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Executive Summary 

Schools in Stage 2 or higher of the School Improvement Program are required to offer Supplemental 

Educational Services (SES) to economically disadvantaged students attending their campuses, free of 

charge. During the 2009-10 school year, over 193,000 students were eligible to receive SES services in 

Texas, and 165 providers were state-approved.  

Student Participation  

A total of 55,698 of the eligible student population (29%) received SES tutoring in 2009-10 (an increase 

from 14% in 2008-09), with 37 percent receiving tutoring in math only, 32 percent receiving tutoring in 

reading/ELA only, and 32 percent receiving tutoring in both subject areas. The majority of these 

students were in grades 9 through 11 (58%), though another 28 percent were in grades 6 through 8. The 

majority of students participating in the SES program were Hispanic (70%), followed by African American 

(27%) and White (2%). Over 19 percent of participating students spoke English as a second language, 

and 20 percent were classified as Limited English Proficient.  

While 165 providers were eligible to tutor students in 2009-10, 139 of the state-approved vendors 

actually served students during that year (a substantial increase from 81 providers in 2008-09). One 

hundred thirty-six SES providers tutored students in both reading/ELA and math and thirteen served 

students in math only. Any given provider served anywhere from one to 13,457 students. SES providers 

served students in reading/ELA for an average of 21.7 hours, and in math for an average of 29.1 hours.  

Satisfaction with SES Provider Services 

On average, district reports of provider satisfaction indicated satisfaction, with a mean of 3.7 on a five 

point scale, between a rating of neutral and satisfied. Of the 165 providers, 43 received a sufficient 

number of survey ratings to be scored: 

 8 (19%) providers were scored Below Standard,  

 15 (35%) providers were scored as Met Standard 

 20 (47%) providers were scored Above Standard  

Campus reports of provider satisfaction were less positive, but still above neutral, with a mean 

satisfaction score of 3.4. Based on campus reports, 41 providers received a sufficient number of survey 

ratings to be scored: 

 14 (34%) providers scored Below Standard 

 15 (37%) providers were scored as Met Standard 

 12 (29%) providers were scored Above Standard 
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Parent reports of satisfaction were the most positive of all populations surveyed, with a mean 

satisfaction score of 3.9. Thirty-six providers were able to be scored based on parent response rates. Of 

these: 

 4 (11%) providers received a score of Below Standard 

 9 (25%) providers received a score of Met Standard 

 23 (64%) providers received a score of Above Standard 

Compared to satisfaction reports from 2008-09, mean ratings were comparable from year to year within 

each target group (District: 3.8 in 2008-09 to 3.7 in 2009-10, Campus: 3.3 to 3.4, respectively, and 

Parent: 3.9 in both years). A greater proportion of providers scored Above Standard in 2009-10 based on 

each group’s satisfaction reports, increasing from 18% of providers to 47% of providers using district 

satisfaction scores, from 9% to 29% using campus satisfaction scores, and stayed consistent with 68% 

and 64% of providers scoring Above Standard using parent reports. 

Impact of SES Services on Student Achievement Results 

Examination of the extent to which a relationship exists between tutoring services and student 

achievement was conducted separately for reading/ELA and math. In both subject areas, after 

controlling for demographic and pre-existing achievement differences, there was no significant 

relationship between receiving tutoring and performance on TAKS, on average. In other words, students 

who received tutoring were no more likely to perform well on TAKS in either subject area than students 

who were eligible to receive tutoring, but did not participate. These were the same findings as was 

reported in 2008-09. 

Though there was no overall impact of tutoring on student achievement when averaging across all 

providers, the effect of each individual provider was estimated to determine whether there are some 

providers for which a significant relationship between services and student performance can be 

established. For reading/ELA, one provider of the 61 with sufficient data demonstrated a significant and 

positive relationship between tutoring services and student performance (there was also one provider 

demonstrating significant positive effects in 2008-09). In math, two providers of the 86 with sufficient 

data demonstrated a significant and positive relationship between tutoring and student performance 

(compared to one in 2008-09). 

When interpreting these findings, it is important to note that no causal inferences can be drawn. 

Additionally, the impact of tutoring was examined based only on TAKS scores, which may not be 

sensitive enough to demonstrate areas in which tutoring may be helping students, such as in their 

coursework, their class grades, or in their behavior at school. It is possible that these other potential 

impacts of tutoring, currently unmeasured, may be helpful to students in various ways that may, in the 

long run, encourage school engagement and increase overall student performance. These are currently 

unanswered questions that warrant further research. 
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Part I – Evaluation of Supplemental Educational 

Services in Texas 

Background/Introduction 

Supplemental Educational Services – The National Context 
Under No Child Left Behind (NCLB), schools receiving Title 1, Part A funding that have failed to meet 

critical performance targets and are in Stage 2 or higher of the School Improvement Program, must offer 

parents of economically disadvantaged students the option to enroll their child in after-school tutoring 

or other academic enrichment programs that are paid for by the Local Education Agency (LEA). Parents 

are notified of the school’s academic status, informed of the option to enroll their student in 

Supplemental Educational Services (SES), and provided with a listing of state-approved supplemental 

educational service providers. Parents are responsible for then submitting a form to enroll their student 

in their SES program of choice. If LEA funds do not meet demand for SES, the district must prioritize 

student participation based on lowest academic achievement among students from economically 

disadvantaged families. 

Supplemental educational services must be provided in addition to the regular school day, and must be 

of high quality, research-based, and specifically designed to increase the academic achievement of 

students on state assessments. Providers approved by the state must: 

 Have a demonstrated record of effectiveness in increasing student achievement. 

 Be capable of providing supplemental educational services that are consistent with the 

instructional program of the LEA and the Texas Essential Knowledge and Skills (TEKS). 

 Be capable of providing proof of financial soundness as outlined by the state. 

Federal law surrounding the School Improvement Program and the delivery of SES includes a provision 

that all states periodically monitor the quality and effectiveness of state-approved providers (Section 

1116 (e) of NCLB, 2001). After a provider has delivered services to students for two years, states can re-

assess a provider’s approval status, and make the decision to remove a particular provider from the 

state-approved list if that provider has failed to demonstrate effectiveness. 

Effectiveness of Supplemental Educational Services 
A recent report on school choice and SES to the U.S. Department of Education found that while the 

number of students taking advantage of Title 1 options since 2004-05 has increased, the participation 

rate of eligible students remains low, around 17 percent in 2006-07 (Vernez, Naftel, Ross, Le Floch, 

Beighley & Gill (2009). They concluded that low participation rates may reflect limited availability of SES, 

poor communication of services to parents, or parents choosing not to have their children participate. 

Results of an evaluation of SES services in Texas during the 2008-09 school year were consistent with 

these low uptake results, with only 14% of eligible students signing up for, and receiving, tutoring 
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services (Rapaport, Shields, and Hinojosa, 2010). Other evaluations of SES services similarly report low 

participation rates among eligible students (Zimmer, Hamilton, & Christina, 2010; Barnhart, 2009). 

Evaluations of SES have produced inconsistent results on the overall effectiveness of services. Studies in 

Minneapolis and Los Angeles found little to no impact of SES on student achievement in math or reading 

(Heistad, 2007; Barnhart, 2009). Likewise, statewide evaluation of SES in Tennessee and in Kentucky 

found the vast majority of providers do not have a significant impact on student achievement (Ross, 

Potter, Paek, McKay, Sanders & Ashton, 2008; Munoz, Potter, and Ross, 2008). Results of the 2008-09 

evaluation of Texas SES services also found no impact on reading or math test scores on average, with 

only one of 34 providers significantly impacting reading/ELA test scores, and only one of 56 providers 

significantly impacting math test scores (Rapaport et al., 2010).  

However, other evaluations have yielded positive impacts of SES on student achievement. In one study 

looking at seven large, urban school districts, small, positive effects on student achievement were found 

in math and reading (Zimmer, Razquin, Booker & Lockwood, 2007). In addition, this same study reported 

that students who remained in SES for a second year demonstrated cumulative gains in both math and 

reading. Multiple studies have found positive impacts in math, including an evaluation in the Chicago 

Public Schools (Jones, 2009), a study of two schools within the Pittsburgh Public Schools (Zimmer et al., 

2010), and a study of Hillsborough County Public Schools (Socias, deSousa, & Le Floch, 2009). None of 

these studies found overall achievement gains in reading.  

Supplemental Educational Services in Texas 
In Texas, Education Service Center Region XIII (Region XIII) administers the School Improvement 

Resource Center (SIRC), a statewide initiative that serves as a support system to schools that receive 

funding under the Title I, School Improvement Program. SIRC conducts on-site visits, campus needs 

assessments, and assists schools with the development of Campus Improvement Plans. In addition, SIRC 

assists campus administrators with the selection of a Campus Administrator Mentor or Technical 

Assistance Provider and maintains frequent contact to provide resources, guidance, and support as 

campuses move through the school improvement process. 

As part of the School Improvement Program, Region XIII also supports districts, campuses, and parents 

with implementation of SES, to ensure that all parties meet their obligations and responsibilities. They 

provide information to SES providers, to districts and schools, and monitor program implementation 

through the SIRC-hosted, web-based data management system, EZ-SES. This data management system 

assists districts in managing student and provider data, and assists providers by establishing consistent 

recordkeeping for attendance, and enabling submission of required student learning plans and progress 

reports.  

During the 2009-10 school year, over 193,000 students attended schools in Stage 2 or higher of the 

School Improvement Program and were eligible to receive SES services across the state. A total of 165 

providers were state-approved.  

As required by the School Improvement Program, each SES provider must be evaluated on a regular 

basis to determine whether they are effective, and these evaluations should be used to inform decisions 
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about whether particular providers should continue to be state-approved. Thus, the Texas Education 

Agency (TEA) has designated Region XIII as the fiscal agent for the evaluation of SES providers for the 

state of Texas. To execute evaluation of all state-approved providers, Region XIII issued a Request for 

Qualifications (RFQ) for individuals or firms to develop appropriate processes and perform program 

evaluation studies to assess provider effectiveness across the state. 

This is the second year that Gibson Consulting Group, Inc., in partnership with Learning Point Associates, 

an affiliate of American Institutes of Research, is evaluating SES providers. The current evaluation was 

designed to score each of the 165 Texas-approved SES providers on quality and effectiveness, to provide 

data for the state on which providers are having a beneficial impact on student learning, and to flag 

those that are not meeting standards on measures of campus, district, and parent satisfaction and on 

measures of student achievement. Additionally, evaluation of each SES provider should inform parent 

decisions about which provider to select for tutoring services for their children.  

The remainder of this report is organized in two parts. Part I provides a description of the evaluation 

design and research questions, reviews the methodology used to assess provider quality and 

effectiveness, and describes aggregate level results for the state as a whole (i.e., averaged across all 

providers). Part II presents individual scorecards illustrating results of quality and effectiveness for each 

SES provider compared to the state average. While a scorecard is presented for each of the 165 

providers, results are only provided when sufficient data were available to enable assessment.  

Research Design and Methodology 

To rigorously evaluate the quality and effectiveness of SES providers across the state of Texas, this 

evaluation was designed to score each SES provider on five components of quality and effectiveness: 

1. District staff satisfaction with provider services 

2. Campus staff satisfaction with provider services 

3. Parent satisfaction with provider services 

4. Provider’s effectiveness at improving student achievement in reading/English Language Arts 

(ELA), as measured by their performance on the reading/ELA Texas Assessment of Knowledge 

and Skills (TAKS) test 

5. Provider’s effectiveness at improving student achievement in math, as measured by their 

performance on the math Texas Assessment of Knowledge and Skills (TAKS) test 

To measure satisfaction with the quality and effectiveness of individual providers, surveys were 

administered to district and campus staff, and to parents of SES students. Student data on tutoring 

participation contained in the EZ-SES system, along with student performance data on state tests, were 

used to conduct analyses examining the impact of participation of tutoring on students’ academic 

achievement.  

For each component, a rubric scoring system was developed to determine whether the resulting score 

was sufficient to meet an acceptable standard of performance, was below that standard, or exceeded 

that standard. For example, for parent satisfaction, if fewer than 75 percent of parents were satisfied 
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with a particular provider’s services, that provider would receive a score of “Below Standard” on the 

parent satisfaction component. If 75-90 percent of parents were satisfied, that provider would receive a 

score of “Meets Standard” for that component, while providers with greater than 90 percent of parents 

indicating satisfaction would receive a score of “Above Standard” on the parent satisfaction 

component.1  

Providers were scored in each of the components listed above. In some cases, there was insufficient 

information available to score a given provider in one or more components. The complete rubric that 

identifies standards for all components measured is presented in Table 1. 

Table 1. Scoring Rubric for Evaluation of SES Providers 

Component 
Insufficient 

Information 
Below Standard Meets Standard Above Standard 

District Staff 

Satisfaction 

There is insufficient 

information available 

to determine staff 

satisfaction 

Fewer than 75% of 

responding staff are 

satisfied with provider 

services 

75%-90% of responding 

staff are satisfied with 

provider services 

More than 90% of 

responding staff are 

satisfied with provider 

services 

Campus Staff 

Satisfaction 

There is insufficient 

information available 

to determine staff 

satisfaction 

Fewer than 75% of 

responding staff are 

satisfied with provider 

services 

75%-90% of responding 

staff are satisfied with 

provider services 

More than 90% of 

responding staff are 

satisfied with provider 

services 

Parent 

Satisfaction 

There is insufficient 

information available 

to determine parent 

satisfaction 

Fewer than 75% of 

responding parents are 

satisfied with provider 

services 

75%-90% of responding 

parents are satisfied 

with provider services 

More than 90% of 

responding parents are 

satisfied with provider 

services 

Student 

Achievement 

– Reading 

There is insufficient 

information available 

to examine student 

achievement outcomes 

(no rating) 

The relationship 

between the provider’s 

services and student 

achievement outcomes 

is not significantly 

positive 

There is a significant 
and positive 
relationship between 
the provider’s services 
and student 
achievement outcomes 

The relationship 

between services and 

achievement outcomes 

is in the top one-third 

of those providers 

demonstrating a 

significant positive 

effect 

                                                           
1
 Creation of this rubric was informed by Evaluating Supplemental Educational Service Providers: Suggested 

Strategies for States, A Guidebook Prepared for the Center on Innovation & Improvement, developed by the 
Center for Research in Educational Policy and the American Institutes for Research, 2006. 
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Component 
Insufficient 

Information 
Below Standard Meets Standard Above Standard 

Student 

Achievement 

– Math 

There is insufficient 

information available 

to examine student 

achievement outcomes 

(no rating) 

The relationship 

between the provider’s 

services and student 

achievement outcomes 

is not significantly 

positive 

There is a significant 
and positive 
relationship between 
the provider’s services 
and student 
achievement outcomes 

The relationship 

between services and 

achievement outcomes 

is in the top one-third 

of those providers 

demonstrating a 

significant positive 

effect 

To obtain a score of Above Standard, for the two student achievement components, the size of the 

estimated effect for a given provider had to be in the top one-third of all of the providers that achieve a 

significantly positive effect. It is important to note that this is a relative judgment; that is it compares 

providers to each other, not to an absolute rating of quality. Thus, being in the top third of significant 

and positive effects does not necessarily mean the estimated effect is large or particularly impactful, 

only that it is larger than the estimate for the other providers. 

Satisfaction Surveys 
District and campus staff surveys were designed to elicit an overall measure of satisfaction for each 

provider that a campus or district was approved to work with during the 2009-10 school year. Thus, 

district and campus staff were asked to complete a single survey for each provider on their specific 

district or campus approved list. The total number of surveys that any district or campus was required to 

complete ranged from one to 85. Though staff were asked to complete one survey for each provider, 

they were only required to answer one question for providers that did not serve students. 

District Satisfaction 

The district satisfaction survey contained several background questions, including the title of the person 

completing the survey, whether or not the staff member was currently employed by that provider, and 

an approximation of the number of students receiving tutoring by that provider in the district during the 

2009-10 school year. If the provider did not serve any students during that school year, the survey posed 

one more question about the reasons why no students were served, and then ended. If students were 

served, the survey presented questions about the month during which the provider began to serve 

students, and the subjects in which provider services were offered.  

Following these background questions, nine questions were posed designed to measure an overall 

construct of ‘satisfaction with provider services’. These questions contained items about the contract 

execution process, the provider’s attempts to follow district protocol, provider cooperation, 

responsiveness, compliance with applicable laws, and perceived impact on student achievement. Table 

2 presents each of the nine satisfaction survey items. All items were scored on a five-point Likert scale 

ranging from “Very Dissatisfied” to “Very Satisfied”. District staff were also provided with the option to 

answer “Don’t Know/Not Sure” to any individual item. 
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Table 2. District Satisfaction Survey Items. 

Indicate the extent to which you are satisfied with... 

1 the contract execution process with this SES provider. 

2 this SES provider’s attempts to follow district protocol. 

3 the cooperative spirit with which this SES provider worked with district staff. 

4 the responsiveness of this SES provider to requests or inquiries from district staff. 

5 the degree to which this SES provider collaborated with schools to plan student instruction. 

6 this SES provider’s compliance with applicable federal, state, and local laws. 

7 this SES provider’s efforts to serve special student populations (e.g., ELL, Special Education). 

8 the degree to which this SES provider fulfilled all contractual obligations. 

9 the impact that this SES provider’s services had on student achievement gains. 

Campus Satisfaction 

The campus satisfaction survey was designed similarly to the district survey, but satisfaction questions 

were aligned to the ways in which campuses work with providers. As with the district survey, the 

campus survey began with background questions including the title of the person completing the survey, 

whether or not the provider was eligible to work with their campus (if not, the survey ended), and an 

approximation of the number of students receiving tutoring during the 2009-10 school year from that 

provider. Again, if no students were served, one additional question was posed about the reasons why 

no students were served, and then the survey ended. If students were served, additional questions 

included whether the person completing the survey was employed by the provider, the month the 

provider began to serve students, and the subjects in which the tutor provided services. 

The nine satisfaction questions on the campus satisfaction survey contained items about the provider 

aligning services with classroom instruction, the timeliness of communication about student progress, 

the content of progress reports, the degree to which tutors were knowledgeable about the subject 

matter, the size of the instructional groups, and the perceived impact on student achievement. Table 3 

presents each of the nine satisfaction items. Again, all items were scored on a five-point Likert-scale 

ranging from “Very Dissatisfied” to “Very Satisfied” with a “Don’t Know/Not Sure” option. 

Table 3. Campus Satisfaction Survey Items. 

Indicate the extent to which you are satisfied with... 

1 the timeliness with which this SES provider initiated services. 

2 
how this SES provider worked with school staff to align tutoring sessions with students’ classroom 

instruction. 

3 the timeliness of this SES provider’s communication about student progress. 
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Indicate the extent to which you are satisfied with... 

4 the content of this SES provider’s student progress reports delivered to teachers. 

5 the degree to which SES tutors were knowledgeable about the subject. 

6 the size of the instructional groups that this SES provider used. 

7 
the degree to which this SES provider’s services were consistent with the instruction and content 

used by the school. 

8 this SES provider’s ethics and business practices. 

9 the impact that this SES provider’s services had on student achievement gains. 

Parent Satisfaction 

Parent satisfaction surveys included basic demographic questions including the name of the child’s 

district and school, their child’s grade level, the name of the provider, the subject their child was tutored 

in, and the month during which tutoring began. Eleven items were designed to measure overall 

satisfaction with the tutoring provider, including questions about the timeliness of feedback, quality of 

lessons, impact on their child’s attitude toward school, and their perceptions about whether the 

tutoring helped their child do better in school. Table 4 presents each of the eleven satisfaction items. 

One additional item was included to inquire about the parent’s experience working with the district, and 

stated “I am pleased with the way my district helped me obtain SES tutoring for my child.”  

Each of the eleven items was rated on a five-point Likert scale ranging from “Strongly Disagree” to 

Strongly Agree”, and parents were given the option of responding “Don’t Know” to any individual item. 

Three items were reverse-coded (stated in the negative) to ensure that parents were carefully reading 

and appropriately scoring each question (resulting scores were then reversed for data analysis whereby 

a 1 was coded as a 5, a 2 as a 4, a 4 as a 2, and a 5 as a 1). This technique enables examination of the 

amount of variability present in respondents’ answers, allowing identification and elimination of 

participants who were not completing the survey carefully. 

Table 4. Parent Satisfaction Survey Items. 

Indicate the degree to which you Agree or Disagree with each of the following statements: 

1 SES tutoring services began promptly once my child was signed up for tutoring. 

2 The SES provider gives me timely feedback about my child’s progress. 

3 The feedback the SES provider gives me is difficult to understand. 

4 The SES provider answers my questions to my satisfaction. 

5 The SES tutoring lessons were of poor quality. 

6 The tutors were knowledgeable about the subject area. 

7 My child thought the tutoring was a good experience. 
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Indicate the degree to which you Agree or Disagree with each of the following statements: 

8 I am pleased with the way the SES provider served my child. 

9 The SES tutoring my child received improved his/her attitudes towards school/learning. 

10 I do not believe the SES tutoring helped my child to do better in school. 

11 I would recommend my child’s SES provider to other parents. 

Survey Administration 

District and Campus Satisfaction Surveys. SIRC’s EZ-SES system was used to identify the population of 

districts and schools providing SES services. A district was identified as providing SES services if they 

were listed in the EZ-SES system as having eligible students and eligible providers associated with them. 

A total of 86 districts and 190 schools met these criteria (a few more than the 69 districts and 171 

schools that fit these criteria in 2008-09). For each of these districts and schools, contact information 

was extracted from the EZ-SES system.  

This contact list was used to form the sample of district and campus staff who would be surveyed. On 

May 7, 2010, an email invitation was sent to each SES contact using Zarca Interactive (Zarca), an online 

survey tool. Each email included an explanation of the purpose of the survey effort, instructions for 

completing one survey per provider, and a hyperlink that was individualized for each school or district. 

When the user clicked on the hyperlink, they were taken to a page that listed the name of each provider 

for whom they were required to complete a survey. Each provider name was hyperlinked to the actual 

survey. Users could complete the surveys in any order, and could stop and save their work at any time to 

continue later. Surveys were requested to be completed by May 21, 2010. 

Across all districts, 1,251 provider surveys were distributed for completion (86 districts were asked to 

complete surveys for anywhere from one to 85 providers). Across all campuses, a total of 6,482 surveys 

were requested (190 campuses were asked to complete surveys for anywhere from one to 85 

providers). Of these requested surveys, 88 percent of district surveys were completed, and 33 percent of 

campus surveys were completed. These completion rates were similar to those obtained in 2008-09 

(91% and 37%, respectively). 

Parent Satisfaction Surveys. To reach a sufficient number of parents across the state, a contact at each 

of the participating districts served as a liaison between the research team and each participating 

campus. Shipments were sent to each district containing instructions for administering the parent 

survey, packets of parent surveys for each participating campus, and a district checklist to be used for 

collecting packets back from schools and returning completed surveys to the research team. Districts 

were instructed to deliver campus packets, ensure the administration of the surveys, collect completed 

surveys from each campus, and return all surveys to the research team along with the completed district 

checklist by June 11, 2010.  

Each campus packet contained instructions to the campus for administering the parent survey, along 

with an appropriate number of copies of the survey instrument, depending upon the number of 
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students served. Parent surveys contained both English and Spanish language options. Campus contacts 

were instructed to disseminate the parent survey to all students participating in SES tutoring at the 

campus. If more students were participating than numbers of surveys included, campus contacts were 

asked to sample a group of participating students who crossed different grade levels, and who attended 

different tutoring providers. Completed parent surveys were to be returned to the campus no later than 

May 21, 2010, and the campus contact was responsible for returning all completed surveys to the 

district contact by May 28, 2010. Six of the 86 districts with eligible students were listed in the EZ-SES 

system as not serving any students by the time of survey administration. Therefore, parent survey 

packets were sent to 184 of the 190 campuses within the 80 surveyed districts. Sixty-three of the 80 

districts (79%) returned survey packets to the research team, containing 2,285 completed parent 

surveys. This response rate on the part of districts was comparable to that obtained in 2008-09 (81%). 

Achievement Analyses 
To examine the relationship between receiving tutoring services and student achievement, it was 

necessary to extract data from multiple sources to create an analysis database. Once the analysis 

database was created, hierarchical linear models with random effects were fit to examine the 

relationship between tutoring and student achievement, using students who were eligible for tutoring 

but did not participate as a comparison group. The following sections describe this approach. 

Data Specifications 

The population of SES eligible students for the 2009-10 school year (including those who were tutored) 

was extracted from Region XIII’s EZ-SES system, along with information on tutoring received (e.g., the 

provider they received tutoring from, the number of hours they were contracted for, the number of 

hours they attended, the date tutoring began, etc.). These data were then sent to the TEA, who 

extracted demographic data fields from the Public Education Information Management System (PEIMS), 

and student TAKS data from the Student Assessment database for each of the students eligible for SES. 

Only reading/ELA and math test results from the first administration of TAKS in 2010 were used as 

outcome measures for this evaluation. 

Because TAKS tests are vertically aligned (i.e., scale scores are comparable from one grade to the next) 

for grades 3 – 8, but not for grades 9 – 11, it was necessary to standardize TAKS scores within grade to 

enable computation of provider effectiveness across the entire range of participating students’ grades. 

Scores were standardized into z-scores thereby placing scores from each grade onto a common scale. 

Overall analyses could then be conducted combining students in all grades from 4 – 11 (grade 3 was not 

included because there was no grade 2 measure of academic achievement available to use as a measure 

of starting skill levels, and Grade 12 was not included because the ”exit-level” TAKS test is given in grade 

11). 

Analytic Sample 

Once all data were extracted, merged and transformed for all SES tutored and SES eligible students, 

important data specifications limited the overall sample, creating a reduced subset of students upon 

which the final analyses were conducted.  
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To limit potential bias in findings, schools that had eligible SES students, but did not have students 

receiving services, were dropped from the sample. This approach helped to ensure that the comparison 

group was limited to students in schools that were successfully engaged by providers. 

The sample was further reduced based on characteristics of the student’s test score data. To remain in 

the final analytic sample, a students’ test score had to be considered a “valid” TAKS score (as 

determined by TEA), and it had to be a score from either the TAKS or the TAKS-Accommodated versions 

of the test (TAKS-Alternate and TAKS-Modified were not included due to substantial differences in these 

versions of the test). 

Prior year TAKS scores were necessary to statistically adjust for a student’s varying levels of academic 

achievement prior to receiving services. Therefore, all grade 3 students (because there is no TAKS test in 

grade 2) and other students who did not have at least one prior year of test score data, were dropped 

from the final analytic sample.  

Additional data requirements further limited the analytic sample specifically for the tutored group of 

students. First, to ensure that the tutoring services occurred prior to the administration of the outcome 

measure (i.e., first administration of the TAKS), all students tutored after April 30, 2010 were removed 

from the sample. Also, of the tutored students, only those who received tutoring hours in reading/ELA 

(as indicated by the number of hours of services received) were included in the reading/ELA analysis, 

and only students who received tutoring hours in math were included in the math analysis. 

In addition, providers that served fewer than 10 students were removed, as effect estimates for small 

samples tend to be unreliable. Thus, the final analytic sample included only: 

 Students on campuses where both students were eligible AND students were served 

 Students who had “valid” TAKS scores 

 Students who took the TAKS or the TAKS-Accommodated versions of the test 

 Students who had at least one prior year’s test score 

 Students in grades 4 through 11 

 Tutored students who received tutoring prior to April 30, 2010 

 Tutored students who received tutoring in reading/ELA (for the reading/ELA analysis) 

 Tutored students who received tutoring in math (for the math analysis) 

 Students who were tutored by a provider who served more than 10 students  

Analytic Methodology 

To examine the relationship between SES services and student achievement, the analysis of outcomes 

were modeled separately for reading/ELA and math. One overall analysis was conducted for each 

subject area, with random effects generated at the provider level. This approach results in one overall 

fixed effect for tutoring in each subject area illustrating the relationship between receiving tutoring 

services and student achievement (averaging across all providers and comparing tutored students to 
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non-tutored, but eligible students), while simultaneously generating estimates of the effect of each 

tutoring provider (i.e., random effect estimates). 

A multilevel cross classified mixed model was used to fit the outcome measures. In this model, student 

scores are nested at two separate, but non-nested, levels. That is, students are classified as belonging to 

a school as well as belonging to a provider. This type of modeling accounts for random variation in 

student outcomes in schools and in providers. Statistical diagnostics showed there to be sufficient 

random variation at both classifications thereby justifying the use of this type of modeling approach.  

Important covariates are also included in the model to statistically adjust for variables known to show 

differences on, or variables known to influence, the outcome of interest. In this way, the analytic model 

attempts to examine the relationship between tutoring and academic achievement above and beyond 

the influence of things like prior achievement, different test versions, etc. The covariates included in the 

final model are listed Table 5. 

Table 5. Covariates Used in Modeling Student Achievement 

Variable Type Variable Details 

Demographics 

Economic status, minority status, limited English proficiency status, special 

education status, career and technical education status, migrant status, at 

risk status, gifted status, and bilingual education status. 

Prior test scores Mathematics TAKS 2008-09, Reading 2008-09  

Test version Accommodated or Regular administration 

Test language English or Spanish 

Note: there were other demographic and discipline data; however, collinearity diagnostics revealed these 

variables to be highly collinear. Leaving highly collinear variables in the model can lead to unstable model 

estimates therefore they were removed.  

The final model for each outcome measure (reading/ELA z-score or math z-score) was as follows:  

ijkkjpijkpijkijk ecbCovCovTxscorez  0000...10 )(_   

Where:  

θ1 represents the overall effect of having received services from a provider, 

θp represent the student level covariate adjustments to mean achievement,  

b00j represents the random effect of provider j (averaged across all schools), 

c00k represents the random effect of school k (averaged across all providers), 

eijk represents the random effect of student i for provider j and school k.  
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Results 

SES Population: Eligible Students, Participants and Non-Participants 
Across all schools, 193,023 students were eligible for SES services in 2009-10. Of these eligible students, 

55,698 participated in SES tutoring (29 percent), while 137,325 did not receive tutoring (non-

participants) through SES. This represented a twofold increase in SES participation compared to the 

2008-09 school year, during which approximately 14 percent of eligible students participated in tutoring.  

The following section provides demographic descriptions of these students, summarizing grade level, 

ethnicity, special populations and programs, absence rates, and TAKS performance data for eligible 

students overall, and for the two subgroups of eligible students: the participants, and the non-

participants. Data on SES eligibility and participation are from Region XIII’s EZ-SES database, while 

demographic and TAKS data were obtained from the TEA’s PEIMS system and historical TAKS files. In 

each of these areas, necessary student-level data were sometimes missing (e.g., some students were 

missing ethnicity data, other students were missing grade-level data, some students were missing TAKS 

data, etc.). Thus the total number of students for whom results can be provided fluctuates depending on 

the area being reported. For this reason, total sample sizes are provided separately for each area to 

provide clarity.  

Grade Level 

Across all eligible SES students (for whom grade-level data were available), most were in high school 

grades (79 percent), while substantially fewer were in middle school grades (27 percent). Similar 

percentages of students who participated and students who did not were in each grade; with the 

exceptions of a slightly higher percentage of SES participants in sixth grade and a lower percentage of 

students in twelfth grade (See Table 6). Compared to the 2008-09 school year, there were fewer 

differences in distributions across grades when comparing 2009-10 SES participants and non-

participants. 

Table6. Percentages of SES Students by Grade 

Grade Level 
Eligible Students 

 (N=179,475) 

Eligible Students Who 

Participated (N=54,551) 

Eligible Students Who Did 

Not Participate 

(N=124,924) 

Grade 5 and Below 0.8% 0.4% 1.0% 

Grade 6 7.3% 8.6% 6.7% 

Grade 7 9.4% 10.1% 9.0% 

Grade 8 9.4% 9.9% 9.1% 

Grade 9 23.9% 23.2% 24.2% 

Grade 10 17.2% 17.8% 16.9% 

Grade 11 16.4% 16.4% 16.4% 
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Grade Level 
Eligible Students 

 (N=179,475) 

Eligible Students Who 

Participated (N=54,551) 

Eligible Students Who Did 

Not Participate 

(N=124,924) 

Grade 12 15.6% 13.6% 16.6% 

Total 100% 100% 100% 

Race and/or Ethnicity 

Most students who were eligible for SES were Hispanic (74.5 percent) and/or African American (20.3 

percent); relatively few were White (3.8 percent) or in another category (Asian, Native American, or 

from two or more racial/ethnic groups) (see Figure 1). There were slight differences between those who 

participated in SES services and those who did not: compared to non-participants, a lower percentage of 

SES participants were Hispanic or White, and a higher percentage of SES participants were African 

American. Compared to the 2008-09 school year, lower percentages of African American and higher 

percentages of Hispanic students participated in SES tutoring in the 2009-10 school year. 



18 | P a g e  
 

Figure 1. Ethnicity of SES Students  
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Special Populations and Programs 

Table 7 reports the percentages of students categorized in special populations and participating in 

specialized programs. Over 90 percent of all eligible students were economically disadvantaged. Just 

under one fifth of students (approximately 17 percent) were categorized as Limited English Participant 

(LEP); a slightly higher percentage of students participated in English as a Second Language (ESL) 

programs (nearly 18 percent), and few students participated in bilingual education programs (just under 

3 percent). About 12 percent of students who were eligible for SES programs were in the special 

education program, eight percent were in gifted education programs, and over half (about 57 percent) 

were in vocational education programs. This demographic profile of participating and non-participating 

students was comparable to results reported for the 2008-09 school year. 
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Table 7. Percentages of Students in Special Populations and Programs 

 

Eligible Students 

(N=179,475) 

Eligible Students 

Who Participated 

(N=54,551) 

Eligible Students 

Who Did Not 

Participate 

(N=124,924) 

Bilingual Program Participant 2.4% 1.0% 2.9% 

Economically Disadvantaged 90.5% 95.0% 88.6% 

English as a Second Language 17.9% 19.2% 17.3% 

Gifted Education Program Participant 7.5%* 6.7%* 7.8%* 

Limited English Proficient 17.0% 19.5% 16.0% 

Migrant Family 2.5%* 2.0%* 2.7%* 

Special Education Program Participant 12.3%* 12.9%* 12.0%* 

Vocational Education Program 

Participant 
56.6% 55.9% 57.0% 

Note: Table reports percentage of students who fall into specified category; for example, 89.1 percent of students 

eligible for SES services are categorized as economically disadvantaged. Students may be classified under multiple 

categories, thus percentages do not sum to 100. 

*The total N (denominator) used to calculate percentages for some categories was slightly lower (N=175,792 for all 

eligible students; N=54,049 for participants; N=121,743 for non-participants) due to a greater number of missing 

data for those variables. 

Comparable percentages of students who participated in SES services and students who did not were in 

each of the special population categories, though there were some slight differences between the two 

groups. Compared to students who did not participate, students receiving tutoring through SES were 

more likely to be economically disadvantaged, be categorized as LEP, and participate in ESL and/or 

special education programs. Slightly lower percentages of SES students were from current or former 

migrant families, participated in vocational, bilingual, and gifted education programs. Compared to the 

2008-09 school year, 2009-10 SES participants and non-participants were more similar in their 

demographic and program participation characteristics. 

TAKS Performance 

When reporting TAKS scores descriptively for all eligible SES students and for participants, it is important 

to remember that the descriptions presented here serve to paint a picture of the population of SES 

students, and should not be used to make inferences about whether or not provider services had an 

impact. Sophisticated statistical analyses presented later in this report explore the relationship between 

participation in SES services and outcomes on 2009-10 TAKS tests to determine whether SES was 

effective.  
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For each of the descriptive sections presented below, only students who received tutoring in each 

subject area were included in the descriptive statistics for that subject area (in other words, only 

students receiving reading/ELA tutoring are included in the average scores presented for reading/ELA 

TAKS, and only students receiving math tutoring are included in the average scores presented for math 

TAKS). Students who only received tutoring in science were not included in the descriptive reports 

below. 

Figures 3 and 4 display reading/ELA and Math TAKS scores for the 2009-10 school year for both SES 

participants and eligible students who did not participate in SES tutoring. Because 2009-10 TAKS scores 

in grades 3 – 8 are on one common scale, and grades 9 – 11 are on a different scale, mean scores are 

shown separately for the two grade groups (Figure 3 shows scores for grades 3 – 8, Figure 4 shows 

scores for grades 9 – 11). Program participants scored lower than non-participants, on average, in both 

reading/ELA and math in both grade groups.  

Figure 3. TAKS Scores Reading/ELA and Math, Grades 3 – 8 

 

  

706.74 691.79 
730.97 708.39 

0

100

200

300

400

500

600

700

800

900

Reading/ELA Math

Eligible - Participants Eligible - Non-Participants



22 | P a g e  
 

Figure 4. TAKS Scores Reading/ELA and Math, Grades 9 - 11 

 

It is important to remember when viewing descriptive TAKS data that all economically disadvantaged 

students attending a failing school are eligible to participate in SES, regardless of their individual 

performance. Thus, the lower TAKS performance of the participant group across both subject areas, and 

in both grade groups, may be reflecting a focus of communication and enrollment processes on the 

lower performing students out of the eligible group on these campuses. In other words, lower 

performing students in the eligible student group may participate in SES at higher rates than higher 

performing students in the eligible student group. 

SES Tutoring: Enrollment and Attendance  

Statewide Participation 

Of the 55,698 students tutored across the state through SES during the 2009-10 school year, 

approximately 36.6 percent (20,406) received tutoring in math only, 32 percent (17,741) received 

tutoring in reading/ELA only, and 32 percent (17,551) received tutoring in both math and reading/ELA. It 

was most common for tutoring to begin in the fall semester or in January of 2010, with approximately 

15 percent of students beginning tutoring in October and November 2009 and 16 percent beginning in 

January (See Figure 5). Students began SES tutoring earlier in the 2009-10 school year compared to the 

2008-09 school year, during which the highest percentages of students began in the spring2.  

                                                           
2
 Only students who began tutoring prior to April 30, 2010 were included in analysis of provider impacts  
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Figure 5. Tutoring start date

 

Students attended an average of 21.7 hours of tutoring in reading/ELA and 29.1 hours of math tutoring. 

These hours were distributed across an average of 109.2 days for reading/ELA and across an average of 

101.4 days for math.  

SES Providers 

A total of 139 of the 165 eligible providers served students during the 2009-10 school year; 126 

providers served students in both reading/ELA and math and 13 providers served students in math only. 

Tutoring in science or social studies was not analyzed as part of this study.  

The number of students served by each SES provider ranged widely, from one student to 13,457 

students. The five providers serving the most students were Tutors with Computers (13,457), Babbage 

Net School, Inc. (8,074), Group Excellence, Ltd. (6,387), A+ Learning Academy Inc. (3,745) and 

Confidence (Confidence Music Outreach) (1,950). 

While the average number of tutoring hours in reading/ELA and math were 21.7 and 29.1, respectively, 

these averages ranged widely across the various providers. In reading/ELA, average hours attended by 

students ranged from 1 to 69.2 and from 2 to 84.6 in math.  

The five providers with the highest average number of tutoring hours in reading/ELA were Academic 

Realities (69.2 hours), Center of Academic Preparation to Higher Education (53 hours), Anthropologi 

(49.3 hours), Jair Learning, LLC (48.2 hours), and Aaron’s Learning Center (44 hours). The five providers 

with the highest average number of tutoring hours in math were Rodney H. Johnson (84.6 hours), Jet 

Learning Laboratory, Inc. (64.7 hours), Global Tutors (59.5 hours), Knowledge-First Empowerment 

Center (58.7 hours) and Reasoning Mind (58 hours). 

Detailed information about each of the 81 providers is displayed in Table 12, including the total number 

of students served, the average number of contract hours per student served, and the average number 
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of tutoring hours provided to students in both reading/ELA and math. Due to confidentiality restrictions, 

data are not included for those providers that served fewer than 10 students.  

 Table 12. Average Contract Hours, Tutoring Hours, and Students per SES Provider 

Provider 
Total 

Number of 
Students 

Average 
Contract 

Hours per 
Student 

Average Tutoring Hours 
Per Student 

Reading Math 

1 to 1 Tutor 1,562 48.2 18.8 29.4 

100 Scholars 1,637 41.3 15 37.6 

4.0 Home Tutors, Inc 46 40.1 13.3 21 

A Better Grade Tutoring, LLC 18 36.5 13 17.4 

A Plus In-Home Tutoring, LLC * * * * 

A Plus Tutoring Center 104 72.8 43.9 38.3 

A+ Learning Academy Inc. 3,745 54.9 29.2 29.5 

A+ Learning Solutions 18 31.7 14.5 24.2 

A+ Markem, Inc. 144 30.9 13 23.7 

Aaron's Learning Center 176 55.5 44 41.7 

ABC Educate Me, LLC 491 34.3 10.9 34.3 

Academic Advantage, The 20 59.2 24.9 24.5 

Academic Excellence Program 146 70.3 22.4 32.7 

Academic Realities 18 78.9 69.2 18 

Academic Xcellence 32 47.0 31.5 27 

Ace it! Tutoring Powered by Sylvan of Waco * * * * 

ACE TEST PREP * * * * 

ACE Tutoring Services, Inc. 187 36.3 13.7 14.1 

ACES Tutoring * * * * 

Achievia Tutoring * * * * 

Advance Professional Consultants 188 43.9 9.6 16 

Adventures in Learning K-12 * * * * 

Ahead of the Class Educational Services 83 61.8 20.2 11.7 
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Provider 
Total 

Number of 
Students 

Average 
Contract 

Hours per 
Student 

Average Tutoring Hours 
Per Student 

Reading Math 

Allegiance Learning Solutions 284 35.7 5.6 32.9 

Alpha Academic Services, Inc. 37 26.7 17.1 19.6 

Alpha Math Station * * * * 

Alternatives Unlimited, Inc. 1,110 63.4 29.4 30.9 

Amarillo Independent School District * * * * 

Anthropologi 149 65.9 49.3 49.7 

Applied Scholastic International 30 39.4 30.6 26.8 

Athena Educational Institute 75 52.2 19.6 19.5 

Austin Independent School District 27 54.0 26.8 25.1 

Austin Sylvan, LLC * * * * 

B.R.U. Inc - Youth Academy 99 55.2 30.3 25.7 

Babbage Net School, Inc. 8,074 58.3 22.5 23.1 

Beacon Hill Preparatory Institute * * * * 

BlazinBrook Management 380 45.9 23.3 52.9 

Brilliance Academy of Math and English 17 . 14.1 25.4 

C2 Education * * * * 

Capitol Education Support 27 60.2 25.6 23.6 

Center of Academic Prep. to Higher Ed. * * * * 

Choices Learning Center 40 40.0 11.4 22.4 

Click2Tutor 671 55.3 18.8 29.4 

Club Z! In-Home Tutoring Services, Inc. 394 43.3 14.8 20.8 

College Tutors * * * * 

Community College Foundation, The 21 49.5 14.6 12.7 

Confidence (Confidence Music Outreach) 1,950 66.0 21.5 45.2 

Cool Kids Learn, Inc. 157 39.8 27.3 20.8 
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Provider 
Total 

Number of 
Students 

Average 
Contract 

Hours per 
Student 

Average Tutoring Hours 
Per Student 

Reading Math 

Cranium Maximus 139 59.5 
 

56 

Cyber Tech Tutoring, Inc. * * * * 

Da Vinci Learning Center * * * * 

Diverse Learning, Inc. 370 63.8 38.2 57.8 

Dynamic Enterprises 326 47.1 22 21.2 

Educate Online 900 32.1 24 28.3 

Educational Enterprises 50 49.5 11.1 13.8 

Educational Tutorial Services * * * * 

Educator Resources 257 32.6 21.2 27.6 

Elite Academic Solutions 336 40.5 11.5 25.2 

Empowerment Learning Services 175 37.1 20.6 23.9 

FELC Tutors 10 . 15.8 20.6 

Focus First Tutoring 62 56.0 
 

55.3 

Fostering Stars Learning & Resource Center 151 36.0 24.4 31.1 

Genesis 8 Inc. * * * * 

Gideon Foundation Math & Reading Center * * * * 

Global Tutors * * * * 

Grade Results, Inc. 173 43.8 5.9 7.3 

Group Excellence, Ltd. 6,387 31.9 22.5 29.9 

House of Tutors, Learning Centers, USA Inc * * * * 

iLEARNED Online * * * * 

Imagine Learning 11 52.0 25.1 33 

J.S.U.D Mental Arithmetic * * * * 

Jair Learning, LLC 30 60.0 48.2 30 

Jet Learning Laboratory, Inc. 493 72.8 20.3 64.7 
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Provider 
Total 

Number of 
Students 

Average 
Contract 

Hours per 
Student 

Average Tutoring Hours 
Per Student 

Reading Math 

Kaleo Enterprises * * * * 

Kingdom of Learning 11 95.7 36.3 35.6 

Knowledge-First Empowerment Center 14 74.1 1.4 58.7 

Laureate Learning Center 15 45.0 21.7 30.9 

Leaps and Bounds Tutorial Center 219 52.4 10.3 20.1 

Learn It Systems 508 36.1 21 32.8 

Little Genius Private Learning 99 38.4 24.3 23.4 

Logos2400 29 50.3 3.4 24.9 

Man In the Mirror 41 57.5 27.2 31.3 

Margaret-Ann Brandy Tookes * * * * 

Mathnasium of Austin * * * * 

Mathnasium of SW Fort Worth 119 42.7 1 29.4 

Mentorscope 341 57.4 15.6 38.8 

Mindful Learning, LLC 48 41.9 18.8 17.5 

Mobile Collegiate Tutorial Service 53 63.5 22.4 35.9 

Motivating Minds 533 48.4 15.1 26.1 

Multicultural Literacy Center 86 75.9 8 22.6 

Next Level Learning 80 39.8 19.5 22.7 

One On One Learning 217 37.8 17.7 20.2 

OPOK I, Inc.  28 29.6 15.3 27.8 

Orion's Mind 592 40.2 17.4 17.9 

Phenomenal Academic Student Success 114 18.6 8 7.6 

Planettutor 17 45.2 16.6 25.4 

Polk Institute of Excellence 334 58.0 18.1 22.3 

Porter-In Home Instruction * * * * 
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Provider 
Total 

Number of 
Students 

Average 
Contract 

Hours per 
Student 

Average Tutoring Hours 
Per Student 

Reading Math 

POWERMath * * * * 

Promise Tutorial 128 47.9 23.5 23.3 

Read and Succeed, LLC 706 35.3 27 26.5 

Read, Write, & Create, Inc. 115 36.7 14.7 17.1 

Reasoning Mind * * * * 

Ripple Effects, Inc. * * * * 

Rocket Learning 1360 38.8 28 27.5 

Rockhaven Learning Center 39 43.3 14.2 27.7 

Rodney H. Johnson * * * * 

Sehah Youth & Fitness Center 52 57.1 32.5 28 

SES Texas Tutors, Inc. 364 33.6 16 20 

STREaM Academy * * * * 

Supplemental Education Services of Texas  17 46.7 11.2 16.7 

Sylvan Learning Center - Bastrop 32 27.7 17.2 26.1 

Sylvan Learning Center - Corpus Christi 51 53.5 16.3 17.3 

Sylvan Learning Center - Houston and SE 87 70.2 21.7 23.9 

Sylvan Learning Center - Laredo 27 62.2 27 25.7 

Sylvan Learning Center - North Dallas 10 65.4 21.3 14.1 

Sylvan Learning Center - San Antonio 80 48.1 26 23.8 

Sylvan Learning Center - Tyler 37 49.5 22.1 36.2 

Sylvan Learning Center (McAllen) 502 56.7 30.5 29.2 

Sylvan Learning Center of Mesquite 18 58.8 26.5 33.9 

Target Excellence Program, The 28 37.1 20 32.8 

Texas Tutor Professionals 27 56.4 14.8 24.6 

The Achievement Academy, LLC 28 78.0 19.2 46.3 



29 | P a g e  
 

Provider 
Total 

Number of 
Students 

Average 
Contract 

Hours per 
Student 

Average Tutoring Hours 
Per Student 

Reading Math 

The Assoc. for the People and the Comm. 353 83.0 12.8 37.8 

The COMEDI 177 22.2 8.4 15.7 

The Homework Mastery Center 47 71.5 27 33.1 

The SENOJ Group 31 59.3 6.6 46.1 

THIRST Teacher Training, LLC 41 31.2 9.7 25.6 

Tower Education 45 50.9 
 

47.7 

TREE4S Tutoring Service 173 76.5 18.8 36 

TUTORCO, LLC * * * * 

Tutoring Club of League City (west) * * * * 

Tutors with Computers 13,457 30.0 19.2 24.6 

Wichita Falls ISD * * * * 

Wonder-Space Education and Tech. Center 80 38.3 16.5 20 

Wonder-Space Mobile 1,581 33.0 15.7 22.7 

WREM Literacy Group, Inc. 19 58.4 33.3 51.6 

X-CEL Operating Foundation * * * * 

Yancy Life Transition Center 334 65.9 18.8 28 

*Served fewer than 10 students. 

Survey Results: Reports of Provider Satisfaction 
The following three sections summarize the results of the satisfaction surveys provided to district staff, 

campus staff, and parents. Each section describes the average results across all providers, and then 

displays individual level results for each provider with a sufficient number of survey responses to enable 

calculation of results. Within Part I of this report, no attempt is made to draw comparisons across results 

areas within a given provider; rather Part II of this report, the provider level scorecards, presents all 

relevant data for a given provider summarized in one place.  

District Reports 

A total of 1,251 surveys were sent to 86 districts that had entered student tutoring data in the EZ-SES 

system as of April 2010 (any one district received between one and 85 surveys, depending upon the 

providers that were actively approved to serve students through SES in their district). Across these 86 

districts, 1,057 district surveys were completed and submitted (85%), most frequently by an SES 
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program manager (41%)3. Directors/Coordinators of Federal Programs were identified as the respondent 

20 percent of time. Very few Superintendents, Deputy/Associate/Assistant Superintendents, or 

Directors of Title I programs completed surveys. Twenty-nine percent of respondents indicated that 

their position was not listed in the response options provided, and indicated various ‘other’ roles such as 

clerk, administrator, school improvement, principal, etc. 

Of the 1,057 completed district surveys, 513 (49%) indicated that the provider in question did not serve 

students in the district during the 2009-10 school year. The single most common reason provided for 

why students were not served by a given provider was that no parents selected the provider (69%). 

Other somewhat reasons cited for why the provider did not serve students included that not enough 

students enrolled to meet the provider’s minimum requirements (7%), or that the provider did not 

respond to campus requests (4%). Fourteen percent indicated they did not know why the provider did 

not serve students in their district. 

Seventeen surveys (1.6%) indicated that the respondent was employed by the provider. However, these 

responses were not excluded from the sample because analyses revealed that their responses did not 

differ in any systematic way from district staff not employed by providers. The following results 

presented are based on the 544 completed surveys that indicated students had been served. 

The nine questions posed to district staff about the quality and perceived effectiveness of providers 

were designed to measure the underlying construct of satisfaction with provider services. A statistical 

test of the extent to which these nine items successfully correlated with each other demonstrated a high 

degree of internal reliability (Chronbach’s alpha = .977). Based on this analysis, the nine items were 

averaged to form a mean satisfaction score. Across all SES providers, mean satisfaction ranged from 1.0 

to 5.0, with an overall mean of 3.70 and a standard deviation of .88. This overall mean represents 

general satisfaction on the part of district staff, on average, and is comparable to the overall mean 

reported in 2008-09 of 3.83. 

These mean scores were then used as the basis for determining the extent to which district staff were 

satisfied with each provider. In collaboration with Region XIII staff, it was decided that any satisfaction 

mean score above 3.0 (neither satisfied nor dissatisfied on the rating scale) should be considered better 

than neutral, and thus, satisfied. For any given provider, if at least 75 percent of responding districts’ 

mean satisfaction scores were above 3.0, that provider met standards. If 90 percent of responding 

districts scored above 3.0, that provider was above standards. Any provider with fewer than 75 percent 

of districts scoring 3.0 or higher were rated as below standard.  

For each of the 165 providers rated, the number of completed district survey responses ranged from 

zero to 40. Some of the completed surveys did not contribute to an overall satisfaction score because 

respondents indicated “don’t know” for each of the nine satisfaction items. Of 165, 48 (29%) received no 

district ratings. An additional 89 providers (54%) received between one and five useable completed 

surveys. The remaining 28 providers received six or more completed surveys.  

                                                           
3
 This response rate was a bit lower than the 91% obtained in 2008-09, but both are high. 
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Given the instability of statistical estimates for small samples, survey results are generally only reported 

when responses number six or greater. However, in an effort to report on satisfaction for a larger 

percentage of providers in the state, this cutoff was revisited. First, all providers that received six or 

more completed surveys were automatically included in the reporting sample. Next, for any provider 

that received between 3 and 5 completed surveys, the total number of districts that the provider was 

eligible to work with was counted. For these providers, if the total number of surveys received (i.e., 

between 3 and 5) represented 40% or more of the total number of districts that the provider was 

eligible to work with, satisfaction scores are reported. Using this approach, satisfaction scores could be 

reported for an additional 15 providers, for a total of 43 providers receiving district satisfaction ratings. 

Table 13 displays a frequency distribution illustrating the number of providers that received different 

numbers of district responses.  

Table 13. Number of Providers with Sufficient Number of Completed District Surveys 

Number of Completed Surveys Number of Providers Sufficient for Scoring? 

None 48 No 

Between 1 and 5 89 
Only if > 3 surveys received and 

response rate >40% 

Between 6 and 10 17 Yes 

Between 11 and 15 4 Yes 

Between 16 and 20 4 Yes 

More than 20 3 Yes 

For each of the 43 providers that had a sufficient number of ratings to score on the satisfaction 

component, overall satisfaction scores were computed for each district. Then, the percentage of districts 

whose satisfaction was greater than 3.0 was computed for each provider to determine if the provider 

was performing above, at or below standard on the district satisfaction metric. Eight (18.6%) providers 

scored below standard, with fewer than 75 percent of responding districts being satisfied with their 

services. Fifteen (34.8%) providers met standard, with between 75 and 90 percent of responding 

districts being satisfied with their services. Almost half of the providers (46.5%) scored above standard, 

with greater than 90 percent of responding districts being satisfied with services. These results are more 

positive than those reported in 2008-09, where only 18% of providers scored above standard based on 

district reports. Table 14 displays the names of each of the scored providers along with their satisfaction 

score on the District Satisfaction measure.  
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Table 14. Percentage of District Satisfaction Scores Greater than 3.0. 

Provider Name 

Total Number of 

Districts Rating 

Provider 

Percentage of 

Responding Districts 

Reporting Satisfaction  

Overall 

Satisfaction Score 

Empowerment Learning Services  6 66.7% Below Standard 

Grade Results, Inc. 6 66.7% Below Standard 

Learn It Systems 6 66.7% Below Standard 

Polk Institute of Excellence 5 60.0% Below Standard 

Read and Succeed, LLC 8 62.5% Below Standard 

Rockhaven Learning Center 3 66.7% Below Standard 

TREE4S Tutoring Service 40 57.5% Below Standard 

Tutors On Call 18 72.2% Below Standard 

1 to 1 Tutor 38 81.6% Met Standard 

A+ Learning Academy Inc. 8 87.5% Met Standard 

A+ Markem, Inc. 9 88.9% Met Standard 

Advance Professional Consultants 5 80.0% Met Standard 

Allegiance Learning Solutions 12 83.3% Met Standard 

Babbage Net School, Inc. 37 81.1% Met Standard 

BlazinBrook Management 6 83.3% Met Standard 

Click2Tutor 16 75.0% Met Standard 

Confidence (Confidence Music 

Outreach) 
6 83.3% Met Standard 

Diverse Learning, Inc. 4 75.0% Met Standard 

Educate Online 6 83.3% Met Standard 

Group Excellence, Ltd. 11 81.8% Met Standard 

Rocket Learning 5 80.0% Met Standard 

Sylvan Learning Center - San 

Antonio 
8 87.5% Met Standard 

Target Excellence Program, The 4 75.0% Met Standard 

100 Scholars 20 95.0% Above Standard 

4.0 Home Tutors, Inc 6 100.0% Above Standard 
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Provider Name 

Total Number of 

Districts Rating 

Provider 

Percentage of 

Responding Districts 

Reporting Satisfaction  

Overall 

Satisfaction Score 

A Better Grade Tutoring, LLC 6 100.0% Above Standard 

Academic Advantage, The 3 100.0% Above Standard 

ACE Tutoring Services, Inc. 16 93.8% Above Standard 

Alpha Academic Services, Inc. 4 100.0% Above Standard 

Alternatives Unlimited, Inc. 9 100.0% Above Standard 

Elite Academic Solutions 10 90.0% Above Standard 

Helping Hands "Specialized" 

Tutoring 
3 100.0% Above Standard 

Leaps and Bounds Tutorial Center 4 100.0% Above Standard 

Little Genius Private Learning 4 100.0% Above Standard 

Mathnasium of SW Fort Worth 6 100.0% Above Standard 

Mobile Collegiate Tutorial Service 3 100.0% Above Standard 

Motivating Minds 10 100.0% Above Standard 

One On One Learning 13 92.3% Above Standard 

Phenomenal Academic Student 

Success 
3 100.0% Above Standard 

Read, Write, & Create, Inc. 12 100.0% Above Standard 

Supplemental Education Services 

of Texas (SES-TX) 
3 100.0% Above Standard 

Sylvan Learning Center - Laredo 10 100.0% Above Standard 

Sylvan Learning Center - McAllen 3 100.0% Above Standard 

All other providers Insufficient responses for reporting 

Campus Reports 

A total of 6,482 surveys were sent to 190 campuses that had entered student tutoring data in the EZ-SES 

system as of April 2010 (any one campus received between one and 85 surveys, depending upon the 

providers that were actively approved to serve students through SES at that time). Across these 190 

campuses, 2,124 campus surveys were completed and submitted (33%)4, most frequently by a Principal 

(36%), Assistant Principal (36%) or the campuses SES Coordinator (24%). The remaining surveys were 

completed by clerks, administrative assistants or someone in another, unspecified position.  

                                                           
4
 Again, this response rate was comparable to the one obtained in 2008-09 (37%), though a bit lower 
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Of the 2,124 completed campus surveys, 224 (10.5%) indicated that the provider being rated was not 

eligible to serve students on their campus during the 2009-10 school year, and an additional 1,138 

(53.6%) indicated that no students were served by that provider during the 2000-10 school year. 

Campus surveys confirmed reports by districts that the single most common reason why a provider did 

not serve students on a campus is because parents did not select that provider (62%). None of the other 

reasons provided (e.g., the student or parent failed to follow through, the SES provider refused to serve 

the campus, the SES provider did not respond to campus requests, etc.) were indicated more than 2 

percent of the time, though 34 percent of surveys indicated that the respondent did not know why 

students were not being served by that provider. 

Nineteen surveys indicated that the respondent was employed by the provider, but because their 

responses did not differ in a systematic way, their responses were included in the analytic sample. Thus, 

all of the following results are based on the 762 completed campus surveys that indicated students had 

been served. 

Similar to the district-level analysis, responses to the nine questions measuring satisfaction were 

analyzed to confirm that they were measuring one underlying construct, and the test confirmed a high 

degree of internal reliability (Chronbach’s alpha = .981). Thus, the nine items were averaged to form a 

mean satisfaction score. Across all SES providers, mean satisfaction ranged from 1 to 5, with an overall 

mean of 3.44 and a standard deviation of .96. While this result indicates a general sense of satisfaction 

with SES providers on the part of campus staff, it is just over a neutral score and is a full half-point lower 

on the response scale than the average satisfaction score at the district level. This satisfaction score 

among campus responders is similar to results reported in 2008-09, where the mean among campus 

respondents was 3.32, also lower than district reports in that year. 

The same scoring rubric was applied to campus satisfaction scores, with a mean of 3.0 or higher 

indicating satisfaction. A rating of below standard was applied if fewer than 75 percent of responding 

districts achieved a mean satisfaction score of 3.0 or higher; if between 75 and 90 percent of responding 

districts achieved a mean satisfaction score of 3.0 or higher a rating of meets standard was applied, and 

an above standard rating was applied if greater than 90 percent of responding districts achieved a mean 

satisfaction score of 3.0 or higher. 

For each of the 165 providers rated, the number of completed campus survey responses ranged from 

zero to 59. Some of these completed surveys did not contribute to an overall satisfaction score because 

respondents indicated “don’t know” for each of the nine satisfaction items. Of the 165 providers, 63 

(38%) received no campus surveys at all. An additional 65 providers (39%) received between one and 

five useable completed surveys. The remaining 37 providers (22%) received six or more completed 

surveys.  

As with district satisfaction scores, in an effort to report on satisfaction for a larger percentage of 

providers across the state, providers that received between 3 and 5 completed surveys were further 

examined by total response rate. If the total number of surveys received reflected more than 40% of the 

total number of districts that provider was eligible to work with, then satisfaction scores are reported, in 



35 | P a g e  
 

addition to those providers receiving six or more survey responses. Using this approach, satisfaction 

scores could be reported for a total of 41 providers receiving district satisfaction ratings. 

Table 15 displays a frequency distribution illustrating the number of providers that received different 

numbers of campus responses.  

Table 15. Number of Providers with Sufficient Number of Completed Campus Surveys 

Number of Completed Surveys Number of Providers Sufficient for Scoring? 

None 63 No 

Between 1 and 5 65 
Only if > 3 surveys received 

and response rate >40% 

Between 6 and 10 20 Yes 

Between 11 and 15 6 Yes 

Between 16 and 20 5 Yes 

More than 20 6 Yes 

Again, for each of the 41 providers that received a sufficient number of surveys to be scored on the 

satisfaction component, overall satisfaction scores were computed for each campus, and the percentage 

of campuses whose satisfaction was greater than 3.0 was calculated for each provider. Fourteen 

providers scored below standard (34.1%), with fewer than 75 percent of responding campuses being 

satisfied with their services. Fifteen providers met standard (36.6%), with between 75 and 90 percent of 

responding campuses being satisfied with their services. Twelve providers scored above standard 

(29.3%), with greater than 90 percent of responding campuses being satisfied with services. Compared 

to district reports, campus reports of satisfaction were lower, with a lower overall mean satisfaction 

score, and a greater proportion of providers rated Below Standard (34% compared to 19%) and smaller 

proportion of providers rated Above Standard (29% compared to 47%). However, these results are 

improved from 2008-09, where only 9% of providers scored Above Standard based on campus reports. 

Table 16 displays the names of each of the scored provider along with their rating on Campus 

Satisfaction. 

Table 16. Percentage of Campus Satisfaction Scores Greater than 3.0 

Provider Name 

Total Number of 

Campuses Rating 

Provider 

Percentage of 

Responding Campuses 

Reporting Satisfaction  

Overall 

Satisfaction Score 

1 to 1 Tutor 43 74.4% Below Standard 

100 Scholars 26 73.1% Below Standard 

Academic Excellence Program 7 71.4% Below Standard 

Click2Tutor 19 63.2% Below Standard 



36 | P a g e  
 

Provider Name 

Total Number of 

Campuses Rating 

Provider 

Percentage of 

Responding Campuses 

Reporting Satisfaction  

Overall 

Satisfaction Score 

Confidence (Confidence Music 

Outreach) 
15 73.3% Below Standard 

Educate Online 18 72.2% Below Standard 

Elite Academic Solutions 11 72.7% Below Standard 

Learn It Systems 10 70.0% Below Standard 

Man In the Mirror 6 50.0% Below Standard 

Read and Succeed, LLC 12 66.7% Below Standard 

SES Texas Tutors, Inc. 6 66.7% Below Standard 

Sylvan Learning Center - Houston 

and Southeast Tex 
3 66.7% Below Standard 

TREE4S Tutoring Service 50 66.0% Below Standard 

Tutors On Call 23 56.5% Below Standard 

A Plus Tutoring Center 4 75.0% Met Standard 

A+ Learning Academy Inc. 20 75.0% Met Standard 

Babbage Net School, Inc. 59 79.7% Met Standard 

BlazinBrook Management 11 81.8% Met Standard 

Dynamic Enterprises 8 75.0% Met Standard 

Educator Resources 6 83.3% Met Standard 

Group Excellence, Ltd. 36 86.1% Met Standard 

Mathnasium of SW Fort Worth 7 85.7% Met Standard 

One On One Learning 16 81.3% Met Standard 

Orion's Mind 9 77.8% Met Standard 

Polk Institute of Excellence 6 83.3% Met Standard 

Read, Write, & Create, Inc. 10 80.0% Met Standard 

Rocket Learning 13 76.9% Met Standard 

Sylvan Learning Center - San 

Antonio 
7 85.7% Met Standard 

Syntelesys, Inc. 6 83.3% Met Standard 
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Provider Name 

Total Number of 

Campuses Rating 

Provider 

Percentage of 

Responding Campuses 

Reporting Satisfaction  

Overall 

Satisfaction Score 

A+ Markem, Inc. 8 100.0% Above Standard 

ACE Tutoring Services, Inc. 16 93.8% Above Standard 

Allegiance Learning Solutions 12 91.7% Above Standard 

Alternatives Unlimited, Inc. 10 90.0% Above Standard 

Fostering Stars Learning & 

Resource Center, Inc. 
9 100.0% Above Standard 

Jet Learning Laboratory, Inc. 10 90.0% Above Standard 

Leaps and Bounds Tutorial Center 6 100.0% Above Standard 

Mentorscope 7 100.0% Above Standard 

Motivating Minds 10 100.0% Above Standard 

Supplemental Education Services 

of Texas (SES-TX) 
3 100.0% Above Standard 

Sylvan Learning Center - McAllen  10 90.0% Above Standard 

Sylvan Learning Center - Laredo  5 100.0% Above Standard 

All other providers Insufficient responses for reporting 

Parent Reports 

Parent surveys were sent to each of 184 of the campuses that had student tutoring data in the EZ-SES 

system as of April 2010. It is not possible to determine how many of the 9,580 surveys made it into the 

hands of parents, as surveys were disseminated from districts through campuses to parents. A total of 

2,285 parent surveys were completed and returned to the research team (79 percent in English and 21 

percent in Spanish). Thus, if all 9,580 surveys made it to parents, this resulting sample represents a 24 

percent response rate (compared to 20% in 2008-09). It is important to note that the actual response 

rate is likely quite higher, as it is unlikely that all 9,580 surveys were actually delivered to parents.  

Of the 2,285 completed and returned surveys, 63 had either all questions, or all but one question, 

answered as “don’t know” or were left blank, and thus were eliminated from the analyses. An additional 

120 surveys exhibited no variance across all of the eleven satisfaction items, despite the reverse-coding 

of three questions, and thus were eliminated from analyses. Thus, all analyses on parent satisfaction 

with SES providers are based on the 2,102 completed surveys that exhibited appropriate variability in 

responses. 
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More than half of responding parents (65%) had children in a high school grade (9 through 12) receiving 

SES tutoring, while 33 percent had children in a middle school grade (6 through 8) receiving SES tutoring. 

Two percent of responding parents indicated that their child was in grades K through 5. 

While 69 percent of the SES population received tutoring in math, and 64 percent received tutoring in 

reading/ELA, more parents of those receiving math tutoring responded to the survey (78%) compared to 

those receiving tutoring in reading/ELA (49%). The greatest number of parent respondents reported that 

their children started SES tutoring in February 2010 (16%), January 2010 (15%), or November 2009 (13%) 

(see Figure 6).  

Figure 6. Parent Reports on the Month that SES Providers Began Serving Students 

 

Chronbach’s alpha on the eleven parent satisfaction questions was .85, establishing that all questions 

were sufficiently correlated, measuring one underlying construct, and thus all eleven items were 

averaged to form a single satisfaction score. Across all SES providers, mean satisfaction ranged from 1 to 

5, with an overall mean of 3.90 and a standard deviation of .70, indicating the highest level of 

satisfaction, on average, of the three surveyed populations. Again, these results mirrored what was 

reported in 2008-09 with a parent satisfaction mean score of 3.85. 

The same scoring rubric was applied to parent satisfaction scores, with a mean of 3.0 or higher 

indicating satisfaction. A rating of below standard was applied if fewer than 75 percent of responding 

districts achieved a mean satisfaction score of 3.0 or higher; if between 75 and 90 percent of responding 

districts achieved a mean satisfaction score of 3.0 or higher a rating of meets standard was applied, and 

an above standard rating was applied if greater than 90 percent of responding districts achieved a mean 

satisfaction score of 3.0 or higher. 

Because parent surveys were completed on paper and required the parent to write in the name of their 

child’s tutoring provider, error was introduced into the identification of the provider being rated. Eighty-

one of the 2,102 parent surveys included a provider name that was indecipherable and could not be 
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attributed to any of the 165 providers under review. An additional 475 surveys did not include a 

provider name at all. Thus, these 556 survey responses were not included in calculations of provider-

specific satisfaction.  

For each of the 165 providers rated, the number of completed parent survey responses ranged from 

zero to 233. Of the 165 providers, 53% (87 providers) received no parent ratings at all. An additional 25 

percent of the providers received between one and five useable completed surveys. The remaining 22 

percent of providers received six or more completed surveys. Table 17 displays a frequency distribution 

illustrating the number of providers that received different numbers of parent responses. Satisfaction 

results were not computed for any provider that received five or fewer surveys. 

Table 17. Number of Providers with Sufficient Number of Completed Parent Surveys. 

Number of Completed Surveys Number of Providers Sufficient for Scoring? 

None 87 No 

Between 1 and 5 42 No 

Between 6 and 10 12 Yes 

Between 11 and 15 5 Yes 

Between 16 and 20 3 Yes 

More than 20 16 Yes 

Overall satisfaction scores were computed for each of the 36 providers with a sufficient number of 

parent scores. Four providers scored below standard, with fewer than 75 percent of responding parents 

being satisfied with their services. Nine providers met standard, with between 75 and 90 percent of 

responding parents being satisfied with their services. Twenty-three providers scored above standard 

(64%, compared to 68% in 2008-09), with greater than 90 percent of responding parents being satisfied 

with services. Parent reports of satisfaction were, on average, higher than either district or campus 

reports, with the largest proportion of providers being rated Above Standard. Table 18 displays the 

names of each of the scored providers along with their rating on Parent Satisfaction. 

Table 18. Percentage of Parent Satisfaction Scores Greater than 3.0. 

Provider Name 

Total Number of 

Parents Rating 

Provider 

Percentage of Parents 

Reporting Satisfaction  

Overall 

Satisfaction Score 

Mobile Collegiate Tutorial Service 9 44.4% Below Standard 

Sylvan Learning Center - McAllen 13 61.5% Below Standard 

Read, Write, & Create, Inc. 6 66.7% Below Standard 

Sylvan Learning Center - Houston 

and Southeast Tex 
6 66.7% Below Standard 
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Provider Name 

Total Number of 

Parents Rating 

Provider 

Percentage of Parents 

Reporting Satisfaction  

Overall 

Satisfaction Score 

Educate Online 7 71.4% Met Standard 

One On One Learning 31 77.4% Met Standard 

Tutors On Call 41 80.5% Met Standard 

100 Scholars 30 83.3% Met Standard 

1 to 1 Tutor 52 84.6% Met Standard 

TREE4S Tutoring Service 209 86.1% Met Standard 

Read and Succeed, LLC 16 87.5% Met Standard 

Logos2400 9 88.9% Met Standard 

Rocket Learning 58 89.7% Met Standard 

Jet Learning Laboratory, Inc. 10 90.0% Above Standard 

Motivating Minds 10 90.0% Above Standard 

Click2Tutor 20 90.0% Above Standard 

Grade Results, Inc. 13 92.3% Above Standard 

Confidence (Confidence Music 

Outreach) 
79 93.7% Above Standard 

Alternatives Unlimited, Inc. 54 94.4% Above Standard 

Leaps and Bounds Tutorial Center 20 95.0% Above Standard 

Babbage Net School, Inc. 233 95.7% Above Standard 

Sylvan Learning Center - Laredo  49 95.9% Above Standard 

A Plus Tutoring Center 27 96.3% Above Standard 

Group Excellence, Ltd. 136 96.3% Above Standard 

BlazinBrook Management 31 96.8% Above Standard 

Orion's Mind 35 97.1% Above Standard 

A+ Learning Academy Inc. 129 99.2% Above Standard 

A+ Learning Solutions 7 100.0% Above Standard 

Sylvan Learning Center - Laredo  7 100.0% Above Standard 

Advance Professional Consultants 8 100.0% Above Standard 
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Provider Name 

Total Number of 

Parents Rating 

Provider 

Percentage of Parents 

Reporting Satisfaction  

Overall 

Satisfaction Score 

Mindful Learning, LLC 8 100.0% Above Standard 

Multicultural Literacy Center 10 100.0% Above Standard 

Sylvan Learning Center - Corpus 

Christi  
11 100.0% Above Standard 

Allegiance Learning Solutions 15 100.0% Above Standard 

The COMEDI 15 100.0% Above Standard 

Polk Institute of Excellence 27 100.0% Above Standard 

All other providers Insufficient responses for reporting 

Achievement Results: Impact of Tutoring on Student Performance 

Initial and Final Sample Sizes 

The original population of students extracted from the EZ-SES system included 190,023 students eligible 

for SES with 128 providers offering services in reading/ELA and 139 providers offering services in 

mathematics. Once TEA demographic and test score data were merged with EZ-SES data, two analytic 

samples were created – one for the analysis of reading/ELA, and one for the analysis of mathematics. 

After narrowing the sample due to the data specifications described previously (e.g., removing Grade 3 

students, removing schools where no students were tutored, removing tutored students who began 

tutoring after April 30, etc.), and after students with missing data on the covariates were eliminated 

from the analytic sample, the final sample size was 87,558 students for reading/ELA (with the tutored 

students served by 62 providers), and 90,386 students for math (with the tutored students served by 86 

providers). 

Overall SES Effectiveness in Reading/ELA and Math 

As explained above, the final outcome models controlled for several student demographic 

characteristics, prior academic abilities in both reading/ELA and math, and prior disciplinary acts and 

consequences. An initial look at the data indicated that there were no differences in treatment effects 

based on the version of the TAKS (i.e., TAKS versus TAKS-Accommodated) and therefore achievement 

was modeled for both versions together.  

Overall, the average effect of receiving tutoring services across all providers was not significant in 

Reading/ELA or in math. In other words, after controlling for demographic and pre-existing achievement 

differences, there was no difference in performance on TAKS tests between students who participated 

in tutoring and students who were eligible to participate, but did not participate. 
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SES Effectiveness in Reading/ELA and Math by Provider 

Though there was no overall impact of tutoring on student achievement when averaging across all 

providers, the possibility exists that individual providers were effective in increasing student 

achievement while others were not. Thus, the random effects in the cross-classified model provide the 

size of the effect for each individual provider. While the results for each provider are presented in Part II 

of this report (Provider-Level Scorecards), the following section summarizes these findings. 

For the reading/ELA analysis, 66 of the 128 providers did not have sufficient data to estimate an effect. A 

total of 62 SES providers did have a sufficient number of tutored students with complete data to enable 

examination of their results. Among these 62 providers, only one (Babbage Net School, Inc.) had an 

estimated effect that was significant and positive at the p <.05 level. This was not the same provider that 

had a significant positive effect in 2008-09. 

For the math analysis, 86 of the 139 providers had sufficient data to estimate an effect (53 did not). Two 

of these providers had an estimated effect that was significant and positive at the p <.05 level (Group 

Excellence, Ltd. and Babbage Net School, Inc.). Group Excellence also demonstrated significant effects in 

2008-09. 

When interpreting these findings, it is important to note that no causal inferences can be drawn. Also, 

many providers did not have a sufficient number of students with complete data to examine their 

impact on student achievement. Additionally, the impact of tutoring was examined only on TAKS scores, 

which may not be sensitive enough to demonstrate areas in which tutoring may be helping students, 

such as in their coursework, their class grades, or in their behavior at school. It is possible that these 

other potential impacts of tutoring, currently unmeasured, may be helpful to students in various ways 

that may in the long run encourage school engagement and increase overall student performance. 

These are currently unanswered questions that warrant further research.  
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Part II – Provider-Level Scorecards 

On the following pages, scorecards are provided individually for each of the 117 providers that were 

eligible to serve students. The following information is displayed for each SES provider:  

 The total number of students served during the 2008-09 school year5 

 The average number of tutoring hours provided to students in reading/ELA and/or math 

 The total number of surveys received from districts, campuses, and parents 

 The overall percent of district, campus, and parent survey respondents indicating satisfaction  

 The mean satisfaction score among district, campus, and parent respondents, compared to the 

overall state average satisfaction score 

 The standardized impact score (i.e., effect size) of the provider’s services on math and/or 

reading/ELA TAKS 

 A sample of positive and negative open-ended comments from district, campus, and parent 

responses chosen to be representative of all comments provided  

 The overall scoring rubric shaded to reflect how each provider performed in each component 

area (e.g., insufficient information, below standard, meets standard, and above standard) 

 

Also, following presentation of the individual scorecards, a matrix is provided displaying two-year results 

for those providers that had sufficient data for scoring in both 2008-09 and 2009-10. 

Following is a detailed description of the information contained in each section of the scorecards. The 

scorecards themselves are predominantly graphic in nature to increase readability.  

Average Tutoring Hours Provided 
The total number of tutoring hours provided for each student was divided by the total number of 

students to determine the average number of tutoring hours provided per student. For some providers, 

this average is available for both reading/ELA and math, while other providers only served students in 

one or the other area. For confidentiality purposes, data are not provided when fewer than 10 students 

received tutoring from a particular provider. These instances are denoted with an asterisk. When this 

field is blank, students were not provided with tutoring services in that area. 

Number of Surveys and Percent Satisfied with Provider 
The total number of surveys received from district, campus, and parents, reflects the total number of 

useable surveys received (i.e., those that were used for calculating satisfaction scores). The percent of 

                                                           
5
 In some cases, the EZ-SES system indicated no students were served, but surveys were completed and submitted 

from parents, district staff, or campus staff. It is not known the extent to which students were actually served but 
were not entered into EZ-SES, as opposed to the extent to which respondents mistakenly reported on a provider 
who actually did not serve any students. 
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respondents satisfied with the provider is calculated by determining each respondent’s mean 

satisfaction score, and then calculating the total number of respondents whose satisfaction with the 

provider is greater than 3.0 on a scale of 1 to 5. When fewer than 5 surveys were received within a 

subgroup for a given provider, the percent of respondents satisfied are masked using an asterisk. When 

no surveys were received, the percent of respondents satisfied is indicated with a “—“.  

Satisfaction with Provider 
This bar chart illustrates the provider’s mean satisfaction score within each subgroup, compared to the 

un-weighted average satisfaction across the state. Mean scores were on a scale of 1 to 5. Again, when 

fewer than 5 surveys were received within a particular subgroup, results are masked using an asterisk. 

When no surveys were received, there is no data populated. 

Impact on Achievement 
The second bar chart illustrates the standardized impact score (i.e., the effect size) in reading/ELA and 

math for each provider, compared to the average effect across all providers. This impact score estimates 

the relationship between a provider’s services and student achievement on TAKS when adjusting for a 

student’s prior achievement and important demographic variables. When fewer than 10 students 

received services, no impact score was generated. 

Open-Ended Comments 
Open-ended comments are pulled from survey responses only when the total number of surveys 

received from a given subgroup is greater than 5. All subgroup responses were considered as a whole 

(that is open-ended comments are combined for district, campus, and parent surveys). Responses were 

chosen to be representative of the total number of open-ended responses received, and to portray the 

actual balance of positive to negative comments received. 

 

Scoring Rubric 
The second page of each provider’s scorecard presents the scoring rubric, shaded to identify how that 

provider scored on each component. It is important to note that when scoring each provider on the 

achievement components, to obtain a score of Above Standard, the size of the estimated effect for a 

given provider had to be in the top one-third of all of the providers that achieve a significantly positive 

effect. This is a relative judgment that compares providers to each other, not to an absolute rating of 

quality. Thus, the size of the estimate must be considered carefully.  

 


