources related to three working issues: Parent Engagement,
State Policy Impacting College Enroliment, and College Readiness Professional Development.
The Texas GEAR UP Coalition has continued to meet throughout [Year 2] to develop and
implement statewide products. The group is on track to meet formally five to six times each
program year, with committees convening more frequently through teleconferencing.” Additional
data from site visits offer more nuance about the implementation of this aspect of the program.
Given the staff changes at TEA, the Texas GEAR UP Coalition’s progress reportedly stalled in
Year 2. However, they met regularly with a focus on the statewide conference and statewide
resources/messaging. At the time of the interviews, program staff anticipated that once a full-
time director was in place at TEA, the Texas GEAR UP Coalition would be able to move forward
with their priorities, including attention to parental involvement. The annual implementation
report in Year 3 will explore the extent to which that occurred after getting that staff position
filled.
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2.6.4 Statewide GEAR UP Conference

Asin Year 1, TEA and the Texas GEAR UP SG Support Center delivered an annual statewide
GEAR Up conference in Year 2 to promote GEAR UP practices statewide. Approximately 275
GEAR UP professionals attended the 2013 Texas GEAR UP conference, including
representatives from each of the seven primary cohort middle schools. The Support Center is
responsible for the conference, which includes arranging keynote speakers and reviewing
proposals. AMS Pictures is responsible for creating a conference website. Teachers from
School F who attended the conference gave positive feedback about how it is an exceptional
way for Texas GEAR UP SG staff from primary cohort schools to see how big the program is;
participants described it as eye opening and motivating. Being able to meet the leaders of the
programs gives others ideas for future activities that they may want to implement (District 1).
However, Texas GEAR UP SG staff at School D chose not to disseminate materials from the
conference because they did not think that the materials provided a lot of information that would
have been relevant to their teachers. In addition to this statewide conference, site visit
participants at School C stated how national GEAR UP conferences are also good resources for
information and networking.

2.7 Conclusions and Next Steps
2.71 Key Implementation Findings

The following findings regarding implementation are considered key to understanding Year 2
Texas GEAR UP SG implementation:

= Improved Visibility of Texas GEAR UP SG. In Year 1, knowledge and visibility of GEAR UP
varied widely across the schools, which was not surprising given the shortened
implementation period during the 2012-13 school year. In Year 2, schools made progress in
enhancing stakeholders’ understanding of the Texas GEAR UP SG across the districts and
schools. In Year 2, the districts provided activities at the start of the 2013-14 school year to
re-introduce and “roll out” the program to students and parents. They also enhanced their
communication plans by incorporating additional outreach strategies to communicate with
parents. However, some concerns about the awareness of Texas GEAR UP SG persisted in
Year 2.

= Progress Toward the Algebra | Completion Project Objective. Overall, the seven
primary cohort schools continued to engage in practices that may facilitate success at
meeting the Year 2 project objective of having at least 30% of students successfully
complete Algebra | (Project Objective 1.1). Specific to this project objective, the seven
schools collectively enrolled 33% of Grade 8 students in Algebra | or an equivalent course.
In considering all advanced mathematics courses, 43% of Grade 8 students were enrolled in
Year 2 (compared to 22% of the primary cohort students enrolled in advanced mathematics
in Grade 7) (see Table F.3).56 However, four of the seven schools (Schools A, B, C, and D)
enrolled less than 30% of their students in advanced mathematics, and School F enrolled
31%, just over the project objective of 30% completion. Schools E and G contributed the
most to meeting the collective project objective, with 98% and 55% of Grade 8 students
enrolled in advanced mathematics, respectively. Although the successes at the two schools
show promise, the low levels of student enrollment in advanced mathematics courses at
Schools A, B, C, and D are still cause for concern about achieving the Year 2 project
objective. Approximately 44% of the students received tutoring in mathematics at the end of
Grade 7 and at the beginning of Grade 8, indicating that, in general, the schools are

56 The percentage for Grade 8 is slightly different from the 33% of students enrolled in Algebra | or the
equivalent that were reported in the APR. This percentage includes mathematics courses that are
considered to be advanced, although not equivalent to Algebra |.
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prepared to provide this support service to students. In the first implementation report,
evaluators reported that perhaps successful execution of summer 2013 mathematics
enrichment programs would be key to helping the schools achieve Project Objective 1.1. In
summer 2013, four schools indicated that 10% of the combined primary cohort students
participated in programs intended, in part, to support preparation for Algebra I, and received,
on average, 20 hours of mathematics focus. It is likely that this support service helped
participating students enroll in and potentially complete Algebra | by the end of Grade 8.
Other strategies implemented by the schools in Year 2 to support Algebra | completion
included afterschool mathematics, art time, afterschool mathematics programs, and theater
camp with mathematics integrated.

= College Preparation Advisors Increased the Amount of Students Receiving
Counseling. A major shift was seen from Year 1 to Year 2 regarding students receiving
counseling. On average, across the seven schools, 36% of the primary cohort students
received about one hour of counseling. All schools provided financial aid
counseling/advising to the primary cohort students in Grade 8, a marked improvement since
Year 1 when none of the schools had offered financial aid counseling/advising to primary
cohort students when they were in Grade 7.

= Strong Student Support Services and Overall Mix of Implementation. By March 31,
2014, toward the end of Year 2, all seven schools had established a strong foundation of
providing robust student support services; on average (across all primary cohort students),
78% of Grade 8 students participated in at least one type of student support service. Three
of the seven schools met the Year 2 implementation project objective of having 75% of
students involved in comprehensive mentoring, counseling, and/or tutoring (Project
Objective 4.1). These same three schools exceeded this project objective in Year 1. The
remaining four schools did not meet the project objective, but came closer in Year 2. More
effort still needs to occur in order to achieve Project Objective 4.1 for each of those
individual schools. At these four schools, 29% to 36% of the primary cohort students had not
participated in any type of student support services in Grade 8; however, this was an
improvement over the 67% to 73% of primary cohort students in these schools not
participating in any type of student support services in Grade 7.

= Engaging Parents Was Still Challenging. As was the case in Year 1, no school met the
annual project objective of having 50% of parents attend at least three Texas GEAR UP SG
events (Project Objective 7.3). As of March 31, 2014, only 7% of parents from all schools
had participated in at least three events. Schools offered more parent events in Year 2 (65
across all schools, ranging from 3 to 16 events) than they did in the limited Year 1
implementation period. Engaging the parents of middle school students is often difficult. Hill
and Tyson (2009) offer reasons such as the size and complexity of middle schools, the large
number of students on middle school teachers’ rosters (making it difficult to foster
relationships with all parents), and the multiple teachers that students have (making it
difficult for parents to know which teacher to contact). The Texas GEAR UP SG schools will
need to continue to work on overcoming the challenges of engaging parents in order to meet
Project Objective 7.3 by the end of Year 2 and in each of the coming program years.

= Improved Levels of Teacher PD. Schools improved the amount of teacher PD offered in
Year 2 and followed through on their plans to offer teacher PD in summer 2013 and into fall
2013, when all schools offered teacher PD. However, in Year 2, only two schools had held
the five planned vertical teaming events by March 31, 2014. Texas GEAR UP SG schools
will need to continue to offer teacher PD each program year on the topics of advanced
instructional strategies, vertical teaming, and college access/preparation, and could benefit
from listening to some of the teachers’ suggestions regarding focusing on how teachers can
motivate students, enhance students’ social skills, improve organization, and manage time
effectively.
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Another way to summarize Year 2 implementation, as was done in Year 1, is to view at a high
level each school’s level of implementation of various activity types. This summary builds on the
work of identifying a mix of implementation relative to the students, while adding in the parents,
teachers, community, and statewide collaborators. For the purposes of this high-level view,
each school was considered as having engaged in, or not engaged in, each type of activity.
There were 19 activities tracked in Year 2 and 12 activities tracked in Year 1.5” As with the
earlier indicators regarding mix of implementation, this summary does not take into account
quality, quantity, or the effect of the given implementation activity. In addition, the summary
includes an indicator regarding whether each school was on target to meet Project Objective 1.1
(Grade 8 Algebra | enroliment = 30%), Project Objective 4.1 (Grade 8 students receiving student
support services = 75%), and Project Objective 7.3 (Attendance by = 50% of Grade 8 parents at
three or more Texas GEAR UP SG events). Table 2.3 summarizes Texas GEAR UP SG
strategies implemented by each school in Year 2.

Table 2.3. Overview of Texas GEAR UP SG Implementation Strategies

by School, 2013-14
Implementation
SHEET)Y School A SchoolB  School C School D School E School F School G

Advanced Course

Enrollment X X X X X X X
Project Objective
1.1 on Target:
Grade 8 Algebra |
Enrollment = 30%
Algebra | Summer
2013 Support
Student Support
Services: Tutoring
Student Support
Services: Mentoring
Student Support
Services:
Counseling/
Advising

Student Support
Services: Other
Activities
(Afterschool X X X
Mathematics
Program; Saturday
Camp)

Project Objective
4.1 on Target:
Grade 8 Students
Receiving Student
Support Services 2
75%

College Visit X X X X
Job Site Visit/Job
Shadowing
Educational Field
Trips

Student Workshops/
Events

No No No No Yes Yes Yes

No No No Yes Yes Yes No

X
X
X
X
X | X | X [X

5" The seven additional activities tracked in Year 2 that were not tracked in Year 1 are Algebra | summer
2013 support, educational field trips, high school knowledge activity, parent counseling/advising, parent
event on college preparation/financial aid, parent high school visit, and parent college visit.
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Table 2.3. Overview of Texas GEAR UP SG Implementation Strategies
by School, 2013-14 (continued)

Implementation School
Strategy A School B School C  School D School E School F School G

High School
Knowledge Activity X X X X
Parent Events X X X X X X X
Parent Counseling/ X
Advising
Parent Event on
College
Preparation/ X X X X X
Financial Aid
Parent College Visit X X X X X X
Parent High School X X X

Visit

Project Objective
7.3 on Target: =
50% of Parents No No No No No No No
Attend at Least
Three Events

Teacher
Professional X X X X X X X
Development?

Community
Stakeholders

Use Statewide
Services

Total Number of
Strategies
Implemented
(out of 19)

15 14 15 11 16 15 16

Total Number of
Project Objectives 0 0 0 1 2 2 1
on Target (out of 3)

Source: Texas Education Agency, Texas GEAR UP SG Annual Performance Report Data Through March 31, 2014;
fall 2013 and spring 2014 site visit data.

aSchool D did not report any vertical teaming or Texas GEAR UP SG-specific teacher professional development
(PD). Schools A and C did not provide any training on project-based learning (PBL). In all other cases, PD provided
at the school included advanced instructional strategies, vertical teaming, differentiated instruction, Texas GEAR UP
SG-specific training, and PBL.

In Year 2, all seven schools implemented the following activity types, which are the core Texas
GEAR UP SG activity types: advanced course enroliment, student support services (tutoring,
mentoring, and counseling/advising), college visits, parent events, teacher PD, and community
alliances.

In Year 1, School G implemented the broadest range of types of activities by implementing 11 of
the 12 activities reported, while the other six schools lagged behind in implementation. In

Year 2, School G continued to implement a broad range of activities (16 of the 19 types of
activities reported in Year 2), and School E caught up to School G by also implementing 16 of
the 19 types of activities. Like School E, the other five middle schools began to implement a
broader range of activities in Year 2 than they did in Year 1. Schools A, C, and F each
implemented 15 of the 19 activities; School B implemented 13 of the 19 activities. School D
implemented the narrowest range of activities (11 of the 19 types of activities) in Year 2
compared to all other schools.

While it is not yet known whether any particular activity, as compared to engaging in a range of
activities, will be linked to desired outcomes, the Texas GEAR UP SG certainly encourages
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participation in a broad range of activities. Given this approach, some schools could benefit by
initiating a broader range during the remainder of Year 2 and moving forward. This is true for the
other schools as well, but to a lesser degree. It is hoped that the broad range of implementation
activities at these schools will be sustained in future years.

2.7.2 Facilitators and Barriers to Texas GEAR UP State Grant Implementation

It was evident from APR data and site visits that there were several facilitators, as well as
barriers, affecting progress and successful Texas GEAR UP SG implementation in Year 2.
Understanding facilitators and barriers to implementation provides needed guidance to schools
that may be struggling.

FACILITATORS TO IMPLEMENTATION

College Preparation Advisors. The addition of College Preparation Advisors in Year 2 built on
the support for program implementation received from the Support Center, the Texas GEAR UP
SG coordinators, and campus/district administrators who facilitated implementation in Year 1.
College Preparation Advisors helped the primary cohort schools increase Grade 8 student
participation in counseling because their main purpose is to counsel and advise students.
Furthermore, College Preparation Advisors were a valuable resource for increasing the visibility
of the Texas GEAR UP activities. Students, parents, school staff, and Texas GEAR UP SG staff
indicated that the College Preparation Advisors have been a good addition to the schools and
that they are providing valuable resources to students and parents, while also encouraging the
students to think about and strive for college.

Continued Facilitators From Year 1. Other facilitators described in Year 1 remained helpful in
implementing Texas GEAR UP SG in Year 2. For example, local universities continued to play a
key role in supporting various student services. This support appeared to be expanded in

Year 2, with greater involvement in activities such as college visits and mentoring. The Support
Center also continued to play a valuable role by delivering PD on data use and coordinating the
statewide conference. In addition, in Year 2, they played an instrumental role in deploying the
College Preparation Advisors to schools.

OVERCOMING THE BARRIERS DESCRIBED IN YEAR 1

Annual Implementation Report #1 (O’Donnel et al., 2013)lists various barriers related to
implementation, which were less of an issue in Year 2. For example, insufficient academic rigor
emerged as an issue in Year 1 and, in Year 2, some schools offered pre-AP training that helped
address this concern. In the years of implementation that follow, TEA should work with the
Support Center to expose more teachers to this training, which may help enhance academic
rigor for more students. In addition, the section about introducing the Texas GEAR UP SG to the
school community demonstrates ways that program staff have addressed the lack of visibility.
Texas GEAR UP SG visibility is an area around which Texas GEAR UP SG staff are
encouraged to continue to strategize. Although Year 1 data pointed to coordinators having other
responsibilities, the introduction of College Preparation Advisors seems to have provided
additional supports to implement program activities.

CONTINUED AND NEW BARRIERS TO IMPLEMENTATION IN YEAR 2

Limited Support From School Administration. One school struggled with the lack of support
and buy-in from school administration as perceived by the coordinator and the College
Preparation Advisor. A lack of buy-in and trouble navigating red tape led to a lack of individual
interaction between the College Preparation Advisor and students until February 2014. In
addition, this lack of support meant that other Texas GEAR UP SG activities could not be
implemented. For example, regarding the TG Financial Modules, the College Preparation
Advisor said, “We really wanted to implement those, but the principal pushed back and wouldn’t
let us implement them.” A change in administration led to the eventual ability to implement the
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modules, but delivery was delayed. The administration change reduced difficulties in gaining
approval for many activities, including interactions with students.

Limited Time to Meet With Students. Another barrier was a lack of time available to meet with
the middle school students, which persisted at most of the schools. One Texas GEAR UP SG
coordinator highlighted the lack of time that is available for personal interactions with the
students. This challenge of a lack of access, as well as an inability to reach all students, was
also noted by a teacher, who said,

“I love that GEAR UP is introducing the idea of college, but it doesn’t seem like
the majority of the 8" graders are having access to many of the GEAR UP
events. There are some things that we do schoolwide, but the field trips and
things have been more selective. It seems like it is the same top tier students
who are going on the trips.”

At some schools, College Preparation Advisors were able to overcome this challenge to work
individually with students. A College Preparation Advisor explained that there are barriers in
meeting with students, but that he learned that he could sometimes access students during
elective classes or through a sport that he coaches, because it is not possible to take kids out of
core classes to meet with them. A student also commented on this challenge, saying, “GEAR
UP could improve by having us come here [to the GEAR UP room] more often. Maybe they
could schedule a time for us to come to the GEAR UP room and talk about things.”

Geographic Location. Another barrier at one district has been its geographic limitations as a
rural school. Parents noted that access to the Internet is spotty outside the public schools, which
can be a barrier to learning. Parents and school volunteers also must travel substantial
distances to attend programs and provide assistance. During focus groups, some parents noted
that the district seeks to address this challenge by offering parent programs at various times of
the day to try to meet the parents’ diverse needs. Another related barrier, as noted by one
school, is that alliances are difficult to form when the stakeholder sees the school as being in a
location that is too far away from the stakeholders’ offices.

Employee Turnover. Another key barrier to implementation at one school for 2013-14 was
employee turnover. A new Texas GEAR UP SG coordinator began work less than three weeks
before the start of the 2013—-14 school year, and then left in spring 2014, meaning that the site
will get its third coordinator since the start of the grant. The original College Preparation Advisor
also left after three months, moving to another job in the district. Despite this barrier, school and
district administrators cited several factors in their favor, including a Texas GEAR UP SG
advisory council that met regularly to review activities and set goals.

Approval Processes. While the delay in grant award notifications led to a truncated timeline for
implementation in Year 1, other barriers to being able to proceed with GEAR UP activities in
Year 2 related to getting the necessary approval. The time required to gain approval for grant
activities was an obstacle cited by several individuals at one school. This was most evident in
two examples: the rollout of an online mathematics tutoring service, which was not made
available to students until nearly the end of the academic year, and outreach to students about
summer 2014 camps. Several individuals interviewed at this school suggested that delayed
approvals gave students little time to apply for the competitive GeoFORCE summer program, as
well as other summer camp opportunities outside the district, resulting in fewer students being
able to take advantage of these opportunities.

2.7.3 Potential Promising Practices

In addition to engaging facilitators (e.g., leveraging support from College Preparation Advisors,
the Support Center, and local universities) and seeking ways to overcome barriers, there are
several emerging promising practices related to Year 2 implementation with regard to several
aspects of the Texas GEAR UP SG that are worthy of continued follow-up in the future. This
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report identifies four potential promising implementation practices based on the information
collected to date.

SUMMER 2013 PROGRAMMING

Programming in summer 2013 was a promising practice for a few schools, based on Year 2
findings. In particular, one school offered an array of activities during summer 2013 that helped
prepare students for rigorous classes, particularly Algebra I, in Grade 8. While addressing the
short-term needs of students, these summer 2013 activities also supported other long-term
goals. For example, the mathematics program held within the district was based heavily on PBL
activities, with teachers using the information that they had received at recent Texas GEAR UP
SG-supported PD activities. The mathematics program conducted at a local college featured
opportunities for students to learn more about college as well.

This district shows evidence of leveraging Texas GEAR UP SG funding to broaden its goals
because it uses braided funding (using both Texas GEAR UP SG and non-Texas GEAR UP SG
funds) to support both district goals and the goals of the grant. This was most evident in the
area of pre-AP and AP training. The Texas GEAR UP SG coordinator said the district planned
to use grant funding to support training for teachers of existing pre-AP and AP classes to
enhance instruction and curriculum, while using non-GEAR UP funds to explore the possibility
of introducing new AP classes during high school.

Although effective in a few schools, other schools faced challenges in getting students to enroll,
making potential participants aware of programs, and encouraging more individuals to engage.

CAREER DAYS

The implementation of career days at one of the middle schools was also a Year 2 promising
practice. During Year 2, two career days were conducted in different ways. For the first career
day, Texas GEAR UP SG staff identified 18 professionals from the local community who
volunteered to come to the school to talk to students about their jobs. They asked these
professionals to wear the attire that they would actually wear to work and to bring any props to
describe their career. They then went into classrooms and gave presentations to students about
their career. The second career day, occurring in the school gym, included approximately 30
professionals. Each professional had a table in the gym that was set up to show what they do at
work, which provided visuals for the students. Students from the entire school came to the gym
and were able to talk to all of the career professionals. These career days included a wide
variety of professionals, from firefighters to a video game creator to a disc jockey.

Teachers had high praise for the career days and described them as well executed. One
teacher said, “I took my students to the second career day in the gym, and the students really
enjoyed it. | was really impressed with both career days. It was amazing to have actual
professionals come here. [The College Preparation Advisor] did an amazing job in organizing it,
and the kids really enjoyed it. | think that the kids learned things and took away valuable
information.”

REALITY CHECK

An activity that was beneficial for Texas GEAR UP SG students at one middle school was a
Reality Check program offered by the College Preparation Advisor.>® The interactive game
focused on making the students aware of real life and what their future could look like. This
activity provided information to students about the cost of living and the types of expenses that
are a part of daily life. Based on a specified job and salary, students had to create a budget and
determine how much their chosen lifestyle would cost compared to what their education level

58 During the site visit at one school, participants spoke about the Reality Check program. Details
included in this section reflect the extent of the information provided from this data source.
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and job type would typically pay. The Texas GEAR UP SG coordinator indicated that students
enjoyed this activity and that it opened their eyes to the real world and future expectations.

AFTERSCHOOL MINI-CAMP

Another innovative and effective practice in one district was the afterschool mini-camp,
specifically a theater mini-camp for students. During this camp, students had to write a script for
a play, make puppets to use in the play, and do mathematics calculations to determine
measurements such as stage size. The teacher who designed this class explained that they
wrote the curriculum to focus on objectives in different areas that students typically struggle on,
such as surface area in mathematics and plot lines in language arts. A goal of the mini-camp
was to reach students who had not been reached by the Texas GEAR UP SG in other ways,
such as students who had not been able to participate in the college visits. During the 12-week
camp, students created the script and learned about ELA concepts with which they were not
familiar. They then had to create their puppets, which involved using mathematics skills such as
surface area and budgeting to determine the amount of money that they would need for
supplies. The students then had to build the puppets based on their previous work, and finally
they performed the play that they wrote at elementary schools in the district. The teacher for this
mini-camp had high praise for the camp, saying, “[It was the] greatest enrichment activity that |
have ever done. What is really shocking is to see the students learning and adapting.”

LEADERSHIP CLUB

One school established a leadership club for Grade 8 students. The Texas GEAR UP SG
coordinator and College Preparation Advisor said that this activity promoted volunteer service
and that club members began to serve as peer mentors to other students. During a student
focus group, those who patrticipated in the club said that it was a constructive activity and that
they learned more about leadership. Not only did the club offer opportunities for personal
growth, but it also provided long-term opportunities for those students to distinguish themselves
when applying for postsecondary education.

2.7.4 Recommended Next Steps

Several important next steps for Texas GEAR UP SG implementation were identified, and the
following next steps are recommended.

ENGAGE IN YEAR 3 TEXAS GEAR UP STATE GRANT OUTREACH ACTIVITIES

Despite the improved visibility of the program across stakeholders and schools, it is
recommended that Texas GEAR UP SG outreach and awareness activities (especially to
parents) continue into Year 3 of the grant, particularly with the transition to high schools and the
challenges that students might face during the transition. Such outreach also should include a
greater focus on the Texas GEAR UP SG statewide websites because knowledge of these
continued to be low across all schools. These efforts will likely ensure that the districts are able
to sustain the gains.

TRAINING FOR TEXAS GEAR UP STATE GRANT COORDINATORS

Most teachers, administrators, and College Preparation Advisors indicated general satisfaction
with Texas GEAR UP SG coordinators and their work. However, some feedback indicated that
coordinators would benefit from various training or PD, such as programming to help students
transition to high school, how to use data entry systems, communications for sharing the
necessary information with appropriate individuals, and ways to increase the participation of
students and parents in activities. As such, these areas could be focus areas for improving the
quality of the work done for Texas GEAR UP SG by the Texas GEAR UP SG coordinators.
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CONTINUING TO OFFER SUMMER PROGRAMS

All schools had plans to offer Texas GEAR UP SG activities in summer 2014, including student
academies and camps, as well as teacher PD activities. Through Texas GEAR UP SG funding,
one district planned a large array of summer 2014 camp opportunities for students. These
included internal district camps on STEM, robotics, and preparation for Algebra |. Camp options
in the community included an adventure camp, digital media academy, art camp, young writer’s
camp, and nature camps available in the community. A small number of students attended the
GeoFORCE science camp, which includes a trip to Florida. Texas GEAR UP SG paid fees for
students to attend the non-district camps, but parents were required to provide their own
transportation.

The mathematics emphasis was expected to continue in summer 2014 as one district, with
Texas GEAR UP SG support, planned to offer another Algebra | prep camp for students who
were taking the class starting in fall 2014. Those who complete Algebra | in Grade 8 were
offered an opportunity to attend a summer Geometry prep camp to prepare for the next course
in the district mathematics sequence. Grade 9 teachers were expected in summer 2014 to
receive PD in Agile Mind, a program designed to promote student motivation, confidence, and
engagement to succeed in rigorous mathematics and science courses. School and district
administrators said that college readiness activities would be embedded in this program.>°

One district had plans to continue and increase teacher PD during summer 2014. Specifically,
they planned to expand SpringBoard training to a wider group of teachers, including Grade 9
teachers that have the Texas GEAR UP SG primary cohort as students in the 2014-15 school
year. Based on comments from Grade 8 teachers who have already received the SpringBoard
training and materials, this will be most effective if teachers have the training and materials with
enough advance time to plan for the school year.

Given these data about summer programs, recommendations include continuing activities for
teachers and students in the summer. Replicating programs described as being effective, such
as GeoFORCE, is something to consider in future implementation years. In addition, TEA
should work with Texas GEAR UP staff and collaborators to consider focusing on other content
areas beyond mathematics going forward.

CONTINUING TO INCREASE THE NUMBER OF STUDENTS RECEIVING MENTORING AND COUNSELING

In one district, the College Preparation Advisors indicated that in Year 3, they plan to continue
activities that they started in Year 2, such as one-on-one counseling and mentoring with the
students and the GEAR UP club. They stated that they would like to expand on and grow these
activities, in addition to involving students in new activities to help prepare them for college and
a career. As such, continued implementation of Texas GEAR UP SG should include efforts to
expand the reach of services to include more students.

STATEWIDE IMPLEMENTATION

Texas GEAR UP SG continued to increase efforts in Year 2 for statewide implementation of
resources and supports for students and parents, as well as schools. As promised, access to
these resources statewide has been provided. However, actual use of these materials is low.
Moving forward, TEA and its collaborators will focus efforts on improving the level of usage of
these materials statewide. Once usage improves, TEA will make progress on meeting their
statewide goals.

59 More details about Agile Mind (an organization that provides comprehensive mathematics and science
programs for middle and high schools) are available at http://www.agilemind.com/programs/academic-
youth-development.
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The chapter that follows offers another layer of understanding about the implementation of

Texas GEAR UP SG by summarizing the data from parent and student surveys, overall and
across schools.
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3. Students’ and Parents’ Plans, Knowledge, and Perceptions

Surveys are used in the Texas GEAR UP SG evaluation as a source to understand students’
and parents’ perceptions of Texas GEAR UP SG implementation; evaluate the effectiveness of
services and activities; determine educational aspirations/expectations; and assess levels of
understanding about college, including financial costs and entrance requirements. In large part,
survey items provide evidence with regard to the Texas GEAR UP SG goal of increasing the
primary cohort students’ and their parents’ knowledge of postsecondary education options,
preparation, and financing (Project Goal 7). These survey data complement the findings
presented in Chapter 2 by telling the story of implementation from the perspective of
stakeholders—students and parents. The findings in this chapter discuss survey data on
postsecondary plans, discussions and knowledge about college, understanding of financial
aspects related to postsecondary education, and perceptions about Texas GEAR UP SG.
Related insights drawn from site visits are also included to a limited extent.

As of the end of the 2013-14 school year, parents have been surveyed in spring 2013 (parents
of Grade 7 students) and spring 2014 (parents of Grade 8 students). Students have been
surveyed in spring 2013 (Grade 7), and in fall 2013 and spring 2014 (Grade 8). This chapter
focuses primarily on the findings from the spring 2014 surveys with connections to Year 1 data
as relevant (O’Donnel et al., 2013). Student fall 2013 survey data with respect to their
participation in Texas GEAR UP SG summer 2013 programs are also reported in detail.
Statistically significant differences between parents and students, from spring 2013 to spring
2014, and across schools are noted where appropriate. Appendix G provides tables with
additional details on the findings reported here, including the results of statistical significance
testing and significance level.®°

Survey data were collected anonymously at all time points, meaning that individuals’ responses
over time cannot be linked. Therefore, comparisons over time are based on aggregate
responses. In the case of students, response rates were relatively high and the sample is likely
sufficient to represent the broad range of experiences that students may have had. For parents,
the relatively low response rate at both time points warrants caution in interpreting changes in
parent responses over time because it is unknown to what extent the responding parents are
representative of parents overall and at each time point.

To better understand the survey findings presented here, a couple of points are worth
highlighting:

= While data for parents and students on the same item are presented together and
compared, caution should be taken in making comparisons given a low parent response rate
and the potential for self-selection bias. That is, parents who completed the survey may
have been more interested and/or more involved in the Texas GEAR UP SG program than
those who did not respond.

= Tables and figures include n counts to indicate the number of individuals responding to that
item, which often varies from the total of survey responses.

Findings from survey data provide helpful insight on participants’ perceptions of implementation.
It will be important to determine if and how these perceptions change over the course of

60 Statistically significant results reported in this chapter are significant at the p < .05 level, indicating that
there is less than a 5% chance that the difference occurred due to chance alone. Throughout this section,
the term significant is only used to refer to statistical significance. USDE requires that all GEAR UP
programs include several specific items on surveys for national evaluation purposes. Throughout this
section, the required items are noted.
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implementation; such analyses will be the focus of forthcoming reports. The following questions
are addressed in this chapter:

= What are students’ and parents’ levels of understanding regarding readiness (e.g., college
aspirations/expectations, college options, college readiness, financing college)?

= What are student, parent, and staff perceptions of student support services implementation
strategies?

= What practices implemented by grantees are perceived by grantees (students, parents,
staff) to be effective, and therefore potential best practices?

= What information or opportunities do parents perceive to have been most relevant in
informing them regarding college and career readiness?

= During each year of the grant, what types of information are grantees making available to
students? To students’ families?

=  What facilitators and barriers do schools and parents report regarding participation in
college readiness activities?

In addition, the upcoming comprehensive report will include spotlight analyses of summer
transition programs. The spotlight analyses will primarily be focused on understanding and
making the transition to high school, including understanding the role of Texas GEAR UP SG in
supporting a successful transition. However, because the schools indicated during Year 1 site
visits that summer programs would be a key strategy for transitioning students successfully to
enroll in and complete Algebra I, the decision was made to also track their participation in and
perceptions of summer 2013 and summer 2014 activities because these may be related to
students’ successful completion of Algebra I. Project Objective 1.1 is that by the end of Year 2,
30% of students will have successfully completed Algebra | and that by the end of Year 3, 85%
of students will have successfully completed Algebra I.

3.1 Survey Response Rates

Texas GEAR UP SG surveys were collected in May 2014 from the primary cohort of students in
Grade 8 and parents served in the 2013—-14 school year.%* See Appendix G for details about the
spring 2013 survey administration, data cleaning, and the demographic characteristics of the
survey respondents. After data cleaning (a standard practice to prepare data for analysis by
removing invalid responses), 1,295 student surveys (87% of the surveys received) and 471
parent surveys (94% of the surveys received) remained for analyses.®? This represents an
overall response rate of 26% for parents and 72% for students. In Year 2, schools, on average,
continued to struggle to achieve the 50% response rate for parent surveys and the 80%
response rate for student surveys goal set by USDE. TEA must report the findings from student
and parent surveys in the APRs throughout the grant period. For response rates, the number of
students at each school was based on the number of students enrolled at the time of
submission of APR enroliment data (TEA Year 2 APR, 2014).53 The response rates by school
for parents and students are included in Table 3.1. Appendix G provides additional information.

61 The term parent is used here to simplify reporting. The surveys indicated that an appropriate parent,
family member, or guardian could complete the survey.

62 Reasons for exclusion included the following: dissenting to taking the survey, declaring that they
already took the survey in another format, indicating a grade other than Grade 8 (student), indicating not
having a child in Grade 8 (parent), and completing less than 50% of the survey items. Excluding surveys
based on lack of data is a generally accepted practice within an evaluation, given the perception that the
lack of completeness of a high number of items may indicate disinterest or a lack of focus on the part of
the respondent.

63 One parent survey was sent home with each student, although more than one parent of a child may
have completed the online survey.
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Table 3.1. Parent and Student Survey Response Rates by School, 2013-14

Number of Parent Number of Student
Valid Parent Survey Valid Student Survey
Number of Surveys Response Surveys Response

School Students Received Rate Received Rate

School A 251 58 23.1% 221 88.0%
School B 286 108 37.8% 229 80.1%
School C 222 120 54.1% 204 91.9%
School D 189 48 25.4% 51 27.0%
School E 256 14 5.5% 208 81.3%
School F 306 13 4.2% 150 49.0%
School G 297 110 37.0% 232 78.1%
Total 1,807 471 26.1% 1,295 71.7%

Source: Texas Education Agency, Texas GEAR UP SG Federal Annual Performance Report Data Through
March 31, 2013; Texas GEAR UP SG Parent Surveys (Spring 2014); Texas GEAR UP SG Student Surveys
(Spring 2014).

Note: The parent survey response rate is calculated based on one parent per student.

School C met both the USDE requirement of a 50% response rate for parent surveys (54%) and
the requirement to survey at least 80% of the students (92%). Schools A, B, and E also met the
student response rate requirement of 80%; School G nearly achieved that goal with a 78%
student survey response rate. Overall, parent response rates increased 5 percentage points
from Year 1 (21%) to Year 2 (26%) and student response rates remained relatively the same
(71% in Year 1, 72% in Year 2). Given the low percentages of parents who responded to the
survey at four schools, comparisons across schools on the parent survey were made only for
those campuses where at least 25% of the parents responded.

TEA and the evaluation team engaged in a range of strategies to encourage completion of the
surveys. Communication occurred early in the school year and again as the survey
administration period approached, including a reminder about the importance of the survey and
the response rates that schools had agreed to reach. Surveys were provided to the schools in
both paper and online versions, and in both English and Spanish. Schools were strongly
encouraged to utilize the online version of the surveys, and three of the seven participating
schools did so in spring 2014. For parents, schools were encouraged to identify a parent event
during which to conduct the survey. Finally, the evaluation team offered to be on hand to assist
the schools with survey collection, although no school requested this assistance. The evaluation
team will continue to work with TEA and its collaborators to reduce any barriers that schools
may be experiencing in survey administration related to response rates. Additional strategies for
meeting the required response rates will be explored, such as resending surveys, encouraging
online versions, providing time for parent survey completion at Texas GEAR UP SG
activities/events, engaging College Preparation Advisors and coordinators in the survey
process, and on-site support from evaluation team members. Opportunities to use such
strategies will be considered across all seven schools, with an intensive effort at schools where
the response rates were considerably lower. In making comparisons among the schools with
regard to student survey responses, School D, where the response rate was below 25%, was
excluded. Similarly, school comparisons on parent survey responses will only include Schools
B, C, D, and G, where response rates exceeded 25%.

3.2 Postsecondary Plans

The postsecondary plans of Texas GEAR UP SG primary cohort students and their parents are
important because they point to the readiness level of the primary stakeholders. In other words,
knowing that most students want to go to college positions Texas GEAR UP SG to respond with
efforts to increase the knowledge about how to do so and spend less time convincing students
of the importance of a college education. It will be imperative to track changes over time
regarding the extent to which students report that Texas GEAR UP SG patrticipation influences
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their plans for attending college. The items in this section address the following evaluation
questions: What are students’ and parents’ levels of understanding regarding readiness (e.g.,
college aspirations/expectations, college options, college readiness, financing college)? How
have these changed from spring 2013 to spring 2014?

3.21 Educational Aspirations and Expectations

Plans for attending college can be understood as both the level that one would like to achieve
and the level that one anticipates achieving, with the ideal being that both are in the direction of
a four-year college degree. Items on both the parent and student surveys asked about the
highest level of education desired (aspirations), as well as the anticipated actual level achieved
(expectations).®* Figure 3.1 illustrates the percentage of parents and students who selected a
four-year degree or higher for each time point. Analyses examined the overall distribution of
responses and compared them over time. Within parents, while it appears from the figure that
greater percentages were indicating expectations and aspirations aligned with a four-year
degree or higher, these differences were not statistically significant. Students’ aspirations and
expectations both significantly increased over time.®> As was the case in Year 1, students’
educational aspirations significantly exceeded their expectations.®® While students’ aspirations
for at least a college degree increased by five percentage points, student expectations for a
four-year degree or higher increased by 13 percentage points between Year 1 and Year 2.
Ultimately, this means that by the end of spring 2014, the gap between student aspirations and
expectations, while still significant, was much smaller than in spring 2013 (10 and 18
percentage points, respectively). Percentages for each response option are displayed in

Table G.3, Appendix G.

Most parents who responded to the survey (81%) would like their child to obtain at least a four-
year (bachelor’s) degree; the majority of students (68%) indicated such aspirations for
themselves (Figure 3.1). Most parents (74%) also expect their child to obtain at least a four-year
degree, but only 58% of students expect such of themselves. Parents’ aspirations are generally
higher than their expectations for their child’s education (see Table G.4, Appendix G). Within
parents who would like their child to earn a four-year degree, 75% expect their child to attain
that level or higher, while 25% currently expect that their child will not earn at least a four-year
degree. Students’ educational expectations were also significantly lower than their aspirations
(see Table G.5, Appendix G). Within students who aspire to a four-year degree, 63% expect to
achieve at that level or higher, while 37% expect to achieve a two-year degree or less.

Parent aspirations and expectations to achieve at least a four-year college degree were
significantly higher than that of the students (see Figure 3.1).5” One possible explanation for this
is that parents who participated in the survey have higher educational aspirations and
expectations than parents who did not participate. Participating parents may be more engaged
with the school and with their child’s education. In order to better understand the influence that
Texas GEAR UP SG may be having on parents over time, it would be important to have a
higher percentage of parents participate in the survey. The significantly higher number of

64 The guestion regarding educational expectations is required by USDE for both the student and parent
surveys.

5 Changes were significantly different across time points: Student Aspirations: y?(2) = 22.1, p < .001;
Student Expectations: ¢?(2) = 48.4, p < .001.

56 parents: y?(25) = 418.2, p < .001; Students: ¥2(25) = 1,149.6, p < .001. A small percentage of parents
(11%) and students (9%) had expectations that exceeded aspirations. This indicates that there may have
been some confusion with the items because it is unlikely, for example, that one would achieve a four-
year college degree when one had aspired to high school or less.

67 Student-reported aspirations differed significantly from parent-reported aspirations: x2(1) = 28.2, p <
.001; student-reported expectations differed significantly from parent-reported expectations: y?(1) = 39.2,
p <.001.
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students from spring 2013 to spring 2014 who aspire and who expect to attend college suggests
that Texas GEAR UP SG schools may be encouraging students to have a college-going
mentality.

Figure 3.1. Percentages of Parents and Students* Who Aspire and Expect to Obtain a
Four-Year College Degree or Higher, Comparisons Between Spring 2013 and Spring 2014

85%
81%
/
0,
. 80% 79% e—"
(]
< 74%
b0
-:E 75% e
5
o wes®’
‘,:'_JD 70% o
2 68% @ °° O 68%
H Student Aspirati *
& 65% O udent Aspirations
a 63% [J
>
€ 60% O- - Student Expectations*
.?ED O 58%
=
©
5 55% —&— Parent Aspirations
f=
g oo
= >0% o+« Parent Expectations
()]
& 45%
45% O
40% ; .
Spring 2013 Spring 2014

Source: Texas GEAR UP SG Parent Surveys (Spring 2013; Spring 2014); Texas GEAR UP SG Student Surveys
(Spring 2013; Spring 2014).

Note: Low parent response rates across both time points warrant caution in interpreting trend data on parent surveys.
Due to anonymity, responses are not linked to an individual respondent, thus comparisons over time are based
on aggregate responses. N counts for each item are included in the full data presented in Table G.3, Appendix

*Within students, the distribution of responses were significantly different across time points: Student Aspirations:
x?(2) = 22.1, p < .001; Student Expectations: x%(2) = 48.4, p < .001. Within students in spring 2014, educational
aspirations were significantly higher than expectations y?(25) = 1,149.6, p < .001. Within parents in spring 2014,
educational aspirations were significantly higher than expectations, ¥2(25) = 418.2, p < .001.

Survey responses across schools are included in Appendix G (Tables G.6 through G.8). The
percentage of students who aspire to some college or less was highest at School A (23%) and
School B (26%), while at School G, only 12% have aspirations at this lower level. To the extent
that educational aspirations influence students’ actual choices, this suggests that Schools A and
B, in particular, have considerable work to do in order to engage students in seeing themselves
as both completing high school and at least a two-year college degree. Data from site visits
point to different approaches across schools in how the program is working to influence
aspirations. Career Cruising, a career interest survey, was a tool that School E used to help
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students find careers based on their interests.%® Students at School B proclaimed their
aspirations by signing a pledge to attend college. Participants at one school, School C, reported
the perceived need for additional activities to help them consider various career options, such
as a Dream Board Night.%°

3.2.2 Perceptions of College Plans

Two items on the parent and student surveys addressed more specifically aspects that may
influence postsecondary expectations. One item addresses the respondents’ belief that
attending college is important in order to be able to attain their career goals, while the other
addresses the perception that it is too early to be talking about college. Each of these items may
be related to decisions that will be made about attending college. In the first case, if students
and parents believe that the student can attain their goals and the future they want without
attending college, then college attendance becomes less relevant to these families. Similarly, if
parents and students believe that it is too early to be thinking about college, then they likely are
not having discussions that will support this decision. Although college may appear to be
something that middle school students and parents can think about once they get to high
school, working toward those goals early on is important in making initial steps in the direction of
college requirements.

The results for the two items are displayed in a series of pie charts in Figure 3.2. Nearly all
parents and students agreed or strongly agreed (94% and 92%, respectively) that attending
college is important for career goals and the future. Although seemingly high overall, examining
trends at each school suggests that student agreement about the importance of attending
college differed significantly across schools, with the percentage of students who strongly agree
that it is important ranging from a high of 75% at School G to a low of 55% at School A (see
Table G.9, Appendix G).”° Differences were also statistically significant across schools for
parent agreement on the importance of attending college, ranging from a high of 89% strongly
agree at School G to a low of 70% at School C (Table G.10, Appendix G).”* Similar to data
reported on Texas GEAR UP SG implementation in Year 1, Texas GEAR UP SG primary cohort
students, as well as their parents, have an overall “readiness level” to receive information and
services about college (O’'Donnel et al., 2013).

68 More details about Career Cruising (a self-exploration and planning program that helps people of all
ages achieve their potential in school, career, and life) are available at http://public.careercruising.com/en.
69 Site visit data offered limited details about this event that helped guide students in considering career
goals.

0 Student-reported agreement differed significantly across schools: ¢?(18) = 39.0, p < .01.

"t parent-reported agreement differed significantly across schools: y?(9) = 29.9, p < .001.
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Figure 3.2. Parents’ and Students’ Perceptions of College Plans, Spring 2014

Attending college is important for my child’s/my career goal and future.
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Source: Texas GEAR UP SG Parent Surveys (Spring 2014); Texas GEAR UP SG Student Surveys (Spring 2014).
Note: Percentages across those who responded with some level of agreement may not total 100% due to rounding.

Relatively few parents (12%) or students (22%) agreed or strongly agreed that it is too early to
think about going to college, although the percentage of students was significantly greater than
the percentage of parents (Figure 3.2).”2 While the percentages are low, this suggests that
Texas GEAR UP SG activities and events may not yet be resonating with all parents and
students. Texas GEAR UP SG should continue to communicate about why thinking about
college should begin now in order to help ensure that these percentages drop even lower as
students enter high school and the window of time to start thinking about college narrows. As
the Texas GEAR UP SG primary cohort enters high school, the schools will also want to engage
in activities to ensure that students enroll in the appropriate courses that will facilitate their
successful enrollment in college. TEA should encourage GEAR UP strategies that
concomitantly address supporting students and parents who already recognize the importance
of college with activities focused on the smaller percentage of parents and students who
currently do not understand the importance of college and/or are not thinking about it yet.

2 Student-reported agreement differed significantly from parent-reported agreement: ¥2(1) = 19.0, p <
.001.
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3.2.3 Perceived Impact of Texas GEAR UP State Grant on Educational Plans

Given the goals of GEAR UP, it is important to understand the extent to which Texas GEAR UP
SG is related to college-going decisions. Items on the survey asked students to indicate whether
participating in Texas GEAR UP SG activities/events helped them decide to go to college after
high school graduation (see Figure 3.3). Although nearly half of Texas GEAR UP SG primary
cohort students (42%) indicated that they already planned to attend college, 51% of students
indicated that participating in Texas GEAR UP SG activities in Year 2 helped in making the
decision to go to college. This reflects an increase of 13 percentage points since 2012-13.73
However, it is also important to understand that, overall, 93% of the respondents plan to go to
college, similar to the 95% who indicated this in Year 1.

Students’ perceived impact of Texas GEAR UP SG, as it relates to postsecondary plans,
differed significantly across schools (see Table G.11, Appendix G).” In School G, 65% of the
responding students indicated that Texas GEAR UP SG participation was impacting their plans
to go to college; this is particularly notable as this school was highest in Year 1 and increased 7
percentage points since then (O’Donnel et al., 2013). Texas GEAR UP SG efforts in all schools
going forward should seek to address the 7% of students who still do not plan to go to college,
as well as to maintain the remaining 93% who currently do plan to attend college. Additional
efforts should focus on School B, where 12% of students do not plan to go to college, compared
to 5% at that school in Year 1 (O’'Donnel et al., 2013).

Figure 3.3. Percentages of Students Who Perceive That Participating in Texas GEAR UP
SG Has Impacted College Plans, Comparisons Between Spring 2013 and Spring 2014

No, | was No, | was
Students aiready Students aiready
. planning . planning
Spring 2013 on going Spring 2014 on going
(n=1,230) " (n=1,207) to
college, /college,
57% 42%
Yes, 51%
No, I still No, I still
: don’t don’t
Yes, 38% \\% plan to \\\\“\\/— plan to
¥ goto goto
college, college,
5% 7%
Total percentage of students planning to go Total percentage of students planning to go
to college is shown in the solid sections of to college is shown in the solid sections of
the graph, 95%. the graph, 93%.

Source: Texas GEAR UP SG Student Surveys (Spring 2013; Spring 2014); Has participating in GEAR UP activities at
your school helped you to decide to go to college after high school graduation?

Note: Percentages reflect responses after removing respondents that selected the following response option: “Does
not apply, | am not aware | have participated in GEAR UP,” which included the following percentages of total
responses to this item: Spring 2013: 9.8% (n=1,363); Spring 2014: 6.2% (n=1,287). Due to anonymity,
responses are not linked to an individual respondent, thus comparisons over time are based on aggregate
responses.

3 Student perceptions differed significantly across time points: y?(1) = 48.3, p < .001.
74 Student perceptions differed significantly across schools: ¢?(12) = 87.3, p < .001.
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3.2.4 Reason for Not Continuing Education

In an effort to better inform and influence those who do not plan on attending college, it is
important for Texas GEAR UP SG to know some of the reasons why students do not think that
they will be able to continue their education past high school. One item on the student survey
asked the following: “If you do not continue your education after high school, what would be the
reason(s)?” After accounting for students who indicated that they do plan to continue their
education, Figure 3.4 displays what students identified as potential reasons for not continuing
their education. The results for the spring 2014 survey were generally consistent with the spring
2013 survey; concerns about costs (39%), wanting to work (38%), needing to work (22%), and
poor grades (19%) were among the most frequently selected reasons. TEA should work with
Texas GEAR UP SG staff and collaborators to alleviate ongoing concerns about poor grades by
schools introducing additional student support services for students who are struggling in
courses. Although costs remain the most frequently reported reason for not continuing
postsecondary education, spring 2013 (48%) to spring 2014 (39%) shows a significant decline
(9 percentage points) on this item [x2(1) = 5.1, p < .05]. Perhaps services through Texas GEAR
UP SG are helping students to understand strategies for affording postsecondary education.
However, a large percentage of students still see this as a barrier, so TEA should continue
efforts around the financial aspects of college to help address this concern and influence
students’ plans to attend college. Going forward, TEA should apply interventions that address
affordability as an issue in connection to the other reported reasons; in other words, Texas
GEAR UP SG could help students understand options regarding being able to work while also
going to school, or similar strategies.

Figure 3.4. Percentages of Texas GEAR UP SG Students by Reason for Not Continuing
Education, Comparisons Between Spring 2013 and Spring 2014

It costs too much/I cannot afford it 48%
| want to work after high school
- I need to work after high school
8
o My grades are not good enough
_’§ E Spring 2014
8 | want to join the military service after high n=689
(%]
2 school m Spring 2013
wv -
Family commitments n=680
| will not need more than high school to
succeed

0% 10% 20% 30% 40% 50%
Percentage of Students

Source: Texas GEAR UP SG Student Surveys (Spring 2013; Fall 2013; Spring 2014).

Note: For this survey question, “If you do not continue your education after high school, what would be the reason(s)?
(Select all that apply),” response percentages will not add up to 100% because respondents were able to
select multiple responses. The percentages above reflect the portion of those who selected at least one
reason; the following selected “Not applicable, | plan to continue my education after high school”: Spring
2013: 678, Spring 2014: 689. Due to anonymity, responses are not linked to an individual respondent, thus
comparisons over time are based on aggregate responses.
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3.3 Discussions and Knowledge About College

One way that programs such as Texas GEAR UP SG can support college-going thinking is to
provide students and parents with sufficient information that facilitates their discussions about
postsecondary education. Texas GEAR UP SG activities can be a platform to facilitate the very
conversations and knowledge-building necessary to achieve Project Goal 7. Site visits offered
details about how students are coming to understand college requirements. Students are
learning how important academic success is for their acceptance into college (School C).
School G conducted several in-class presentations for its students on how to effectively plan
and prepare for college acceptance. College visits were another opportunity for students to hear
about what is required in order to be accepted into college, with an emphasis on grade point
average (GPA) (School A). All school districts will have the entire student primary cohort take
the SAT or ACT by the end of the fifth year of program implementation (according to each
districts’ ASPR). Survey data, summarized in the following section, also inform both current
levels of knowledge about college and the practices that help to do so. Analyses of these data
address the following evaluation questions: What are students’ and parents’ levels of
understanding regarding readiness (e.g., college aspirations/expectations, college options,
college readiness, financing college)? During each year of the grant, what types of information
are grantees making available to students? What types of information are grantees making
available to students’ families?

3.3.1 Discussions About Attending College and College Entrance Requirements

Five items on the parent survey (in both spring 2013 and spring 2014) asked about their
preparedness for and engagement in discussions with their child about college (see Figure
3.5).7> On the spring 2014 survey, a majority of parents reported engaging in discussions with
their child about attending college (88%) and, to a lesser extent, the entrance requirements to
be able to do so (58%). While 58% of parents reported having conversations with their child
about entrance requirements, only slightly more than one-third of parents (39%) indicated that
they have enough information about college entrance requirements, although most (65%)
indicated that they generally know what their child needs to do in order to be accepted into
college. Percentages of parents indicating “Yes” increased for each of the five items on college
discussions between spring 2013 and spring 2014. The largest increase was in the percentage
of parents who reported speaking to someone from their child’s school or Texas GEAR UP SG
about college entrance requirements, a statistically significant increase of 15 percentage
points.”® This change points to early efforts by Texas GEAR UP SG to have program staff
initiate these discussions and an area of anticipated increase throughout the implementation
years. Although more than half of the parents reported engaging in discussions with their child
about college requirements, there remains an opportunity for Texas GEAR UP SG to reach out
to those who have not engaged in these discussions and to better equip the parents who are
already doing so with the necessary information about college requirements.

A survey item asked students to indicate whether anyone at school or from Texas GEAR UP SG
had spoken to them about college entrance requirements. Students were significantly more
likely than parents to indicate that they had had these discussions (74% and 53%,
respectively).”” The majority of students (74%) indicated that someone had spoken to them, but

S The following questions are required on the APR by USDE: “Have you talked with your child about
college entrance requirements?” and “Has anyone from your child’s school or GEAR UP ever spoken with
you about college entrance requirements?”

6 Changes were significantly different across time points: (1) = 20.2, p < .001.

7 Student-reported engagement in discussions about college entrance requirements differed significantly
from parent-reported discussions: y?(1) = 68.4, p < .001.
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this differed significantly by school (Figure G.1, Appendix G).”® More than 75% of students at
three schools indicated that someone from their school/Texas GEAR UP SG had spoken to
them about college entrance requirements (School B: 81%, School C: 75%, School G: 88%);
TEA should explore practices at these schools to shed some light on the ways that they have
gone about initiating these discussions.

Figure 3.5. Percentages of Parents Having and Being Prepared for College Discussions,
Comparisons Between Spring 2013 and Spring 2014

Have you talked with your child about attending
college? (n=394; 465)

88%
88%

Do you know what your child needs to do to get
accepted into college? (n=396; 463)

Have you spoken with your child about college
entrance requirements? (n=394; 463)*

Has anyone from your child’s school or GEAR UP
ever spoken with you about college entrance
requirements? (n=393; 464)*

Actions for Being Prepared

Do you have enough information about college
entrance requirements? (n=392; 457)*
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Source: Texas GEAR UP SG Parent Surveys (Spring 2013; Spring 2014).

Note: Low parent response rates across both time points warrant caution in interpreting trend data on parent surveys.
Due to anonymity, responses are not linked to an individual respondent, thus comparisons over time are based
on aggregate responses. N counts for each response option are presented for spring 2013, then spring 2014.

* Percentage of parents indicating “Yes” was significantly different between time points: “Spoke with child about
college entrance requirements”: (1) = 10.5, p < .01; “Discussions with GEAR UP about college entrance
requirements”: x?(1) = 20.2, p < .001; “Enough information about college entrance requirements”: (1) = 9.2, p <
.01.

In addition to discussions about college requirements as reported in the surveys, site visit data
also pointed to the ways that schools are informing students and parents about new
requirements under HB 5 regarding high school graduation requirements. School Districts 2 and
4 described HB 5 Nights, which educated parents on graduation requirements and the different
endorsements from which their children may choose at the district when they enter Grade 9 in
2014-15. The Texas GEAR UP SG coordinator at School District 4 reported that the district
used mandatory parent meetings to discuss endorsements and goal setting; they also had
students meet with high school counselors to discuss available endorsements during the same
time. School District 2 also had informational sessions for parents in addition to meetings with
local colleges and the development of an iTunes U course.”® Students from this district
described being knowledgeable about the different endorsements, perhaps related to GEAR UP
efforts, including displaying posters and conducting classroom presentations about

8 Student-reported engagement in discussions about college entrance requirements differed significantly
across schools: %?(6) = 61.8, p < .001. This question is required by USDE.

7 More details about iTunes U (an application to create and complete courses online) are available at
https://www.apple.com/education/ipad/itunes-u.
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requirements. School D reported minimal involvement addressing emerging issues related to
HB 5 due to the district’s delay in choosing its endorsement offerings. Site visit participants
pointed to a need for increased efforts, perhaps including support from Texas GEAR UP SG
staff, to clarify the implications of HB 5 as they relate to postsecondary education. The College
Preparation Advisor at School E described efforts to encourage students to take classes that
would be helpful for college (such as Algebra 1) even if the classes were not part of their
endorsement. However, parents from School C expressed concern about the endorsements
because they do not want them to limit students’ academic experience. Similarly, some students
at School B were confused by the new requirements and parents would have liked the school to
provide more one-on-one time with the students to clarify the changes. Students in School G
were exposed to different pathway options and have an idea regarding which paths they would
like to follow in high school.

3.3.2 Sources of Information

In an effort to build both parent and student knowledge about a range of college topics, it helps
to understand the frequently used resources that may be the initial approach for information
dissemination; awareness of less-often-used resources can also inform the necessary steps to
refine the content/delivery of those materials. Analysis of survey data related to this topic also
informs the following evaluation question: During each year of the grant, what types of
information are grantees making available to students and their families? When asked about
what sources of information have helped inform postsecondary education plans, parents and
students selected from a list various sources; two items specifically related to Texas GEAR UP
SG are shown in Figure 3.6 (the remaining sources are included in Table G.12 and Table G.13
in Appendix G). Perhaps a testament to more intensive efforts on behalf of Texas GEAR UP SG
in Year 2, student-reported use of Texas GEAR UP SG staff and events as a source of
information significantly increased over time by 17 percentage points.&

About the same number of students reported using the Texas GEAR UP website overall from
spring 2013 to spring 2014, but Year 2 data varied significantly across schools (see Table G.14,
Appendix G). For example, 36% of students at School G reported using the Texas GEAR UP
website, compared to 5% in School A. As with students, parent use of the Texas GEAR UP
website is low (10%). This indicates a potential need from all schools to direct more students to
those resources given TEA'’s efforts under the statewide aspects of the Texas GEAR UP SG to
enhance the website content/design to make it more appealing. TEA should also consider
ongoing efforts to understand why the website continues to be under-utilized, at least by the
participating Texas GEAR UP SG schools.

Texas GEAR UP SG discussions/events as a source of information increased over time for both
parents and students (6 and 17 percentage point increases, respectively). For spring 2014,
student responses varied significantly across schools; 75% of students from School G but only
27% from School F selected this option (Table G.14, Appendix G). As expected, this is
consistent with previously reported school-level trends in the percentage of students who
reported engaging in discussions about college entrance requirements. Texas GEAR UP SG
might consider offering targeted support to schools particularly low in these areas.

Given the survey data indicating that 78% of students selected two or more sources of
information and 73% of parents selected two or more sources of information in spring 2014
(compared to 65% and 49%, respectively, in spring 2013), it appears that perhaps Texas GEAR
UP SG has encouraged the use of multiple sources of information. Texas GEAR UP SG events
and activities can be leveraged as opportunities for parents and students to engage in
information-rich discussions with each other and with Texas GEAR UP SG staff and school

80 Students’ indication of GEAR UP staff/events as a source of information differed significantly across
time: ¢?(1) = 80.5, p < .001.
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staff. In fact, site visit data indicated how multiple stakeholders identified the need for College
Preparation Advisors to have more opportunities for one-on-one interactions with students.
These interactions can also be a chance for Texas GEAR UP SG staff to point parents and
students to available resources (such as the Texas GEAR UP SG website).

Figure 3.6. Parents’ and Students’ Reported College Information Sources: Percentages
by Source, Comparisons Between Spring 2013 and Spring 2014

Spring 2013 Spring 2014
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15% 15%

Information
Source 7 W Parent B Parent
- 3g9, | Student 44% [ Student
GEAR UP staff/events*
29% 46%
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Percentage of Respondents Selecting Each Information Source

Source: Texas GEAR UP SG Student Surveys (Spring 2013 and Spring 2014).

Note: Response percentage will not add up to 100% because respondents were able to select multiple responses.
Additional data from fall 2013 is in Table G.12 in Appendix G. N counts for each response option are
presented for spring 2013, then spring 2014. N counts for each item are included in the full data presented in
Table G.12 and Table G.13, Appendix G. Due to anonymity, responses are not linked to an individual
respondent, thus comparisons over time are based on aggregate responses.

* Student-reported Texas GEAR UP SG staff/events as a source of information differed significantly across time: y?(1)

=80.5, p<.001.

3.3.3 Knowledge About College

A detailed understanding about specific terms and concepts related to college is essential for
parents and students making decisions that align with their plans; knowing parents’ and
students’ levels of knowledge can help Texas GEAR UP SG focus on particular low-knowledge
areas of concern. Both the parent and student surveys asked for respondents to indicate how
knowledgeable they were about various college-related terms on a 4-point knowledge scale
(see Figure 3.7, as well as Figure G.2 and Figure G.3 in Appendix G). Higher average scores
indicate higher knowledge, with an average of 1 equaling no knowledge and an average of 4
equaling extremely knowledgeable. Most averages fell between 2 (slightly knowledgeable) and
3 (knowledgeable). Relatively small changes over time may be realistic in that a change in
knowledge across all parents and students may require time. These data are primarily important
to guide Texas GEAR UP SG schools in possible directions for future events, activities, and
resources.

Students reported being significantly more knowledgeable than their parents about the general
requirements for college acceptance and the importance/benefit of college.8 It may be that the

81 In the 2013-14 school year, average parent knowledge about the following items significantly differed
from average student knowledge: Importance/Benefit of college: F(1, 1,723) = 4.75, p < .05; General
Requirements: F(1, 1,720) = 11.02, p < .001.
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increased emphasis on Algebra | in Year 2 was paired with discussions about this course being
a critical step in working toward the requirements for college acceptance. Parents appear to
need information on the requirements for college (particularly ACT, SAT, and general
requirements for acceptance). Students and parents did not differ on their knowledge about
ACT or SAT, which was generally low for both groups.

Students’ average perceived knowledge of each of the knowledge items different significantly
across schools, as shown in Table G.15 (Appendix G). For example, the general requirements
for college acceptance differed significantly across schools in spring 2014,82 with average
student responses as low as 2.0 at School C and as high as 2.7 at School G.

Figure 3.7. Parents’ and Students’ Average Knowledge of College Terms and Concepts,
Comparisons Between Spring 2013 and Spring 2014
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Source: Texas GEAR UP SG Parent Surveys (Spring 2013; Spring 2014); Texas GEAR UP SG Student Surveys

(Spring 2013; Spring 2014).

Note: Response options to the question “How much do you know about each of the following?” were scaled as
follows: 1 — No Knowledge; 2 — Slightly Knowledgeable; 3 — Knowledgeable; 4 — Extremely Knowledgeable.
N counts for each item are included in the full data presented in Figure G.2 and Figure G.3, Appendix G.
Low parent response rates across both time points warrant caution in interpreting trend data on parent
surveys. Due to anonymity, responses are not linked to an individual respondent, thus comparisons over
time are based on aggregate responses.

3.3.4 Advanced Course-Taking Plans

Prior research points to the importance of taking advanced courses for college readiness and
college enrollment. For example, Chajewski, Mattern, & Shaw (2011) found that in a national
sample of students who took at least one AP course, 83% enrolled in a four-year institution,
compared to students who did not take any AP courses, in which only 46% enrolled in a four-
year institution. An initial step toward reaching Project Objective 2.2 of advanced course
completion, which prepares students for college acceptance and success, is planning to enroll

82 Average student knowledge about college requirements significantly differed across schools:
F(6,1,261) = 8.58, p < .001.
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in those courses. Taking AP courses also provides the advantage that students who score well
enough on an AP exam may receive college credit for the course.

As shown in Figure 3.8, most students agreed or strongly agreed that they were planning to
take advanced courses in mathematics (70%), English/writing (71%), and science (69%) in the
following school year (2014-15). Each of the response options are in Table G.16 in Appendix G.
In spring 2014, a majority of parents (93%) agreed that they would encourage their child to take
advanced courses (in general), compared to 95% in spring 2013.

Students’ plans for taking advanced courses differed significantly across schools for
mathematics (Table G.17, Appendix G).82 At Schools A (19%) and F (24%), fewer than 25% of
students strongly agreed that they had plans to take an advanced mathematics course,
compared to 43% in School G. Texas GEAR UP SG staff should consider targeting the nearly
one-third of the students across schools who do not plan on taking advanced courses,
potentially encouraging other schools to draw on lessons learned from School G. With science
as the lowest area, Texas GEAR UP SG staff should also look for ways to leverage STEM
initiatives, which are not necessarily part of Texas GEAR UP SG, to promote taking advanced
courses in this area. In addition, STEM is one of the HB 5 endorsement areas, providing
another opportunity to encourage the taking of advanced courses in this content area.

Figure 3.8. Students’ Plans to Take Advanced Courses in the Next School Year:
Percentages of Agreement Across Content Areas, Spring 2014
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Source: Texas GEAR UP SG Student Surveys (Spring 2014).
Note: Percentages across those who responded with some level of agreement may not total exactly 100% due
to rounding.

In Year 1, the following percentages of Grade 7 students reported that they planned on taking
advanced courses in Grade 8 (selecting agree or strongly agree): mathematics, 69%; ELA,
68%; and science, 68% (O’Donnel et al., 2013). Year 2 APR data indicate that the following
percentages of students were reported by schools as actually being enrolled in advanced
courses in Grade 8: mathematics (including Algebra | and other advanced mathematics
courses), 43%; ELA, 21%; science, 21%; and social studies, 20%.84 In other words, more
students intended on being in an advanced course than actually enrolled in an advanced

83 Student perceptions differed significantly across schools in mathematics: y%(18) = 52.6, p < .001.

84 The percentage for mathematics is slightly different from the 33% of students enrolled in Algebra | or
the equivalent that was reported in the APR. This percentage includes mathematics courses that are
considered to be advanced, although not equivalent to Algebra |.
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course; this is the case across all three subjects. It is difficult to determine whether this is an
issue of student eligibility, student interest, school capacity, Texas GEAR UP SG interventions,
or other factors. For example, some students may consider any content that is difficult as being
advanced, so courses that they find to be difficult may be perceived as being advanced.
Regardless of the driver, Texas GEAR UP SG can play an important role in capitalizing on
student plans to actually get students enrolled in advanced courses and, of course, supporting
their success in passing advanced courses through services such as tutoring.

3.4 Understanding of Financial Aspects Related to Postsecondary
Education

The goal of Texas GEAR UP SG to increase postsecondary awareness and aspirations also
includes financial literacy about college. Site visit data pointed to various efforts to address
students’ awareness of college financing. For example, School G offered financial literacy
sessions that covered information on the Free Application for Federal Student Aid (FAFSA) and
student loans; they also provided TG student modules (20-minute presentation on financial
literacy) that helped student learn the importance of saving money, financial aid, and
scholarships. Two schools (Schools A and C) offered a Princeton Review event for parents to
learn how to finance college, which was well received, especially for parents who have not
attended college themselves. However, site visit data pointed to the need for sessions in
Spanish and students suggested the need to make them more interesting. Texas GEAR UP SG
staff should engage in intensive efforts going forward in the hopes of helping to increase the
program’s emphasis on the financial aspects of college. For example, Project Objective 7.4
includes having teachers and counselors complete college admissions and financial aid training
by the program’s fifth year, when the primary cohort students are in Grade 11. Plans also
include forming alliances with governmental and community organizations to increase students’
access to information on scholarships and financial aid. Evaluation efforts in forthcoming years
will look at the potential impact of this training and these alliances. Several additional survey
items addressed both parents’ and students’ thinking about money and college. In general,
these findings suggest that there is low knowledge and high interest in receiving more
information about paying for college. In addition to these data, an analysis of survey items about
the understanding of financing college address the following research question: What are
students’ and parents’ levels of understanding regarding readiness (e.g., college
aspirations/expectations, college options, college readiness, financing college)?

3.41 Discussions With the School/Texas GEAR UP State Grant Staff About the
Availability of Financial Aid

Texas GEAR UP SG can play a valuable role in influencing how parents and students
understand the financial aspects of college; as such, it is essential to know the extent to which
these stakeholders report having conversations related to this critical topic. Parents and
students were asked if anyone from the school or Texas GEAR UP SG staff had spoken with
them about the availability of financial aid to help pay for college.®s In spring 2014, more than
half of the students (61%) indicated that they had engaged in these conversations; this
represents a significant increase of 9 percentage points from spring 2013 (see Figure 3.9).8¢
Nearly half of the parents (46%) reported engaging in these discussions; this is also a significant
increase of 12 percentage points from spring 2013.8” Although these increases are
encouraging, about half of the parents and students have not reported interactions with Texas

85 The following question is required on the APR by USDE: “Has anyone from your school/your child’s
school or GEAR UP ever spoken with you about the availability of financial aid to help you pay for
college?”

86 Student responses differed significantly over time: (1) = 22.7, p < .001.

87 parent responses differed significantly over time: y?(1) = 12.2, p < .001.
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GEAR UP SG staff regarding financial aspects. In addition, Texas GEAR UP SG staff should
provide additional information and continued guidance to those who have already been
engaged. This is particularly important given that 64% of parents also reported, on a different
survey item, that they did not have enough information about financial aid to help pay for
college.

Student discussions with Texas GEAR UP SG staff about financial aid differed significantly
across schools, with 78% of students at School G, but only about 41% of students at School F
indicating “Yes” (Table G.18, Appendix G).88 As such, Texas GEAR UP SG staff should target
efforts to reach out to parents and students, which may help to increase their perceptions of
affordability.

Figure 3.9. Parents’ and Students’ Discussions With School or GEAR UP Staff About
Financial Aid, Comparisons Between Spring 2013 and Spring 2014
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Source: Texas GEAR UP SG Parent Surveys (Spring 2014); Texas GEAR UP SG Student Surveys (Spring 2014).

Note: Low parent response rates across both time points warrant caution in interpreting trend data on parent surveys.
Due to anonymity, responses are not linked to an individual respondent, thus comparisons over time are based
on aggregate responses.

* Parent responses differed significantly from spring 2013 to spring 2014: (1) = 12.2, p < .001.

**Student responses differed significantly from spring 2013 to spring 2014: y?(1) = 22.7, p < .001.

3.4.2 Knowledge About Financing College

Existing literature points to the importance of both students and parents being aware of the
financial aid process. In one study, helping their parents fill out financial aid forms increased the
college enroliment rates of high school seniors by 30%. Increased parental involvement in the
college application process makes the student more likely to enroll in any type of higher
education (Bettinger, Long, Oreopoulos, & Sanbonmatsu, 2009). Most parents and students fell
somewhere in the middle regarding feeling knowledgeable about financing college. Nearly a
third of the parents (31%) and 28% of students reported having no knowledge regarding
financial aid and the costs and benefits of their child pursuing postsecondary education.® At the

88 Student-reported engagement in discussions about the availability of financial aid differed significantly
across schools: ¥?(6) = 81.4, p < .001.

8 The following question is required on the APR by USDE: “How much do you know about the following:
financial aid and the costs and benefits of pursuing postsecondary education?”
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other end of the scale, only 8% of parents and 12% of students reported feeling extremely
knowledgeable on this topic (see Figure G.4, Appendix G). Perhaps Texas GEAR UP SG
services are helping students have more realistic perceptions about their knowledge of this
topic, but TEA should also focus on addressing those reporting little or no knowledge.®®

In addition to overall perceptions about parent and student knowledge about financing college,
the surveys asked about knowledge of specific financial aid-related terms; average knowledge
results are shown in Figure 3.10 (Table G.19 in Appendix G shows the percentages for each
response option). On average, parents reported their familiarity with each of the five terms to be
slightly knowledgeable. On average, students reported being knowledgeable about scholarships
and being slightly knowledgeable regarding other financial aid-related terms. There was not a
significant change between Year 1 and Year 2. Texas GEAR UP SG staff need to focus
activities on each of these aspects of financial aid in order to increase perceived knowledge,
and presumably actual knowledge, about financial aid.

Figure 3.10. Parents’ and Students’ Average Knowledge of Financial Aid Terms,
Comparisons Between Spring 2013 and Spring 2014

Spring 2014

2.2
[ Student

B Parent

Average Level of Knowledge

Source: Texas GEAR UP SG Parent Surveys (Spring 2013; Spring 2014); Texas GEAR UP SG Student Surveys
(Spring 2013; Spring 2014).

Note: Response options to the question “How much do you know about each of the following?” are scaled as follows:
1 — No Knowledge; 2 — Slightly Knowledgeable; 3 — Knowledgeable; 4 — Extremely Knowledgeable. Low parent
response rates across both time points warrant caution in interpreting trend data on parent surveys. N counts for
each item are included in the full data presented in Table G.19, Appendix G. Due to anonymity, responses are
not linked to an individual respondent, thus comparisons over time are based on aggregate responses.

* FAFSA: Free Application for Federal Student Aid. However, the survey items used only the acronym.

3.4.3 Perceived Ability to Afford Postsecondary Education

In addition to knowing the costs, it is important that parents and students have enough
knowledge about financing options to perceive college as being affordable through one or more

9 Scale items changed in spring 2014 to move from a 5-point scale to a 4-point scale, thus comparisons
over time should be made with caution.
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of the many financing options available.®? In spring 2014, a significantly greater percentage of
parents than students reported perceiving that they would probably or definitely be able to afford
a four-year college (80% and 52%, respectively).®? Figure 3.11 shows that parent perceptions of
affordability of a four-year college increased between spring 2013 and spring 2014 by

11 percentage points,®® and student perceptions of affordability of community college decreased
by 4 percentage points. Table G.20 in Appendix G displays the response options for each
category. Most parents (71%) and most students (82%) indicated at least some concern about
their ability to afford a four-year college by selecting probably, not sure, probably not, or
definitely not.

Figure 3.11. Parents’ and Students’ Perceptions of College Affordability, Comparisons
Between Spring 2013 and Spring 2014
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Source: Texas GEAR UP SG Parent Surveys (Spring 2013, Spring 2014); Texas GEAR UP SG Student Surveys

(Spring 2013, Fall 2013, Spring 2014).

Note: Response options include Definitely not, Probably not, Not sure, Probably, and Definitely; however, Not sure
was not available as a response option for parents on the spring 2014 survey. The spring 2013 parent
survey did not ask about perceived affordability of a local community college. Low parent response rates
across both time points warrant caution in interpreting trend data on parent surveys. Due to anonymity,
responses are not linked to an individual respondent, thus comparisons over time are based on aggregate
responses. N counts for each item are included in the full data presented in Table G.20, Appendix G.

* Perceptions of affordability differed significantly over time: Parent — Four-year college: y?(1) = 14.1, p < .001;

Student — Community college: ?(2) = 6.3, p < .05.

91 The following question regarding perceived affordability is required by USDE for both the student and
parent surveys: “Do you think that you/your child could afford to attend a public 4-year college using
financial aid, scholarships, and your family’s resources?”

92 parent and student perceptions of college affordability differed significantly: (1) = 26.2, p < .001.

93 Parent perceptions of affordability differed significantly over time: x2(1) = 14.1, p < .001. Parents were
asked about the affordability of community college in spring 2014 only, with 86% of parents indicating that
they perceived they would be able to afford community college.
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Students’ perceived ability to afford college differed significantly across schools for both
community colleges and four-year colleges.®* Table G.21 in Appendix G shows the response
options across schools. For example, the percentage of students who indicated that they would
probably or definitely be able to afford a four-year college was 60% at School G and less than
50% at School A (42%) and School B (49.5%). This may reflect community differences,
although all schools were selected for participation in the Texas GEAR UP SG based on high
percentages of economically disadvantaged students. Students’ perceptions about the
affordability of college may be affecting their future plans about attending college because
nearly 40% of students (39%) indicated college cost as a reason for not continuing their
education after high school (refer back to Figure 3.4 earlier in this chapter).

3.4.4 Perceived Cost of Higher Education

One possible reason for students’ and parents’ perceiving postsecondary education as
unattainable may be that they overestimate costs (O’Donnel et al. 2013). Accurate knowledge
about the cost of postsecondary education is one step toward perceiving postsecondary
attendance as a possibility. This knowledge may also make it seem to be out of reach; as such,
building awareness about the actual costs of various types of schools can be a way for Texas
GEAR UP SG to reach out to parents and students who may have otherwise seen college as
unattainable for reasons related to cost. Ideally, accurate knowledge is accompanied with
information about financial aid and scholarships to pay for the cost. The actual average cost for
one year at a local two-year community college is $2,466 (tuition and fees only), and the actual
average cost of tuition and fees for one year at a public Texas four-year college or university
(tuition and fees only) is $4,978 and $7,986, respectively (THECB, 2014b; THECB, 2014c). Both
parent and student surveys asked about how much they thought college costs (Table 3.2).

Table 3.2. Parents’ and Students’ Perceived Cost of Higher Education,
Percentages by Cost Grouping, Spring 2014

How much do you think
or would you guess it

costs (tuition and fees $1 $1,901 $3,001

only) to attend for one to to to $5,501 to More than

year at ... $1,900 $3,000 $5,500 $12,000 $12,000
Parents

Your local public two- 449 8.7% 18.0% 26.9% 35.6% 10.7%

year community

college?

A four-year public 449 1.8% 1.3% 6.9% 31.2% 58.8%

colleie in iour state?

Your local public two- 1,275 19.6% 23.6% 22.0% 23.4% 11.5%

year community

college?

A four-year public 1,245 4.3% 5.4% 10.6% 34.1% 45.6%

college in your state?

Source: Texas GEAR UP SG Parent Surveys (Spring 2014); Texas GEAR UP SG Student Surveys (Spring 2014).

Parents and students correctly perceived that there were lower costs associated with one year
of attendance at a local public two-year community college as compared to a four-year public
college in the state. Parents and students generally overestimated the costs as compared to the
average actual costs. For example, 73% of parents and 57% of students thought that one year
at a two-year community college would cost $3,001 to $5,500. Similarly, 59% of parents and
46% of students estimated the cost of one year at a four-year college to be more than $12,000,

9 Student perceptions differed significantly across schools: Community college: ¥?(24) = 50.4, p < .001;
Four-year college: x%(24) = 39.0, p < .05.
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well above the actual average. Although some of the differences between perceived and actual
costs may be related to what is known about actual local costs, overestimation of the costs
(both in spring 2013 and spring 2014 surveys) suggests that helping parents and students
understand actual college costs may be crucial to overcoming cost as a barrier to
postsecondary education.

3.5 Perceptions About Texas GEAR UP State Grant

One way to understand the potential effect of Texas GEAR UP SG activities is to understand
participants’ perceptions of those activities. An analysis of survey items related to these
perceptions address the following research questions: What are student, parent, and staff
perceptions of student support services implementation strategies? What practices implemented
by grantees are perceived by grantees (students, parents, and staff) to be effective and
therefore potential best practices? Understanding participants’ perceptions can also inform
decisions about interim improvements in how activities are designed and implemented, as well
as which strategies may be leading to desired outcomes. At the school level, this provides an
opportunity to identify pockets of success; in other words, it allows stories about what is working
well to emerge. Given that participation in these many activities was generally low in Year 1,
and the format of many items was revised slightly, this section does not compare the changes
between Year 1 and Year 2.

3.5.1 Perceived Effectiveness of Texas GEAR UP State Grant-Related Activities
Participated in by the Child

ACTIVITIES OFFERED DURING THE SCHOOL YEAR

Parents were asked about their perception of the effectiveness of the activities in which their
child participated (e.g., counseling, tutoring, informational events); students also reported their
perceived effectiveness regarding these various activities. However, the data presented in this
section are limited in that they do not include the perceptions of those who do not participate
and that there is a wide range of n counts for each item. In each case, parents and students
were able to first indicate that they could not rate the activity because their child/they had not
participated in the activity. As in Year 1, students appear to have generally overestimated their
participation in some activities. For example, across schools, 56% of students indicated that
they considered themselves to be in an advanced mathematics course, whereas schools
indicated that 43% of students were enrolled in advanced mathematics (Algebra | or another
advanced mathematics course).% In the case of taking advanced courses, this may be based
on students’ perceptions of academic rigor; that is, if students find a course to be difficult, they
may consider it to be advanced. In general, the Texas GEAR UP SG schools should think about
ways to communicate more effectively when students are participating in the various program
components.

The surveys asked about the levels of effectiveness of the activities in which students
participated, with lower scores indicating that parents/students perceived the activity as being
less effective in preparing their child/them for college, and inversely, higher scores indicating
that they perceived the activity as being more effective. On average, both parents and students
found each type of activity in which they participated to be mostly effective. Average levels of
student perceptions of effectiveness were significantly lower than parent perceptions for all
activities. Figure 3.12 shows the perceptions of select activities by parent and student, and
Table G.22 and Figure G.5 in Appendix G show all response options and additional activities.

9 Percentage is slightly different from the 33% of students enrolled in Algebra | or the equivalent that was
reported in the APR. This percentage includes mathematics courses that are considered to be advanced,
although not equivalent to Algebra |.
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Figure 3.12. Average Perceptions of Effectiveness About Student Activities: Parent and
Student Differences, Spring 2014
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Source: Texas GEAR UP SG Parent Surveys (Spring 2014); Texas GEAR UP SG Student Surveys (Spring 2014).

Note: Scale is as follows: 1 — Not Effective; 2 — Slightly Effective; 3 — Mostly Effective; 4 — Very Effective. N counts for
each item are included in the full data presented in Table G.22, Appendix G.

* Average parents’ perceived effectiveness about the following activities significantly differed from average student
perceptions — Taking any advanced course: F(1) = 18.5, p < .001; Tutoring in any subject: F(1) = 4.5, p < .05;
2013 GEAR UP Summer Program: F(1) = 4.4, p < .05; Academic or career counseling/advising: F(1) = 6.1, p <
.05; Financial aid counseling/advising: F(1) = 4.1, p < .05; Meeting with the College Preparation Advisor: F(1) =
5.0, p < .05; Job site visit/job shadowing: F(1) = 6.4, p < .05; Other school workshops about benefits/options of
college: F(1) = 7.8, p < .01, Parent(s) participation in parent events: F(1) = 6.1, p < .05.

Project Objective 1.1 is to have at least 30% of Grade 8 students complete Algebra | and to
have 85% of students complete Algebra | by the end of Grade 9. Beginning in Year 1, as
reported in the implementation report, schools focused on meeting this early objective. In

Year 2, 43% of students across schools enrolled in Algebra | or another advanced mathematics
course (see Chapter 2).% Of the students who self-reported that they enrolled in Algebra I, 50%
rated taking Algebra | as very effective and 36% rated it as mostly effective. Parent responses
indicated that 48% thought that their child’s participation in Algebra | was very effective and 41%
thought that it was mostly effective. Taken together, these results indicate that the Algebra |
courses will generally be an effective activity to prepare students for college; schools might

9% Percentage is slightly different from the 33% of students enrolled in Algebra | or the equivalent that was
reported in the APR. This percentage includes mathematics courses that are considered to be advanced,

although not equivalent to Algebra |.
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consider modeling other academic courses on the approach they took with Algebra I, while also
getting more feedback about what might make those and other courses even more effective.

Although the levels of perceived effectiveness did not differ significantly across schools, there
were meaningful differences in participation across schools (Table G.23, Appendix G). For
example, only 11% of students reported participating in mentoring at School F, and reported
participation was low overall (19%), although this was higher than the 14% reported by schools
in the APR. Also notable was that 73% of students at School G reported going on college visits,
as compared to less than half of the students at all other schools reporting participation in a
college visit. As noted in Chapter 3, School G also engaged in the greatest number of college
visits and generally made college visits available to all students, while some schools limited
participation based on grades or other factors.

STUDENT PARTICIPATION IN ACTIVITIES WITH COLLEGE PREPARATION ADVISORS

College Preparation Advisors were a resource new to schools in Year 2 (see Chapter 1).

Figure 3.13 illustrates the perceptions of effectiveness of the College Preparation Advisors
based on the 41% of students and 39% of parents who indicated that they or their child met with
a College Preparation Advisor during the 2013-14 school year. Among these, 69% of students
and 78% of parents found meeting with a College Preparation Advisor to be mostly effective or
very effective. At the same time, 32% of students stated that they were not aware that there was
a College Preparation Advisor at their school. As Texas GEAR SG schools continue to
implement this new aspect of the program, it will be important to ensure that students and
parents are aware of and access this resource.

Statewide collaborators reported that College Preparation Advisors performed valuable tasks in
ensuring the implementation of activities through a regular, consistent presence in schools.
Interactions with students were often informal (discussions occurred between classes and
during lunch); students also stopped by their offices, which College Preparation Advisors
decorated to promote a college-going culture by displaying pennants/posters from colleges and
universities. One GEAR UP collaborator stated that school buy-in with regard to GEAR UP was
greater in Year 2 due to the presence of College Preparation Advisors. This links to the ways
they effectively worked with other statewide collaborators, as well as each other, supporting
website enhancements, helping with scheduling events, and serving as a sounding board.
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Some necessary qualities for College
Preparation Advisors, according to a program :
stafl?member at TEA, include tr?e foIIoF:Nir?g: a About_CoIIege P_reparatlon
strong interest in college readiness; the ability to AR, SR 2e1
interact with students, parents, and school staff; Many site visit participants spoke
a clear understanding of their role on campus; a | highly of the College Preparation
motivating spirit; and a cooperative work style. A | Advisors. For example:

Quotes From the Field: Perceptions

state collaborator added that College = “She has always been there
Preparation Advisors need to be effective whenever | needed her. | like that
leaders and mentors, address difficult issues she returns calls or emails right
with humility, and be respectful of the school away. She has been great and
environment with a focus on the students. This very informative. She provides
individual stated the following about the College information to me, and | go to her
Preparation Advisors: “It feels good that | know when | have questions.” (Parent)

the CPAs and that | can trust them in the
schools.” There were various challenges in
getting College Preparation Advisors into the
schools, such as the lack of time in the school
schedule to access students. Across the board,
site visit participants noted the importance of

= “[The College Preparation Advisor]
is a great support system to these
8t graders. This position has been
a great addition to our school.”
(School Administrator)

enabling this role to focus more on being a one- = “The GEAR UP advisor

on-one resource for students and not an activity encourages us to go to college. He
coordinator. The plan is for the College is always around in the hallways
Preparation Advisors who worked with the and at lunch.” (Student)

students in Grade 8 to transition with the
students into high school, which means some will likely work at two schools. TEA anticipates
that this will offer students continuity in who they are working with and where they can access
resources. However, College Preparation Advisors reported being somewhat apprehensive
regarding this transition.

Figure 3.13. Perceived Effectiveness of College Preparation Advisors, Spring 2014*
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Source: Texas GEAR UP SG Parent Surveys (Spring 2014); Texas GEAR UP SG Student Surveys (Spring 2014).
* Parent perceived effectiveness differed significantly from student perceived effectiveness: ¥2(3) = 4.1, p < .05.

ACTIVITIES OFFERED IN SUMMER 2013 AND PLANS FOR SUMMER 2014

In Year 1, each of the schools indicated that they planned to conduct a summer 2013 program
with a focus on engaging in activities that would further support student success in Algebra | in
Grade 8 (Project Objective 1.1), as well as general college readiness content. In the APR, only
four schools reported that students actually enrolled in a summer 2013 program (see Chapter
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2). In the fall 2013 survey, 24% of students stated that they participated in a Texas GEAR UP
SG summer program at their school. The spring 2014 parent survey included 26% of parents
reporting that their child participated in the Texas GEAR UP SG summer program.®’ Figure 3.14
shows student and parent perceptions about the summer program. Perhaps most compelling is
the extent to which participating students stated that, after participating in the summer program,
they had a better understanding of the benefits of college (80%), college entrance requirements
(77%), and financial aid (68%). A majority of both students and parents plan to attend (or have
their child attend) the schools’ Texas GEAR UP SG summer 2014 program (85% for parents
and 79% for students) and would recommend it to others (83% for parents and 85% for
students). Texas GEAR UP SG staff should focus more on financial aid in future summer
programs.

Additional data from spring 2014 surveys asked about a range of Texas GEAR UP SG activities,
including summer programs (see Table G.22, Appendix G).%8 Of the students who indicated that
they participated, 42% rated the 2013 GEAR UP summer program as very effective and 36%
rated it as mostly effective. Parent responses indicated that 56% thought that the program for
their child was very effective and 28% thought that it was mostly effective.

Table G.24 and Table G.25 in Appendix G list parent- and student-reported reasons for
attending and not attending summer programs in 2013. Both parents and students commonly
reported that participation was driven by the child’s interest in the program (72% for parents and
58% for students), parent interest in the child’s participation (64% for parents and 52% for
students), and anticipated help in Grade 8 classes (67% for parents and 66% for students).
Nearly half of both parents (51%) and students (46%) stated that they attended due to being
strongly encouraged by the school. Commonly cited reasons for not attending included not
being in the area during the time (25% for parents and 21% for students) and not being
informed about it (23% for parents and 22% for students). In addition, 39% of students stated
that they did not participate because they did not want to. Given that Year 3 marks the transition
of the primary cohort into high school, summer programming in 2014 that works to bridge that
transition will be important to evaluate and will be a focus of a spotlight analysis in the upcoming
report. Texas GEAR UP SG and individual schools are encouraged to consider the facilitators
and barriers to recruiting more participants. For example, making it clear how it will help with
high school courses and having school/Texas GEAR UP SG staff encourage parents and
students (and make sure that they are aware of the option) might be a helpful strategy.

Students, teachers, and administrators in two of the districts believed that the summer programs
helped prepare the students for success in Algebra | in the 2013-14 school year. In these two
districts, many of these students said that they enjoyed attending the programs, which included
other activities such as college visits, recreation options, and other hands-on activities. In
another district that focused solely on Algebra preparation, there were mixed opinions about the
success of the summer program from teachers and administrators, and student enrollment was
lower than that for other districts. Based on the success with preparation for Algebra in summer
2013, one district described plans for transition-to-Geometry activities for these same students

97 Given the different time periods in which data were collected, caution is advised regarding comparing
parent spring 2014 and student fall 2013 survey responses.

% The percentage of respondents who indicated that they or their child participated in a summer program
are as follows: Student fall 2013 survey item: “Did you participate in the GEAR UP summer 2013 program
at your school?”: 24%; Student spring 2014 survey item: “Have you participated in this activity during this
school year?”: 24%; Parent spring 2014 survey item: “Thinking back to last summer (Summer 2013), did
your child participate in the GEAR UP summer program?”: 26%; Parent spring 2014 survey item: “Has
your child participated in this activity during this school year?”: 32%. Internal inconsistency in items on the
parent survey warrants caution in interpretation.
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in 2014, as well as an Algebra | transition program for those Grade 8 students who are not
taking Algebra | in the 2013-14 school year.

Figure 3.14. Parents’ and Students’ Perceptions of Texas GEAR UP SG Summer
Programs by Types of Experiences, 2013-14 School Year

Better understanding of financial aid after summer — 64%

@ program (n=73; 302) 68%
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Source: Texas GEAR UP SG Student Surveys (Fall 2013); Texas GEAR UP SG Parent Surveys (Spring 2014).

Note: Percentages across those who responded with some level of agreement may not total exactly 100% due to
rounding. Given the different time points in which data were collected, caution is advised regarding comparing
parent and student responses. The parent spring 2014 survey did not include items about the summer program
affecting the understanding of college benefits or college entrance requirements. N counts for each response
option are presented for parents, then students.

3.5.2 Perceived Effectiveness of Parent Activities

Parents were asked to rate the effectiveness of the activities in which they participated; average
perceived effectiveness ranged from 2.7 for parent workshops about financing college, to 2.9 for
meetings with Texas GEAR UP SG staff and workshops on the importance/benefit of college
(see Figure 3.15). In other words, parents generally perceived activities close to mostly
effective, regardless of the activity. As such, Texas GEAR UP SG staff should focus on
providing more of these activities and focusing to a lesser extent on improvements in the design
and implementation of these activities. Table G.26 in Appendix G includes all percentages
across response options for both time points.
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Figure 3.15. Parents’ Average Perceived Effectiveness of Texas GEAR UP SG Activities in
Which They Participated, Spring 2014
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college (n=199) — 2.7

1.0 1.5 2.0 2.5 3.0 3.5 4.0
Average Level of Perceived Effectiveness

Source: Texas GEAR UP SG Parent Surveys (Spring 2014).

Note: Response options to the questions “Think about the GEAR UP events/activities you participated in this school
year” and “How effective was each in helping your child to succeed in school/prepare to go to college?” are
scaled as follows: 1 — Not Effective; 2 — Slightly Effective; 3 — Mostly Effective; 4 — Very Effective. The Survey
Data Appendix displays the percentages for each response option, as well as standard deviations and subject-
specific data on advanced course taking and tutoring. The averages above reflect the portion of those who
selected some level of effectiveness; for each item, 37.9% to 55.2% of respondents indicated “Not applicable/Did
not participate or attend” across the items.

3.5.3 Overall Perceptions of Texas GEAR UP State Grant

Beyond feedback about specific activities, parents were also asked about their overall
perceptions of Texas GEAR UP SG with regard to the two primary goals of the program (i.e.,
helping students succeed in school and be better prepared for college). Among the parents who
indicated a level of agreement, the majority indicated that they either agreed or strongly agreed
that Texas GEAR UP SG had helped their child to be more successful in school and be better
prepared for college (87% and 86%, respectively).

In addition to the items on the parent survey about specific project goals, parent and student
surveys asked about overall perceptions of the program. As shown in Figure 3.16, there are
significant changes over time for both parents and students in their overall perceptions of Texas
GEAR UP SG. For example, the percentage of parents who were very satisfied was 46% in
Year 1, but was 37% in Year 2; similarly, the percentage of parents who were very satisfied was
28% in Year 1, but was 26% in Year 2. It will be important going forward for Texas GEAR UP
SG to focus on offering more services that both parents and students want in order for them to
be more satisfied with the program. However, it is important to note that, overall, 85% of parents
and 84% of students reported being satisfied or very satisfied with Texas GEAR UP SG.
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Student satisfaction differed significantly across schools (Table G.28, Appendix G).?°® The
percentages of students who reported being very satisfied were below 25% at School B (20%)
and School F (18%), and highest at School G (34%). While all schools engaged in a broader
range of Texas GEAR UP SG activities in Year 2, School G clearly engaged in the broadest
range in Year 1. In addition, this involved the greatest range of students in college visits in
Year 2. These may have contributed to the overall higher satisfaction rating at School G.

Figure 3.16. Parents’ and Students’ Satisfaction With Texas GEAR UP SG Overall,
Comparisons Between Spring 2013 and Spring 2014*

100%
28%
80%
3 57%
8 60% isfi
‘E I W Very Satisfied
2
&
5 40% / / @ Satisfied
E
] M Dissatisfied
20% /
10% 11% 3% 12%  @Very Dissatisfied
0% 5% 6% 2% 3%
Student Student Parent Parent
Spring 2013 Spring 2014 Spring 2013 Spring 2014
(n=1,028) (n=1,071) (n=274) (n=356)
Participant Group, by Time Point

Source: Texas GEAR UP SG Parent Surveys (Spring 2013; Spring 2014); Texas GEAR UP SG Student Surveys (Fall
2013; Spring 2014).

Note: Low parent response rates across both time points warrant caution in interpreting trend data on parent surveys.
Due to anonymity, responses are not linked to an individual respondent, thus comparisons over time are based
on aggregate responses. Data for fall 2013 student surveys are included in Table G.27, Appendix G.

* Student-reported satisfaction with GEAR UP differed significantly across time: x2(6) = 6.8, p < .05. Parent-reported
satisfaction with GEAR UP differed significantly across time: y?(3) =14.7, p < .001.

3.6 Relationships Between Perceptions

In this section, relationships between survey items are explored. Rather than examining only
relationships between individual items, several aggregated scores were created (e.g.,
knowledge of college terms). Because the findings reported here are correlational, it cannot be
argued that levels on one variable are impacting or causing levels on another variable. Still,
understanding that these relationships were occurring is helpful in order to better understand the
program by seeing the extent to which various constructs are associated with each other. For
example, knowing that there is a positive linear relationship between discussions with Texas
GEAR UP SG staff and knowledge (as engagement in discussions rises, so, too, do levels of
knowledge) might prompt more focus on discussions in the hopes of also affecting knowledge.

9 Student-reported satisfaction with GEAR UP differed significantly across schools: x2(18) = 44.1, p <
.01.
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3.6.1 College Entrance Requirements

Student discussions about college entrance requirements with someone from their school or
Texas GEAR UP SG were significantly positively correlated with students’ perceived knowledge
of college (aggregate of items such as SAT, general requirements, and importance/benefit of
college).1® In other words, having engaged in these conversations was associated with a higher
self-reported level of knowledge of college-going concepts, including entrance requirements and
anticipated benefits. This trend is similar with parents; discussions about college entrance
requirements with someone from their child’s school or Texas GEAR UP SG staff was
significantly positively correlated with parents’ perceived knowledge about college (aggregated
similar to student knowledge).1°! The results of these correlations mirror the findings in the

Year 1 report (O’'Donnel et al., 2013).

Given that these discussions about college relate to knowledge, it is also important to examine
the ways that knowledge relates to expectations. Correlations between college knowledge and
expectations were significantly positive for both parents'%? and students.1% In other words,
higher levels of parents’ and students’ knowledge were associated with higher educational
expectations. Texas GEAR UP SG staff should focus on increasing opportunities to engage
parents and students in discussions about college acceptance through events, meetings,
advising sessions, and so forth.

3.6.2 Knowledge About Financing College

Student discussions about the availability of financial aid with someone from their school was
significantly positively correlated with students’ perceived knowledge about financial terms (an
aggregate of the following variables: scholarships, federal student loans, federal work-study,
federal Pell grants, FAFSA).1%4 In other words, students who had participated in such
conversations had higher levels of knowledge about financial aid. Parent engagement in
discussions with the school and Texas GEAR UP SG staff about the availability of financial aid
was also significantly positively correlated with knowledge of financial terms.'% These results
are consistent with the correlations found in Year 1 (O’'Donnel et al., 2013).

Similar to college requirements, it is also important to understand the extent to which knowledge
about financing college relates to educational expectations. Student knowledge of financial
terms is significantly positively correlated with educational expectations.% Parent correlational
data yielded similar results.'°” In other words, higher levels of knowledge were associated with
higher educational expectations. Texas GEAR UP SG staff should engage in efforts to increase
knowledge about college costs and financing options because it may be a key factor in
changing perceptions regarding seeing college as a viable option.

3.6.3 College Preparation Advisors

The introduction of College Preparation Advisors in Year 2 of Texas GEAR UP SG
implementation presented an opportunity to examine the correlations between students having
met with this individual from their school and various desired program outcomes. Meeting with a
College Preparation Advisor was significantly positively correlated with knowledge of college,®

100 (1,248) = .24, p < .001.
101 1(456) = .27, p < .001.
102 ((459) = .17, p < .001.
103 (1,237) = .29, p < .001.
104 (1,224) = 303, p < .001.
105 1(459) = 379, p < .001.
106 y(1,244) = .22, p < .001.
107 1(464) = .17, p < .001.
108 ((715) = .17, p < .001.
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knowledge of financial terms,% and expectations.'!® Based on this information, it will likely be
important for Texas GEAR UP SG to continue leveraging the College Preparation Advisors to
reach more students with a higher frequency because they are a potentially influential player in
students’ college preparation.

3.7 Summary

The survey findings reported in this chapter are considered outcomes. Throughout the chapter
and in this summary section, there are suggestions regarding how Texas GEAR UP SG staff
are contributing, and should continue to contribute, to increased knowledge and to changing
perceptions. However, it is important to acknowledge that definitive cause-and-effect
relationships between Texas GEAR UP SG activities and these outcomes cannot be made. For
this aspect of the evaluation, there is no comparable group of students who are not participating
in Texas GEAR UP SG in order to understand how their perceptions about these issues change
over time. Therefore, readers should interpret the findings with caution. In some cases,
participants indicate perceiving that Texas GEAR UP SG is having an impact.

3.71 Key Findings

In Year 2, parent and student survey data suggested several potential directions for continued
implementation of the Texas GEAR UP SG, many related to students’ and parents’ levels of
understanding regarding college readiness (e.g., college aspirations/expectations, college
options, financing college). There are several key findings reported in this chapter, highlighted
below. In many cases, the findings differed significantly by school.

= Better Use of Resources to Understand College Requirements. In Year 2, significantly
more parents indicated having spoken to someone from the school or Texas GEAR UP SG,
although more students than parents had engaged in conversations about college
requirements. Parents and students were also significantly more likely in spring 2014 than in
spring 2013 to indicate that the Texas GEAR UP SG website and staff were important
sources of information about postsecondary goals. Discussions around HB 5 regarding high
school graduation and selecting endorsements were a central focus of student/parent
meetings with Texas GEAR UP SG staff, and were often aligned with a general
understanding about college enrollment requirements. As noted in Chapter 1, under HB 5,
students need to be aware that selecting some endorsements may not position the student
well for college acceptance.

= Positive Interactions With GEAR UP Staff. In general, awareness of, and increased
interaction with, Texas GEAR UP SG staff (including the new College Preparation Advisor)
suggest that at least parts of the intended GEAR UP message may be reaching students
and parents. The students and parents who interacted with them generally perceived
College Preparation Advisors as being effective. School staff and statewide collaborators
also reported very positive perceptions of the contributions of College Preparation Advisors
overall. Although perceptions were generally positive, nearly one-third of the parents and
about one-fifth of the students reported that they did not perceive the College Preparation
Advisor as being effective. This suggests a need for Texas GEAR UP SG staff to provide
some additional training and/or support to increase effectiveness.

= Narrowed Gap Between Aspirations and Expectations. Both parents and students
continue to have educational aspirations that exceed their educational expectations.
However, within both parents and students, the difference between aspirations and
expectations was significantly lower in Year 2 than in Year 1. Across schools, a range of

109 ¢(702) = .07, p < .001.
110 1(691) = .08, p < .05.
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activities were identified that may be contributing to the reduced level of difference, although
work remains to alleviate concerns about actually achieving the desired goals.

Awareness of the Importance of College. The majority of students and parents agreed
that attending college will be important for meeting career goals and that it is not too early to
be thinking about college. Texas GEAR UP SG staff should plan activities that resonate with
these parents and students, as well as with parents and students who think otherwise. That
is, at least some events should continue to focus on the alignment of career and educational
goals, and on understanding that discussions regarding thinking about college should be
occurring, while at the same time moving beyond this for parents and students who already
understand the importance.

Increased Focus on Career Exploration. Career exploration and career to education
alignment activities were a focus at several schools. These types of activities may contribute
to general changes in the college readiness perceptions of parents and students.
Continued Concerns About College Costs. Concerns about the ability to afford
postsecondary education remained the most common reason reported for not continuing
their education. However, the percentage of students with this concern decreased
significantly from spring 2013 to spring 2014. In general, there is low knowledge and high
interest in learning more about strategies for paying for college. Continuing efforts to
increase parents’ and students’ knowledge of the financial aspects of college, such as
specific financial aid terms and the actual cost of attending, remain an important area of
focus.

Successful Summer Programs. Most participants in summer 2013 activities perceived the
program as helping students to be more prepared to succeed in Algebra I, a stated school
goal of the programs. Students who participated also noted having a better understanding of
the benefits of college and of college entrance requirements. Parents and students who
participated in the program generally reported being encouraged to attend, while those who
did not participate indicated that they either had not been made aware or did not perceive
that they had been encouraged to participate.

3.7.2 Consistent Implementation and Perception of Successes at School G

Throughout this chapter, significant differences across schools have been discussed within
individual items. It is also important to connect this across items. In particular, School G stands
out as exceeding other schools on multiple survey items. This school had the highest
percentage, among schools with sufficient response rates to be included in this group analysis,
for each of the following items:

Percentage of students who would like to obtain a four-year college degree or higher
Percentage of parents who expect their child to obtain a four-year college degree or higher
Percentage of students and parents who strongly agree about the importance of attending
college

Percentage of parents who strongly agree that attending college is important for their child’s
career goal and future

Percentage of students who reported an impact of Texas GEAR UP SG on college plans
Percentage of students indicating that they had discussions with Texas GEAR UP SG or
someone from their school about college entrance requirements

Percentage of students’ using the Texas GEAR UP SG website, as well as the percentage
of students’ using Texas GEAR UP SG discussions/events as a source of information
Average student knowledge of each of the following items: SAT, ACT, general requirements
for college acceptance, and the importance/benefit of college

Percentage of students planning on taking advanced mathematics courses

Percentage of students indicating that they had discussions with Texas GEAR UP SG or
someone from their school about financial aid
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= Percentages of students indicating that they would probably or definitely be able to afford
community college, as well as those indicating the same for a four-year college

= Percentage of students reporting that they went on college visits

= Percentage of students who reported being very satisfied with Texas GEAR UP SG

Not only was School G high compared to the other schools in Year 2, but there were also
positive increases from Year 1 in many areas, such as the higher percentage of students
reporting the impact that Texas GEAR UP SG is having on college plans. In addition, student-
reported rates of participation in some activities (e.g., summer program, job shadowing, college
visits) were the highest among the schools. There were some exceptions to the generally
favorable findings related to School G. Most notably, the participation of students in tutoring and
mentoring was significantly lower at School G than at some other schools. Collectively, the
findings suggest that School G may serve as an example for specific aspects of Texas GEAR
UP SG, as well as an overall case of success. However, it is important to note that there may be
external factors at play, such as an environment that is particularly receptive to Texas GEAR UP
SG services, related programming that reinforces Texas GEAR UP SG goals, and so forth.

3.7.3 Facilitators and Barriers

In order for events/activities to be successful, it is important to understand any potential
facilitators and barriers to participation. Survey items asked parents to select from a list of
potential facilitators and barriers; responses are displayed in Figures 3.17 and 3.18,
respectively. Analyses of survey items related to participants’ reported facilitating and
constraining factors around their participation in Texas GEAR UP SG activities/events address
the following evaluation question: What facilitators and barriers do schools and parents report
regarding participation in college readiness activities?

For parents, encouragement from their child was the most commonly identified facilitator for
participation (65%) and work schedule was the most commonly identified barrier (58%). The
interest/relevance of the topic was described as a facilitator by 44% of the respondents, but as a
barrier by only 8% of the respondents. These trends are consistent with parent-reported
facilitators and barriers during Year 1 of implementation (O’'Donnel et al., 2013). As such,
ensuring that parent activities have a clearly articulated purpose/value, as well as scheduling
them at times that are appropriate for parents and engaging students in bringing parents to
events, may remain key to successful activities. As suggested in Annual Implementation Report
#1, Texas GEAR UP SG should engage in intensive planning and utilize information regarding
facilitators and barriers in planning parent events (O’'Donnel et al., 2013).
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Figure 3.17. Percentages of Parents Identifying a Given Practice as Facilitating
Engagement in Texas GEAR UP SG Activities, Spring 2014

Encouragement from your child 65%

Outreach from school/GEAR UP
staff

Interest/relevance of topics

Incentives

Translated services/material
available

Practices Facilitating Engagement

Other

0% 20% 40% 60% 80% 100%
Percentage of Parents (n=391)

Source: Texas GEAR UP SG Parent Surveys (Spring 2014).

Note: For this survey question, “Have any of the following contributed to your being able or willing to
attend school-sponsored GEAR UP events? (Select all that apply),” the response percentage will
not add up to 100% because respondents were able to select multiple responses. Table G.29
provides comparisons by school.

Other barriers that emerged during site visits included issues related to technology. Participants
from two schools (Schools A and G) described Internet access and parent computer literacy as
barriers; suggestions included having Texas GEAR UP SG schools provide a central location
where students can go to work on their homework. Some teachers at schools utilizing tablet
devices experienced technical issues when incorporating the iPads in the classroom and would
like to have more training on them (School B). Offering this training may be an important
lynchpin to leverage this technology given that students from other schools (Schools C, D, and
F) reported positive experiences using iPads for tasks like group essays and researching topics
for their classes. Other issues with iPads included parent aversion to taking on responsibility for
the device and instances of students having their electronic devices stolen (School B).
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Figure 3.18. Percentages of Parents ldentifying a Given Practice as a Barrier to
Engagement in Texas GEAR UP SG Activities, Spring 2014
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Source: Texas GEAR UP SG Parent Surveys (Spring 2014).

Note: For this survey question, “Have any of the following contributed to your not being able or willing to attend
school-sponsored GEAR UP events? (Select all that apply),” the response percentage will not add up
to 100% because respondents were able to select multiple responses. Table G.30 provides
comparisons by school.

Finally, parents and students were asked for direct input on the kinds of information, support, or
activities that would help their child/them to be successful in school and prepared for college. As
shown in Table 3.3, information on financing college was commonly selected by both parents
and students (63% and 45%, respectively). This, once again, affirms the need for Texas GEAR
UP SG to focus more on the financial aspect of college. The most commonly identified need for
students was field trips (76%), followed by college tours (51%); this theme also emerged from
the site visit data. This likely suggests that students enjoy opportunities for learning that occur
outside of the traditional classroom. Given that more than half of the parents (56%) are reporting
that they need more information on the Texas GEAR UP SG program, including how to
participate, Texas GEAR UP SG staff should recommit their efforts with regard to parent
outreach.
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Table 3.3. Parents’ and Students’ Input on Needed
Information/Support/Activities, Spring 2014

Parents Students

Spring 2014 Spring 2014
Information/Support/Activity (n=429) (n=1,226)

More information on college entrance requirements 54.5% 44.9%
More information on GEAR UP program/how to participate 55.5% N/A

Tutoring/Individualized care 45.7% 34.9%
More information on financial aid/scholarships 62.5% 44.9%
College tours 59.9% 51.0%
Bilingual 22.1% 25.7%
Field trips N/A 75.9%
More information on GEAR UP events N/A 36.4%
More advanced classes N/A 47.3

Sports, activities, and clubs N/A 41.3%

Source: Texas GEAR UP SG Parent Surveys (Spring 2014); Texas GEAR UP SG Student Surveys (Spring 2014).
Note: Table G.31, Appendix G, includes response options for fall 2013.

The chapter that follows includes an analysis of Texas GEAR UP SG budgets and expenditures
in order to understand trends in the spending of TEA funds and school district funds, with further
breakdown by categorical areas.
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4.  Analysis of Texas GEAR UP State Grant Budgets and
Expenditures

The following section includes an analysis of how TEA and the schools budgeted and expended
funds for Texas GEAR UP SG in fiscal year (FY) 2013 (September 1, 2012 through August 31,
2013), as well as budget data for FY 2014 (September 1, 2013 through August 31, 2014).111
There are three key areas of analyses for both time points: (1) the overall Texas GEAR UP SG
as managed by TEA, (2) the overall budget and spending data from the four Texas GEAR UP
SG school districts, and (3) the districts’ cost categories (which include payroll, professional and
contracted services, supplies and materials, other operating costs, and capital outlay). At a
basic level, the budget and expenditure data provide an accounting of how federal grants are
utilized by the Texas GEAR UP SG. In addition to the data throughout these sections providing
early information from which to begin to analyze costs over the course of the project, the data
will also contribute to eventually understanding the sustainability of project outcomes after
funding ends. That is, understanding how funds are utilized at the state and district levels and
examining those trends within cost categories will inform projections about how services might
be continued after grant funding from this award concludes. The following evaluation questions
related to costs are addressed in this chapter:

= For what services and activities do grantees use grant funds each year and over the entire
time period of the grant?

= For what services and activities do grantees use matching funds each year and over the
entire time period of the grant?

= To what extent were grantees able to secure matching funds?

= How did schools budget for Texas GEAR UP SG in Year 2?

4.1 Overall Texas GEAR UP Budget and Expenditures

In the first year of the Texas GEAR UP SG (FY 2013), TEA received $5 million from USDE. In
addition, a requirement of the federal grant is to match all expenditures of the federal funds,
dollar for dollar, with local district grantee funds and in-kind contractor contributions in addition
to allowable state funds each year of the grant cycle.''?

Table 4.1 provides an overview of how TEA allocated and expended federal GEAR UP grant
funds for state FY 2013. With 79% of funds expended on “other program activities,” this table
details the various projects that TEA funded under this category.'3 Projects on which TEA
expended the highest percentage of funds included the following: product development (47%),
technical assistance (21%), and grants to districts (15%). Product development reflects the
significant investment made by TEA in revising the Texas GEAR UP website
(www.texasgearup.com), which became available statewide by the end of FY 2013. In some
cases, expended amounts reflect a lower amount than allocated funds. Aforementioned delays

111 The Year 3 Annual Implementation Report will include final data for Year 2, including expenditures.

112 gection 404C(b) of the Higher Education Act requires that at least 50% of the total cost of a GEAR UP
project to be paid with state, local, institutional, or private funds (i.e., for each dollar of federal funds
received, at least one dollar of state or private funds must be contributed). Matching contributions can be
in the form of cash or documented in-kind contributions.

113 "Other program activities” include the following: product development, technical assistance, Project
Share, TG, PD, College Board, and GEAR UP evaluation. Other costs include grants to districts and
indirect costs (i.e., salaries and wages, employee benefits, travel, materials and supplies, and other
indirect costs).
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in implementation in Year 1 may have contributed to these lower-than-expected expenditures.
For example, the expended amount for “grants to districts” reflects only 65% of the funding
originally allocated. In other cases, difficulties implementing statewide PD through Project Share
is reflected in the lack of expended funds in this area. TEA expended the full amount of
allocated funding in Year 1 for the following projects: product development, TG contract, Texas
GEAR UP SG evaluation, and direct and indirect administrative costs. Unexpended funds from
state FY 2013 totaling $1.8 million were carried forward into the agency’s FY 2014 budget.'*

Table 4.2 provides information about how TEA budgeted to use funds in FY 2014.11> USDE
awarded $5 million to TEA to implement the second year of the Texas GEAR UP SG. This
award and carryover from the prior year (just under $1.8 million) were set up in the agency’s

FY 2014 budget. Funds were allocated to projects from this budget (combining funds originating
in Year 2 and funds carried over from Year 1). The total amount allocated for FY 2014 projects
was $6,709,225. Overall, TEA allocated $4,880,375 (73%) for the “other program activities,” a
similar amount to Year 1.116 Also consistent with trends in Year 1, projects to which TEA
allocated the highest percentage of funds included the following: product development (36%),
technical assistance (33%), and grants to districts (21%). In Year 2, technical assistance costs
budgeted for included the salaries for College Preparation Advisors. Due to the changes in how
TEA collaborates with TG and the College Board (as described in Chapter 1), Year 2 did not
include budgeted funds for contracts with these organizations; however, TEA allocated funds for
districts to purchase services (such as training on financial literacy) directly from collaborators.

114 Texas federal GEAR UP funds have a life from the first date of award each year through the end of the
program on July 22, 2019. This is in compliance with USDE federal regulations.

115 The Year 3 implementation report will present final expenditure data for Year 2 (FY 2014) because
these were not yet available for this report.

116 *Other program activities” include the following: product development, technical assistance, Project
Share, TG, PD, College Board, and GEAR UP evaluation. Other costs include grants to districts and
indirect costs (i.e., salaries and wages, employee benefits, travel, materials and supplies, and other
indirect costs).
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Table 4.1. Texas GEAR UP SG Award Funds and Matching Contributions, Fiscal Year 2013

Total Fiscal Year 2013 $5,000,000 $3,686,600.00 $3,225,186.00 $1,774,814.00 $498,579.00
Federal Award
Grants to Districts $750,000.00 $750,000.00 $485,158.00 $264,842.00 $216,360.00
Technical Assistance (UT-
IPSI)° $800,000.00 $800,000.00 $662,886.00 $137,114.00 $73,444.00
Product Development
(AMS Pictures) $1,500,000.00 $1,500,000.00 $1,500,000.00 - $200,000.00
Project Share Contract $830,035.00 - - - -
TG Contract? $1,500.00 $1,500.00 $1,500.00 - $8,775.00
Professional Development $566,365.00 $83,000.00 $46,092.00 $36,908.00 -
College Board Contract $102,100.00 $102,100.00 $79,550.00 $22,550.00 -
Texas GEAR UP SG
Evaluation $250,000.00 $250,000.00 $250,000.00 - -
Indirect Costs® $200,000.00 $200,000.00 $200,000.00 - f
TOTALS $5,000,000.00 $3,686,600.00 $3,225,186.00 $461,414.00 $498,579.00

Source: Final cost data for Fiscal Year (FY) 2013 sent by the Texas Education Agency on December 31, 2014.

@ The Budgeted Grant Funds column indicates the funding level expected for Year 1 funds (intended budget), while the Allocated Grant Funds column includes
actual allocations (e.g., awards, contracts, grants).

bTotal FY 2013 Unexpended Grant Funds accounts for both budgeted funds that were not allocated (Project Share and professional development), as well as
allocated funds that were not expended. Remaining amounts include actual dollars not expended from allocated funds during the grant year.

¢ UT-IPSI: The University of Texas at Austin’s Institute for Public School Initiatives.

4 TG: Texas Guaranteed Student Loan Corporation.

€ Texas Education Agency matches 100% of the remaining expenditures with state-funded program expenditures on the Advanced Placement/International
Baccalaureate® Test Program.

fIndirect costs include salaries and wages, employee benefits, travel, materials and supplies, and other indirect costs.
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Table 4.2. Texas GEAR UP SG Award Funds and Matching Contributions, Fiscal Year 2014

Total Fiscal Year 2014 Federal Award $5,000,000.00 $4,936,700.00 $1,774,814.00

Grants to Districts $1,100,000.00 $1,100,000.00 $298,850.00
$1,578,350.00 $1,578,350.00 $643,640.00

Technical Assistance (UT-IPSI)2
Product Development (AMS Pictures) $1,578,350.00 $1,578,350.00 $830,035.00
Texas GEAR UP SG Evaluation $250,000.00 $250,000.00 $-
Professional Development- $63,300.00 $- $-

Project Share

Indirect Costs® $430,000.00 $430,000.00 $-
TOTALS $5,000,000.00 $4,936,700.00 $1,772,525.00

Source: Date provided by The Texas Education Agency in December 2014 and January 2015.
aUT-IPSI: The University of Texas at Austin’s Institute for Public School Initiatives.
b Indirect costs include salaries and wages, employee benefits, travel, materials and supplies, and other indirect costs.
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4.2 School Districts’ Budgets and Expenditures

Texas GEAR UP SG Evaluation Implementation Report 2013 reported budgeted and drawn
down funds for Year 1 through May 30, 2013, reflecting only the portion of the funds drawn
down to that date (O’'Donnel et al., 2013). At the time of the Year 1 report, final expenditures
were not yet available. Grantee districts may report expenditures to the TEA Expense Report
system at any time during the grant period until final expenditure reporting is due, which occurs
in September of the fiscal year following the end date of the award period. Some districts may
reconcile expenditures toward the end of the year, and some districts have large end-of-year
and summer program expenditures that show up later in the year. Most districts have
accounting processes that allow for the gap between reporting to TEAs expenditure system and
receiving the drawdown. Updates to Year 1 data in this report include all expenditures for FY
2013 and reflect that some districts did not expend their entire budget. Table 4.3 includes the
amounts expended by districts in FY 2013, the percentage of their award expended in FY 2013,
and the FY 2014 amounts awarded. The update for Year 1 is particularly important because the
data at the time of the 2013 report did not include all of the funds spent, perhaps due to delays
in districts drawing down FY 2013 funds. Overall, the four districts spent 65% of their grant
funds, and only one district (District 2) spent nearly all of their grant funds. All districts were able
to meet the requirement of matching 100% of the expended funds for Year 1. FY 2013 grant
funds remaining after the districts reported their final expenditures were carried over by TEA into
the next fiscal year and redistributed across FY 2014 GEAR UP project activities.

Each year, the districts are required to reapply for funds and receive a new NOGA that reflects
their total budget for the fiscal year. In Year 2 (FY 2014), TEA budgeted for subgrants from the
Texas GEAR UP SG totaling just under $1.4 million to four school districts to serve students in
seven middle schools during the 2013-14 school year (September 1, 2013 through August 31,
2014). The districts were also required to provide matching funds in an amount that is at least
100% of their expenditures. The Year 3 implementation report will include data on Year 2
expenditures.

Table 4.3. Texas GEAR UP SG School District Year 1 Awarded Amounts and
Expenditures, Fiscal Year 2013, and Awarded Amounts, Fiscal Year 2014
Fiscal Year 2013

School Fiscal Year 2013 Fiscal Year 2013 Percentage Fiscal Year 2014
District Amount Awarded Amount Expended Expended Amount Awarded
District 1 $175,000 $79,793 45.6% $295,200
District 2 $175,000 $174,803 99.9% $318,100
District 3 $125,000 $109,805 87.8% $247,550
District 4 $275,000 $120,757 63.6% $538,000
TOTAL $750,000 $485,158 64.7% $1,398,850

Source: Texas Education Agency-reported drawdowns through the end of the Year 1 grant cycle for Fiscal Year 2013
as of November 7, 2013; District Notice of Grant Awards for Fiscal Year 2014 (as amended where relevant): District
1: June 30, 2014; District 2: December 13, 2013; District 3: December 10, 2013; District 4: May 8, 2014.

Note: Texas Education Agency reported at the time of this report that all districts have matched funds, but some
failed to submit documentation of matched funds in the expense report system.
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4.3 Description of District Budget and Expenditures in Fiscal Year 2013
by Cost Categories

This section presents budgets and expenditures for subgrant awards to the four school districts
broken out by five federal APR cost categories: payroll, professional and contracted services,
supplies and materials, other operating costs, and capital outlay. Understanding where districts
are spending their grant funds will be important in projecting sustainability based on which of
those are recurring expenses (such as payroll and contracted services) that may be difficult to
continue without additional funds.

4.3.1 Fiscal Year 2013 Final

Figure 4.1 and Figure 4.2 show updated information for FY 2013 (Year 1), including the
budgeted amounts reported in Annual Implementation Report #1 (O’'Donnel et al., 2013), as well
as new data on the final expenditures. Comparisons between planned and actual expenditures
offer some information about whether districts used funds as originally planned. For example,
although District 1 budgeted for the highest percentage of their funds for payroll, the district
ended up expending more than half of their grant funds (51%) on supplies and materials. In
District 4, no funds were expended on payroll, although 15% had been originally allocated to
this cost category, while greater-than-budgeted funds were expended on professional and
contracted services (33% budgeted, 54% expended) and other operating costs (29% budgeted,
44% expended). District 4 had budgeted 20% for capital outlay, but did not expend any funds in
this cost category. Districts 2 and 3 generally expended funds by cost categories in line with
their budgets, although District 2 did expend greater-than-budgeted funds on other operating
costs (21% budgeted, 38% expended).

Figure 4.1. Percentage of Texas GEAR UP SG Award Budget by Direct Cost Category,
Fiscal Year 2013

100% - Direct Cost Categories
30% - B Payroll Costs
60% - 56%

Professional and Contracted
Services

40%

@ Supplies and Materials

20%

Percentage of Award Budget

M Other Operating Costs

0%

District #1 District #2 District #3 District #4
(Total=$175k) (Total=5175k) (Total=$125k) (Total=5275k) ® Capital Outlay

School District

Source: District applications: District 1 — October 8, 2012; District 2 — October 10, 2012; District 3 — October 24, 2012;
District 4 — October 10, 2012.

Note: This figure was also included in Annual Implementation Report #1, but it is presented again for the sake of
continuity across the years.
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Figure 4.2. Percentage of Texas GEAR UP SG Expenditures by Direct Cost Category,
Fiscal Year 2013 Update
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Source: Expenditure data submitted by in July 2014: District 1 — September 13, 2013; District 2 — November 7, 2013;
District 3 — October 30, 2013; District 4 — November 5, 2013.

Additional expenditure analyses included looking within the cost categories given that the
percentage of grant funds varied widely across districts (Figure 4.2). For payroll services,
District 3 drew down 46% of their grant funds and District 4 did not draw down any grant funds
in this category. As discussed in further detail in Annual Implementation Report #1 (O’Donnel et
al., 2013), payroll services included funds for project management, project coordinators, project
directors, tutors, parent coordinators, and so forth. District 4, however, drew down the highest
percentage for professional and contracted services (54%), compared to the lowest percentage
of 2% in District 1. Examples of professional and contracted services, as described in Annual
Implementation Report #1, include staff development, student services, and parent outreach. In
looking at expenses on supplies and materials (for items such as tablets and graphing
calculators), District 1 drew down the highest percentage at 51% and District 4 only drew down
2%. For other operating costs (including expenses for employee conferences and student
college visits), District 4 drew down the highest percentage with 44%. No district drew down
funds in the capital outlay cost category. Additional time needs to pass and more data collected
in order to delve deeper into these numbers, which will be done in future evaluation reports.

4.3.2 FY 2014 Budgeted Funds

Figure 4.3 shows information for FY 2014 budgeted amounts. In three districts, payroll costs
were the highest percentage of the budget, accounting for more than a third of their planned
spending (District 1: 39%, District 2: 38%, District 3: 45%); District 4 only planned to spend 16%
in this category. Although District 4 planned to spend nearly half of their funds (47%) on
professional and contracted services, the other three districts budgeted for less than 15% of
their funds in this category (District 1: 3%, District 2: 6%, District 3: 14%). Budgets for supplies
and materials also varied across districts from 2% in District 3 to 32% in District 1. The Year 3
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annual implementation report will summarize FY 2014 expenditures and compare that to the
budgeted amounts as appropriate.

Figure 4.3. Percentages of Texas GEAR UP SG Award Budget by Direct Cost Category,
Fiscal Year 2014
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Source: District Notice of Grant Awards for Fiscal Year 2014 (as amended where relevant): District 1: June 30, 2014;
District 2: December 13, 2013; District 3: December 10, 2013; District 4: May 8, 2014.

Note: The totals do not add up to 100% in Districts 3 and 4 because a 2% indirect cost is included in their program
budgets.

4.3.3 Summary

USDE awarded a total of $33 million to implement the Texas GEAR UP SG initiative, which was
provided to TEA in annual $5 million awards, with carryover from year to year throughout the life
of the grant. TEA budgets those funds in a manner that follows federal and state required
accounting processes. However, expenditures each year are not necessarily expected to total
the $5 million award. The first year of implementation resulted in remaining balances that were
budgeted in Year 2. A delay in the implementation of Project Share resulted in the need to move
some Year 2 funds into Year 3.

This section included a look at budgeted awards compared to the final data on expenditures in
FY 2013, including analyses within cost categories and comparisons between planned and
actual expenses. In the upcoming comprehensive evaluation report, evaluators will begin to
explore and report on connections between expenditures and outcomes, both in terms of
implementation and the impact of GEAR UP on Texas schools, students, and their parents.

The following chapter ties the prior chapters together by summarizing the findings, offering
recommendations, and pointing to next steps.
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5.  Summary of Findings, Recommendations, and Next Steps

In Year 1, the primary theme of the annual implementation report was that limited Texas GEAR
UP SG implementation had occurred at the majority of the schools (School G being the
exception), in part due to the shortened period of implementation that year. Many of the findings
in the Year 1 report were considered baseline because the program had begun late in the
school year and much of the data were collected only through March 2013. In Year 2, schools
participating in Texas GEAR UP SG again faced some challenges related to the delay in district
receipt of the NOGA. This chapter provides a summary of findings organized by key evaluation
research questions. Progress on TEA project objectives for the Texas GEAR UP SG is
presented where appropriate. Findings are based on the following sources:

= APR data submitted by Texas GEAR UP SG primary cohort schools, reflecting summer
2013 through March 31, 2014

= Site visits conducted by the evaluation team with each Texas GEAR UP SG school in fall
2013 and again in spring 2014

= Student survey data collected in fall 2013 and spring 2014

= Parent survey data collected in spring 2014

= In-person and telephone interviews with TEA and its collaborators conducted in May/June
2014

Additional details related to the findings summarized here were presented in Chapters 2, 3, and
4 and in the appendices. As noted in earlier chapters, readers are cautioned against interpreting
outcome findings as having been caused by the Texas GEAR UP SG program. Although, in
many cases, it is the intent of the program to contribute to outcomes, it is not possible to
determine with certainty that the program, in fact, caused a change. In order to make cause-
and-effect statements, random assignment of schools and/or students to participate in Texas
GEAR UP SG is required; random assignment was not possible for this evaluation. The
upcoming comprehensive report will examine outcomes in more detail, including the relationship
between implementation and outcomes. The focus here is on understanding Year 2
implementation and perceptions of that implementation.

5.1 Overall Implementation and Perceptions of Implementation

How was Texas GEAR UP SG implemented overall and at each of the participating schools? To
what extent did implementation change over time?

What were students’, parents’, teachers’, and school staffs’ perceptions of Texas GEAR UP SG
implementation to date?

Year 2 implementation was overall much higher than in Year 1 across all schools, although
variability in the level of implementation remained. One indicator of the improved
implementation between Year 1 and Year 2 was that the number of workshops/events held by
March of the respective school year increased from 23 to 165. The number of opportunities to
receive the information increased in Year 2. All schools, in both years, met Project Objective 7.2
of 100% of the primary cohort students and parents having access to information and
workshops aimed at linking college attendance to career success. In looking at individual school
progress overall, School G was the most successful at implementing a broad range of activities,
and School E made progress on implementing a broader range of services compared to Year 1.
The remaining schools continue to face difficulty implementing all of the components of Texas
GEAR UP.
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In examining a mix of implementation, each school was considered as having engaged in, or not
engaged in, each of the 19 types of activities. As with the earlier indicators of mix of
implementation, this summary does not take into account quality, quantity, or the effect of the
given implementation activity. This information serves as an indicator as to whether each school
is on target to meet various project objectives (i.e., Project Objectives 1.1, 3.1, 4.1, 4.2, 7.3, 8.1,
and 8.2). With that in mind, it is promising that tutoring, mentoring, counseling, parent events,
college visits, and student workshops occurred at all Texas GEAR UP SG schools in the 2013—
14 school year. On average, both parents and students found each type of activity that they
participated in to be mostly effective, although average levels of student perceptions of
effectiveness were significantly lower than parent perceptions for all activities. Levels of
perceived effectiveness did not differ significantly across schools.

While it is not yet known whether any particular activity, as compared to engaging in a range of
activities, is linked to desired outcomes, the Texas GEAR UP SG encourages schools to
participate in a broad range of activities. Given this approach, some schools could benefit by
initiating a broader range moving forward. TEA should work with the Support Center to offer
those schools the additional supports needed to be able to do so. This is true for the remaining
schools as well, but to a lesser degree, where it is hoped that the broad range of implementation
activities will be sustained in future years.

5.1.1 Implementation of Student Support Services

In Year 2, all seven schools implemented the following core Texas GEAR UP SG activity types:
advanced course enrollment, student support services (tutoring, mentoring, and
counseling/advising), college visits, parent events, teacher PD, and community stakeholder
involvement. By March 31, 2014, all seven schools had established a strong foundation of
robust services; all seven schools collectively had 78% of Grade 8 students participate in
tutoring, mentoring, counseling, and/or advising. Three schools met Project Objective 4.1
related to comprehensive mentoring, counseling, and/or tutoring. These same three schools had
also exceeded this project objective in Year 1, suggesting that getting off to a good start in
Year 1 provided a strong foundation for ongoing success in later years. The remaining four
schools did not meet the project objective, but came much closer in Year 2. Once the remaining
implementation data (April 1, 2014 to the end of the school year) becomes available, the
remaining schools may meet Project Objective 4.1 as additional students receive tutoring,
mentoring, counseling, and/or advising during this time.

5.1.2 Algebral

TEA set a project objective for the schools to have 30% of Grade 8 students successfully
complete Algebra | (Project Objective 1.1). Student enroliment in Algebra | or other advanced
mathematics courses was 43% across schools in Grade 8, although three schools did not meet
that project objective when disaggregating the data.*'” Data on successful completion of
Algebra | will be included in the upcoming comprehensive report. All schools do appear to be on
track to meet Project Objective 1.1 given that enroliment exceeds the project objective and that
summer programs, especially notable at two schools, had a predominant focus on preparing
students for Algebra I.

117 Data reported in this report reflect data that were not required to be reported in the APR. The
evaluation recognizes mathematics courses that are considered to be advanced, but are not equivalent to
Algebra I.
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5.1.3 Parent Participation in Events

One project objective that schools did not meet was having at least 50% of parents attend at
least three parent events each year (Project Objective 7.3). In Year 2, 7% of parents across all
schools attended three events, while 38% of parents attended at least one event. Schools will
have to approach this project objective much more strategically than has occurred to date. One
approach that the Support Center began to introduce during the end of the 2013-14 school year
was introducing a new collaborator focused on parent engagement (Abriendo Puertas), and this
will be studied further in Year 3.

5.1.4 Teacher Participation in Texas GEAR UP State Grant Professional Development

All seven schools provided opportunities for teachers to participate in Texas GEAR UP SG PD
opportunities in Year 2, meeting Project Objective 3.1. However, as of March 2014, only two
schools had held five days of vertical teaming (Project Objective 3.2). Teachers participating in
focus groups generally had positive perceptions of the training in which they participated, but
also indicated a range of challenges in moving from training to classroom implementation. Time
to focus on and make changes appears to be the primary challenge in making this shift. An
exception to this was the overall positive response to PBL training, which occurred at five
schools.

5.1.5 Participation by Community Stakeholders in Texas GEAR UP State Grant

All seven schools indicated that they had established a range of alliances in their community.
CIS collaborated with all schools, and all schools reported at least one college or university
stakeholder. Stakeholders played a role in college visit opportunities, mentoring, and other
supports (such as PITSCO Labs at one school).*'8 Although examples of engagement with
community stakeholders were identified, it was difficult to assess the strength of any given
alliance in Year 2 based on the limited information provided through interviews and documents.
Site visits serve as the primary source for what is known. Schools are encouraged to engage
community partners in the site visits, but, to date, this has not occurred to the extent initially
planned. The perspectives on collaboration with community stakeholders comes from
participants in the school site visits, primarily Texas GEAR UP SG coordinators, College
Preparation Advisors, and school administrators.

5.1.6 Statewide Services

In addition to the Texas GEAR UP SG program in the schools, TEA is working on statewide
Project Objectives 9.1 and 9.2, which are related to college readiness. By the end of Year 1,
TEA collaborator AMS Pictures had launched the revised Texas GEAR UP website and updates
to the site continued during Year 2. TEA is continuing to look for ways to grow the use of the
website by schools and parents statewide. Project Share, a TEA strategy to provide statewide
teacher PD opportunities, was still primarily in the planning stage through Year 2. TEA has
engaged AMS Pictures in Year 3 in order to move to the provision of content.

The statewide coalition of GEAR UP grantees and the statewide GEAR UP conference were
both considered to be on track in Year 2. Approximately 275 GEAR UP professionals attended
the 2013 conference. Notably, participants in the statewide GEAR UP conference from

School D indicated that they did not disseminate materials to non-attendees from their school
because they did not perceive the materials to be relevant. This suggests that TEA should work
with the Support Center to identify additional strategies, such as distributing materials on the

118 More details PITSCO Labs (e.g., hands-on, student-focused curriculum modules) are available at
http://www.pitsco.com.
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conference website and working with the College Preparation Advisors, for distributing
conference materials more widely with the Texas GEAR UP SG districts.

5.1.7 Facilitators and Barriers
What facilitators and barriers were associated with implementation of strategies?

In order for implementation to be successful, it is important to understand any potential
facilitators and barriers to participation. In general, a key facilitator for implementation in Year 2
was the addition of the College Preparation Advisors to the Texas GEAR UP SG staff, which
had previously been staffed by a grant coordinator. In particular, the College Preparation
Advisors contributed to the increased counseling of students that occurred in Year 2, even in the
absence of clear times to regularly engage with students one-on-one. Other facilitators
described in Year 1 (such as local university alliances and support from the Support Center)
continued to be useful in Year 2.

Limited support from some school administrators, mostly reported as lengthy approval
processes, was a key barrier, particularly for one of the schools. The grant coordinator for this
school noted that many services were delayed and some were not implemented because of the
levels of processes that needed to be navigated. This serves as a reminder that as school
administrators change, there is a need to educate and engage them about key grant initiatives.
School D experienced initial resistance from school administrators regarding the TG modules,
but a new school administrator allowed GEAR UP staff to plan an assembly to present the TG
modules to students. One district experienced turnover in both grant coordinators and the
College Preparation Advisor.

For parents, encouragement from their child was the most commonly identified facilitator for
participation. Texas GEAR UP SG staff should consider ways to leverage students in playing an
active role in involving their parents in program activities, perhaps offering more options for both
groups to participate together. The interest in, or relevance of, the topic was described as a
facilitator by 44% of respondents, but as a barrier by only 8% of the respondents. The most
common parent-reported barrier was their work schedule. These trends are consistent with
parent-reported facilitators and barriers during Year 1 of implementation (O’'Donnel et al., 2013).
As such, Texas GEAR UP SG staff should ensure that parent activities have a clearly
articulated purpose/value, as well as scheduling them at times that are appropriate for parents
and encouraging students to bring parents to events.

5.1.8 Potential Best Practices

What practices implemented by grantees are perceived by grantees (students, parents, staff) to
be effective, and therefore a potential best practice?

Based on a range of data, four potentially promising implementation activities were identified.
College Preparation Advisors, summer programs, career exploration activities, and the
leadership club are discussed in detail here.

COLLEGE PREPARATION ADVISORS

College Preparation Advisors were a resource new to schools in Year 2, and adding a person in
this role appears to be a potentially promising practice. These new staff members were able to
offer counseling and financial aid advising, practices that were difficult to implement in Year 1
without the staff support to do so. Both site visit and survey data indicated that various
stakeholders (e.g., school staff, Texas GEAR UP SG coordinators, students, parents) indicated
positive reactions to College Preparation Advisors. Students and parents who had met with a
College Preparation Advisor had more knowledge about college and financial terms, and they
had higher educational expectations. However, challenges included some students not being
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aware of the College Preparation Advisor at their school, the need for one-on-one interactions
with students, and a lack of clarity about the distinction between the roles of the College
Preparation Advisor and the Texas GEAR UP SG grant coordinator. Finally, some stakeholders
noted that College Preparation Advisors might need additional training related to meeting the
project objectives. Texas GEAR UP SG staff should help to address these challenges in an
effort to improve their effectiveness in future years.

SUMMER PROGRAMS

An emerging success for a few schools was programs offered in summer 2013. The programs
were positively perceived by those who attended, and participation in these programs reportedly
improved knowledge about college enrollment requirements and financial literacy. Students who
attended summer programs also reported feeling better prepared to succeed in Algebra I. Much
like the afterschool programs discussed in the Year 1 report, summer programs often engaged
students in fun and challenging ways. A primary reason given by parents and students for not
attending summer programs was that they were either not aware or they did not feel
encouraged to attend the programs. Given the potential for summer programs, Texas GEAR UP
SG staff should consider encouraging schools to follow through on planned summer programs
and to engage as broad a range of students as possible.

CAREER EXPLORATION

Career exploration and career-to-education alignment activities were a focus of events at
several schools. These activities were positively perceived by participants and, given their direct
focus, may be contributing to changes in the perceived college readiness of parents and
students. Similarly, career days and Reality Check (an interactive game that helps students to
think about the reality of the future and how careers and lifestyle are related) provided ways for
students to think more about their plans.''® Career Cruising (a career interest survey) was a
specific tool used by School E to help students find careers based on their interests.'?° Students
at School B proclaimed their aspirations by signing a pledge to attend college. Participants at
School C reported the perceived need for additional activities to help them consider various
career options, such as a Dream Board Night (an event that helped guide students in
considering career goals). Job shadowing also falls in the general career exploration category
and was an activity in which schools engaged, particularly School G. The school noted that they
specifically looked for opportunities to shadow jobs that are in high demand. Job shadowing that
allowed for more personal interaction or small breakouts was said to have been more
successful. A noted challenge in coordinating job shadowing was the ability to develop alliances
to secure job site visitation opportunities.

LEADERSHIP CLUB

Finally, a leadership club at one school provided opportunities for the students in Grade 8 to
become involved with volunteer opportunities and to mentor peers. The activity was positively
perceived by the participants. This club provides both short-term opportunities for personal
growth and the long-term opportunity to build content that may distinguish the students when
applying for postsecondary education, potentially increasing their enrollment opportunities.

5.1.9 Knowledge About College Readiness

What are students' and parents’ levels of understanding regarding readiness (e.g., college
aspirations/expectations, college options, being college ready at each grade level, financing

119 |imited details about this program emerged from site visits.
120 More details about Career Cruising (a self-exploration and planning program that helps people of all
ages achieve their potential in school, career, and life) are available at http://public.careercruising.com/en.
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college)? What information or opportunities do parents perceive to have been most relevant in
informing them regarding college and career readiness? To what extent did these perceptions
change over time?

In Year 2, significantly more parents indicated having spoken to someone from the school or
Texas GEAR UP SG, although more students than parents had engaged in conversations.
Parents and students were also significantly more likely in spring 2014 than in spring 2013 to
indicate that Texas GEAR UP SG websites and staff were important sources of information
about postsecondary goals. Discussions around HB 5 regarding high school graduation and
selecting endorsements were a central focus of student/parent meetings with Texas GEAR UP
SG staff, and were often aligned with a general understanding about college enrollment
requirements.

Both parents and students continued to have educational aspirations that exceed their
educational expectations. However, among both parents and students, the difference between
aspirations and expectations was significantly lower in Year 2 than in Year 1. That is, the
percentage of parents and students for whom aspirations exceeded expectations was smaller in
Year 2 than Year 1. Across schools, a range of activities were identified that may be contributing
to the reduced level of difference, although work remains to alleviate concerns about actually
achieving the desired goals.

The majority of students and parents agreed that attending college will be important for meeting
career goals and that it is not too early to be thinking about college. Given that some parents
and students do not agree with one or both of these, Texas GEAR UP SG staff should consider
ways to plan activities that resonate with both groups. That is, there should continue to be some
focus on the alignment of career and educational goals, as well as discussions regarding
thinking about college. At the same time, parents and students who already understand the
importance and are ready to have such discussions may need additional information.

Concerns about the ability to afford postsecondary education remained the most common
reason reported for not continuing their education. However, the percentage of students with
this perceived concern decreased significantly from spring 2013 to spring 2014. In general,
there is low knowledge and high interest in learning more about strategies for paying for college.
For example, parents and students continue to overestimate the cost of enrollment in
postsecondary education. Continuing efforts to increase parents’ and students’ knowledge of
the financial aspects of college, such as specific financial aid terms and the actual cost of
attending, remains an important area of focus.

Both parents and students continued in Year 2 to report low use of the Texas GEAR UP website
as a source of information, even though the new website was available. In Year 2, student-
reported use of Texas GEAR UP SG staff/fevents as a source of information significantly increased
from Year 1 by 17 percentage points. One response option (information from parents) was selected
as a source of information by a greater percentage of students. A greater percentage of parents also
reported use of Texas GEAR UP SG staff/fevents as a source of information.

5.1.10 Grant and School District Budgets and Expenditures

Final expenditures from the FY 2013 budget of $5 million was just over $3.2 million, an amount
supplemented by 100% matching funds. It is not surprising that Year 1 expenditures were lower
than budgeted and allocated amounts given the truncated timeline for implementation. Of the
$3.2 million, $1.5 million was expended on product development, reflecting the significant
investment made by TEA to update the Texas GEAR UP website (www.texasgearup.com)
through a contract with AMS Pictures. TEA awarded a total of $750,000 to the districts in

Year 1, of which the districts expended approximately 65%.
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In examining district spending updates for FY 2013, the four districts expended approximately
65% of their grant funds, and only one district expended nearly all of their grant funds. All
districts met the 100% match requirement. Districts also expended their budgets in FY 2013
under cost categories in ways that differed somewhat from the planned budgets. For example,
District 1 expended less on payroll than budgeted and more on supplies and materials than
budgeted, and District 4 expended funds on payroll while expending greater than budgeted
funds on professional and contracted services.

The $5 million that TEA received from USDE to implement the Texas GEAR UP SG in FY 2014
was supplemented with 100% matching funds. TEA carried over just under $1.8 million in funds
from Year 1 into the Year 2 budget allocations. It is anticipated that TEA will carry over Year 2
funds into Year 3 as well. TEA allocated approximately 21% of the total budget (just under

$1.4 million) to districts in FY 2014 for their work. Remaining categories for which TEA allocated
significant portions of FY 2014 funds included approximately 36% for additional product
development (AMS Pictures) and approximately 33% for technical assistance from the Support
Center.

In the upcoming comprehensive evaluation report, the analysis will begin to connect
expenditures to outcomes.

5.2 Recommendations for Implementation

Based on the range of data analyzed to date, several key recommendations or next steps with
regard to program implementation in Year 2 are presented here. These include the following:

= Continue Progress on Student Perceptions. Data from Year 2 indicate a narrowing gap
between student and parent postsecondary educational aspirations and expectations. In
addition, perceptions regarding students’ desire to go to college and their awareness of
financial options improved. In order to progress on these important aspects of the program,
TEA and the Support Center are encouraged to continue providing districts with various
strategies related to increasing awareness and knowledge of college opportunities available
to students. Ongoing attention to helping students set up aspirations and gain confidence
that they can expect to achieve them will also help to maintain the momentum in this area.

= Seek to Better Understand and Potentially Model School G Implementation. In both
Year 1 and Year 2, School G has engaged in the full range of implementation encouraged
by the Texas GEAR UP SG program, building capacity to engage in a large number of
activities quickly. Not only did they engage in college visits, they engaged in more than any
other grantee. The same was true of job shadowing, which only one other school engaged
in, but to a lesser extent. Overall, School G held the greatest number of events and
mentored the greatest percentage of students. Notably, School G also had parents and
students with the highest rates of knowledge about college readiness in many cases (see
Chapter 3 for a full list). School G had the highest percentage of students indicate that
Texas GEAR UP SG participation was influencing their college plans and that they had
engaged in discussions with Texas GEAR UP SG or school staff about college entrance
requirements. They were also the school whose students reported the highest level of
engagement with the Texas GEAR UP website. While there were some exceptions to these
generally favorable findings related to School G, collectively, the findings suggest that
School G may serve as an example for specific aspects of Texas GEAR UP SG, as well as
being an overall case of success. However, it is important to note that there may be external
factors at play, such as an environment that is particularly receptive to Texas GEAR UP SG
services, related programming that reinforces Texas GEAR UP SG goals, and so forth.
During future site visits, the evaluation team will seek to better understand perceptions of
why Texas GEAR UP SG appears to be so successful at this school.
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= Focus on Targeted Support From the Support Center to Schools. Schools were
generally positive about their interactions with the Support Center, although teachers and
administrators at some schools reported minimal engagement with the Support Center staff.
Texas GEAR UP SG should work with the Support Center to examine some of the
implementation challenges and seek to identify ways to target activities to assist schools in
overcoming them. Schools that faced substantial challenges when implementing activities in
Year 2 may be in particular need of support to be able to implement the range of activities
going forward. For those schools that were effectively implementing programs in both Year 1
and Year 2, ongoing support can help to maintain those efforts, especially to facilitate the
transition to high school.

= |dentify Strategies to Reach Out to Parents. All schools need to identify strategies to
improve parent engagement with Texas GEAR UP SG activities, and TEA needs to
encourage the Support Center to provide additional leadership in this area based on what
has been learned to date regarding why parents do and do not attend events. The
evaluation will continue to collect parent motivation data to inform this next step.

= Continue to Support Grant Coordinators and College Preparation Advisors. The
College Preparation Advisors appear to have made positive contributions to the Texas
GEAR UP SG programs. Based on consistent feedback, TEA is encouraged to work with the
Support Center and districts to identify appropriate times and locations for one-on-one
interactions between students and College Preparation Advisors. TEA and Texas GEAR UP
SG staff should offer the College Preparation Advisors some additional training and
supports as they move from the middle school to the high school environment.

= Increase Statewide Implementation Efforts. While statewide efforts have made significant
resources available through the website, use continues to be low. Similarly, TEA has
identified Project Share as a strategy for providing GEAR UP-related teacher PD statewide,
but has not implemented this strategy to date. TEA and its collaborators will want to
continue to focus efforts on these statewide project objectives. TEA has experienced some
success with implementing the statewide coalition and conference opportunities, and TEA
and Texas GEAR UP SG staff should use these conferences as an outlet for communicating
and educating about other statewide resources as they become available.

5.3 Next Steps in the Evaluation

The next step in the evaluation will be to analyze connections between outcomes and
implementation. This analysis will include STAAR, promotion, and Algebra | completion as key
outcomes. In order to understand the outcomes in context, the upcoming report will compare
findings at the Texas GEAR UP SG schools to findings from schools selected to be statistically
similar to the participating schools, but that are not participating in a GEAR UP program. The
next evaluation report will also examine the primary cohort students’ transition to high school
and the strategies used by Texas GEAR UP SG schools to support students during the
transition.

At the same time, the evaluation will continue in the 2014-15 school year, when the Texas
GEAR UP SG primary cohort is in Grade 9. The Year 3 annual implementation report will
continue to focus on implementation (district and statewide); mix of implementation strategies;
and the perceptions of students, parents, staff, and administrators regarding the program. Site
visits and student surveys in fall 2014 focused on summer programming and transitioning to
high school. Site visits and parent and student surveys in spring 2015 will focus on
implementation during the school year.
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Appendix A: Evaluation Questions and Project Goals

A.1 Evaluation Questions Addressed in Year 1 Implementation
Report

Table A.1 provides an overview of the evaluation questions addressed in this Year 1
implementation report. Additional research questions will be addressed in the future. The list of
evaluation questions will be expanded as appropriate to each report. In addition, several of the
research questions described below focus on understanding when and how implementation
changes. For this report, the focus is on first period of implementation only.

Table A.1. Texas GEAR UP SG Evaluation Questions Addressed in Texas GEAR UP SG
Year 1 Implementation Report

Evaluation Questions

1. Implementation of Texas GEAR UP SG Strategies and Identification of Potential Best Practices
1.1 To evaluate implementation of Texas GEAR UP State Grant (SG) strategies intended for
teacher professional development (PD) to improve academic rigor (AR) and data-driven
instruction (DDI)

1.1.1 What types of PD implementation strategies were identified by grantees in their Year 1 action
plans?

1.1.2 In Year 1, when and to what extent did grantees implement PD strategies?

1.1.3 What percentage of core content teachers had the opportunity to participate in PD training
regarding each of the following: differentiated instruction, advanced instructional strategies, project-based
learning (PBL), other? What percentage of core content teachers actually participated in each PD
opportunity? To what extent, if any, did teachers other than core content teachers have an opportunity to
participate and actually participate in PD?

1.1.4 When and how did grantees provide PD regarding vertical team preparation and implementation to
Middle School (MS) and High School (HS) teachers? Were appropriate teachers from all schools on the
vertical team able to attend the PD?

1.1.5 What are perceptions of teachers who attend given PD regarding: training itself, impact on teacher
practice, and impact on vertical alignment, as appropriate to training?

1.1.6 What facilitators and barriers can be identified to implementing PD opportunities? If barriers to
implementing were identified, to what extend were grantees able to overcome such barriers and how? Do
grantees anticipate and are they able to overcome barriers in following years?

1.1.7 In what ways are trained teachers implementing data driven strategies? Differentiated instruction?
PBL?

1.2 To evaluate implementation of student support services Texas GEAR UP SG strategies

1.2.1 What types of Student Support Services implementation strategies were identified by grantees in
their action plans?

1.2.2 What types of information were utilized to identify students for participation in Student Support
Services implementation activities?

1.2.3 When and to what extent did grantees implement Student Support Services strategies with
students?

1.2.4 What are student, parent, and staff perceptions of Student Support Services implementation
strategies?

1.2.5 What facilitators and barriers can be identified regarding implementing Student Support Services
strategies? If barriers to implementing were identified, to what extent were grantees able to overcome
such barriers and how? Do grantees anticipate and are they able to overcome barriers in following
years?
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Evaluation Questions

1.2.6 During each year of the grant, what types of information are grantees making available to students?
How do grantees inform students about opportunities to learn about college attendance and career
success? How many activities are held for students to attend? How and to what extent do grantees
provide information to students regarding information that is available through the state office?

1.2.7 By the end of the year, how many students (%) participate in each type of college readiness activity
conducted by grantees? How many activities does each student attend?

1.2 To evaluate implementation of Student Support Services Texas GEAR UP SG strategies

1.2.8 What are students' levels of understanding regarding readiness (e.g., college aspirations/
expectations, college options, being college ready at each grade level, financing college)?

1.3 To identify potential best practices

1.3.1 What practices implemented by the grantee might be identified as potential best practices based on
Year 1 data?

1.3.2 What practices implemented by grantees are perceived by grantees (students, parents, staff) to be
effective, and therefore a potential best practice?
1.3.3 What individual strategies and/or mix of strategies were provided in Year 1?

2. Family, School and Community Impact

2.1 To evaluate the impact of GEAR UP on families (parents)

2.1.1 Each year of the grant, what types of information are grantees making available to students’
families? How do grantees inform families about opportunities to learn about college attendance and
career success? How many activities are held for parents to attend? How and to what extent do grantees
provide information to parents regarding what is available through the state office?

2.1.2 By the end of each year, how many parents (%) attend each type of activity conducted by the
grantees? How many activities does each parent attend?

2.1.3 Each year it is measured, what are parents’ levels of understanding regarding a range of topics
linked to understanding college and career readiness (e.g., college expectations and aspirations, college
options, being college ready at each grade level, financing college)? Do parents report having gained
knowledge over the year based on information and activities provided by the grantee?

2.1.4 What information or opportunities do parents perceive to have been most relevant in informing
them regarding college and career readiness?

2.1.5 What facilitators and barriers do schools and parents report regarding participation in college
readiness activities? If barriers were identified, to what extent were grantees able to overcome such
barriers and how? Do grantees anticipate and are they able to overcome barriers in following years?

2.2 To evaluate the impact of GEAR UP on community partnerships

2.2.1 At the end of each grant year, how many partnerships have schools formed with business
alliances? In what ways and how often have business partners offered opportunities for career
exploration to students?

2.2.2 At the end of each grant year, how many partnerships have schools formed with government
entities? Community groups? In what ways and how often have partners offered opportunities for career
exploration to students? Opportunities to provide information regarding scholarships, financial aid, and
college awareness and readiness?

2.2.3 What are the perceptions of the school and of the community partners regarding the partnership as
it relates to meeting GEAR UP goals? What facilitators and barriers to partnerships are reported? If
barriers were identified, to what extent were grantees able to overcome such barriers and how? Do
grantees anticipate and are they able to overcome barriers in following years?

3.1 To evaluate the impact of GEAR UP on statewide availability of information and professional
learning opportunities

3.1.1 By the end of Year 1, what types of information regarding college readiness have been made
available through the state? Are there any topics relevant to college readiness not yet available?
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Evaluation Questions

3.1.2 What steps if any has the state office taken to communicate to schools and families about
information available?

3.1.3 Each year, how many GEAR UP professional learning opportunities are made available to
educators (e.g., Project Share, face-to-face)? How many educators, including those not at current GEAR
UP campuses, are participating in such opportunities?

4.1 To evaluate use of GEAR UP funding

4.1.1 For what services and activities do grantees use grant funds each year and over the entire time
period of the grant?

4.1.2 To what extent were grantees able to secure matching funds?

4.1.3 For what services and activities do grantees use matching funds each year and over the entire time
period of the grant?

4.2 To evaluate sustainability of GEAR UP implementation

4.2.1 To what extent are grantees able to sustain activities initiated with the Texas GEAR UP SG cohort
with following cohorts of students?

A.2 Texas GEAR UP State Grant Project Goals and Objectives

Project objectives that were addressed in even a preliminary manner were presented within the
report. The following is a list of all project objectives outlined by Texas Education Agency (TEA)
in the federal grant proposal.

Project Goal 1 - Improve instruction and expand academic opportunities in mathematics and
science.

= Project Objective 1.1: By the end of the project’s second year, 30% of cohort students will
have completed Algebra | in the 8th grade. By the end of the project’s third year, 85% of
students will have completed Algebra .

Project Objective 1.2 - By the end of the project’s sixth year, the percentage of cohort
students graduating on the Recommend High School Plan or Distinguished Achievement
Plan, including four years of credits in each core subject, will meet or exceed the state
average.

Project Goal 2 - Increase access to and success in quality advanced academic programs.

= Project Objective 2.1: By the end of the project’s fourth year, all participating high schools
will make opportunities available for each student to complete 18 hours of college credit
(through AP, dual credit, or concurrent enrollment) by the time he or she graduates from
high school.

Project Objective 2.2: By the end of the project’s fifth year, 60% of the cohort, including
limited English proficient (LEP) students, will complete a pre-AP or AP course.

Project Objective 2.3: By the end of the project’s sixth year, at least 50% of cohort students
will graduate with college credit earned by AP exam or through dual credit.

Project Goal 3 - Provide professional development for strong data-driven instruction.

= Project Objective 3.1: In each grant year, all core content teachers will have the opportunity
to participate in training regarding differentiated instruction, advanced instructional
strategies, and project-based learning.

Project Objective 3.2: In each grant year, teams of teachers at the middle and high school
will complete at least five days of vertical teams preparation and implementation each year.
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Project Goal 4 — Provide a network of strong student support services to promote on-time

promotion and academic preparation for college.

= Project Objective 4.1: By the end of the second year, at least 75% of the 8th grade students
will be involved in a comprehensive mentoring, counseling, and/or tutoring program based
on results of teacher/counselor input and diagnostic data.

= Project Objective 4.2: Beginning in the second year, at least 30% of the students will be
involved in summer programs and institutes designed to help them work at or above grade
level, ease transitions, and increase college awareness.

= Project Objective 4.3: By the end of the project’s third year, the on-time promotion rate of
cohort students will exceed the state average.

= Project Objective 4.4: By the end of the project’s fifth year, 70% of GEAR UP students will
have knowledge of, and demonstrate, necessary academic preparation for college.

Project Goal 5 - Promote high school completion and college attendance.

= Project Objective 5.1: By the end of the project’s fourth year, all cohort students will
complete the ACT Aspire or the PSAT.!?! By the end of the project’s fifth year, all cohort
students will complete the SAT or ACT.

= Project Objective 5.2: By the end of the project’s sixth year, the percentage of students
meeting criterion on the ACT/SAT will meet or exceed the state average.

= Project Objective 5.3: At the end of the project’s sixth year, the number of students who
graduate college ready in mathematics and English will meet or exceed the state average.

= Project Objective 5.4: At the end of the project’s sixth year, the cohort completion rate will
meet or exceed the state average.

= Project Objective 5.5: At the beginning of the seventh year, more than 50% of cohort of
students will enroll in postsecondary education in the fall after high school graduation.

Project Goal 6 - Meet or exceed state average for first-year college retention.

= Project Objective 6.1: The student retention rate for the second semester and the second
year of college will meet or exceed the state average.

= Project Objective 6.2: At the end of the project’s seventh year, the number of students on
track to complete college will exceed the average postsecondary completion rate.

Project Goal 7 - Increase the availability of postsecondary information and knowledge-building

opportunities.

= Project Objective 7.1: By the end of the first year, the state office will make information
regarding college options, preparation, and financing will be made available to students,
parents, and educators throughout the state.

= Project Objective 7.2: By the end of the first year, information and workshops aimed at
linking college attendance to career success will be available to 100% of cohort students
and their parents.

= Project Objective 7.3: Each year, at least 50% of cohort parents, including parents of current
and former LEP students, will attend at least three college awareness activities.

= Project Objective 7.4: By the end of the project’s fifth year, teachers and counselors will
complete training in the college admissions and financial aid process.

Project Goal 8 - Build and expand community partnerships.
= Project Objective 8.1: All participating districts will form business alliances that support
higher student achievement and offer opportunities for career exploration.

121 Texas GEAR UP SG initially indicated a goal aligned with students taking ACT PLAN by the end of
project’s fourth year. However, ACT has replaced PLAN with ACT Aspire.

August 2015 A-4



Texas GEAR UP State Grant Evaluation, Year 2 Annual Implementation Report

= Project Objective 8.2: Participating campuses will form alliances with governmental entities
and community groups to enhance the information available to students regarding
scholarships, financial aid, and college awareness.

Project Goal 9 - Promote college readiness statewide.

= Project Objective 9.1: Each year, the project will increase the number of educators
participating in GEAR UP professional learning, including through Project Share and face-to-
face trainings.

= Project Objective 9.2: By the end of the project’s sixth year, at least 40% of Texas school
districts will have utilized at least one Texas GEAR UP statewide resource, including
materials and professional development.
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Appendix B: Evaluation Design, Methods, and Analytics

While the current report is focused on implementation of Texas Gaining Early Awareness and
Readiness for Undergraduate Programs (GEAR UP) State Grant (SG), understanding the
overall evaluation design helps the reader understand the logic of the data being collected.

B.1 Longitudinal Design

One important aspect of the evaluation design is to study Texas GEAR UP SG longitudinally.
The Texas GEAR UP SG evaluation is based on a cohort model design. Texas GEAR UP SG
services were first provided to Grade 7 students in participating districts during the 2012—-13
school year and will continue through the first year of enrollment at a postsecondary institution
(the 2018-19 school year). There are two additional cohort groups of interest for the purposes
of the evaluation that will be included in comprehensive reports. First, one of the comparison
groups will be a retrospective comparison group of the students who are one-grade level ahead
of the Texas GEAR UP SG cohort—the students at the Texas GEAR UP SG schools who were
in Grade 8 in the 2012-13 school year. Examining trends in outcomes in this cohort as
compared to the targeted cohort will allow Texas Education Agency (TEA) to better understand
how the program has potentially created change at the school level. Similarly, while the 2012—
13 Grade 7 cohort is the primary target for Texas GEAR UP SG implementation, it is hoped that
future cohorts of students will also benefit through sustained implementation of the program with
new Grade 7 students. Therefore, the evaluation team will compare outcome data from the
follow-on cohorts as well. For example, by the third annual implementation report, it will have
examined trends in successful completion of Algebra | in Grade 8 for three cohorts of students
(i.e., Grade 8 in the 2012—-13 school year [comparison retrospective cohort], Grade 8 in the
2013-14 school year [target cohort], and Grade 8 in the 2014-15 school year [comparison
follow-on cohort]). The potential cohorts of interest are presented in Table B.1.1%?

Table B.1. Texas GEAR UP SG Cohorts of Data Collected During the Seven-Year Grant
‘ Grade 7 Grade 8 Grade 9 Grade 10 Grade 11 Grade 12 RIS I
of College

pd
i ~ 7
Retrospective Baseline: Prior Grant Year 1 | Grant Year 2 | Grant Year 3 | Grant Year4 | Grant Year5 | Grant Year
Cohort
to GEAR UP 6
< >
Cohort 1 Baseline: Grant Year 2 | Grant Year 3 | Grant Year4 | Grant Year5 | Grant Year 6 | Grant Year
Grant Year 1 7
< >
Cohort 2 Baseline: Grant Year 3 | Grant Year4 | Grant Year5 | Grant Year 6 | Grant Year 7
Grant Year 2
pd ~
~ . 7
Cohort 3 Baseline: Grant Year 4 | Grant Year5 | Grant Year 6 | Grant Year 7
Grant Year 3
< >
Cohort 4 Baseline: Grant Year 5 | Grant Year 6 | Grant Year 7
Grant Year 4
pd ~
N i
Cohort 5 Baseline: Grant Year 6 | Grant Year 7
Grant Year 5
pd ~
~ . rd
Cohort 6 Baseline: Grant Year 7
Grant Year 6
Total number of
cohorts for data 7 7 6 5 4 3 2
in each grade

22 Outcome data often lag in availability relative to implementation data. For example, course completion
data for any given school year are not available until October of the following year, at the earliest. In order
for appropriate time to run analyses, outcome data will typically occur approximately six months post
receipt at the earliest.
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B.2 Quasi-Experimental Design

In addition to comparisons that will be made based on longitudinal aspects of the design, the
ICF team will utilize a quasi-experimental design (QED). The Texas GEAR UP SG schools were
not selected randomly to participate, ruling out a true experimental design. Still, it is important to
understand outcomes within the Texas GEAR UP SG schools in comparison to outcomes
elsewhere. Specifically, outcomes at the Texas GEAR UP SG schools will be compared to: a)
statewide averages (where possible); and b) outcomes in comparison schools selected based
on propensity-score matching (PSM) to be as similar as possible to Texas GEAR UP SG
participating schools. A student-level PSM is not necessary given that the Texas GEAR UP SG
is a school-wide approach (i.e., all students in Grade 7 in the 2012-13 school year will have
opportunities to participate); if appropriate comparison schools are selected that level of
matching may be sufficient. However, it is anticipated that a student-level PSM will be
conducted as well in order to best argue the comparability of the Texas GEAR UP SG
schools/students to comparison schools/students.

B.2.1 Propensity Score Matching

PSM is the optimal method for establishing an equivalent comparison group in non-experimental
studies. PSM refers to a class of multivariate methods for constructing comparison groups
based on pairing study subjects, in this case schools, based on what is known about those
subjects. Propensity scores represent the estimated probability that a program participant is
assigned to an intervention based on observable variables. The evaluation team and Texas
GEAR UP SG program staff will determine the final criteria for matching Texas GEAR UP SG
and non-Texas GEAR UP SG comparison schools with proposed characteristics (e.g.,
race/ethnicity, free/reduced lunch status, grade level, academic achievement in reading and
mathematics at baseline, special education/limited English proficiency [LEP] status, completion
rates, parent education level). By using PSM to identify a very close non-Texas GEAR UP SG
match (or multiple matches) for each Texas GEAR UP SG school, it will be possible to estimate
the value-added effect of the Texas GEAR UP program. That is, if two schools are found to be
similar on a range of characteristics, but students at only one school receive the GEAR UP
“treatment,” then any potential differences in outcomes may be attributable to GEAR UP
participation. It is anticipated that up to 7 schools (1 per Texas GEAR UP SG school) will be
selected for comparison group based on PSM.

Specific details regarding the PSM will be provided in future reports when outcome data are
analyzed. The information presented here represents the plan to conduct the PSM. ICF will
conduct a school level PSM using an Academic Excellence Indicator System (AEIS) and
Common Core Data. Each GEAR UP school will be matched with one comparison school
(nearest-neighbor method).*?® Three aspects of the PSM are described here. In cases where
alternatives are described, final determinations will be based on the extent to which balance on
covariates between intervention and control sample is achieved.

= Ratio. A fixed 1-to-1 ratio will be used; each GEAR UP school will be paired with one
comparison school.

= Algorithm. The nearest-neighbor method is one of the most straightforward and fast
algorithms. Exact matching will be required only for a limited subset of variables, particularly,
school’'s grade span and campus urban-centric locale.

= Distance metric. The propensity score is an extremely useful metric distance that
summarizes many covariates in a single measure. The propensity score is based on a
logistic regression of an indicator of group membership on all the covariates for which
balance is desired. For this school-level regression, being in the GEAR UP group is a

123 The nearest-neighbor method selects the n comparison units whose propensity scores are closets to
the treated unit.
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relatively rare occurrence (i.e., only seven cases). It is anticipated this can limit the utility of
the propensity score as a balancing score in the present application. However, there are
alternative distance metrics that can be used, including Mahalanobis distance; robust
Mahalanobis distance; weighted Mahalanobis distance where the weights are determined to
maximize balance (Diamond and Sekhon, forthcoming). All the alternatives will be explored,
and the final choice will be based on the covariate balance they achieve.

B.3 Methodology

The Texas GEAR UP SG evaluation is utilizing a mixed-methods approach in order to best
address the evaluation questions with the data available at a given point in time during the
evaluation; a mix of quantitative and qualitative methods is being used to best address the
range of evaluation questions. The use of multiple methods to collect, analyze, and synthesize
information related to Texas GEAR UP SG allows for checks and balances across methods.
Multiple methods allow for the triangulation of results, producing an in-depth assessment of
Texas GEAR UP SG’s effectiveness and providing greater confidence in evaluation findings.
Much of the data that were collected, as described in the data sources section that follows, are
guantitative in nature. Evaluators collected additional qualitative data through open-ended
survey items and site visit interviews and focus groups, allowing the story of Texas GEAR UP
SG implementation and impact at each school/district to be told. Findings based on data
collected through the range of perspectives are compared against one another throughout
reporting of findings.

B.4 Data Sources and Data Collection

Evaluators used several data sources for this report, including Annual Performance Report
(APR) data, extant data provided by TEA, student and parent survey data, and site visit data.
The following sections provide an overview of each data source, including process of collecting
data that were included in this report.

B.4.1 Annual Performance Reporting Data

During the 2012-13 school year, the ICF team worked with TEA to develop an appropriate tool
for collecting APR data. This strategy was a one-time solution for collecting APR data.
Beginning in 2013-14, TEA’s collaborator, The University of Texas at Austin’s Institute for
Public School Initiatives (UT-IPSI), contracted with a provider of a system to collect Texas
GEAR UP SG APR data. The general strategy was similar to that used in Year 1, but grantees
were eventually able to enter APR data in an ongoing manner. In cases in this report where
there are differences from TEA’s APR federal report, they are noted along with an explanation.

In order to broadly understand what is collected for the APR, we have retained the Year 1
description here. APR data collection are aligned with requirements for the U.S. Department of
Education APR, submitted by TEA each year in April. Districts are asked to report on
implementation and participation at the student level in Texas GEAR UP SG activities from the
time of the prior APR report through the end of March of the current implementation year. For
example, districts indicated student enrollment in advanced courses; student participation in
tutoring, mentoring, and counseling; and student participation in any Texas GEAR UP SG
events held at the campus. Districts also indicated if the student’s parent(s)/guardian(s)
participated in any events targeted for parents. Districts provided a description of each Texas
GEAR UP SG student and parent event held at their school. In addition, districts provided
information on teacher participation in professional development (PD) opportunities related to
the Texas GEAR UP SG and on community alliances formed to date. Appendix C has a
description of all data that Texas GEAR UP SG grantees were requested to submit in the APR.
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B.4.2 Extant Data

Extant data refers to data that TEA already collects. TEA provides these data to the evaluation
team as appropriate. The following extant data were used in writing this report:

= TEA’s Texas GEAR UP SG Grant Application and District Applications. TEA provided
its application to the federal government, district applications provided by each Texas GEAR
UP SG school, and all in-place TEA agreements. These documents were reviewed in order
to better understand the Texas GEAR UP SG grant in general and for specific information
regarding planned implementation priorities. This review occurred prior to survey and site
visit protocol development in order to inform the process.

= Action Plans. Each Texas GEAR UP SG school provides updated action plans annually.
These updated plans clarified, eliminated, and added planned implementation strategies. In
this report, these action plans were used to provide general insights regarding connections
between what grantees planned and what was implemented. Each action plan is coded for
specific implementation strategies and a comparison of planned versus actual
implementation analyses is conducted.

= Public Education Information Management System (PEIMS). PEIMS contains student-
level information collected by TEA on public education. It provides data on student
demographics, attendance, high school course completion and high school completion,
school personnel, and district organizational information.

= Texas Academic Performance Report (TAPR). TAPR is an updated version of TEA’s
AEIS. TAPR contains campus-level performance information about every public school and
district in Texas. TAPR also provides extensive profile information about staff, finances, and
programs. The evaluation also includes AEIS data from the 2009-10 school year, as data
from this year informed the selection of schools for participation in Texas GEAR UP SG.

B.4.3 Student and Parent Surveys

The U.S. Department of Education requires that GEAR UP grantees survey students and
parents at least every two years, with an additional requirement that programs survey at least
80% of their students and at least 50% of their parents at these intervals. Texas GEAR UP SG
students and parents were first surveyed in spring 2013.124 In fall 2013, students were surveyed,
primarily with respect to participation in and perceptions of summer 2014 implementation
activities. Both students and parents were surveyed in spring 2014. All surveys are provided in
Appendix D. Surveys undergo several layers of review and required approval by both ICF’s
Institutional Review Board (IRB) and TEA’s Data Governance Board (DGB).%?5 Both student and
parent surveys were available online as well as in paper format. Schools collected the data
independently following instructions provided by the evaluation team as required by IRB.1?6
Students and parents could choose to take the survey in either English or in Spanish. Survey
data was collected anonymously.

The U.S. Department of Education has identified items that must be included on the surveys
(i.e., five items each on the student and parent survey). From this basic foundation, GEAR UP

124 Federal GEAR UP requirements are for biannual collection of survey data. Survey collection was not
required in Year 1. Year 1 surveys were conducted because the evaluation team believes they provide an
important baseline to better understand Texas GEAR UP SG outcomes. Surveys will undergo minor
revisions as needed to reflect appropriate Texas GEAR UP SG implementation and goals prior to each
submission.

125 IRB approval was received to use passive consent from parents for student participation in the
surveys. Parents were notified that the survey was planned and asked to inform the school if they did not
want their child to participate. Students also provided their own assent for participation in the surveys.

126 The surveys took about 20 to 30 minutes for students to complete. Ideally student surveys would take
no more than 15 to 20 minutes. If appropriate, future survey versions will be shortened.
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programs are free to add additional questions. Items were selected for inclusion in the Texas
GEAR UP SG surveys from surveys developed by members of the ICF evaluation team with
prior experience evaluating GEAR UP programs and based on sample surveys (i.e., CoBro
Consulting, 2010). Content areas on the survey were finalized with TEA and included
information regarding such items as: a) student/parent satisfaction with the program and
program activities; b) student/parent questions on educational expectations and aspirations; and
(c) student and parent knowledge regarding postsecondary education, including financial
knowledge. Understanding what information parents and students have learned and retained
that Texas GEAR UP SG districts provided is important in determining whether students/parents
have attained a base of knowledge about college that makes the prospect of college attendance
less daunting both financially and personally.

B.4.4 In-Person/Telephone Interview with Texas Education Agency and Collaborators

To best understand the role of various collaborators and progress at the state level, the ICF
team developed interview protocols and conducted interviews with the interim Texas GEAR UP
SG state director at TEA and with appropriate personnel from each of the four statewide TEA
collaborators late in spring 2014 (see Appendix D for interview protocols). The interview with the
interim TEA Texas GEAR UP SG director provided information regarding the process of
managing the Texas GEAR UP SG grants to districts, and coordinating with the state technical
assistance office to ensure that grant activities are implemented and meeting suggested targets.
In addition, questions were asked regarding any changes in the project objectives for the Texas
GEAR UP SG, the level of school buy-in from districts, frequency of contact with districts and
schools, the status of TEA’s work with collaborators and statewide initiatives, and factors that
have facilitated or hindered GEAR UP implementation this past year.

Representatives from each of the statewide Texas GEAR UP SG collaborators participated in
telephone interviews with the evaluation team. All collaborators had a single interview with one
staff member. During the interviews, collaborators were asked to describe their organizations as
well as their organizations’ roles in the Texas GEAR UP SG. They were also asked about their
relationship with TEA, with the individual Texas GEAR UP SG schools, and with other TEA
collaborators. Collaborators also provided information regarding progress on implementation of
activities, planned future activities, and barriers and facilitators of implementation.

B.4.5 School Site Visits

Site visits are an important feature of the Texas GEAR UP SG evaluation. To ensure that
relevant and useful information was gathered on these site visits, protocols specific to multiple
types of stakeholders were developed. Seven protocols were developed to gather data from
stakeholders. These protocols were for Texas GEAR UP SG school coordinator interviews,
Texas GEAR UP SG College Preparation Advisor interviews, school administrator interviews,
teacher focus groups, student focus groups, parent focus groups, and community stakeholder
interviews/focus groups. The content of the protocols was aligned to Texas GEAR UP SG
project objectives, relative to implementation in Year 2. Generally, the protocols explored
knowledge and understanding of the Texas GEAR UP SG, participation in and perceptions of
implementation activities, barriers and facilitators to participation in Texas GEAR UP SG
implementation activities, perceptions of stakeholders regarding promising practices, and
awareness of issues related to postsecondary education. Focus groups were structured to
provide ample time for participants to express their views about the program and specific
activities within it. The student focus group protocol was designed using classroom discussion
strategies (e.g., brainstorming) to encourage participation by all students.

SITE VISITS

Site visits were completed at each of the seven Texas GEAR UP SG schools in fall 2013 and
spring 2014. The evaluation team made copies of interview and focus group protocols available
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to schools (see Appendix C) prior to participating in the visit. Telephone calls and emails were
used to communicate with each site regarding the visit and to develop a site visit schedule.
Schedules varied by school based on the availability of participants, but all schools were asked
to schedule time for separate interviews with the GEAR UP coordinator, College Preparation
Advisor, and administrator at the school, as well as focus groups with students, parents, and
teachers. Sites had the option to schedule a community stakeholder focus group if appropriate.
During the communication about the site visits, it was clarified that the intent of the visit was not
to evaluate teachers or staff but to gather information on Texas GEAR UP SG implementation,
emerging promising practices, and strategies that could enhance program effectiveness. The
team customized materials for specific sites based on information gained in the APR on
activities and events for students, parents, and teachers.

A few of the general highlights regarding these visits are provided here. The Appendix E case
studies provide more details. Each site visit varied somewhat in order to be appropriate to the
individual school.

= School Staff Interviews. The ICF team designed interview protocols for principals,
assistant principals, school-site Texas GEAR UP SG College Preparation Advisors, and
Texas GEAR UP SG Coordinators. In most cases, interviews were conducted on a one-to-
one basis. At each school, an interview was requested with both an administrator (i.e.,
principal, assistant principal) as well as school-site GEAR UP SG staff. Overall, ICF
conducted interviews with 19 school administrators.

= Teacher Focus Groups. ICF conducted teacher focus groups at all of the middle schools in
the Texas GEAR UP SG. Due to classroom coverage issues, the size and duration of focus
groups varied widely. The typical teacher focus group had three teachers and lasted
approximately 30 minutes. Many schools scheduled teachers for focus groups during their
planning periods or open times so they did not have to find substitutes for teachers to
attend. Teachers participated in interviews rather than focus groups if they were unavailable
at the same time as other teachers. Teachers were asked about knowledge of Texas GEAR
UP SG, perceptions of the program at their school, and current and planned Texas GEAR
UP SG-sponsored PD and workshops. Many of the questions focused on activities
regarding Texas GEAR UP SG Project Objective 1.1 related to Algebra | completion. For
those teachers with day-to-day involvement with the program, ICF inquired about specific
activities and their perceived effectiveness along with perceptions of program buy-in among
teachers, parents, and students. Overall for fall 2013 and spring 2014, ICF conducted 36
teacher focus groups with 106 participants.

= Student Focus Groups. Focus groups with students were held at each school to examine
student knowledge of the program and of higher education, their participation in program
activities, and their perceptions of GEAR UP’s effectiveness. Student focus groups
averaged eight to 10 participants. Overall, 118 students participated in focus groups.

= Parent Focus Groups. ICF conducted focus groups with parents at all sites. The purpose of
these focus groups was to examine parent knowledge of the program and of higher
education, their participation in program activities, and their perceptions of effectiveness.
The evaluation team provided Spanish-speaking personnel at six sites where the school
requested such support. At four sites, Spanish-speaking parents attended and ICF
conducted two focus groups at these sites, one in English and one in Spanish. Overall, 70
parents participated in focus groups, including 22 who attended Spanish-language sessions.
The typical parent focus group averaged three participants.

= Community Stakeholder Interview/Focus Groups. In setting up the site visits, all sites
were asked about current relationships with community stakeholders on the Texas GEAR
UP SG; time was allotted in the schedule to interview community stakeholders if available.
However, no site was able to schedule such a focus group.
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B.5 Data Security and Cleaning

The ICF team received all data provided by TEA via a secure, password protected environment.
Survey data was collected by schools and then shipped to ICF. ICF provided boxes and
shipping labels to schools to facilitate this process. Students and parents were asked not to
write their names on the surveys in order to maintain anonymity. Separate envelopes or boxes
were used to collect consent/assent forms. Once received by ICF all electronic data were stored
on a protected server accessible only to team members who have signed TEA’s access to
confidential data form. Paper surveys were numbered and scanned in order to create an
electronic copy. The paper copies were then stored in a locked file cabinet

Upon receipt of the APR data in April 2013, ICF reviewed the data and asked TEA to follow up
with schools for clarification regarding some responses. The survey data was examined for
missing values, outliers, and response patterns. Once all cleaning steps were completed, a final
clean data set was prepared for use in analyses.

B.6 Data Analytics
B.6.1 Descriptive & Change Statistics: Implementation Analysis

As noted in Chapter 1, the data available to date reflect a somewhat shortened period of
implementation of the program. The majority of the analyses included descriptive statistics (e.g.,
frequencies, averages, ranges). In some cases, the same data were examined in two different
ways. For example, on the surveys, perceived effectiveness of strategies was provided as one
of four categories. These data were presented as a percentage indicating a given category or as
average effectiveness by numbering the categories from 1 (not effective) to 4 (very effective).
Averages were then provided both by individual activity and summarized across activities, as
appropriate.

STUDENT GROUP ANALYSES

In many cases, comparisons by student groups remained descriptive in nature. Where
appropriate, crosstabs (chi-square analyses comparing frequency distribution by group) and
analysis of variance (ANOVA)—comparing means by group—were conducted and significant
differences between groups were noted. As noted, some analyses were conducted on both APR
and survey data. ANOVAs were utilized only to compare means across schools.

School/district was the key grouping variable used in this report. Information on providing
implementation was also grouped by provision type (i.e., virtual vs. face-to-face).In future
reports, students will be grouped in several ways including gender, race/ethnicity, LEP status,
and special education status. Students will also be grouped by participation or not in advanced
coursework (e.g., are students in advanced courses maore or less likely than those who are not
to be tutored in that subject). Parent participation will be examined relative to the student
characteristics (e.g., students with special needs or in advanced courses more or less likely to
have parents participating in GEAR UP events).

LEVEL/MIX OF IMPLEMENTATION

As outcomes become available, it will be of interest to understand whether specific
implementation activities are associated with outcomes and/or if it is some level (amount) or mix
of implementation that is related to outcomes. In the future, cluster analysis will be conducted to
identify groups of students participating in a given mix of activities/services. Year 1
implementation data was explored to begin to understand potential strategies for developing mix
of implementation variables. The strategy used was to provide descriptions of early patterns of
mix of implementation at the school level.
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B.6.2 Analyses of Site Visit Qualitative Data

Findings from the qualitative analyses were cross-referenced with findings from quantitative
analyses to more completely answer evaluation questions of interest. In addition, Appendix E
provides case study summaries.

DATA REVIEW

Evaluators did not conduct detailed coding of qualitative data. The site visit team conducted
extensive content analysis to identify themes as well as similarities/differences across the sites.

CASE STUDIES

Case studies were developed for each of the four districts. School-level case studies were not
utilized in order to maintain the confidentiality that was assured to participants in the evaluation
site visits. The purpose of these case studies was to describe implementation from the various
perspectives of those who participated in the site visits. These case studies also identified any
notable differences across the schools as well as emerging promising practices and challenges
for each district.
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Appendix C: Texas GEAR UP State Grant Annual Performance
Reporting Data Requested from Grantees, 2013-14

Similar instructions were provided to each Texas GEAR UP SG school to assist them in providing
required annual performance reporting (APR) data due in April 2014 as was used in 2012-13 (which is
provided below).

Navigating the GEAR UP Annual Progress Report Upload Spreadsheet:

Please know that we appreciate your efforts to provide the best possible data related to your participation
in GEAR UP. We know there is a lot of information to keep track of and appreciate your diligence in doing
so, especially in this first year of initial implementation. Note that in future years of the GEAR UP project,
districts will be using a customized data reporting system that will be provided by the GEAR UP state
office. With consistent and timely data inputs in this system, extracting reports to support the Annual
Progress Report will not require the use of these GEAR UP upload documents. However, in this first year
of implementation, the worksheet upload was the most efficient resource available.

This document provides you with an overview of the tabs in the doc