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INTRODUCTION 
 

 
This report covers the second year evaluation study of the High Quality Supplemental 
Educational Services (HQSES) and Afterschool Partnerships Demonstration Project of the Santa 
Ana Unified School District (SAUSD) in partnership with THINK Together. The demonstration 
project intends to serve as a national model for how best to coordinate comprehensive 
afterschool programming with targeted tutoring and academic intervention services. THINK 
Together—a non-profit organization dedicated to the provision of a range of out-of-school 
learning opportunities to students at 225 public schools throughout Southern California—is the 
primary service provider for the SAUSD’s federal 21st Century and Community Learning Center 
(21st CCLC) and state After School Safety and Education Program (ASES) and is an approved 
provider of SES tutoring for the district’s K-12 students. The University of California Irvine, the 
project’s contracted external evaluator, carried out the HQSES Year Two Study during the 2009-
2010 academic year. 
 
PURPOSE OF STUDY AND PERFORMANCE INDICATORS 
 
The purpose of the study is to identify best practices in THINK Together’s second year of 
implementing its Aligned Delivery approach to provide Supplemental Educational Services and 
quality afterschool program services at K-12 schools in the Santa Ana Unified School District 
during the 2009-2010 academic year. This report documents progress made by THINK Together 
in achieving the following four performance indicators of the HQSES project in its second year 
of implementation:  
 

1. The number of students who enroll in THINK Together SES. 
2. The number of eligible students who complete full programs of THINK Together SES. 
3. The percentage of enrolled students, especially the lowest-achieving students, who 

improve their academic performance on the CSTs in Language Arts or Math. 
4. The number of positive, supportive relationships that students report having with adults 

and peers.  
 
The Year Two study uses both quantitative and qualitative methods with measures for each of 
the four HQSES performance indicators, including: student program enrollment, attendance, and 
completion data; standardized test scores; parent post surveys; student pre and post surveys; 
observations of SES tutoring sessions and afterschool program activities; observations of staff 
development activities; focus group interviews with tutors and parents; interviews with Site 
Coordinators and program administration; examination of program curriculum, tutor support and 
staff development materials.  
 
Related to performance indicators #1 and #2, SES attendance records were used to measure the 
effectiveness of recruitment and retention of students in the SES program: 1) the number of 
students enrolled in THINK Together SES; 2) the number of students completing all 22 sessions 
of the THINK Together SES program offered during the 2009/2010 program. Staff and parent 
interviews provided data on program practices that supported parent selection of THINK as their 
SES provider, regular attendance of enrolled students, and program completion. 
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As a measure of performance indicator # 3, the study examined the percentage of enrolled 
students, especially the lowest-achieving students who improved their academic performance on 
the CSTs in Language Arts or Math. In addition, measures of students’ sense of efficacy in 
Language Arts and in Math were collected via student and parent surveys. Interviews and 
program observations also provided data relevant to the strategies for identifying and meeting 
student academic needs. 
 
Performance indicator #4 was measured through surveys of students and parents as well as 
observations focusing on the quality of adults’ relationships with students during SES tutoring 
sessions and ASP program activities. Observations of staff development and interviews with 
staff provided further data on training and practices around building positive relationships with 
students. Interviews with parents provided data on their perception of how their child responded 
to his or her SES tutor and their own observations of how THINK staff interacted with their 
child.  
 
In summary, the HQSES Year Two Study Report (2010) identifies practices related to providing 
1) an effective management structure as it relates to the programmatic and staffing logistics of 
delivering both SES and 21stCCLC/ASES; 2) effective student recruitment and retention 
strategies; 3) effective strategies for identifying and meeting student academic needs; and 4) 
effective strategies for developing positive relationships between students and adults as well as 
between peers.  Areas of program management and implementation that require further 
development are also identified.  
 
 
EVALUATION STUDY DESIGN—YEAR TWO 
 
In Year One of the study, the focus was on the implementation experience, specifically with 
regard to student enrollment and retention in the SES THINK program and the overall 
management and organization of the services provided at the Santa Ana Unified School 
District’s elementary and intermediate school sites. In Year Two, the study remained focused on 
the above outlined performance indicators and student outcomes, but paid particular attention to 
changes in program management and service delivery approaches resulting from the first year 
implementation experience and advances made in the second year of program implementation. 
Year Two data analysis also aimed to identify any new or persistent challenges in meeting the 
performance indicator benchmarks. 
 
Table 1 lists the 39 SAUSD school sites (25 elementary, 7 intermediate, 7 high schools) eligible 
for Supplemental Educational Services—based on federal criteria—for the 2009-2010 academic 
year. Title I Schools qualify for SES tutoring if they have been in Title I Program Improvement 
for two or more years. In compliance with federal law, since parental demand for SES in the 
district exceeds available funds, SAUSD prioritizes student eligibility first by their eligibility for 
the Free and Reduced Lunch Program and, second, by their low-achievement status. Among 
those students meeting these criteria, first priority is given to high school students who have not 
passed the California High School Exit Exam and score Below Basic or Far Below Basic in 
Reading/Language Arts or Math. Second in priority are eligible intermediate students, followed 
by eligible 3rd-5th grades students, and last are K-2nd grade students.  
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Table 2 summarizes the district’s overall SES enrollment for Year One (2008-2009) and Year 
Two (2009-2010) of the study.  It shows that in Year Two, although the district received 5,580 
SES applications, only 2,850 students were served. Of the 2,730 students who applied but did not 
receive services, 802 did not meet the SES criteria for one of the following reasons: applying 
students (a) were not enrolled in PI Schools, (b) did not receive free/reduced lunch, (c) did not 
have qualifying CST scores meeting the district priority, performing Below Basic (BB) or Far 
Below Basic (FBB) in their California Standards Test (CST) in Language Arts and Math. 
Because of limited funding the district had to put 1,928 eligible students on the waiting list.  
 
Table 1: Eligible Title I Schools that Qualify for SES Tutoring (2009-2010)* 
 

Elementary	  Schools	  	  
(n=25)	  

Intermediate	  
Schools	  
(n=7)	  

High	  Schools	  
(n=7)	  

Adams	  
Davis	  
Diamond	  
Edison	  
Esqueda	  
Franklin	  
Fremont	  
	  	  

Garfield	  
Heninger	  	  	  
Hoover	  	  
Jackson	  
Kennedy	  
King	  
	  	  

Lincoln	  
Lowell	  
Martin	  
Monte	  Vista	  
Pio	  Pico	  
Remington	  
	  	  

Romero	  Cruz	  
Roosevelt	  
Sepulveda	  
Walker	  
Washington	  
Wilson	  

Carr	  
Lathrop	  
McFadden	  
Sierra	  
Spurgeon	  
Villa	  
Willard	  

Century	  
Chavez	  
Community	  Day	  
Griset	  
Saddleback	  
Santa	  Ana	  	  	  	  	  
Valley	  	  	  

 
Table 2:  Supplemental Educational Enrollment Services (2008-2010)* 

 2008-2009 2009-2010 

Number of eligible students  40,391 38,109 

Number of eligible students meeting priority criteria  
(FBB/BB in CST Reading/Language Arts or Math) 14,325 14,954 

Number of schools in Program Improvement 37 39 

Total number of applications received 5,061 5,580 

Number of students on waitlist 1,909 1,928 

Total number of students served 2,706 2,850 

Number of students enrolled in THINK Together 425 240 

*Data for both tables retrieved from SAUSD website: www.sausd.k12.ca.uswebsite. THINK Together 
provided SES services at 31 of the 39 eligible sites in SAUSD. Of the eligible students who selected 
THINK Together as a preferred provider and met priority criteria, 240 were assigned by the district 
and enrolled in the THINK SES program.  
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Table 3 lists all 46 schools where THINK Together provided afterschool program services (34 
elementary, 8 Intermediate, 2 high schools), and identifies the 31 sites [in BOLD] where THINK 
provided SES tutoring services in 2009-2010. Two elementary sites have Boys and Girls Club as 
the ASP provider, and two high school sites have no THINK 21stCCC high school afterschool 
program operating at their site and therefore have only THINK SES during the 2009-2010 
academic year. 
 
TABLE 3: THINK Together ASP and SES sites in SAUSD, 2009-2010  
 

ELEMENTARY	  SCHOOLS	   
(ASP	  n=34);	  (SES	  n=22) 

Adams	   Lowell	  (SES	  Only) 
Carver	  	   MacArthur	  Fundamental	  Institute	  

Davis	  	   Madison	  

Diamond	   Martin	  	  

Edison	   Monroe	   
Esqueda	  (SES	  Only)	   Monte	  Vista	  

Franklin	   Muir	  (John)	  Fundamental	  

Fremont	   Pio	  Pico	  

Garfield	   Remington	  	  

Harvey	  	   Romero-‐Cruz	  	  

Heninger	   Roosevelt	  	  

Heroes	   Santiago	  

Hoover	   Sepulveda	  

Jackson	  	   Taft	  

Jefferson	  	   Thorpe	  Fundamental	  

Kennedy	  	   Walker	  	  

King	  	   Washington	  

Lincoln	  	   Wilson 
INTERMEDIATE	  SCHOOLS	   
(ASP	  n=8);	  (SES	  n=6) 

Carr	   Sierra	  	  	  

Lathrop Spurgeon	  

McFadden	  	   Villa	  Fundamental	  

Mendez	  Fundamental	  (SES	  Only)	   Willard	  

HIGH	  SCHOOL	   
(ASP	  n=2);	  (SES	  n=3) 

Century	  (ASP	  only)	   Saddleback	  (SES	  only) 

Santa	  Ana	  (SES	  only) Valley	  (ASP	  &	  SES) 
 
 
Quantitative data (enrollment, attendance, student pre-post surveys, parent program exit surveys, 
and standardized test scores) were collected from the 31 school sites where THINK Together 
provided SES services.  
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Qualitative data (ASP and SES activity observations, staff, parent and principal interviews) were 
collected from a sample of 19 THINK Together SES sites (see Table 4).  
 
Research questions that guided the Year Two HQSES evaluation study and the measures and 
methodologies used are detailed below.  
 
Research Questions  
 
Research questions related to the four performance objectives were slightly revised from the 
initial year of the study to address the specific context and objectives of the Year Two HQSES 
demonstration project.  
 

1. How did THINK program staff experience the second year of implementation of 
the HQSES demonstration project? 

a. How did THINK staff and administrators perceive program improvements 
from Year One to Year Two? 

b. What were some of the challenges of Year One addressed in Year Two? 
c. What management strategies in Year Two were successful? 
d. What issues persist and what are recommendations for addressing these? 

2. What program features and practices support student retention and completion? 

3. How do students experience the program and what are their perceived benefits? 

4. What are parents’ reasons for enrolling their child in the SES program?  

5. How do parents perceive the quality of SES and ASP services provided and the 
benefits of participation in these THINK programs for their child? 

6. In what ways does the THINK Together Aligned Delivery approach work to 
create a more coordinated SES and afterschool academic enrichment curriculum 
and a more comprehensive set of academic support services for children 
participating in both programs? 

7. In what ways does the THINK staff integrate appropriate youth development 
approaches to foster supportive and positive relationships with adults and peers 
across both the SES and ASP? 

 
Measures and Methodology  
 
Quantitative Component   
 
Three types of data, provided by THINK Together, were used for the quantitative evaluation: (1) 
student demographics and test scores from the Santa Ana Unified School District (SAUSD) 
database; (2) attendance and assessment records from the THINK Together database; and (3) 
surveys of students and parents. Analyses of these data, conducted by UC Irvine independent 
evaluators, provide evaluation of the THINK Together SES 09-10 program as well as data for 
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comparing all THINK students to other non-THINK SAUSD students. Copies of these surveys 
are provided in Appendix A “Quantitative Measures”. 
 
Student Attendance 
 
Student attendance data were collected to address Performance Indicators #1 and #2. The data 
were provided by THINK to UCI to address four questions: 

1. What are the characteristics of the students who attend the THINK SES program? 
2. How many THINK SES tutoring sessions did the students attend?   
3. How many students completed the program?  
4. Did attendance vary by gender, grade level, or tutoring site? 

 
Student and Parent Surveys 
 
In Year Two of the study THINK Together staff distributed a total of three surveys: 
 

• Pre-participation Student Survey 
• Post-participation Student Survey 
• Post-participation Parent Survey 

 
The pre- and post-participation Student Surveys included several established measures of student 
outcomes: school work habits, efficacy and performance in math and reading, and relations with 
peers.  The pre-participation Student Survey was administered to students by tutors at the school 
sites in January 2010. The post-participation Student Survey was administered by THINK tutors 
at the end of the SES program in May 2010.  Versions in both Spanish and English were 
provided to the students.   
 
SAUSD assigned 238 students to the THINK SES program across the district’s 39 SES eligible 
elementary, intermediate and high school sites. Of these, 194 students completed the pre-survey 
(nearly all of them completed it in English), 185 completed the post-survey, and 173 completed 
both. Pre- and post-participation scores of the 173 who completed both were analyzed to 
determine the Change Scores for these participants and the effect of SES attendance on the 
outcome measures: 1) School Work Habits; 2) Efficacy in Math; 3) Efficacy in Reading; and 4) 
Relations with Peers.  The post-participation survey also included two measures of student 
perceptions of the SES afterschool environment: 1) Peer Affiliation and 2) Emotional Support. 
 
The post-participation Parent Surveys were distributed to parents of all SES students and were 
returned by the parents (or the students) directly to the school sites.  Both Spanish and English 
versions of the survey were included.  Of the 206 parents of those SES students who attended at 
least one SES session, 165 returned completed post-surveys. The majority of parents (89%) 
completed the survey in Spanish. The surveys focused on 1) reasons for enrolling in the SES 
program and for choosing THINK Together as the provider; 2) experiences interacting with 
THINK administration and staff; 3) perceived student work habits and performance at school; 4) 
perceived effects of SES tutoring on academic outcomes for their child at school; and 5) 
perceived effects of participation in the program on their child’s relations with peers and THINK 
staff. 
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Qualitative Component  

The qualitative component of the study aimed to collect data on the quality of SES and ASP 
program delivery, and the experiences of SES Tutors, administrators and afterschool program 
Site Coordinators (SCs), parents and school principals in Year Two implementation of the 
HQSES Project. Copies of the observations rating form and interview protocols are provided in 
Appendix B “Qualitative Measures”. 
 
The qualitative study sites in Year Two were selected on the basis of the following criteria:  
 

1. Sites with the highest number of students enrolled in THINK Together SES 2010 
program 

2. Sites with returning students (enrolled in both 2009 & 2010 THINK SES program) 

3. Both sites with new and returning Site Coordinators from the 2009 study to get 
longitudinal perspectives on program implementation experiences at the site level (5 of 
the 2010 study sites have returning Site Coordinators, and 4 of these sites were in the 
2009 study sample) 

4. Sites that are Teacher-Lead (a district credentialed teacher is charged with managing 
the ASP at the site but Program Leaders are THINK employees)  

5. 10 of 13 sites in 2009 study are included in the 2010 sample 
 

Table 4 lists the qualitative study sites for both Year One (2009 SES program) and Year Two 
(2010 SES Program).  The table also shows the total number of students enrolled in THINK SES 
for year two (2010) in the sample (n=169), how many of those SES students in the sites were 
also enrolled in the THINK Together Afterschool Program (n=101), and how many returned (24 
were also enrolled in the THINK SES program at that site in 2009).  
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Table 4:  Year One and Year Two Qualitative Study Sites  
                   (2010 Enrollment in THINK SES; SES and ASP; Returning SES) 

 

STUDY	  SITES	  
ELEMENTARY	  SCHOOLS	  

Total	  Enrolled	  
SES	  Year	  Two	  

	  Enrolled	  
In	  SES	  
+ASP	  

Returning	  
from	  	  	  

Year	  One	  

Grade	  Levels	  
Served—SES	  	   Year	  I	  

2009	  
Year	  II	  
2010	  

Adams	   7	   7	   0	   3rd,	  4th,	  5th	   2009	   	  

Davisa	   10	   5	   3	   3rd,	  4th,	  5th	   2009	   2010	  

Diamondb	   16	   8	   0	   3rd,	  4th,	  5th	   	   2010	  

Edisona	   9	   7	   2	   3rd,	  4th,	  5th	   2009	   2010	  

Esquedab	  (SES	  Only)	   9	   5	   0	   3rd,	  4th,	  5th	   	   2010	  

Garfielda	   14	   10	   2	   3rd,	  4th,	  5th	   	   2010	  

Heninger	   5	   1	   0	   2nd	  ,	  4th,	  5th	   2009	   	  

Hoover	   5	   5	   2	   3rd,	  4th,	  5th	   2009	   2010	  

Lowellb	   8	   2	   1	   3rd,	  4th,	  5th	   2009	   2010	  

Martin	   12	   8	   2	   4th,	  5th	   2009	   2010	  

Remingtona	   10	   6	   1	   3rd,	  4th,	  5th	   2009	   2010	  

Romero-‐Cruzb	   8	   6	   2	  
2nd,	  3rd,	  4th,	  

5th	  
	   2010	  

Rooseveltb	   11	   4	   2	   4th,	  5th	   	   2010	  

Washington	   5	   5	   1	   2nd,	  4th,	  5th	   2009	   	  

Wilson	   19	   14	   5	   3rd,	  4th,	  5th	   	   2010	  

INTERMEDIATE	  SCHOOLS	  

Carr	   6	   6	   1	   6th,	  7th,	  8th	   2009	   2010	  

Lathrop	   10	   3	   0	   6th,	  7th,	  8th	   	   2010	  

McFaddena	   9	   4	   0	   6th,	  7th,	  8th	   2009	   2010	  

Spurgeona	   5	   1	   2	   6th,	  7th,	  8th	   2009	   2010	  

HIGH	  SCHOOL	  

Valley	  (SES	  Only)	   6	   n/a	   0	   	   	   2010	  

TOTALS	   169	   101	   24	   	   	   17	  

aSite Coordinator at site is returning from previous year.  
bTeacher-Lead site. 
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Observations 
 
Observations of both the afterschool program and at least one SES session were conducted at 
each study site. Only the SES program was observed at one elementary site and at a high school 
site. Table 5 summarizes the number of afterschool program activity observations (59) and SES 
tutoring session observations (23) that were completed and rated using the Promising Practice 
Rating Scale (PPRS). The PPRS measure, developed by Vandell et al. (2006), assesses program 
processes that previous research have found to be indicators of program quality and are linked to 
child social and academic outcomes (Eccles & Gootman, 2002; Pierce, Hamm, & Vandell, 1999; 
Vandell, Shumow, & Posner, 2005).   
 
Table 5: Summary of ASP and SES Observations 

	  
#	  Rated	  ASP	  Activity	  and	  SES	  Session	  Observations	  

(15-‐30	  minutes	  each)	  
	  	  	  
	  

Afterschool	  
Program	  
Activities	  

SES	  
Tutoring	  
Sessions	  

TOTALS	  

Elementary	   43	  	   16	   59	  

Middle	  School	   15	   7	   22	  

High	  School	   0	   1	   1	  

Total	  #	  observations	  	   58	   24	   82	  

 
UCI researcher Dr. Pilar O’Cadiz and two trained UCI undergraduate research assistants 
conducted observations of ASP or SES activities. A range of academic enrichment, general 
enrichment, and recreational afterschool program activities (58 total) were observed by Dr. 
O’Cadiz or one of the research assistants.  Dr. O’Cadiz was responsible for all 23 observations of 
the SES tutoring sessions (at least one SES session per study site).  
 
Additional observations were made of staff meetings and trainings of SES tutors. Prior to the 
startup of the 2010 SES tutoring sessions, observations were made of tutor orientation and 
trainings (December 2009 and January 2010) addressing program procedures, curriculum and 
tutoring strategies. After tutors started at their assigned school sites, three observations were 
made of Friday Planning Sessions (in February, March, and April, 2010) where tutors worked to 
prepare their tutoring sessions for the following week while accessing available resources, peer 
support, and expert guidance from THINK Together staff. In addition, observations of side-by-
side coaching sessions were carried out. 
 
Side-by-side coaching—a strategy adopted in 2009-2010 as part of the Aligned Delivery 
approach for advancing the goals of the HQSES project—involves an expert on site providing 
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guidance to Site Coordinators working with staff who are leading students in afterschool 
program activities, or to an SES Instructor during an actual tutoring session. 
 
Interviews  
 
Three focus group interviews, with a total of nine SES Instructors (tutors) who worked at the 
study sample sites, were conducted at the end of the 2010 SES program. The tutors were asked 
about their previous tutoring experience and their perceptions of the quality of training and the 
support received from the THINK administration.  
 
Interviews with 10 Site Coordinators addressed their perceptions of the SES and ASP program 
implementation in Year Two. Five Site Coordinators interviewed were “returning” and had 
experienced the implementation of the HQSES Project during the 2008-2009 school year at the 
same site and were therefore particularly valuable in providing insight on improvements made 
between the first and second year of the program.  
 
Interviews with two key SES program administrators provided a comprehensive perspective on 
the SES curriculum and the elements behind the Aligned Delivery approach and coaching that 
were initiated in a more defined and intentional manner in Year Two, resulting in a number of 
program improvements documented through observations and interviews with staff and parents.  
 
Five principals agreed to be interviewed (two were interviewed in Year One as well). School 
principals provided feedback on how they viewed the quality of SES and ASP provision at 
their school site and on issues they believe need to be addressed. 
 
Parent focus group and individual interviews were conducted between March and June 2010 at 
the THINK Together main office and at two elementary and one middle school site. A total of 
26 parents whose children were enrolled in the 2009-2010 THINK SES program were 
interviewed. Parents were asked about their knowledge and experience with the Supplemental 
Educational Services program in SAUSD and their particular experience with THINK 
Together as a service provider of SES tutoring for their child.  
  
OUTLINE OF REPORT  
 
This report focuses on the High Quality Supplemental Educational Services and Afterschool 
Partnerships Demonstration Project (HQSES) Year Two implementation experience and reports 
on student outcome data and program quality data collected between November 2009-June 2010. 
HQSES Year Two findings are organized into three sections.  
 
The first section reports findings from the qualitative component of the study (program 
observations, interviews and document analyses), highlighting program practices that effectively 
work towards achieving the HQSES project goals.  Themes that emerge from the analysis of 
interview data from Site Coordinators, SES Instructors, key SES administrators and school 
principals are presented with a focus on effective practices in program management as well as 
staff development and aligned delivery of SES and ASP services aimed at supporting students’ 
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academic achievement and providing them with opportunities for building positive relationships 
with adults. Program strengths and areas in need of improvement are identified as well.  
 
The second section presents findings on program attendance, and is followed by a report of SES 
survey outcome data and student test scores. All THINK test scores are compared to those of 
SAUSD students next. Finally, findings from parent surveys and interviews are reported.  
 
The report’s third section summarizes all findings and offers recommendations for addressing 
issues identified in the study related to the HQSES Project performance indicators and the 
overarching goals of the SES and afterschool programs. Appendices feature measures used 
(surveys, observation and interview protocols) and tables summarizing observation data. 
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SECTION I—YEAR TWO QUALITATIVE STUDY FINDINGS 
 

 
 

SUCCESSFUL PRACTICES IN PROGRAM MANAGEMENT AND ALIGNED DELIVERY 
 
This section identifies successful practices in program management and the delivery of THINK’s 
Supplemental Educational Services and its Afterschool Program from an Aligned Delivery 
approach. The section is organized around five key findings that emerged from our analysis of 
the Year Two qualitative data including interviews with stakeholders and extensive program 
observations. The five key findings are presented as follows: 
 

Finding 1—Improved SES Instructor Development and Support 
SES Intructors received intensive orientation and training prior to program start 
up with some tutors receiving side-by-side coaching once they began the 2010 
tutoring sessions.    

 
Finding 2—Focused and Flexible SES Curriculum Approach 

Friday Planning Sessions, introduced in Year  Two of HQSES, allowed for the 
incorporation of a more focused and  flexible SES curriculum with tutors 
developing weekly lesson plans while receiving both peer and expert support and 
creating a professional learning community and sense of competency.  

 
Finding 3—Intentional Aligned Delivery Approach: Blending SES and ASP  
An intentional Aligned Delivery approach is promoted in Year Two, with Site 
Coordinators and their staff being coached on how to incorporate enrichment 
activities and strategies into the ASP, consistent with the academic support 
practices and content being carried out in the SES program. 

 
Finding 4—Observational Ratings:  High for both SES and ASP  

Mean ratings of 82 structured observations (using the Promising Practice Ratings 
Scale) of the SES and ASP documented the prevalence of positive indicators of 
specific practices in support of the HQSES goals in both programs.  

 

Finding 5—Stakeholders Satisfied with THINK Program Services 
Parents and principals report general satisfaction with the quality of Think’s SES 
and ASP program services provided  and wish to continue the partnership. Parents 
want to re-enroll their children into the program and to refer other parents. 
Principals want  THINK Together to continue providing these services at their site 
and are willing to collaborate.  

 
Descriptions of each finding and supportive data are presented below and followed by a 
summary of areas of challenge and suggestions for improvement. 
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Finding 1—Improved SES Instructor Development and Support 
 
Intensive orientation and training of SES Instructors  
 
Intensive orientation and training of SES Instructors (tutors) were carried out between December 
9, 2009 and January 10, 2010 prior to program start-up. The training sessions provided tutors 
with an overview of the THINK Together organization and its mission and range of programs 
and services. Tutors reviewed protocols for managing their tutoring sessions, attendance record 
keeping, student assessment and reporting requirements (e.g. anecdotal records, child abuse 
reporting) and emergency procedures. In addition, the orientation training covered how to 
communicate with the Site Coordinator, how to manage a small tutoring group and build positive 
relationships with students, and the elements of a “successful first day” of SES tutoring. Tutors 
received a large binder with written protocols, templates, tips, Frequently Asked Questions, and 
extensive curriculum materials to use in planning their weekly lessons.  
 
Returning tutors, who worked as THINK SES Instructors in Year One, reported that the training 
and support received in Year Two were more valuable in preparing them for their job as SES 
Instructors. In the box below, tutors tell how relevant training, more direct access to expert and 
peer support, and a more flexible approach to the SES curriculum allowed them to deliver quality 
tutoring services. 
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Improved Staff Development and Support 
— SES Tutors (April 2010) 

 

• There was a lot more support this year. They spent a lot more time walking us 
through what it was.  

• The training that they did was really helpful. Because, the first year, it was not 
good: they kind of threw us in, and I did not know what I was doing. But this 
second year, there was a complete 180: they totally trained us well; they gave 
us everything that we needed.  

• It helped me a lot compared to last year. Last year, we didn't have any lesson 
planning or anything. So I didn't know what I was doing. The lessons were 
given to me so I had to go to different sites for each school. And each time, I 
had different students. So I didn't know what they needed help in and what their 
strengths were. But this year, I learned a lot. There was a lady, Debra [the 
HQSES Aligned Delivery Coach]. She taught us how to control the kids, and 
how to deal with kids in different situations.  

• Debra was really helpful because she was able to supervise us and remind us of 
the training, because we possibly could not remember it all. 

• Although this is actually my first year, I really like the whole training process 
because they helped us prepare for what was going on. I mean, it's kind of scary 
going in because I've never done this before and so it felt a little complicated 
just because of all the paperwork and having to work with the district. So I 
thought the training was really helpful in terms of preparing us. 
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Friday Planning Sessions and Ongoing Training and Support  
 
In addition to improved training prior to program start up, tutors received side-by-side coaching 
on-site during their tutoring sessions while working directly with students, and met as a group 
weekly, every Friday, for ongoing training, lesson planning, and peer support opportunities.   
 
Friday Planning Sessions were instituted at the start of the SES program (January 2010) and 
occurred during the 17 weeks of SES services. Since SES tutoring sessions were not scheduled 
for Fridays, tutors were paid three hours weekly to come to the main THINK Together office to 
prepare their lessons for the following week. This time was also used by SES administrators to 
communicate with tutors as a group face to face in order to provide ongoing training modules 
focused on effective Math and ELA tutoring strategies, to offer individualized support, take care 
of paperwork, and to address any issues or problems that tutors were facing at their sites.  
 
Side-by-side Mentoring   
 
A credentialed education professional—with 40 years of teaching and mentoring experience—
provided tutors at the HQSES study sites with side-by-side instructional coaching “focusing on 
the Aligned Delivery of SES services”. These coaching sessions took place between mid-January 
through the first week of March 2010. The expert Aligned Delivery Coach sat at the SES tutor’s 
side as they worked directly with their group of students in an SES tutoring session. The coach 
guided the tutor at each step of the tutoring session providing constant input, suggestions and 
feedback regarding all aspects of the tutoring process. The SES coach would address: 
 

 Quality of tutor interaction with students 

 How to maintain student engagement, pacing, transitions 

 Positive behavior management strategies 

 Selection of appropriate academic activities 

 Ensuring attention to individual student academic needs  

An SES tutor reflects on how the Aligned Delivery Coach was instrumental in helping her see 
how to better engage her students and to be creative in her tutoring session. She points out how 
all tutors would benefit from this expert support, stating the following: 

 It would be nice if she [the coach] was able to sit in with everyone or at least, if 
we had her at the beginning. I didn't know that we could run around the 
classroom or throw a ball. I know they're really simple things, but those things 
did not cross my mind. When I was growing up I don't remember being able to 
run around and play around and learn. I remember filling out worksheets and 
turning them in or reading a book. Things were not as fun for me. Even spending 
half an hour of time with her [the coach], just seeing how she slowly directs 
something is helpful. 

 
Tutors particularly appreciated the modeling of how to implement positive Behavior 
Management strategies in their SES sessions, as one tutor explained: 
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It's not what they can't understand conceptually; it's getting them to be nice to 
each other and be nice to me and be nice to themselves. And she just taught me 
ways to sort of deflect the energy. She helped in every single way. And it was very 
non-intimidating. So I loved having her around. 

 
Finding 2—Focused and Intentional SES Curriculum 
 
During Friday planning sessions, tutors had access to a range of curriculum resources to draw 
from in planning lessons for their SES sessions the following week. Curriculum Resource Kits 
[bins with a range of materials] were set up along a wall in the room where the planning sessions 
took place, at the THINK main office. Each kit is organized into grade level sets and includes 
grade appropriate and standards based Language Arts and Math activities such as poems, articles 
and word flash cards, math manipulatives and games. Many of these resources were developed 
and used in Year One with new resources added in Year Two.  Materials in each grade level kit 
were organized into accessible sections as listed below: 
 

SES CURRICULUM RESOURCE KITS 
LANGUAGE ARTS MATH 

• Grade Level Standards • Grade Level Standards 
• ELA Lesson Plans • Math Lesson Plans 
• Academic Vocabulary • Math Vocabulary 
• Comprehension • Math Strategies 
• Fluency • I do you, You do, We do 
• Phonemic Awareness • Math Games  
• ELA Strategies • Debriefing  
• ELA Lesson Plans • Math Facts 
• ELA Strategies  
• ELA Lesson Plans  
• ELA Games  

 
In addition to these materials, SES Instructors were each provided with a SES Tutoring Guide: a 
large binder, which consists of key information and guidelines regarding the SES program, and 
their role and responsibilities. The binder includes information about the screening and 
assessment of students, an explanation of the content standards for English Language Arts and 
Math, instructional strategies and tips, and lesson planning templates. For example, Math 
Strategies tutors practiced with students, aimed to help them understand word problems, looked 
like this: 
  

Strategy #1: Read the problem at least three times. Make a mental picture of what 
was said. 

Strategy #2: Locate key words in question. Make sure you understand what the 
question is asking. 
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In observations of planning sessions (February 5 and March 19, 2010), tutors were observed 
accessing these materials while working on their lesson plans. Tutors worked at tables in small 
groups (2-4) allowing them to get to know each other while discussing their lessons, students, or 
site issues. They talked amongst themselves, sharing ideas with each other about which activities 
worked best for addressing specific learning goals for individual students.  
 
Two THINK SES mentor/coaches, both credentialed teachers with extensive experience, were 
available to answer questions or to encourage tutors to try different strategies, such as “are you 
using reciprocal teaching?” or “did you try using this activity?” SES mentors would sit with 
tutors in small groups to model teaching strategies, such as specific approaches for teaching 
phonics or math problems. Tutors were also able to get one-on-one attention, asking individual 
questions and getting immediate answers. Tutors were observed being engaged in planning their 
lessons, seeking peer and expert support, sharing knowledge about what works for different 
students, and building their repertoire of tutoring strategies. As the THINK Aligned Delivery 
Coach notes: “They don’t [come in] with a bag of tricks, but they are getting one.”     
 
Tutors developed their repertoire of effective instructional practices by working creatively with 
their peers and applying ideas in their tutoring sessions. The SES Program Director highlights 
how this was a distinct feature compared to Year One of the program where “they did not even 
have that opportunity”, in Year Two, she explains SES Instructors had “the freedom of designing 
their own lessons, since they know their children. They know how their children learn and so [I 
would remind them to] build into their lessons ways to get to the auditory learners, the visual 
learner, etc.”  
 
The THINK Aligned Delivery Coach explains how her goal this year was to instill in the SES 
tutors the principles of “reciprocal teaching: predicting, questioning, summarizing.” She 
elaborates further on the process of gathering the specific methods for coaching tutors and Site 
Coordinators in the effort to instill research based practices and make intentional the Aligned 
Delivery initiative of the THINK SES and ASP programs: 
 

I was trying to develop more strategies for reciprocal teaching [for the SES 
tutoring and ASP context], so I would be on the internet all the time looking for 
new and fun ways to teach kids how to do these things. First of all I was provided 
with the Open Court reading series [used in SAUSD for its Language Arts 
program]. I reviewed that and I looked at the basic standards, I wrote curriculum 
that was standards specific. We are supporting what they are doing in the school 
day, but we are enriching that, because we are also teaching life skills. Its not 
school day, it is fun hands-on activities, but using strategies that work so that the 
kids really learn. […] I am looking at what the school day is doing, which is very 
scripted. I know what the standards are and then how can we support you by 
reintroducing these concepts in depth where real learning takes place. And then 
there’s the one-on-one tutoring, which they don’t get in the school day. We still do 
our thing based on what we know the kids need to learn including life skills not 
just to pass the test. Another thing we do is take teachable moments if something 
comes up we stop, and say, “Okay, teachable moment, lets talk about that, what 
does that really mean?” and then the kid goes. “Oh, ok now I get it.” 
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The THINK Aligned Delivery Coach comments on how tutors appreciated the flexible approach 
within the supportive structure that was implemented in Year Two of HQSES and how that 
contributed to its success: 

 
They have to isolate the standards the kids need help in… Then that gives them 
creativity. I like that a lot better than the scripted approach that they did last year 
on the lesson plans. And I heard it a lot from the Instructors [who were tutors last 
year] “Oh this is much better. Kids are successful, they are having fun, they feel 
good about themselves,” so how can that not help with their overall success in the 
school day. 

 
With access to an array of curriculum resources and the kind of ongoing guidance described by 
the THINK Coach and by the tutors themselves, the Friday planning sessions allowed for a 
professional learning community to develop among the tutors and THINK support staff. This 
sense of community is reflected in the comments made by tutors in interviews summarized in the 
box below. In their statements, tutors express how they highly valued the Friday sessions and 
benefited from the access to both expert and peer support in developing lesson plans, discussing 
how to best address the academic needs of the students in their SES groups and how to 
appropriately deal with behavioral issues and build positive relationships with their students. 
 
 
Finding 3—Intentional Aligned Delivery Approach: Blending SES and ASP  
 
Academic Alignment 
 
A key feature of Year Two of the HQSES project implementation is the articulation of an 
Aligned Delivery approach to the provision of Supplemental Educational Services and 
21stCCLC/ASES Afterschool programming. The Aligned Delivery approach encompasses a 
number of specific practices adopted by the THINK administrators in an intentional effort to 
advance the blending of the SES and ASP practices with regard to the standards aligned content 
and skill building strategies adopted to support students’ academic development, particularly in 
the areas of Math and English Language Arts. In the words of the SES Program Director, “The 
notion was that we do alignment [between the two programs] in the sense that we have the same 
coach giving the same tools to the ASP staff and to the SES Instructors.” 
 
This occurred through the implementation of academic enrichment activities, such as an 
“augmented” KidzLit including comprehension and vocabulary development, and the integration 
of MathBlast and Math “I do, We do, You do” strategies into both ASP and SES. Test taking 
strategies and Weekly Fab4 (an activity to support the mastery of key academic vocabulary in 
language arts, math, science, and history/social studies) and other math and vocabulary games 
were introduced into the homework component of the ASP to help boost student’s academic 
skills and to support their success in school once their homework is done. Similar strategies and 
content were integrated into the SES program described in the previous sections. 
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In the afterschool program, these curriculum enhancements were accompanied by staff 
development activities that included: (1) side-by-side approach to training site staff in the efforts 
of alignment with school day strategies; and (2) encouraging Site Coordinators to initiate 
conversations with school principals and grade level leaders to figure out ways they can align 
ASP activities with academic goals of the school day. In summary, specific academic enrichment 
curriculum incorporated into the ASP as part of the Aligned Delivery approach included: 
 

 KidzLit—develops reading fluency, comprehension and vocabulary; fosters love of 
reading and literature 

 Math Blast—grade level math skill development activities 

 Test taking strategies—language arts and math activities used in SES tutoring are 
incorporated into homework assistance period in ASP 

 Computer-based Academic Skill Development—computer programs in Language 
Arts and Math (e.g. Mind Institute, Reading Plus, Lexia) used during ASP computer 
lab to review and build skills.  

 
In interviews, Site Coordinators were asked what their understanding of the HQSES was and 
how they were currently seeking to align their delivery of the academic enrichment component 
with the SES program. They confirmed that they had received materials and some training and 
that they were told to communicate regularly with their site principal regarding the ways they 
can help support the schools’ learning goals for students. The following comments from Site 
Coordinators speak to their attention to academic enrichment and Aligned Delivery approach: 

 
• Well, I go back to alignment because they do stress it a lot, “We want to align 

with the school day, we want to align with the SES, we all want to be aligned as 
opposed to being three separate programs." And then they do give us techniques; 
at our weekly meetings, our QAC [Quality Assurance Coach] will go over things, 
what we can do to really align, how to build relationships with the school day so 
that they will want to talk to us and really give us the feedback that we need in 
order to truly align with whatever it is they're doing.  

 
• When we do KidzLit, our language arts program, we're doing the steps, the 

predicting, clarifying, questioning, summarizing, accuracy phrasing—all of those 
are being done in SES tutoring too. […] Same thing with the Math Blast, with the 
math strategies, or homework strategies.  

 
Site Coordinators shared strategies they have adopted at their site to further align the ASP to the 
school’s academic goals. For example, a Site Coordinator took the initiative to learn the 
academic computer software that was being implemented in the school day program and that was 
being used during the computer lab in the afterschool program.  The Site Coordinator shares her 
proactive approach to making sure that she and her staff are prepared to support students with the 
math program: 
 

During the school day, they do the Mind Institute. So we do GiGi Math [in the 
computer lab], every group goes for about 30-45 minutes.  They just log on and 
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they start playing GiGi. I went to a training for that on my own here at this school 
with the teachers during one of the mornings. They had a trainer here and I went 
in, and I was able to observe that and receive a few books. The tough thing is that 
my staff, they're like, "How do you play this?" It was recently that they had 
another training and I spoke to the Mind Institute coordinator and she said she 
was going to create passwords so then my staff can play the games, because the 
only way to understand the games is if you actually play it.  
 

An intermediate Site Coordinator conveyed a comprehensive understanding of alignment to 
include academics and enrichment. She and her staff initiated an academic coaching component 
at the intermediate program, working in collaboration with teachers to address specific student 
needs and improve their grades. At the same time the ASP creates opportunities for student 
leadership and recreation. The Site Coordinator elaborates: 
  

There's definitely an academic component to all of our clubs. But also, we do a lot 
of student activities here on campus. We held a dance and it was a huge success. 
We co-sponsored it with ASB. It was a huge event - we had a king and queen 
crowning and photo booth and they haven't had something like that here in years 
and the principal's like, "Are you guys going to do another one?"  So just in terms 
of student activities, it's all about Think Together. […] So sometimes we align by 
meeting the needs of the school or meeting them where they're at, but then 
sometimes we align by trying to set up a different kind of standard, like with 
activities such as picking up trash and the extracurricular stuff, like cheer.  

 
An intermediate Site Coordinator reflects a similar focus on ensuring that the ASP curriculum is 
working to support the goals of the school day: 
 

My curriculum is based on the morning curriculum; for example, the math that we 
implement is given to me by one of the math teachers in the morning and I use it in 
the afterschool program. We are trying to do the same thing with Language Arts. I 
go through the district’s pacing program and try to align the curriculum or at least 
the themes of what they are doing to the academic enrichment. Of course I twist it 
to make it more fun and enriching, so it’s an extension of what’s going on in the 
morning. […] Also, I am meeting with one of the science teachers and with ASB to 
kind have some type of communion when it comes to activities and dances. 
[…] I have worked really hard to align the ASP with the morning by being very 
much involved with what goes on in the morning, and they very much involve me 
when it comes to students who are in the ASP. 

 
Another intermediate Site Coordinator explained how she explicitly took the SES academic skill 
building and test prep strategies and integrated them into her homework help time in the ASP 
program. She explains: 
 

I didn’t want the SES to be a separate program within my program. And so the 
way that I integrated the curriculum that was given to me I tried to integrate the 
kinds of activities they were doing [in SES] in the English and Math, so that they 
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are doing it there but I am also integrating it into homework time. So I told [all 
the ASP students], “They are going [to tutoring] getting extra practice with this 
and you’re also getting extra practice during homework time.” I tried to do those 
little half sheets [test prep and skill building activities] as a separate rotation but 
it didn’t really work out for us. So I thought, okay homework time is the best time 
since kids finish with their homework and need something to do.  

 
In general Site Coordinators took seriously the charge to work to integrate academics more 
intentionally into their ASP and to seek ways to make connections with the SES program. In this 
regard advances were made from Year One to Year Two of the HQSES project. One key strategy 
that made this progress possible—working to blend the ASP and SES program and create a more 
cohesive set of practices across both—was the institution of the side-by-side coaching model of 
staff development and reflective practices. 
 
Staff Development: Side-by-Side Coaching 
 
The THINK Aligned Delivery Coach charged with coaching both the SES tutors and Site 
Coordinators at the elementary schools, describes the process of implementing the staff 
development method adopted during Year Two as a key strategy of the Aligned Delivery 
approach: 
 

Side-by-side coaching is a simple concept, someone who knows a little more than 
the Instructor or the Site Coordinator just stands with him or her, not necessarily 
in front of the class… I speak so that the kids hear, if I am in the tutoring situation 
I coach so the kids hear it: “What Mr. So and So is going to do now is…” and 
then the SC says, “Okay kids here is what we are going to do now.” So the kids 
hear it twice so it’s not a secret. We started out whispering, but then I thought, 
“this is going nowhere: forget the whispering.” 

 
With regard to the response of SC and Tutors to this kind of step-by-step guidance while 
working with the students during actual program delivery, the THINK Coach explained how she 
would gain approval of all participants, both staff and children, prior to initiating a coaching 
session:  

 
There have been questions like, “Well isn’t it embarrassing to the Site 
Coordinator to the Program Leader when you’re telling them what to do?” And, 
in my experience, no. I always ask permission: “Do you mind if I do the side-by-
side coaching? I think it will give you some hints.” “Sure go ahead.” And then 
they end up having a successful lesson and then they are thinking, “Whoa! I can 
do this, I can do this!”  
 
And I always ask permission of the kids, “Is it okay with you that we do this side-
by-side coaching? This class has been especially chosen for it. Is that alright?” 
“Yes!” “We’ll have teacher talk and kids talk, do you think you’ll know the 
difference?” Yes they know the difference. And if I make a mistake, which 
sometimes I do.  I will say, “Oh mistake! Is that okay kids?” and they say, “Yes.” 



 

HQSES Study Report—Year Two   22 

If the Program Leader, Site Coordinator or Instructor makes a mistake I will 
gently guide them. I won’t say, “No that is not the way to do that.” I will say, 
“Have you tried it this way,” that kind of thing.  

 
Observations of both the SES and SC coaching sessions confirmed its effectiveness and the 
receptiveness of tutors and Site Coordinators and Program Leaders to the coaching process—a 
specific example of an SC applying the method independently is provided below. In interviews 
Tutors and SCs reported on how it helped them to gain the skills and build confidence in their 
ability to incorporate reciprocal teaching principles into their practice and academic content and 
skill building strategies into the curriculum. Site Coordinators who received the side-by-side 
coaching voiced in interviews their appreciation of the opportunity to learn how to integrate 
academics in the ASP by actually doing the activities with their staff. They believed they 
benefited from the modeling of the coaching approach. As one Site Coordinator notes: 
 

I've had [the HQSES Aligned Delivery Coach] here. She came in November 2009, 
and she spent a whole week here just pretty much explaining the curriculum to 
me, doing side-by-side coaching with my staff and me.  […] She did KidzLit, CTB 
science, Math Blast, Math Strategies, vocabulary games, fluency reading, 
phonics, phonemic awareness. So that was really helpful, especially for my staff. 
[…] What she would do is we would choose a classroom and then we would 
implement whatever strategies we were doing. If it were KidzLit, then we would 
go in there and she'd be coaching me and I'd actually be coaching my staff; kind 
of a three-way coaching.  […] I think it made me more comfortable in coaching 
my staff on the academic pieces. She does give strategies, because it's not only a 
coaching piece on the actual curriculum, it's also just a coaching piece on 
coaching. So it's like a dual piece there. 

 
One elementary Site Coordinator was observed implementing the side-by-side coaching strategy with 
her staff. Since half of the students at this site leave at 4:30 to take the bus, the SC takes, half of her staff 
(five PLs) and coaches them as they lead an activity with a group of twenty students so that they can 
model and coach each other in the process, while the other five stay with the rest of the students doing 
regular ASP activities.  She alternates the groups so that all staff get training. During the observed 
session, the five PLs took turns carrying out parts of a KidzLit activity where students practiced reading 
with expression. The SC provided guidance through out the lesson coaching each PL as they lead the 
activity and allowing other PLs to provide suggestions to their peers. At the end of the session the SC 
debriefed with the staff asking them, “What kinds of skills did you use?” and gave them advice on how 
to incorporate the activity into their daily practice, “Choose a paragraph or part of book and have them 
practice reading with expression, get excerpts from a book.” 
 
This same SC reports that the side-by-side coaching and continual follow-up on her part have 
helped to improve the delivery of the KidzLit language arts enrichment curriculum at her site:  
 

I've been really monitoring all my Program Leaders, going in specifically during 
that time [they are doing KidzLit] just to make sure that they are following 
through with the training and they are doing what they are supposed to be doing. 
The kids really seem to enjoy it because at first, the Program Leaders were like, 
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"How do I even implement this?" And the kids don't think this is fun, so they were 
kind of disillusioned as well. But I think with the training, it really did help 
because they knew what it was supposed to look like and what it could look like. 
All of my Program Leaders had gone through KidzLit training but it was done 
with adults. I just don't think that's the best way to learn and grasp curriculum. 
You need to see it with kids because you need to see how they're going to react, 
how they're going to take it, how they're going to interpret it.  

 
As a further compliment to the individual expert coaching at the site level, Site Coordinators 
receive coaching training, in addition to other information and training, at regular Friday 
meetings (that take place at the central Santa Ana THINK office from 9:30 am-12:30 am) with 
their Quality Assurance Coaches and peers. As one Site Coordinator states: 
 

We do the modified coaching process with each other. So what'll happen is one of 
the Site Coordinators will throw out a challenge that they're having with one of 
their Program Leaders. One of us will be the Site Coordinator and the other one 
will act as a Program Leader, and we'll kind of model how that conversation will 
go. We will role-play what that conversation should be like. And then afterward, 
we always debrief: "I really like the way you did this but maybe when you're 
actually having the conversation, this is the way you should word it." So it's really 
helpful in the sense that you have other people listening to you and watching you 
to really see how you're coming off as far as body language goes, as far as your 
tone and things like that. […] So if my QAC identifies one person that's really 
great at doing Harvest of the Month, then she'll ask that person to present how 
she carries that out at her site. And we also do site visits to other sites because 
sometimes you don't always get to really understand what something should look 
like until you actually see it. So at the beginning of the year, they came to my site 
for opening because we have a strong opening. 

 
In addition, a cadre of Site Coordinators is selected to participate in an Elite Leaders of the 
Future (EFL) training lead by CynDee Zandes, the THINK Chief Program Officer. In the words 
of a Site Coordinator who participates in the program: 
 

That's kind of helped because we've learned more coaching strategies. And my 
coach has been really helpful. I accompanied her to a site a few weeks ago and 
she's like, "Okay, go try your coaching out. Go try your coaching on her right 
now." So she's been really good in encouraging me to do that. There's been an 
emphasis on the coaching practices for us ELFs, the people going through this 
training.  

 
Peer coaching, mentoring and modeling approaches implemented with tutors in the SES program 
and with Site Coordinators working with their Program Leaders in the afterschool program were 
key to advancing the HQSES goals in Year Two. This approach helped create a learning 
community across THINK programs were children witness adults being guided by other adults 
and develop a positive notion of supporting and learning from each other. In this way program 
quality becomes more of a shared vision and concern as staff work collaboratively to continually 
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build their knowledge and skills and to ensure program goals are being met. To further ensure 
these goals are being met, consistent communication and collaboration with principals is 
essential.  
 
Communication with Principals and Alignment with the School Day 
 
THINK administrators made it a priority to work on building relationships with principals in 
Year Two by encouraging Site Coordinators to reach out on a regular basis and find ways to 
collaborate with their site principals. This effort was also a focus of the SES administration, 
according to the SES Program Director: 
 

For me I have built relationships with principals and vice principals; if there is 
something that they need they just call me and we are there. I think they 
appreciate that. Not getting a voice mail or getting back to them some two days 
after. So I am on it right away. To me they are my customers. 

 
Site Coordinators reported having a strong partnership with their school principal, “I’m always 
welcome to go in the office to talk to him,” noted one. According to the Site Coordinators, 
principals communicated the needs of their school and sought input from teachers and were 
supportive of the ASP staff, “You are a part of our staff…” Site Coordinators were clear on the 
directive from THINK administration to continually work at building that relationship and at 
ensuring that the academic alignment be a main objective as reflected in their statements 
highlighted in the box below.  
 

 
Connecting to the Principal to Align with the School Day 

—Statements by THINK Together Site Coordinators (Spring 2010) 

• What we were instructed to do is to attend the Wednesday teacher meetings and if we're 
allowed to have individual meetings with them or the principal, to do that as well; 
because you always want to try and align with what they're doing in the regular school 
day. So a lot of the teachers will come up to me and say, "Right now, we're doing long 
division and my students are having a really hard time doing that. Is it okay if you can do 
some worksheets or do some games or do some kind of curriculum aligned to that?" So 
we'll do that as well.  

 
• Generally, I meet with the principal. I meet with him a lot, actually. It's more of an 

informal thing where I just stop into his office or he'll come in here. So I'm always 
welcomed just to go in there and talk to him if he needs to. And he does the same with 
me: "Hey, I was talking with the 2nd grade teachers. This is what we need. Can you do 
that?" And I'll say, "Yes, I can do it."  […] We also do have notepads to communicate 
with the teachers, like "So and so was off-task" or "This is why they didn't get their 
homework done because of XYZ. 

• When I speak to the principal, her big thing is fluency. So we try to have the kids do 
fluency before homework. They'll do it for fifteen minutes only. The Program Leader will 
time them and they'll read out loud. They have a little paper where they'll mark down, 
"For the first time, I read 80 words. The second time, I read 100..."  […] [When I asked 
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the principal what else we can do to coordinate with the school] She said, "Honestly, 
what you're doing is fine. It's just fluency. Focus on fluency because it's something basic 
and something that the PLs can do and that the kids can do.”  

• Because we work closely with the principal, we are pushing some of the comprehension 
skills. We have Making Connections, which I think principals are now using at schools. 
We pushed KidzLit because those are the skills that are aligned with the comprehension 
skills that they teach for testing. […] For my kids, I would do 1-minute time tests, just to 
get them excited about it. We would be building them up to 5-minute tests, just to work on 
basic addition, subtraction, multiplication, and division skills. Then they join the 5-
minute club and make it like a reward system. We incorporated a lot more writing 
because they weren't doing that much. They do a journal but then we just want them to 
write more. So now, we push the writing: the Harvest of the Month, we write about it; 
things that they see, they need to write about it. It's not going to be looked at and marked 
up or anything, but we just want them to enjoy writing, do as much as they possibly can, 
details, not fragments. Spelling is huge; we always try and push spelling. Not the same as 
school but we do support more academic stuff than what they did before. 

• I want to build on the relationship I have with the principal. I have a very good 
relationship with all administrators at the school.  And so I want the afterschool program 
to be an asset for the morning and visa-versa; so we’ve been working very hard at that so 
that if they have events I want them to feel supported by us and if we have events I want 
their support. And so far it has worked out well. 

• Some of the teachers are not very fond of the ASP [due to space sharing issues]. But I was 
glad to find out that the principal is very supportive. So any thing I needed if I just ran it 
by her things would be fine. I knew I had the support of the Administration, the APs and 
the secretary, they were all very helpful.—New Site Coordinator 

• This year TT really stressed alignment with the school day. I do this by talking with the 
principal to find out what she wants in our regular weekly meetings. We are in constant 
contact by email, phone, coordinating. This helps to create a bond with teachers and the 
principal. Whatever kids are having trouble with in the daytime is what we work on 
afterschool so they always have extra help.  

 

 
 
SES Recruitment and Retention 
 
THINK SES administrators made a concerted effort to disseminate information about the 
program to parents in Year Two and to inform Site Coordinators of their specific roles and 
responsibilities. Although staff were not allowed to actively promote the THINK SES services 
among parents of students in their ASP, SCs were allowed to post flyers in their THINK office 
space on school campuses that announced THINK as an approved SES provider and to answer 
questions if parents approached them. Also THINK SES administrators and staff were present at 
the SES informational fairs held by the district at different school campuses across Santa Ana. 
The SES Program Director points to how her presence as the THINK representative at the 
district’s SES fairs is key to establishing visibility in the community and building that 
relationship with parents: 
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This coming September [2010] they are going to see the same face. I will have 
been there three years by then so that to me gives the program some credibility. 
They [the parents] know that I give them my business card and they can call me 
with any questions or concerns that they have. Anything that they are unhappy 
with, they know that our headquarters are here on 4th and Tustin and they can 
call us, they can get someone and I think parents really like that.  

 
Site Coordinators were better informed about the SES program in Year Two and were able to 
communicate to parents about the program and the purpose of the district’s informational fair, 
and made sure to explain to parents that they have the option to choose among a range of 
approved providers. Still, Site Coordinators communicated in interviews that they felt they had a 
limited role in recruitment given that they were not allowed to “advertise” the THINK SES 
program to parents considering the district policies: the most they did was post the flyer in their 
office saying that THINK Together SES will be offered again this year, answer parents questions 
and direct them to the school office for an application.  
 
However, despite these efforts the number of students assigned to THINK in year two was 
reduced from 425 in Year One (2008-09) to 240 in Year Two (2009-10). Most likely this was 
due to the assignment of providers to students at the district level.  As occurred last year, some 
parents who did select THINK as their first choice, among the three chosen providers they list on 
their application form, were not assigned to THINK. The SES Program Director comments on 
this situation:  
 

I have had parents that have come back to me and said, “We put THINK as our 
first choice and you guys never called us.” I got many calls from parents with this 
question and I immediately looked at the list the district sent and the child would 
not appear on the list. So I instructed the parent to call the district and ask why 
they have not gotten the program of their choice. So what I have decided to say to 
parents next year is to put THINK on all three spots.  

 
Several Site Coordinators noted that because of the experience with the THINK SES program 
last year “parents had seen small group tutoring and wanted to know how to get students into it 
this year”, which resulted in parents coming up to them and asking about the program at the start 
of the year – “when does it start? How to get in?” In the following statements SCs elaborate on 
their efforts to inform parents about the SES opportunities within the parameters of the 
programs’ regulations: 
 

• All I know is they had at the elementary schools different fairs and there was one 
here. But you have other providers saying, "You're going to get computers. You're 
going to get this, you're going to get that."  But we can't say, "Yeah, come sign up 
for Think Together." It's just, "Yes, Think Together is one of the providers. You 
have many options to pick one." And that's basically it.  
 

• I could talk to them about the Fair but then I would also have to say, "Other 
providers are going to be there as well." They'd see it and if they wanted to talk to 
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me about it, then I could tell them, "Yes, Think Together is going to be there, 
along with other providers." They get to choose and whatnot. 
 

• From what the principal communicated to me some organizations are giving 
computers. You can't beat a computer. They have those kinds of incentives to give 
to the parents. But the students that are in my program, the parents that did pick 
us, their biggest incentive is they don't have to go anywhere [besides the school]. 
They don't want anyone in their house. They're here at school, they know that 
they're in a safe environment, they know that they're going to be in the 
[afterschool] program, go to their tutoring and come back.  
 

• The only thing I was allowed to do was to put up a flier that says "Think Together 
SES" and with the date of that, saying what they were going to have. It also had to 
say with "Along with other providers." So that was the only thing I was allowed to 
do. I just put up [the flyer] in my office.  
 

• There was [an information] Fair at Wilson where all the SES providers came and 
parents went around to every table and talked to all providers. On that day I 
stood at SES table for THINK so parents could see that I was there. It is a hard 
thing to make students understand that the regular ASP is different then SES. 

 
As an incentive for Site Coordinators to work towards the success of the SES program, recruit 
and retain students, they received $50.00 for each student enrolled in THINK SES at their site 
and $50.00 for each child who completed the program. While the incentive was appreciated by 
Site Coordinators as a compensation for the extra work tracking the SES student attendance and 
supervising the tutor(s) at their site, the greater motivation was meeting the needs of their 
students. Two SC comment to this effect: 

 
• I like it of course, but at the same time it feels like a dollar amount assigned to a 

kid. It seems odd to me but it definitely is nice to get incentives for more work that 
we’re doing. But, the important thing is that they go to SES to learn, they need the 
help. 
 

• For me, it wasn't really a motivating factor. […] What motivates me is knowing 
that this kid is going to be in a tutoring program where they're actually going to 
succeed and their academic level is going to actually get better; they're going to 
achieve something. I was a lot more confident that the program was stronger than 
when we were first behind this program. So I was lot happier this year with SES. 
Especially that I have a principal [who] used to be at a fundamental school, so 
she's really academically oriented. She really wants the test scores to go up and 
so when Think Together brings a new program, whether it's SES or supplemental 
or we introduce something new in the afterschool program, she loves seeing the 
numbers, that our program has some kind of purpose and that our students are 
actually benefiting from it. So for me, that's a lot more important—to know that 
this has purpose and the kids are actually benefiting from it. Other than "Hey, 
you're going to get bonuses for kids who complete the program." 
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Staff who experienced the first year of implementation agreed that in Year Two of HQSES 
program, Site Coordinators and SES Instructors had much more clearly defined roles. Site 
Coordinators were designated as direct supervisors of SES Instructor and were responsible for 
inputting SES attendance data and following up immediately when a child failed to show up for 
their SES instruction. Instructors were clear that they had to call their SC when they were going 
to be absent or late to their tutoring session and to go to their SC if they had any issues with their 
students or questions from parents. 
 
A system for dealing with student absences in the SES program was evident at all study sites. All 
SCs kept the SES attendance folder in their THINK ASP office and understood that they were 
responsible for immediately following up with parents if a student did not show to his or her 
session. In some cases tutors were requested to make follow-up calls to parents when the Site 
Coordinator did not speak Spanish or they were busy with ASP responsibilities. A Site 
Coordinator conveys how contacting parents can be an effective approach to curtailing student 
absenteeism from the SES program. 
 

Every time a student was absent, I would call the parents. The tutor would notify 
me right when the session started. I would get on the phone and call mom or dad, 
so I really urged the parents to try not to miss any sessions just because they're 
really important. It only took about one time for me to remind them that tutoring 
is very important. They wouldn't miss on those days. So that really helps, just 
calling home and talking to the parents directly. And you don't want to have them 
come in person and try to get them home early. We really stress the importance of 
having them stay at least until the end of their tutoring session. A lot of parents 
are really compliant and they really understood that it would benefit the child if 
they would just reschedule their dentist appointment or whatever appointments 
they have that day. 

 
With a greater sense of responsibility for the SES program, Site Coordinators took initiative to 
resolve issues that contributed to student absenteeism. For example, one Site Coordinator reports 
a situation that occurred when a student was suspended from the ASP but stopped coming to 
tutoring because he was scheduled for the later SES session. The SC explains: “He got 
suspended from afterschool and he was supposed to keep coming to SES, but he wasn't coming. 
But now he's back into the SES.” She worked with THINK SES administration to change the 
student to the first session as the parents did not want to have to pick him up and bring him back 
to school, making it possible for that student to complete all sessions of the SES program.  
 
Another Site Coordinator was able to advocate for a student to ensure that he received the SES 
services that best met his needs: 
 

I had an issue with one student where he had to attend tutoring with another 
program. It was catered to homeless students and the principal said he really 
needs to go to this. But he also had SES. So I spoke to [a THINK SES 
Administrator] and we figured it out. We were able to get the SES on one day, 
[which would still allow] him to go to their tutoring [for homeless children], and 
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still come to the ASP program. And we did that all within four days? It was 
resolved.  

 
Site Coordinators recognize that when students who attend the SES program are also enrolled in 
the ASP, it makes it much easier for students, parents and THINK staff. SES students not in the 
ASP have to “hang around” on campus until their session starts without appropriate supervision. 
At one site it was observed that this issue was solved with the student sitting (doing homework) 
in the designated classroom for THINK SES tutoring during the first session while waiting for 
the second session to start.  In general, Site Coordinators voiced the opinion that having the SES 
students enrolled in the ASP “makes it a lot easier” to ensure their regular attendance in SES, as 
these two Site Coordinators note: 

 
• Even though they do miss some components of the program, SES is only from 

February or March. It's only a few months, and the kids enjoy it. But it is 
convenient when they're already in the [afterschool] program because then you 
don't have [the issues of], they have to leave at this time or this other kid has to 
leave at this time. I'm a closed campus at 3:30 so that [presents a challenge] too. 
I'm not open and parents can't come in and out of the school. At some schools, the 
parents can get their kids and go.  

 
• I think it is a convenience for [the parents] too because the kids that are already 

in, they don't have to leave or go anywhere. We have an understanding with our 
parents this year that it doesn't matter what tutoring it is, we want them to have 
tutoring and we'll accommodate no matter what.  
 

Being close to the school administration and having direct communication with the parents 
affords SCs the ability to communicate with everyone involved and to work out an approach that 
supports the students most in need of services. Tutors and parents also recognized the benefit of 
a child being enrolled in both programs: 
 

• It helps with the scheduling because my kids know, "Oh, right before homework, I 
have to go to tutoring." So the kids that were in Think Together, they have zero 
absences. And overall, all of my students maybe have one absence max. And I 
think being in the program helps a lot - it's structured so they know when they are 
supposed to go to tutoring and when not to go. —SES Tutor 
 

• Because they get to learn in tutoring and also get enrichment activities. Having 
physical activities after tutoring and before tutoring, I think that's beneficial. 
Even though they might come in with a little too much energy, but I like to use 
that energy. —SES Tutor 

 
Fostering Positive Relationships with Adults 
 
In their training, during Friday planning sessions and side-by-side coaching, SES Instructors 
were provided with ideas on how to integrate into their lessons opportunities to get to know their 
students, ask them questions about school, and identify their interests and continually work to 
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build a positive relationship with them during each session. In interviews, SES Instructors talked 
about their success connecting with students, as one tutor proudly exclaims:  
 

The thing is the kids love me. They do not want to go to their afterschool program 
because they just want to stay with me. They learn a lot and they're like, “Can I 
go to this session? I really want to go.” I'm like, “No, tomorrow I'll see you.” 

 
These successful efforts were documented extensively in observations of tutoring sessions where 
tutors were observed being responsive to students, treating them respectfully, using appropriate 
humor and positive encouragement to motivate them, showing patience as they struggle in 
tutoring sessions while holding them to high expectations [see Finding Four section below and 
Appendix C-3]. The SES Program Director confirms that this was also part of the intentional 
program improvement focus in Year Two:  
 

I think the relationship building this year has been huge. For them they 
have been able to build relationships with these students and yes they are 
motivated about the field trip [incentive for students who attend regularly], 
but they have also built a relationship with their Instructor and yes they 
are happy to go to tutoring. 
 

Parents also reported in interviews that their child was excited about attending the 
SES program and liked their tutor [see Parent Perception section below]. 
 
Site Coordinators were clear about the need to create at their sites a climate conducive to 
students’ building supportive and positive relationships with adults and peers and 
recognized how the SES tutors made a valuable contribution to this goal, as the following 
statements attest:  

 
• It was a successful program because the tutor this year was positive, ready and 

happy to be here with students, he was an awesome, motivated and very positive.  
 
• I was fortunate enough to get someone that's very knowledgeable as far as a tutor 

is concerned and who wants to know about the kids and stuff, and that's 
something I think we should have in all our tutors.  

 
• My tutors last year were good, and they had really good relationships with the 

kids. Actually, I ended up hiring one as a regular Program Leader, so she works 
for me now. The kids have a good rapport with her as well. So I think this year it 
has been about the same.  

 
Site Coordinators were clear on the importance of adopting a positive youth development 
approach throughout the ASP as well. This understanding was expressed in interviews, as 
reflected in the following SC statement:  
 

I think it's more like a team unity feeling that we have going on here. Because 
we're so supported by the principal, we use the [school] rules and we make them 
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very simplistic. All the kids are held accountable. There's lots of praises and 
rewards for good things. We do lots of incentives in the afterschool program 
because after their long day, they need to have fun. In order for them to have fun, 
we'll give them tickets or we'll give prizes or we'll make a big deal out of things 
that they do, just so that they'll be recognized in front of all of their peers. […] 
You'll just see the caring in some of our classrooms. The PLs will spend extra 
time doing things because they enjoy rewarding their kids for all the hard work 
that they've done on the tough stuff.  

 
Coordination between ASP and SES 
 
Site Coordinators in Year Two had a greater sense of responsibility for what was going on in the 
SES session and made an effort to check in on the sessions at their site. Some Site Coordinators 
attended a meeting where they were able to meet the tutors prior to program start up. The 
following SC comment illustrates how she felt responsible for students in the SES program and 
how Tutors viewed her as a source of support. 
 

Since a lot of the kids are our Think Together kids, I wanted to make sure that they 
weren't just walking around campus. I would poke my head in there and they looked 
really engaged in small groups. I would see them read with the tutors. Every once 
in a while, they'd take little breaks and play games and then they would go back and 
do the rest of either reading or math. […] If there was ever an issue, the Instructors 
were really good about telling me, "So-and-so is looking disengaged, so-and-so is a 
little disrespectful towards this student." They really communicated with me if they 
had any issues.  

 
Tutors reported that the extent to which the THINK SES program was integrated with the ASP 
depended largely on the Site Coordinator, while also recognizing their own responsibility for 
strengthening the link between the two programs. For example, a tutor explains how she would 
make an effort to talk to her SES students about their experiences in the ASP as a way to build 
their trust while familiarizing herself with what they were doing during the rest of the afternoon: 

 All of my kids were Think Together kids. […] I kind of knew what they were 
doing, because after I picked them up I would ask them, "What do you have to do 
today?"  I know they had computers or something. After that, they have CATCH. 
In between, they have snack. I would be like, "What are you doing now?" "I'm 
going to do CATCH right now." Or, "Where did you come from?" "Oh, we did 
homework time." 
 

Another tutor explains how she took the initiative to talk to the ASP staff to better inform 
herself of the program activities: 
 

For me, it was really dependent on the Program Leaders and Site Coordinators. 
Before I would tutor the kids, I would actually take time out to converse with the 
Program Leaders and Site Coordinators. So I actually knew what they were 
doing, what activities they were planning. If you don't talk to the [ASP staff], you 
wouldn't understand what they were doing. 
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Site coordinators also recognized the need to improve communication with the SES tutors 
and make them more part of the THINK team at their site. One Site Coordinator 
describes the challenges she faced working with tutors at her site: 
 

I think communication is definitely key. Sometimes I would hear complaints from 
the SES Instructors and they would talk to me about it. […] And I think we still 
need to work on training our staff because everything was so rushed when they 
hired all the SES Instructors. So I definitely feel like some of the SES Instructors 
were still a little confused. They would ask me questions and I didn't know how to 
answer them. I felt, "Well, I should be able to answer them. I'm the field 
supervisor here." But I didn't hear much back from the SES management team. 
Even when I emailed or called, I didn't necessarily receive feedback in a timely 
manner.  

 
Most Site Coordinators expressed satisfaction with the SES tutors at their site. SC reported in 
general that SES Instructors were on time, prepared and able to deliver tutoring that met the 
needs of students while maintaining positive supportive relationships with the students in their 
groups. The following statement from an SC reflects this positive assessment: 
 

Our SES Instructor is really amazing. I really like him. He definitely tailors the 
curriculum to the students. The students really like him. They always look forward 
to going to SES because he makes such fun for them. He's really, really good. I'm 
so glad because I feel like I don't even have to go in there and do a lot of 
coaching with him because I feel like he already does have a lot of strengths. […] 
So far, everything is going really good with SES. I'm very, very happy with my 
SES Instructor. It’s just a program done well.  

 
However, one Site Coordinator expressed concern and dissatisfaction with the SES Instructor 
assigned to her site: 
 

When I was in there [observing the SES tutoring session it was very monotone, 
bland, un-engaging. So I've always had really big concerns. I know it was a good 
curriculum and I was excited at the beginning since these are the kids that we can 
either make or break them if they had really good instruction and they were 
engaged. But she [the tutor] just wasn't a good selection. […] We had [a coach] 
come and talk to her, but still, when I went in a few weeks later she was very lax, 
not a good role model and not very engaging. […]  I tried to offer support, but I 
can't be in there all the time; I have Program Leaders that need attention too. So 
it was becoming a big concern. I talked to my principal and she noticed that the 
scores weren't coming back any better—and they should have. Towards the end, I 
kind of gave up. I just didn't know what else to do. […] I feel bad because [the 
students] didn't have the opportunity they should have. It was an awesome 
opportunity and, of course, [THINK] did align with the school and all the good 
things that the principal wanted and the teachers would've wanted.   
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The THINK Coach for the SES tutors, in an interview recognized this issue and asserted that 
consideration should be given to their English language speaking ability when hiring tutors, 
which she identified as one of the problems with this tutor who lacked confidence and ability to 
engage students in the English Language Arts tutoring activities.  
 
SES administrators recognized as well the need to continue to build the connection between the 
two programs with more opportunities for Site Coordinators to interact with tutors prior to SES 
program start-up, improved dissemination of the HQSES goals across staff and stakeholders, and 
the replication and ongoing reflection and improvement of the many successful practices put into 
practice in Year Two and described in the above sections.  
 
The SES Program Director offers her overall assessment of the Year Two program experience: 
 

 I am very happy with how the program is going this year because I see that 
children are learning because I go out and do site observations and see that. I see 
that Instructors feel the autonomy to have their own lessons and approach the 
instruction to the children in the way that best fits this child’s needs I see the staff 
happy as well.  
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Finding 4—Program Observation Ratings High 
 
Summary of Site Ratings—Promising Practice Ratings Scale 
 
In the second year of the HQSES study, positive indicators of promising practices were observed 
across both the THINK afterschool and SES programs. At study sites students in the afterschool 
program or in their SES tutoring sessions were generally observed to be: 
 

 Engaged in well organized and appropriately structured activities 

 Challenged to solve problems, engage in discussions, work collaboratively 
and lead activities 

 Building positive relationships with adults and their peers 

 Mastering academic skills/knowledge and competencies in other areas (e.g. 
sports, leadership) 

 
Promising Practice Ratings Scale 
 
In both Year One and Two of the HQSES Study, researchers used the Promising Practice Ratings 
Scale (PPRS) to structure observations of the SES and ASP and make qualitative ratings. The 
Promising Practices Rating System was developed for use in the Study of Promising After-
School Programs, a national study of high-quality programs serving disadvantaged children and 
youth (Vandell et al., 2006). The PPRS considers 9 research-based promising practices 
constructs: (1) supportive relations with adults; (2) supportive relations with peers; (3) student 
engagement in activities; (4) opportunities for cognitive growth; (5) appropriate program 
structure; (6) opportunities for autonomy; (7) setting chaos; (8) staff over-control; (9) mastery 
orientation. Each PPRS construct and examples of corresponding positive indicators are 
presented in Table 6 below. 
 
A total of 82 program observations were carried at 17 study sites using the PPRS, including 24 
SES tutoring sessions and 59 ASP activities. Although observations of a range of afterschool 
program activities were conducted, observers focused on academic enrichment activities 
implemented as part of the Aligned Delivery approach. During or immediately after activity 
observations, researchers took on-going observational notes and wrote justification comments for 
each PPRS rating given.  
 
The following tables summarize mean observational rating scores per type of activity and per 
PPRS construct. Table 6 shows mean rating scores for 20 enrichment and recreation activities 
observed in the afterschool program (by type of activity), and 17 homework support sessions. 
Table 7 summarizes mean scores for the academic enrichment activities in the afterschool 
program in the areas of literacy, math and science as well as computer lab activities in which 
students used software focused on academic skill development in reading and math. It also 
includes the mean rating for 13 Language Arts and 10 Math SES tutoring session observations at 
elementary and middle school study sites.  
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Table 6: Promising Practices Ratings Scale—Constructs and Positive Indicators 1 

Supportive Relations with Adults 
 Staff are engaged with children, communicate high expectations and positive norms, use positive behavior 

management techniques 
 Staff-child conversations are frequent and reciprocal, respond in a warm, supportive manner 

Supportive Relations with Peers  
 Peer interactions have a positive affective tone; students interact well together; appear relaxed and involved 

with each other 
 Students negotiate solutions in conflict situations with peers 

Level of Engagement  
 Students appear engaged, focused, and interested in their activities, contribute to discussions 

Opportunities for Cognitive Growth   
 Activities promote thinking and understanding at higher levels of complexity, integration or meaning, require 

students to plan, synthesize ideas, or use information to accomplish a goal or make a decision, identify and 
solve problems 

 Staff provide instruction, review information, explain how to do something, students listen attentively 

Appropriate Structure 
 Transitions are orderly and efficient; instructions for activities are clear and appropriate 
 Staff members support each other 
 There are no obvious safely hazards; External distractions are minimized 

Opportunities for Autonomy 
 Students have choices between activities or within an activity 
 Students have opportunities to take leadership roles, make decisions and direct activities 

Over Control*  
 Activities and interactions structured in such a way that levels of staff control are appropriate 
 Students have opportunities for making choices and have some choice about who they work with 
 Staff help youth develop their own solutions and compromises     

Chaos*  
 Students are engaged in a productive level of functional talk and movement that are part of the activity  
 Staff control techniques are effective; Staff are aware of what is happening and intervene when appropriate 

and necessary 

Mastery Orientation 
 Activities challenge students intellectually, creatively, and/or physically in developmentally appropriate ways 
 Students work on skill-building projects that have a goal, final product or performance  
 Staff encourage students to try new activities; Staff demonstrate or model concepts or skill 

PPRS Four Point Ratings Scale: 
1 = highly uncharacteristic. Little or no evidence of the construct is observed. Many negative or no 

positive indicators observed. 
2 = somewhat uncharacteristic. The construct was not characteristic of the program; exemplars 

were observed infrequently or with only one staff or student. Some negative or few positive 
indicators observed 

3 = somewhat characteristic. There is good evidence that the construct is present, but it is not 
pervasive. Several positive indicators observed 

4 = highly characteristic. The construct is highly evident. Exemplars are observed more than one 
time, and for more than one student. The program is viewed as “the very definition of” the 
construct. Many positive indicators observed. 

* In the HQSES study chaos and over control were reverse coded so that a “4” rating meant that there 
were very little or no indicators of chaos or over control and “3” that a few indicators were present.  

                                                
1 Adapted from Promising Practices Rating System Observation Manual (Vandell, et al., 2005, March).  
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Table 7: Mean Rating for Afterschool Program Enrichment and Recreation Activities 
 

ENRICHMENT AND RECREATION 

Type of Activity: 
Team Sports 
 & Organized 

Physical Activity 

Leadership 
Development 

 

Misc. Enrichment 
(e.g., Cooking, Film, 

Snack, Closing) 

Homework 
 

# Observations  11 3 6 17 

Mean Rating 3 3.4 2.9 2.9 

 

Table 8: Mean Rating for Academic Enrichment Activities and SES Tutoring Sessions 
 

ACADEMIC ENRICHMENT & SES TUTORING SESSIONS 

Type of Activity: Literacy Math Science 
Computer 

Lab w/ 
academics 

SES 
Language 

Arts 

SES 
Math 

# Observations 7 6 4 4 13 10 

Mean Rating 3 3 3.2 3.2 3.5 3.3 

 
 
Table 9: Mean Rating per PPRS Construct for Afterschool Activity Observations 
 

AFTERSCHOOL PROGRAM ACTIVITIES 
# Sites            

(# Observ.) 
 

Supportive 
Rel. w/ 
Adults 

Supportive 
Rel. w/ 
Peers 

Level of 
Engagement 

Opport. for 
Cog. Growth 

Appropriate 
Structure 

Opportunity 
for Autonomy 

Over 
Control Chaos Mastery 

Orient 

10 Elem 
(43) 

 
3.1 3.2 3.0 2.7 3.4 2.4 3.3 3.2 2.7 

4 Inter 
(15) 

 
3.4 3.2 3.2 2.6 3.3 2.6 3.4 3.4 2.6 
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Table 10: Mean Rating per PPRS Construct for SES Tutoring Session Observations 
 

SUPPLEMENTAL EDUCATIONAL SERVICES 
# Sites            

(# Observ.) 
 

Supportive 
Rel. w/ 
Adults 

Supportive 
Rel. w/ 
Peers 

Level of 
Engagement 

Opport. for 
Cog. Growth 

Appropriate 
Structure 

Opportunity 
for Autonomy 

Over 
Control Chaos Mastery 

Orient 

 10 Elem 
(16) 

 
3.8 3.5 3.5 3.5 3.7 2.6 3.8 3.9 3.5 

4 Inter 
(7) 

 
3.3 3.5 3.2 3.1 3.1 2.4 3.6 3.9 3.1 

 

The above tables show that overall observational ratings were high for each PPRS construct, 
with the highest ratings in supportive relationships with adults and with peers—performance 
measures #4 for the HQSES demonstration project. A mean score of 3.8 in supportive 
relationships with adults and 3.5 with peers resulted for 16 elementary SES tutoring session 
observations; and mean scores of 3.3 and 3.5 respectively resulted for 7 Intermediate SES 
tutoring session observations. These high ratings for supportive relationship with adults and 
peers reflect positively on the SES administration’s efforts to encourage tutors to “build 
relationships with [students] by being genuinely interested in each and every one of them and 
finding out how things are going.” (THINK SES Tutoring Guide 2010). 
 
Lowest mean ratings occurred within the construct related to opportunities for autonomy students 
had during their SES tutoring session, which might be expected given the structured nature of the 
tutoring sessions. However this was also the case for the afterschool program activities with a 
mean score of 2.4 for 43 elementary observations and 2.6 for 15 intermediate. The lower scores 
in this construct indicate a need to integrate more opportunities for choice and for students to 
take on leadership roles, particularly in the upper elementary and intermediate school programs. 
Also, lower mean scores for the homework assistance component of the afterschool program 
points to an area that may need further attention to improve student engagement and the level of 
challenge and support students receive. 
 
In Appendix C the extensive observational data collected is presented in detail, organized into 
several summary tables: (C-1) Mean Rating per construct per each study site for the Afterschool 
Program and for the SES Program; (C-2) the PPRS ratings for each individual observation 
summarized by type of activity into five tables (SES Language Arts, SES Math, Homework, 
Academic Enrichment, Enrichment and Recreation); (C-3) observers’ comments justifying high 
and low ratings are summarized into nine tables (one for each PPRS construct) and organized 
into four activity sections (SES, Homework, Academic Enrichment, Enrichment and Recreation). 
This table shows that there were no low ratings for any of the SES sessions for the Promising 
Practices of Supportive Relations with Adults and with Peers, Opportunities for Cognitive 
Growth, Appropriate Structure, Over Control and Mastery Orientation (all sessions received a 3 
or 4 rating in these constructs). 
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PRINCIPAL PERCEPTIONS OF THINK TOGETHER SES & ASP   
 
Principals from all 15 sample sites were contacted by the THINK Together SES Program 
Director and follow-up emails and phone calls made by UCI researcher Dr. O’Cadiz. Only five 
principals responded to the request for an interview. These interviews were conducted between 
May-June, 2010. Two of the principals were interviewed in Year One of the study (Spring 2009) 
and therefore were interviewed for the second time in 2010 (See 2010 Principal Interview 
protocol in Appendix B). 
 
As was the case in Year I of the HQSES study, all five principals interviewed were satisfied with 
the THINK ASP but indicated they had limited contact with the THINK SES tutors during the 
program’s operation at their site.  In general, there were no significant issues or problems with 
either program at their sites and all principals were very happy to have THINK Together on their 
campus and conveyed a willingness to collaborate with THINK staff to facilitate space and 
resources and continually address issues as they arise and to work to link the program to the 
school day. 
 
Principal Perceptions of SES 
 
The principals interviewed convey the perception that the SES program is not related in any way 
with the ASP and consider the federal Supplemental Educational Services program as an 
academic intervention program which the school has no control over and hence is not of their 
concern. The following statements reflect the adamant positions held by two principals in that 
vein: 
 

• I wouldn’t know [about the THINK SES tutoring] because the SES is such a 
non-existent entity. They’re handling [everything], we do very little with them. 
There is so much on my radar that the last thing I have to worry about is that 
component of what happens on this campus. THINK Together serves them. We 
don’t evaluate it. We don’t manage it. We don’t do anything with it. […] 
Across the board that is the issue I have with SES is that schools don’t have 
any control over that. We don’t get to pick them [the providers]. We don’t get 
to advise families on what is in the best interest of their children. They get an 
inordinate amount of money that there is no research to indicate which types 
of services are making any difference. So I am not a big proponent of SES. I 
understand that it’s part of the law, I respect that, I facilitate that I do 
everything to be compliant.  

 
• I just think that this is the biggest waste of federal dollars because they have 

so little accountability for what happens in their tutor programs. We’ve had a 
number of SES providers and we have had the usual sundry issues with those 
providers [not including THINK]. […] Beyond that, I think there is a 
complete lack of accountability of SES providers in terms of test scores. 
[Schools get less money] if kids are behind, but the SES provider is going to 
get their $1,200 dollars per student regardless. And I think that’s not right, I 
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am vehemently opposed to that kind of structure, because the SES providers 
are not held accountable to the same California standards test we are.  

 
Principals were comfortable with the SC having more of an explicit role in supervising THINK 
SES tutors in Year Two [as opposed to the previous year’s structure using Lead Teachers who 
were roaming and not as accessible] and appreciated the communication about the progress of 
students. One principal noted they would have liked to have gotten “an initial communication” 
informing them on when the THINK SES program sessions started at their site, the days and 
hours tutoring sessions were taking place and which students were enrolled:  
 

I think I would have liked to know in the beginning which kids were involved. 
Some of the kids were involved because we got a list from the district that said 
these kids are going to SES, we know about Rocket learning we know about Brain 
Hurricane. But I never know which kids were being pulled out from the ASP for 
the THINK Together SES.  

 
Others recognized that THINK did inform them about the progress their students were making in 
the tutoring sessions, but stated they would need further data in order to determine the 
effectiveness of the program: 

 
• They gave me a report on each student and it indicated whether they made 

progress or not, but what I would have liked to see if they did a pre-test and a 
post-test. So I have to take their word for it, yes they made progress. I am sure 
that they are honest but I would like to see a little bit more hard data to see the 
kind of progress the kids made.  It was like a little report card that stated the pre-
test and that they made a lot of progress, some progress or none, but it didn’t 
actually have a post-test. So I recommend that they do that, provide the pre and 
post test scores. 
 

• In August I can tell you if the kids who where in TT SES compared to those with 
other SES providers, I can tell if this kid made some gains or did not make some 
gains. You can’t blame the SES provider, because it’s our job during the school 
day, but you can certainly say well that didn’t seem to make much of a difference, 
 

• It was all handled through the ASP Site Coordinator and site assistant. They did 
all the negotiating with the kids so I had no idea that it was happening. The only 
thing that I knew is that I would get reports periodically. I think that I got three 
reports saying how the kids had been progressing. 

 
An effort was made on the part of the THINK administrators, to share with principals the work 
that is being carried out following the Aligned Delivery approach: seeking to align both the SES 
tutoring and the ASP to the California Content Standards and to hone in on specific student 
needs as well as provide them with information on some of the positive student outcomes. This 
may help SAUSD principals to assess more specifically how the THINK programs are helping 
their students progress academically. Such an effort may also open the door for Site 
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Coordinators, particularly at the intermediate level, to further advance the HQSES project goals 
with full buy-in from school site administrators and teachers.  
 
Collaboration with THINK Site Coordinators 
 
All Principals interviewed spoke of a close collaboration with their THINK Site Coordinator. 
They expressed satisfaction with the level of communication and responsiveness of their 
respective SCs and how, despite challenges due to scheduling and overload of responsibilities, 
they are willing to figure out with their SC ways to bridge the schoolday and afterschool. 
Principals responded positively to questions about their communication with the THINK Site 
Coordinator and their satisfaction with the quality of the afterschool program, and said they were 
kept abreast of program goals and activities. 
 
• I know that from what [the SC] says they are continually trying to refine and improve 

what kinds of academic components they can provide to the kids. [The SC] is very 
flexible to work with the teachers about helping with homework. Because there are 
times when the teachers will say, “Well these kids aren’t getting their homework 
done.” And so teachers will talk to him a lot and he’ll work with the Program 
Leaders to see that they can make a different emphasis. I think the communication is 
good and that helps to make sure that there are no major bumps or hurdles.  

 
• The Site Coordinator and I have meetings, we fit them in whenever we can we do 

have meetings. We sit down and she updates me about what’s going on. They have a 
bulletin that they put out; which is great. They participate a lot with us in extra 
curricular activities like dances and sports events and tournaments. Well, they run 
our sports program. The SC has also presented to the staff and she made an excellent 
push this year to have the pacing guides from the teachers so that they can help the 
kids with the homework. So our relationship with them is great. 

• I communicate a lot with the Site Coordinator. We talk all the time. I don’t normally 
talk as much to the Instructors. I know that it is frustrating for some of the teachers 
because sometimes they are in their classrooms and they see issues with discipline. 
Whenever an issue arises usually the Coordinator does take steps to resolve it. 

• The program is very different this year compared to last year and among the 
differences is the fact that this year we have a person who is running the program 
who gets it. She simply gets it. So she is highly motivated, and shows commitment to 
the school community. It’s been hard to get to where we are right now because of the 
turnover with the program coordinators. She is somebody who can and is making a 
huge difference on our campus. […] We still have a long way to go. We are not where 
I think we should be in terms of coordinating regular school day with afterschool 
program services. But we have made quantum leaps in that regard. 

• This is something that both Site Coordinator at THINK Together and I really work at 
hard. It’s really hard because they are on our campus until 10 on a good day because 
they have their meetings in the morning so it makes it difficult to manage the 
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communication with them. But we both have made a commitment to make it happen 
and so it happens because of that, but it doesn’t happen easily. But we see that we do. 

 
For the most part, principals viewed the ASP as valuable in that it provided a safe space for their 
students with an array of recreational and enrichment opportunities, but were less convinced that 
the afterschool curriculum was a good means to provide a significant academic component 
beyond homework assistance. Particularly, at the intermediate level, the ASP was mostly viewed 
as a space for organizing youth in positive and productive social and physical activities without 
any real academic substance. The Saturday Supplemental program is perceived as the authentic 
“academic component” THINK offers. With the credentialed teachers providing intervention in 
the Supplemental program, principals felt greater confidence in the quality of instruction and 
hence, its effectiveness as an academic support program. The following statements from 
principals reflect this shared perception when asked about the alignment between the ASP and 
the school’s academic program: 
 

• There is not an intentional effort [to align the ASP/SES program to school goals]. 
I honestly don’t feel that we have control over the curriculum. I believe they 
receive curriculum activity options and that’s what they do. I have walked 
through to check all the classes with the ASP coordinator to see the different 
aspects of the program. To me it seemed like the instruction was sufficient but I 
have only done that informally to give the SC feedback on how to approach her 
teachers. She has to work on creating a discipline plan so that as she gets new 
Program Leaders—since one of our issues has been turnover in one classroom 
and there might be a different sub everyday. So we talked about having standards 
of discipline to which you can orient a new person. We were talking about basics, 
like how to get your kids to walk from one place to another. Classroom teachers 
go through a student teacher process where they learn by observing and 
mimicking what the master teacher does; but our Think Together staff doesn’t 
have that background, so things as simple as getting the kids to line-up, getting 
them into their seats quickly, where to stand so you can watch both groups…so 
we talked about establishing basic rules in the classroom. But we haven’t gone 
into the curriculum. But I would definitely been interested in it. I don’t feel like I 
can put what I want in the curriculum so I haven’t spent that much time with it, I 
have spent more time with discipline and order. Our parents have had concerns 
as well as the staff. So we have been working on that. 

 
• No [there is no alignment], but my understanding is that’s not what it’s supposed 

to be doing either. And if it is that’s never been communicated.  No, I don’t 
understand that, I don’t know that. It’s the Saturday program that’s really the 
academic component. We’ve been informed that the Monday through Friday 
program is really homework assistance and it’s not anything additional. […] I 
work well with the coordinator here. We collaborate on the supplemental time, in 
that aspect we are able to provide more academic support than in the ASP.  

 
• None, they do their thing, they have their athletic program, and they’re doing 

Catch for sports. They have a variety of different clubs and I do appreciate the 
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fact that they create clubs depending on what kids would be interested in. And the 
academic component is basically helping kids get homework done. […] I get to 
school between 6:15 and 6:30. I am the first person at the gate. It’s not even 7:00 
am and I have 150 kids on campus. The first ones in are the last ones out and to 
think that they are going to have any kind of academic successful program 10 
hours into their day, I just don’t think that’s the right model for kids this age. And 
that’s one reason why I don’t make a more concerted effort with the academic 
component of the ASP. 

 
However, a primary concern that emerged from principal interviews related to having the 
behavioral expectations of the school day be consistently adopted in the afterschool program. 
Principals describe how they are working to improve communication and coordination with the 
ASP so that teachers support staff in the area of discipline, completing homework, and other 
academic concerns: 
 

• There isn’t a very clear way for teachers to work with TT staff to make sure 
homework assignments are done. The parents complain that they pick their kids 
up and their homework is not done and they don’t have the time to do it with 
them. So really [my focus is] being able to have the PLs know what the homework 
assignments are and get feedback from the teachers on whether kids are finishing 
it. We just started doing some TT reports to the teacher when they are 
misbehaving so we started working so that if discipline problems happen and TT 
lets their teachers know, because they don’t behave that badly with their teacher.  

 
• We still struggle with communication between the regular school teachers and 

afterschool Program Leaders as far as homework completion and stuff like that. 
But, we discussed that at a staff meeting and tried to come up with ways that we 
can address that problem as well.  

 
• One of the things that we have done is that I have been working with the 

afterschool program staff, and [the SC] and I communicate on a regular basis, 
and now her people have a better idea of what I am looking for from the 
afterschool program. In other words, my vision has become more clearly 
expressed to them. That’s a big thing for me, because I think if kids experience a 
disjuncture between what happens during the school day and what happens 
afterschool...and I think that to a large extent we have eliminated that. Now the 
kids understand that what ever rules there are during the school day are the rules 
afterschool.  

 
• I would say that about 80% of the time I feel comfortable with what is happening. 

If something happens that I didn’t know was going to happen then we sit down 
and talk about why didn’t I know. The Site Coordinator we had for a year and a 
half recently got a promotion within THINK Together and so we have a new one 
who was a Program Leader before, so she is familiar with the campus and she is 
really working hard to improve and get better. But I am willing to get her a little 
room to make that happen. 
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Additional Principal Feedback 
 
When asked what they thought about the field trip incentive that THINK offered students 
participating in its SES program—students attending all sessions went on a field trip to a local 
amusement park—principals responded in various ways. Most were unaware that a field trip 
incentive was offered. This bothered one principal in particular who expressed the following:  
 

I did not hear about that at all. Didn’t know anything about that and I probably 
should have, and of course that speaks to a whole other issue we have with SES 
providers and that’s that they are taking our students on a field trip …when 
nothing goes wrong nobody worries, but when something goes wrong everyone 
goes, “What were we thinking? We probably should have run this by the school 
district?” But I don’t think that they did.   

 
Another principal was aware of the field trip, however, felt that other more educational 
experiences could have been offered: 
 

I would have liked to see a different motivation. I love the fact that they were 
rewarded because of their attendance but I would have loved to have seen some 
other kind of excursion than a theme park. I think that’s an easy out and one of 
the reasons why it motivates my kids is because that’s all my kids do. They don’t 
know that we have the Bowers museum three miles from our school or that they 
got the Discovery Center. They could have gone to a concert at the UCI campus 
or the Orange County Performing Arts Center. There are a ton of community 
based cultural resources that our kids could have had the opportunity to attend. 
Instead they were rewarded with a place that most of them have been to before. If 
part of what this is supposed to be about is educating the kids then I think that 
there are other ways that they can do it.  

 
Besides better communication and more enrichment opportunities, the principals interviewed 
made passionate arguments for these additional suggestions for improving THINK program 
services and organization in the district: 
 

• Improve staff competency in behavior management—The THINK Together 
organization should provide ongoing support to prepare staff to have a universal 
set of standards such as a discipline handbook. I think that the current program 
coordinators could identify key things that they want all TT staff to know about 
discipline and order, and then that could be part of the training. […] 90% of my 
frustrating conversations with the SC deal with how the PLs do their job, 
specifically in the area of student supervision.  Holding them accountable to 
school rules. People do talk about the program and that’s mostly what I hear: 
discipline, order, the rooms are not left the same as they are during the day. 
These issues could be addressed with training. If the TT program took that 
seriously they could create an exemplary program.  
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• Create a youth lead peer-mentoring component—The THINK Together kids at the 

high school, at Century and Valley, they help us. For example the kids from Century 
High were the ones that did the Disc Jockeying for our dances here. And students from 
Valley HS are going to run a soccer clinic for us. So it is working out great. If we could 
have more of that type of the high school kids coming over with the intermediate school 
so the kids can look up to them and they can have role models. And, maybe that is 
something we can do next year where the intermediate students go down to the 
elementary and read to the kids in the elementary school. 

 
• Ensure that staff working at a school site during the day get assigned to the same 

site if working for THINK SES or ASP—There does not seem to be any rhyme or 
reason about how Program Leaders are placed on campuses within Santa Ana. I have 
several of my instructional assistants who are Program Leaders at other sites. Why I 
either have to alter their schedule here so that they can be on time to get to another 
campus across town, or why do they have to be late to get to the campus across town if 
we could place the people here where they know the children, where they know the 
rules, and they know the culture, and they know the families? And why am I getting 
people from other schools. It makes no sense to me at all. And so if there is anything 
that I would like to say—and I am sure that I am not the only principal that feels this 
way—is that if there are SAUSD employees that are working in TT that every effort be 
made to keep them on their site for the ASP and those that only work for TT then fill 
them in afterwards. That is the drum that I beat. 

 
An Important Community Resource 
 
Primarily, principals appreciate the role of the ASP in keeping their students focused and safe so 
that they can come to school prepared to learn; particularly given the needs of the immigrant 
working families they serve. The afterschool program serves as a bridge for immigrant and 
working parents to connect to the school while knowing that their child is under supportive adult 
supervision, practicing English, engaging in positive social activities with peers during the 
afterschool hours. A principal elaborates on this central role that the ASP plays in her view and 
the particular aspects she appreciates most about what the program offers: 

 
I believe that our community at large here is a rather dangerous place at night. 
And I have a lot of parents who are working multiple jobs, so one of the primary 
things that THINK Together does is give my students a safe place to be when 
there are no adults at home. It also does provide a fun, enriching environment for 
them to practice more English, they speak in English more and get more exposure 
to English. They play with their friends outside. They are engaged in activities 
that I think reinforce learning. I don’t know if they so much add a lot of new 
concepts but they reinforce new learning. And I am sure they do widen their 
experiential base, so they would be at home maybe watching TV or out in the 
streets if they weren’t in the program, and here [in the TT program] they are 
involved in constructive activities.  
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It’s a way for parents to be connected. If the kids are in the program the parents 
have to be connected at some level if only they pick up their children. If these kids 
were not in the program I wouldn’t get to see those parents at the end of the 
school day because they would be going home. I think that part is really 
significant. In this community that serves an enormous purpose. […]  If I am on 
campus from 5:15 onward, I have two doors, there is an exterior door to my office 
and parents have to walk past it to pick up their kids and I open my door every 
single day as they walk onto campus at that time. So parents can see me and stop 
by and I can see them. Because they will swing by and check on their kid’s grades 
or I’ll say to a kid, “When your parents pick you up have them stop by my office.” 
So that part I am really grateful for. 
 
Is our school better? Are our kids prepared for whatever they have to confront in 
their lives?  I would say yes. Sometimes the devil is in the details, and we get 
caught up in it and we forget to step back and look at the over all: and the over 
all is much better for our kids than the other option, which is nothing. And we just 
have our responsibility as adults to work on the program quality; but, in no way 
would I advocate that I don’t want an afterschool program on our campus, our 
kids need it, our families need it, our community needs it. I am grateful for it.  
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PARENT PERCEPTIONS OF THINK TOGETHER SES &ASP 
 
Quantitative Findings: Parent Surveys  
 
THINK staff sent post-participation surveys to parents at the end of the THINK SES program 
(April, 2010), and the parents returned completed surveys directly to the THINK sites. Both 
English and Spanish versions of the survey were included. 164 parents returned complete 
surveys; 147 of these (90%) were completed in Spanish. 
 
The parent surveys were comprised of two types of questions: parents’ perceptions of their 
child’s abilities and experiences, and feedback about various elements of the THINK SES 
program.  Questions about the child focused on perceptions of the child’s work habits and 
performance at school; the child’s experiences in the THINK SES program, and the child’s 
motivation to attend the program.  Feedback about the program included questions such as: the 
parent’s reasons for choosing the THINK Together program for their child; experiences 
interacting with staff at the THINK main office; opinions about the number of sessions offered; 
and the importance of the fieldtrip as a motivator for attending the program.  The great majority 
of parents also wrote in additional comments about the program at the end of the survey (see 
section that follows on Qualitative Findings: Parent Surveys and Interviews).   
 
The majority of parents perceived that their child was doing well in school, academically and 
socially.  On a 6-point scale ranging from “Strongly disagree” to “Strongly agree”, over 80% of 
parents agreed with every one of the 7 items in this section of the survey.  Parents perceived that 
their child was completing homework, doing well in math and reading, following school rules, 
and getting along with kids and teachers.  The chart below shows, for each item, the percent of 
parents who disagreed and agreed with each statement. 
 
Chart 1: Parent Perceptions of Child’s School Performance (n=164) 
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Five items on the survey asked for the parent’s perceptions of their child’s experience in the 
THINK SES program.  Over 95% of parents agreed with each of the five statements, responding 
that their child liked the program and got along with the kids and teachers there.  They also 
responded that the program improved their child’s skills (reading or math), as well as their 
child’s attitude toward school. 
 
Chart 2: Parent Perceptions of Child’s Experience in SES Program (n=164) 
 

 
 
164 parents responded to the question “Please tell us why you chose THINK Together as the 
provider of Free Tutoring for your child”.  Parents selected one or more responses from the eight 
choices listed.  Most of these parents (44%) selected only one response, 23% selected two 
responses; 19% selected three or more responses.  The chart below shows the percent of parents, 
out of 164, that chose each of the eight responses.   
 
Most parents (53%) chose the THINK Together SES program because it was offered at their 
child’s school.  About half of the parents (48%) chose the program because their child was 
already attending the regular THINK Together program.  41% of the parents responded that they 
had heard good things about THINK Together from another parent.  Very few parents (5%) 
responded that they chose THINK SES because their first choice of provider was not available. 
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Chart 3: Reasons for Enrolling Child in THINK SES Program (n=164) 
 

 
 
For the questions about program attendance, 98-100% of parents agreed with each statement.  
All but two parents agreed that it was valuable to see their child’s monthly progress reports, and 
all but one parent agreed that it was important to them that their child attend all of the sessions.  
98% of the parents agreed that the fieldtrip motivated their child to attend all of the sessions.  At 
the same time, all of the parents agreed that even if there were no fieldtrip, they would still enroll 
their child in the THINK SES program. 
 
Most parents (81%) thought that the number of sessions was just right. All parents agreed that 
they would recommend the THINK SES program to other parents. With regard to the coming 
school year, all parents also agreed that they would enroll their own child in the THINK SES 
program, if he/she were eligible. About half of the parents called or visited the THINK Together 
office one or more times.  Of those parents who did call or visit, 86% said that they were able to 
talk with someone who could answer their questions and resolve any problems. 
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Qualitative Findings: Parent Interviews and Survey Written Comments 
 
Parent focus group and individual semi-structured interviews were conducted between March 
and June of 2010 at the THINK Together main office and at three elementary and one middle 
school site.  The parents of 23 students enrolled in the SES program in Year Two were 
interviewed, including three couples (mother and father), for a total of 26 parents interviewed. 
The majority had their children also enrolled in the THINK afterschool program (with the 
exception of 3). Several students had siblings in the afterschool program as well. Reflecting 
the demographics of the SAUSD student population (94.6% Latino), all parents interviewed 
were Latino and the majority were immigrants. All but two interviews were conducted in 
Spanish. Parents were asked about their knowledge of the SES program, why they chose 
THINK as their provider, and their perceptions of the quality of services provided by THINK 
through both the SES and Afterschool programs and in what ways they thought their child 
benefited from participation. [See Appendix B for Parent Interview Protocols (English and 
Spanish versions)] 
 
In addition, qualitative comments written on 111 parent exit surveys (administered at the end 
of the SES program) were transcribed, translated (5 parents responded in English) and coded. 
Parents were asked four open-ended questions on the parent post-participation exit survey: 
 

1. Other reasons for choosing THINK Together SES as Provider? (10 responses) 
2. How many hours of SES tutoring did your child complete? (42 responses) 
3. Did THINK Together answer your questions? (26 responses) 
4. Other comments or suggestions? (90 responses) 

Parents’ qualitative survey responses were organized into five main coding constructs: 1) 
parents’ positive perception of program quality; 2) dissatisfaction and identification of issues and 
areas in need of improvement; 3) expectations and recommendations for the SES program; 4) 
perceived benefit of SES participation for their child; and 5) quality of experiences 
communicating with THINK staff. [See Appendix D for summary of qualitative parent exit 
survey coding frequencies] 
 
This extensive parent data reflects the survey findings presented above and further documents 
the general positive assessment parents have of the Supplemental Educational Services and 
Afterschool Programs THINK provided the SAUSD community in Year Two of the HQSES 
project. This rich narrative data further gives insight into the unique perspectives of immigrant 
parents whose voices often go unheard.   
 
Overall the data shows SAUSD parents have a high regard for the quality of the THINK SES 
tutoring services and perceive specific positive effects on there child’s academic progress in 
the subject area in which they received tutoring. Parents also recognize the Afterschool 
Program as a positive asset to the community and an important support for their child and 
family. The ASP, in their view, provides a safe haven for their children while they work, 
extended opportunities for their child to develop English language communication skills, 
homework assistance they can not provide due to time and language barriers, and access to 
enrichment and recreation activities they would not otherwise have due to their limited 
economic resources, access to transportation, and risky conditions of their urban 
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neighborhoods. Parents also voice concerns, identify issues and offer suggestions for how their 
needs can be better met.  
 
Excerpts from parent interviews and written survey comments are presented below allowing 
for the parents’ perceptions and experiences with both the SES and ASP to be more fully 
represented, providing insight into the programs’ value and characteristics from their 
perspective. [Nearly all parent interview quotes and written survey statements reported here 
have been translated from Spanish to English.] 
 
Reasons for Choosing THINK as SES Provider 
 
Parents were asked in interviews how they found out about the Supplemental Educational 
Services programs’ free tutoring opportunity in SAUSD. Parents stated that the school or district 
informed them of the program through a letter or phone call, and/or that they attended a school 
meeting where SES was discussed, or one of the district’s informational fairs. Some stated that 
they learned of the program through word of mouth (a relative or friend).  
 

• The district called my home since my child’s grades are low. They sent a flyer 
home too. I also phoned the district [to ask about it]. They told me that there 
would be [an information fair] at the Century High School. That is where I picked 
up the information last year but this year I picked it up at the school. 

• They let the students who need more help know [about SES]. [We learned] 
through flyers and through the school and the district that these programs are 
offered. 

• There was a meeting in the school about [the SES program] and they said that 
they would be sending applications to the house and that if we were interested we 
should return them to the school.  

The two primary reasons parents gave for choosing THINK as their SES provider were: 1) 
because their child also attends the ASP and it was much more convenient and they felt their 
child was safer; 2) they trust THINK as a known entity in the community and either had their 
own positive experience with the ASP, or other parents or teachers recommended THINK to 
them. In surveys 10 parents offered the following comments regarding why that they choose 
THINK as their SES provider in for the 2009-2010 academic year: 

 They have instructors that the school trusts. 
 It seemed to me that they had more hours. 

 Because they are very well organized and responsible. 
 Because they are one of the providers that has instructors that speak Spanish, 

and because a friend of mind recommended them to me. 

 This program offers all the necessary help. 
 I give thanks to THINK for helping my son. 

 Because it is really good. 
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 My son has learned. 
 Last year I choose [THINK] and I liked it. 

 Because my son had a good experience last year. 
 My daughter has attended the THINK Together program for 3 years. 

In interviews parents elaborated on some of these reasons and identified other motivations for 
selecting THINK to be their child’s SES provider. In the following examples one parent explains 
that she switched from another provider to THINK due to the convenience of not having to take 
her child to another site [the local library]. Another expresses a preference for the weekday 
program afterschool and not having the provider come to her home on the weekend. Another 
parent speaks to a general sentiment parents expressed regarding their prior knowledge of the 
THINK afterschool program, another picked THINK because their child was in the ASP, and 
finally other parents note that the THINK was recommended to them: 
 

• I was taking her to the library [from school] with out having a chance to eat. I 
would rush all the way over. I will take my daughters anywhere to help them get 
ahead. But then I was told that the tutoring is offered at school, and it was much 
more comfortable for me. It’s better now that I am not rushing around and now I 
can come calmly to the school and bring her a sandwich and that’s it.  

 
• I found out through the packet that they give out saying that there is not only the 

“afterschool program” but also tutoring especially in the areas of language and 
math. I had a lot of options but as I already was familiar with THINK Together 
and I like the [afterschool] program I wanted to try this program, also since it was 
there [at the school site].   

• I enrolled immediately [in THINK] with out knowing if it was a good [provider] 
or not. […] I chose it so that she wouldn’t have to occupy her time on Saturdays 
because other [providers] come to the house on Saturday. So I picked this one that 
is at the school so that she can have her day of rest. And I thought to myself, “In 
the house their little brother is there and he does not let them study, he just runs 
around and he is a bother”. I chose the one that that was offered at the school 
and now they go there; it was easier.  

• The teachers recommend [tutoring] when the students are low in mathematics and 
reading. When one goes to the [teacher] conferences they suggest that the 
[THINK] program is very good to help students individually one-on-one. The 
teacher cannot [actually] specify which company to choose. She just says, “All I 
can tell you is which providers offer more hours and with less students [per 
group]”, and that is better because the child learns easier with more personalized 
attention. 

• I chose THINK because the daughter of one of my relatives is in THINK Together 
so she recommended it to me. So that’s why I chose it; it’s better if it’s 
recommended.  
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• The afterschool program teacher recommended it to me, so I wouldn’t have to 
take my older child to another place [for tutoring]. [Before I was going to another 
program] but I choose THINK this year because I have small children and I was 
running around a lot. It is easier for me here at the school. 

• If found out from the school last year. I chose [THINK] again this year because 
they help them a lot with homework. Because they are pretty good and I thought I 
want to keep them. The [SES tutor] is pretty good. [Not translated] 

Positive Perception of Program Quality 

Parents consistently expressed satisfaction with the quality of tutoring and instruction provided 
in the THINK SES program and appreciation for the academic support provided to their child. 
They felt the program met their expectations: primarily, they expect that their son or daughter 
progress academically as a result of their participation in the tutoring program. The following are 
examples of parents’ written comments regarding their expectations and general satisfaction with 
the SES services provided by THINK: 
 

 I would like for my son to read more [and] that they would help him in everything. 

 [THINK] did a good job with my daughter. [Not translated] 

 Thank you for the time and services offered to these children who need support in 
subjects, it is easier when the people are qualified to help them improve and [attend] to 
their needs. I hope that the program continues. Thank you for your help. 

 I like this program very much, especially because it has more hours after school, it is a 
good schedule. 

 They do good work during all the [tutoring] time. 

 I am very happy with this program for my child because he has made progress. 

 I love it because it improved my daughter’s skills. 

 You have helped my son in everything so that he can be a good student.  

 It is a very good program that helps the kids to progress in their studies and with 
homework. They are excellent.  

 For me the tutoring is an important program, it helps the children in subjects that they 
need in order to reach the goals that they hold for themselves. It is for the good of the 
children.  

 Just want to give thanks that this type of program exists to help our children, they 
improve since they are prepared to help them and explain to them their homework. 

 I would like to thank the Santa Ana Unified District for providing excellent help and 
support for our children enrolled in any tutoring program. Also I would like to thank all 
the staff for their help and support. My son and I are very satisfied.  

 This program offers good motivation to learn and continue studying. It helps for children 
to stay in school.  
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 I like that they continue to help my daughters so that they continue in the program since 
they have very little time here and they are behind in English and I can see that it does 
them a lot of good to be in the program. 

 I would like that there always be this program that helps students to improve their 
education. Thank you for helping our children. As a grandmother, I am very appreciative 
that my grandchildren attend this program, thank you on behalf of all the family. Please 
continue with this program.  

 Thank you for the patience you have with my son, he could not read fast, and he is 
improving. I hope the program continues as it is of great help. May God bless you and 
that you may continue to work with the children.  

 The THINK Together program is the best for helping the children who need it. It is such a 
good thing that there is a program to help the children. Congratulations and continue on.  

 
Parents Recommend THINK SES Program and Plan to Re-enroll  
 
Parents affirmed in both survey comments and interviews that they would recommend the 
program to others and that they planned to apply again for SES services for their child and stated 
that they would choose THINK again as their provider, as reflected in the following remarks: 
 

 I give you thanks for the time my son was in the program because they helped him 
very much, and I would recommend the program to other parents so that they 
enroll their child in the program.  

 It was a very good program that helped my daughter; I recommend it to all the 
other parents. 

 I just want to thank you for the teaching that my son received and I hope to 
[enroll] him next year, God permitting. 

 THINK Together is a very good program for my son. I hope you continue to offer 
it at Carr [Intermediate]. I recommend it to all the students. 

 I am very happy that my son is in the THINK Together program. And if it is 
possible I will enroll him next year. 

 I think that the program is good at helping the children a little to get good grades, 
and if I can I will re-enroll.  

 I already re-enrolled her. It’s helped a lot. I have two other daughters in THINK 
Together, but not SES because one is a first grader and the other second, but 
hopefully by next year I can enroll the [one that will be] in 3rd grade. [Not 
translated] 

Positive Experiences with Program Staff 
 
In general, parents felt that the THINK program leadership (at the central office) and staff (at the 
school site) were responsive to their inquires and communicated with them about their child’s 
progress in the SES program. They appreciated receiving regular progress reports and that SES 
Instructors were willing to discuss with them their child’s needs and accomplishments. Parents 
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were also pleased with the way THINK SES Instructors and ASP staff treat their children.  Exit 
survey statements parents wrote are as follows: 

 
Communication with THINK Together Central Office 
 
 The times that I called and went to the office at THINK Together the people who attended 

me were very nice. 

 Yes, I recall that I was attended by [the Program Director] and she was very helpful. 

 I went to the office and saw that everything was fine. 

 Very helpful, understanding, very professional. [Not translated] 

 I called the THINK Together office and they answered and attended to me very well. 

 I spoke to someone who attended me very well. 

 They are always very attentive and return calls promptly. 

 I was satisfied with how [they addressed] any doubts I had. 

 They are very nice. 

 They were very cordial, I wanted to be sure of the time that the classes started. 

 They are very kind and have resolved my questions. 

 No, I never called because there were no issues with my son. And if there were any 
problems they would call me and let me know. 

Student Progress Reports 

 It was not necessary since they made themselves responsible for sending me a report on 
my daughter’s progress. 

 I liked it because it seemed they gave us more information. 

 They also provide a report on how they are doing. 

 They send [a report] home so that you are aware of how the child is advancing. 

 The report is good because that way we see how they are behaving and how they are 
progressing. 

Communication with SES Instructors 

 Yes, I have spoken to people who worked in the program. They are kind and always 
helped me and they are very attentive. 

 When I spoke to the teacher of the [SES] program she answered all my questions. 

 The teacher was always explaining to me about my son and his progress. 

 I would talk with his teacher about how he was doing. 

 I would ask his teacher if they were learning and if they understood what she explained to 
them and she answered all of my questions.  



 

HQSES Study Report—Year Two   55 

 I think that THINK Together offers a very good service, the schedule (hours) are perfect 
for mi and as are the sessions and the communication that I have with the teacher is very 
satisfying for me.  

In interviews parents offered similar examples of their satisfaction with the way the THINK Staff 
interacted with them and with their child. Parents spoke of how they were able to observe first 
hand—when picking up their student—how the staff was patient and attentive with their child 
during the tutoring session. They observed their child to be highly engaged and motivated to 
learn. Parents liked that THINK, compared to other providers, had smaller groups and took the 
time to meet with parents prior to the program start-up, as one parent points out: 

One easily gets to know the program, and who the teachers are, and you begin to 
interact with them and to have more confidence in them. I like to know who [my 
child] is with, so I came and met the [SES] Instructor. I was in an interview for 
about an hour and I liked that because in the other program [a previous provider] 
they did not talk with the parents. They did not make an appointment to talk to get 
to know them before the tutoring program started. And with THINK Together they 
did. […] They called me and showed me what they were basically going to cover 
in tutoring. [Also I liked that] there were only four to five students per group 
while in the previous program they had ten. That didn’t seem appropriate to me, 
those are too many students for one person, and over here the groups were made 
up of no more than five. 

 
 
Positive Relationships with Adults: Student Engagement and Motivation 
 
Of particular importance—given the HQSES project objective (#4) to increase the number of 
positive supportive relationships that students report having with adults and peers— parents 
reported that their child liked their tutor and this made them want to go to the THINK SES 
program. If anything parents and students thought there were too few sessions and wished for 
more days, over a longer period of time.  
 
The following examples of how students were motivated to attend their SES sessions are telling: 
 

• The boy has improved in his vocabulary and in the way he speaks. I saw the change he 
was making and the desire he had. Even though I saw that the [tutor] was very young [my 
son] didn’t mind. He would say, “Mom hurry up, I have to get [to my tutoring session]!” 
I saw the motivation the teacher had with the boy and he would go with a lot of 
enthusiasm. That is what motivated me, the way that they treat the children. That is what 
motivated me to choose [THINK Together] again. I saw how they treated my son and I 
was pleased and comfortable. Not only that it was individualized, but also that [THINK] 
offers many hours. I always focus on ‘the more time, the better’.  

• Well I also saw that they treated the children well…they give them little prizes, they 
motivate them a lot, and she loves it, she is always aware of which day she gets to go to 
“tutoring.” She is happy with the program. 

• My daughter is very happy with her teachers [at the THINK programs] because they are 
people that have a lot of patience for teaching.  
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• [My daughter] would tell me that I learned this today and I didn’t know it [before]; she 
said she was learning more and that she liked to go because of the tutor.  

• I would come to see him while he was in tutoring and asked the [tutor] how he was doing 
and [the tutor] would tell me that [my son] was paying attention and applying himself 
and progressing.  

• [My child] was very punctual and did not want to miss her [SES] classes. And I liked that 
they would later send me information about how she was doing. It went well for her 
because she was advancing and doing better in English.  

• The program is very good. In fact, when I saw my son [in his tutoring session] I liked how 
he was content, and that the children were having fun and learning; how the tutor would 
entertain them with competitions and games. They were learning though play.  

• It is more entertaining for them to be in the [SES] class with their tutor, because my boy 
would say to me, “Oh, Mom, is tutoring over already!” I think its because he learns 
more. They are having fun at the same time that they are learning.  

Survey comments from parents also spoke of the positive relationships their child developed 
with their tutor and how this contributed to their child’s motivation to attend the SES program:  
 

 I just want to say thanks for the time you dedicated to my daughter. I think the support 
she got was very important for her, and I think that the tutor that worked with her did an 
excellent job. He was very professional with her and hopefully next year we can count on 
his support.  

 What I always liked was that my son did not find it boring; completely the contrary, he 
liked the program very much and so did I since it allowed me to pick him up after work.  
Thank you for everything, and for your tolerance and patience. 

 I am happy that the program has helped my son very much, and he likes to go thanks to 
the attention. 

 I just want to give you thanks for having helped my daughter; she liked attending the 
program very much. 

 My child really enjoys going to THINK Together tutoring. It has helped my child a lot. 

 I like very much that my child likes going and he learns a lot and has more fun. 

 I want to give thanks for the patience with my daughter; it has helped her very much to 
improve. I think it is a spectacular program. My daughter is happy with the support and 
help and I give you thanks.   

 I am happy that you have offered this program because my daughter is content with the 
free tutoring classes, and I give you my thanks for having offered them and for having 
chosen my daughter for the free classes. Thank you to the [SES Instructor]. 

 I liked the program, as did my son. [The SES Instructor] is very good and attentive and I 
liked the approach of the teacher. 

 I only have to thank each and every one of you for supporting us as parents with the 
education of our children, thank you for your support and primarily for your patience. 

 Thank you so much for your help with my son. The teacher is excellent. The personnel are 
excellent, especially the teacher. [The tutor] is very kind with all the children and very 
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dedicated to his work. He answers all of our questions and the parents feel very much at 
ease with him.  

 I am very thankful to the [SES Instructor] because my son gets very happy when he is 
going to have class and he would like there to be more classes. Three days a week would 
be better. The [SES Instructor] is very kind and has much patience with the children. My 
son is happy and very motivated to be learning more in the THINK Together program.  

 
Field Trip Incentive 
 
Parents commented positively on the effectiveness of the field trip incentive offered to students who 
successfully completed the THINK SES program by attending all their tutoring sessions (students were 
given the opportunity to make up days they were absent). Students were excited to go to a local 
amusement park and made sure not miss their tutoring session. About the field trip parents had this to say: 
 

• Imagine, my son had a dentist appointment and he said, “No, cancel the appointment 
because I have tutoring and I don’t want to miss a single day!” 

• Yes he completed all his hours. I think it was a good option to motivate them to make 
more of an effort. 

• He didn’t miss a day. The tutor even went [on the field trip] and I told him, “Please take 
care of my son like you would your own eyes,” and he said, “Yes, I know.” It was the 
first time that he went alone. And he would say, I am not going to be absent because I 
want to go to the amusement park. And I said, “Yes but if they didn’t give that [reward] 
you wouldn’t miss anyway because it is for your own benefit to go. And he said, “Yes, 
yes, I know…” 

• She was very happy because it was the first time she got to go on an outing on her own, 
without us. And when she got back to the house she told us all about it, that they had 
bought them food and that she got to go on all the rides. She was very happy.  

• She went and had fun. It was helpful because she knows if she finishes those class hours 
they’ll give her a prize so she put a little more effort to keep going and enjoying…that 
kind of stuff was like more motivation for her. [Not translated] 

 
Perceived Student Outcomes from Participation in THINK SES Tutoring    
 
More importantly, parents were able to identify specific ways that there child, or children, 
benefited from participation in the THINK SES tutoring in terms of academic skill development, 
increased motivation and confidence in their academic ability, improved grades and classroom 
performance, reading English more fluently, and improved English language written and oral 
expression, as well as the ability to complete homework independently.  Additionally, parents 
reported that their child’s classroom teacher communicated (both informally and during 
parent/teacher conferencing) regarding students improved reading, writing or math performance 
in school.  Highlighted below are some interview and written statements about the outcomes 
parents perceived for their students: 
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• The program helped her a lot in that when they tested her the last time she 
went up, because she was low in reading and mathematics. I can help her 
a little because looking at the numbers I can tell what it’s about, but in 
reading I don’t know how to pronounce [English], and I don’t know what 
it says. So if she reads to me I can’t tell if she is doing it fast just to get it 
over with. But now that she has had tutoring, they did some tests and we 
went to conference with the teacher and in her comments the teacher told 
us that she knew more words and knew her antonyms and synonyms. I 
could tell from the work she was doing in tutoring that they were teaching 
her those things.  

 
• I was happy with it because I see a lot of improvement with my child, the 

3rd grader. I know she was struggling with math. She is doing way better 
now.  

• It was a great help to her since she was in danger of being retained. She 
had gone to another [SES provider last year], but she did not improve 
much in her language, reading and comprehension. But this program 
[THINK SES] helped her very much.  

• I expected improvement in her grades and I do think she improved. It 
helped her a lot in her grades. 

• It helped him in reading because she was not doing well. Before I would 
make him study, and she would say, “Mami, I don’t want to!” and would 
cry. Then, it was because he couldn’t [read]. But now that that he has 
started the tutoring he has acquired more [skill] and now he will sit and 
read for twenty minutes without being distracted. 

• I am satisfied with the program. It provided all I wanted for my child. 
More than anything I wanted to see results with regard to his learning 
because he was not doing well on his exams and he could not read, he did 
not know what they were asking. And now he is doing so much better! 

One mother, with two children in the SES program, noted how her older daughter, attending 
Santa Ana High School, benefited from the THINK program there:      
  

They helped her a lot in that program. They motivated her to do her 
homework; she was behind in many [subjects] and was absent a lot from 
school. And when she started this program she started to go to school 
more [regularly]. When she got out of school she would go straight there 
and she was very happy with the program. It helped her to not be tardy 
and to complete her homework.        

 
Parents commented in surveys regarding the following academic outcomes they 
perceived for their child as a result of THINK SES program participation: 
 

 Thank you for this program, [My son] improved significantly. 
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 It is very good because my son has improved in school.  

 The program is good; THINK Together has helped my son progress in his studies and 
homework. 

 I am very happy; personally my daughter has advanced in reading and received two 
certificates in English, “Language Arts.” I hear her more confidant when she reads a 
book.  

 For me everything was fine, my daughter did learn. It helped because I saw her in class 
and her teacher spoke with me and told me that she was doing well, that she behaved 
well, […] and she finishes her homework.  

 I am happy with the SES program of THINK Together. My daughter has improved 
significantly in mathematics thanks to her [SES Instructor]. 

 I want to take this opportunity to give thanks for the help you have given my daughter 
with reading, she was doing poorly in reading and now she has gone up in her reading. 

 I like it all; my son has improved his reading. 

 It is better than other programs because my son improved in his reading.  

 I give thanks for the support and help you have given my daughter because she has 
advanced in reading and mathematics.  

 Thank you for the support you have given my son, especially to the instructor, since my 
son did very well in the subjects of reading and comprehension. 

 I am very glad that the THINK Together SES Tutoring program has helped my daughter 
to become a better reader. 

 
Perceived Added Benefit of THINK ASP Participation 
 
Parents who whose SES student (and siblings) also attended the THINK Afterschool Program 
believed that their child (children) benefited from participating in both the SES and ASP in a 
number of ways: 1) staying safe and engaged in productive activity while they are at work; 2) 
getting assistance with their homework; 3) learning new skills while experiencing fun activities; 
4) staying physically active and learning discipline (e.g. Karate, team sports); and having the 
opportunity to learn social skills (making friends, being less shy, getting along with others). Only 
a few parents reported their children participated in any other afterschool activities besides the 
THINK ASP, such as organized team sports and church groups on the weekends.  

The following statements show the various ways parents perceived their child benefited from the 
THINK blended SES and ASP service delivery approach:   

Homework Assistance  

• This is her first year in the SES program. I tried to enroll her last year but there 
was not enough room so they gave me the option of going to the afterschool 
program. […] Although she was not able to attend last school year, she was in the 
THINK Together summer program and she advanced a lot in math. They gave her 
worksheets and we practiced and that helped her very much. 
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• Of course it benefits them [to have both SES and the afterschool program] in that 
if she needs help in math or English [homework] they can help her [at the ASP], 
which is another bonus because before she would get home and she would not do 
it. So spending a little more time here [after she is done with tutoring] she gets 
extra help, which gives her that much more of an advantage.  

• The benefit is that they help with the homework if they do not understand it 
perfectly well. They [also] learn many things: they have science, art, dance, 
computers. They love going.  

• I think it benefits her a lot because there is some homework, that even though I 
am an adult, it’s too hard. And in the THINK Afterschool Program they help her 
more than when I help her because there is some stuff where I am kind of 
confused. She finishes her homework on time; there are no delays. [No 
translation] 

• I work all day and that does not leave me with much time to help him with his 
homework, and here [at the ASP] they help him a lot and that is a big help for us.  

• It has helped a lot because before he would come home without his homework 
finished, and I would have to repeat, “do your homework, do your homework…” 
it was horrible. And now he is helping his sister with hers.  

• It is very helpful to me because the schedule makes it easier for me to get out of 
work and come get them. They dedicate time to the children and help them with 
their homework.  

Recreation and Enrichment 

• Before she would come home and just watch television or play or do whatever. 
And here [at the ASP] there are lots of activities from which she can learn many 
things. Even though I don’t work, I am at home, but the fact that she is here and is 
learning more, I think that’s good for her.  

• They benefit a lot, they do P.E. they do Art. They have them very entertained and 
it helps her with the academics. I see a difference from this year to last year, she 
is reading better and doing better in Math. This year I saw improvement in the 
program, [they have] more reading. She was reading a lot from the afterschool 
KidzLit. They use flash cards. She is ready for next year. [No translation] 

• She is more open. She was a very shy person and now she is not. She used to be 
but now she plays more with other kids. They helped her open up a little bit more 
because she used to be kind of afraid. And she is not afraid anymore.  

 
Many parents appreciated that their child was safer being in the afterschool before and after their 
tutoring session, as highlighted in the following comments: 

• I work too, and it gives one more of a sense of security knowing that they go back 
into the afterschool program when they get out [of tutoring]. And besides they like 
it and that feels good. For me, if they are comfortable, then I am too and I can 
feel good about their being there.   
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• Last year he was in tutoring with another program, this is his third [year in SES]. 
I don’t remember the name [of the provider]. The application had different 
options and I picked THINK because he was already in the THINK Together 
afterschool program at school. That makes it easier; that they go [take him to 
tutoring] and pick him up from the [SES] group.  

• I think it helps him to be more focused because they do plenty of exercise here [in 
the ASP]. He gets to converse more with his little friends and that is also a good 
thing. And we feel a little more secure knowing that our son is with responsible 
people, which is better than [if he were in] the streets.  

 
 
Additional Parent Feedback and Suggestions 
 
As the above data attests, parents overwhelmingly gave positive feedback about their 
experiences with the THINK SES and Afterschool Program. However, parents did voice some 
concerns regarding the limited time of the SES program sessions and lack of information about 
the THINK programs in the community and opportunities to collaborate, and offered suggestions 
for better addressing their needs. 
 
Provide more time and extend services to more children—In both surveys and interviews 
parents felt the SES program would be more effective helping students reach their academic 
goals if it were offered longer and more often. Parents requested it begin earlier in the year, and 
that there be tutoring sessions more days a week and/or for a longer duration. In the parent 
survey when asked, how many hours of SES tutoring their child completed? Several parents 
indicated that more time was needed or complained that the sessions ended too early.  
Others wanted services for younger children and for all children in need of tutoring.  
 
Parents made the following comments and recommendations: 
 

 I think they were too few, too little time and hours. I think that they need to provide more 
sessions for the next year.   

 Perhaps if the classes were more times per week, 3 days a week, they would help the kids 
to not forget what they have learned and to practice it consistently during the program. 

 More is necessary so that you can really see the child progress. 

 Perhaps a bit more so that the children reach their goals. 

 I am sure that if the program offered more sessions, students, in this case my daughter, 
would more rapidly achieve the level they should be at.  

 I would have liked that they give them more hours, but if they can’t its fine. It will be on 
another occasion. But in any case, thank you for your support.  

 I would have liked that they gave him two subjects at once. 

 I would like it if you could offer two subjects a week instead of only one. The reason that I 
make this commentary is that my son’s teacher said that he needs help in both writing 
and mathematics.  
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 I think my son needs more [tutoring] because he is very low in reading. 

 I appreciate very much the effort you put forth to help the students. My daughter has 
progressed greatly with her grades at school. And as a suggestion I would like to say that 
hopefully you could offer more hours so that the students can take advantage of the 
program.  

 I would like that you give your opportunity to all the children who need tutoring in the 
classes in which they are behind, even if they are doing well in others. 

 I say that it should not matter what grade a child is in, if they need help they should be 
accepted. Ever since the tutoring program started I always filled out the application but 
my son was never accepted.  

 I would like for the tutors to work with worksheets related to the subject [they are 
covering] and so that our children can bring them home to review what they are learning. 
Also I would like that they let us know if our child is not doing well so we can help them 
at home.  

 Everything is fine; I just would like that they modify the schedule because I think that it is 
hard for students to be in class from 8am to almost 6pm. I would like for them to get out 
at 5pm so that the kids could be at home a little more with their cousins and the family, 
that’s all. 

 The program is good but I would like that they could provide tutoring for other grades, 
like first and second grade too. 

 There is something I want to comment on: I asked for tutoring for my other daughter and 
they didn’t give it to me. I don’t know the reason, but she needs it very much too. 

 

Improve dissemination of information about the range of THINK programs offered and 
provide more opportunity for parent involvement—A few parents talked about the confusion 
that exists regarding the different programs that are available to students through the school 
district and THINK. One parent explains how the THINK flyer announcing that it is an approved 
SES provider prompted her to inquire about the opportunities available: 
 

It seemed strange to me when I saw the flyer for THINK Together SES and I 
thought "My son is already in the program why would I enroll him again?" So I 
asked, “ Why should I come here if my child is already [in the afterschool 
program]?” And I was told, “No, that has nothing to do with it. We are the same 
agency but different departments [SES and ASP], the tutoring is different it is 
individual.” So I called the [SES Program] Director personally. The flyer has a 
number for further information. I called it because I wanted to know about it and 
what they can offer. 

 
 
A newcomer immigrant parent explains the difficulties he faced getting information and 
makes a suggestion: 
 

• In my case I was recently arrived from Mexico and I did not know the system, the 
schools, you are unaware of everything. I didn’t know about [THINK programs] 
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until a [school administrator] told us about it. The way to inform [the community] 
is to put up banners that invite parents to get to know about [what is offered]. 

 
Making another suggestion, a parent writes: 
 

I would like for you [THINK representatives] to come to our meetings, to speak 
with parents about your opinions and future projects so that there is greater 
communication. 

 
 
In an interview a parent advocates for more opportunities for parents to come together 
and learn how to be involved and proactive in supporting their children: 

 
It would be good if we had more [meetings], because often, for the sake of our 
children we would like to know how to help them. We also like to cooperate. We 
don’t want that they help us in everything.  

 
 
One parent leader who serves on the parent advisory board at the school explained how parents 
get confused about all the programs offered and recommends THINK have parent representatives 
present at school meetings to inform other parents about the different programs: 

 
Many parents like myself know that a program exists but not what it is that they 
offer, because most think that their child is only there to do homework. They say, 
“Hey, but my child came home with homework,” and I tell them that they have 
different activities [in the afterschool program]. I would like that when school 
starts that you go to the school to say, “This is the program that we offer,” 
because a lot of people think that the only purpose is to do homework. It should 
be more personable.  What the parents are confused about is in differentiating 
one program from another. For example, there is a program that is solely 
dedicated to Saturdays. […] In a meeting at the school they distributed a flyer to 
the parents that said that they could enroll their child in the Summer Program, 
Saturday and Spring Break Program, and they talked about that a lot. […] They 
were passing out flyers about the free tutoring. That is how they got my attention. 
I think it’s a good way, because if they don’t inform parents they may not get the 
information. I feel some parents are shy to ask for information.  [THINK] should 
send people that you select to represent the program [at school meetings]. Since I 
belong to the parent advisory board of the school I would like that [THINK] have 
some representation of parents. 
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CHALLENGES AND AREAS IN NEED OF IMPROVEMENT  
 
 Staff, parents and principals identified challenges and provided suggestions for improving the 
THINK Together programs. Issues identified are summarized in three main areas in need of 
improvement: 1) educate parents and the community about the SES program and range of 
THINK services to counteract confusion and promote participation; 2) support Site Coordinators 
in the delivery of the range of THINK programs (ASP, SES, Supplemental, Summer) to allow 
them to work effectively toward achieving program goals and ensuring quality; 3) promote a 
shared understanding of the Aligned Delivery approach promoted through the HQSES 
demonstration project. Each of these challenge areas is briefly described below. 
 
1. Communicate with parents about the different THINK services available, how they are 

related, and different ways parents can get involved. 
 
Site Coordinators spoke to the difficulty recruiting for the SES program given both the district’s 
restrictions on promoting the THINK SES tutoring with the parents of students in the THINK 
afterschool program and the confusion among parents about the distinction between both 
programs. One Site Coordinator explains. 
 

We recruited heavily because we were hoping that we would get a lot more kids. I 
guess compared to other schools, we do have a large number of kids that are in 
SES. But it's just really hard because even as Think Together, I can't promote any 
program. I can only tell parents that there are SES tutoring opportunities. The 
fair was out front with the many different vendors, but I don't think the parents 
really understand that everything is free for them and how essential it is to have 
more time spent with their kids. It was really crucial, but I couldn't really say a lot 
other than "please go look." I couldn't even promote Think Together. […] Yet they 
don't want to interact with strangers that they don't know well or they don't feel 
comfortable with. [At the Fair] there were like thirty tables. […] They don't even 
know which one to apply for. They have a hard time deciding because there are so 
many choices; it's just too overwhelming for them, and they want help with the 
paperwork. […] So it's also a matter of having to educate the parents. 

 
As noted in the above section on parents’ perception of the SES and ASP, the desire to have 
more opportunities to get involved in the programs was expressed. Parents felt that they could 
advocate for the program among their peers and help to disseminate information about the SES 
opportunity as well as share with the broader school community how they feel the program 
benefits their students. One parent, who is on the school advisory board, suggested ensuring that 
there is representation of a THINK parent since the ASP plays such an important role in linking 
parents to the school. Parents also want more opportunities to participate in THINK events with 
their child. 
 
2. Provide Site Coordinators with more support in delivering the range of THINK Together 

programming—especially for intermediate sites. 
 
Site Coordinators reported feeling overwhelmed with the demands of operating the different 
Think Together programs, which they felt limited their ability to focus on ensuring the quality of 
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the SES and ASP program services at their site and to work towards advancing the objectives of 
the Aligned Delivery approach. The challenges faced in this regard are described in the following 
SC statements: 
 

• There is so much supplemental work to do—Saturdays, Winter Break, Spring 
Break—instead of focusing solely on the afterschool program, I am always having 
to plan for an additional program. This has made it difficult to always have to 
plan for something else: for example, I have 100 new registration forms for the 
Spring Break program, [I have to] recruit kids, input data…it’s a never ending 
cycle…good for kids, but difficult for Site Coordinators and Program Leaders [as 
it leaves] no time to take a step back and breathe. It would be good to have one 
supplemental program coordinator at each site [to help administer all these 
programs]. The afterschool program suffers when my assistant and I cannot put 
our full effort into the program. 
 

• I just have to come and make sure that everything is working [in the SES Program 
and ASP], but then combine that with everything else that's going on for 
supplemental, Saturday, Spring Break and everything…I mean, you could see 
through that giant bag, those are all registration forms. My biggest folder is 
Spring Break. I have 144 of those plus orchestrating a Saturday program that I'm 
working with the school on. […] So the school's been a big support. I guess you 
can consider it two after-school programs? Because my ADA for after-school is 
148. Consider that I am running two sites. 

 
• My biggest challenge this year has definitely been the supplemental programs. 

We're having winter programs, spring programs, and summer programs on 
Saturday, and juggling that with the demands of the afterschool program. 
Preparing for that takes me away from really connecting with my staff and being 
in the class with the students. I think preparing for that, enrolling for that, 
recruiting for that, all that data entry…that has taken a lot of time and I feel like 
I've been pulled during trainings, during meetings this year, a lot of that stuff 
happened during program time. So I think being spread too thin is basically my 
challenge this year. […] The support for the Saturday program wasn't there at 
all. I felt we were definitely on our own. And I understand that attendance is very 
important in this field but I felt like the focus was all about attendance. We were 
really concerned about the quality, and I don't think were supported in that.  
 

One principal, when interviewed, voiced a related concern regarding the pressure on Site 
Coordinators to manage the range of THINK programs and to recruit students into the 
Supplemental Program (Saturday) at their sites: 
 

THINK Together has tried to push its Saturday Program, and it doesn’t work very 
well here at our site because we don’t get a lot of kids that want to go. The TT 
[administration] has made it difficult on the coordinators, I think they make it 
seem like it’s the coordinators that aren’t doing their job to get kids enrolled 
when in reality the kids just don’t want to come on a Saturday. They have 
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Catholic school, they have sports that they do with their family, all kinds of stuff. 
And I think that it becomes an uncomfortable situation when TT pushes too much. 
They love the ASP they have good numbers for that. We have over 150 kids 
enrolled for the summer. We love that they provide a service to our kids. We make 
our schools available as possible. But if we don’t have the kids we don’t have the 
kids.  

 
One SC spoke to the need for more support at the site level to allow her time to work on ensuring 
the quality of program services: 
 

Probably my biggest challenge is going around to coach all of the Program 
Leaders on a daily basis just because we're such a large site: we have ten 
Program Leaders, we have like 220 students. And I do have a site assistant but he 
only works 20 hours. So him working that many hours just isn't really sufficient 
because a lot of his time is spent entering attendance, entering registration forms, 
doing administrative computer things. Yes, I love the support that he gives with 
that because that's a load that I don't have to do. But at the same time, I need to 
have another person to really be out there coaching the Program Leaders, really 
just being visible with the kids as well. There's only one of me and there's ten of 
them. I do have a weekly schedule where I schedule out who I'm going to be 
seeing at what time but with all the side tracks—I need an icepack, I need this, I 
need that—I just need him to work more hours. 20 hours just isn't sufficient for 
our site assistant.  

 
Another SC also points to the limited time allotted for working with Program Leaders and 
for them to prepare their daily activities:  
 

We have 30 minutes that I can meet with [Program Leaders].  And that's the 
biggest thing because my staff is like, “When are we supposed to prep?” What I 
try to do is say, 'today they have dance and there's the dance teacher.' So I'll stay 
with the group and I'll let the Program Leaders go for thirty minutes and they get 
to check their supplies or go over lesson plans […] Because they want us to be in 
at a certain number of hours, they are limited to 3.75 a day, it's hard not giving 
them time before or after to prep. 

 
Both tutors and Site Coordinators voiced their concern for the lack of support for the 
intermediate programs.  For example, an intermediate Site Coordinator indicates a limited 
understanding of the HQSES objectives and how to implement the curriculum materials that 
have been handed to her. She explains: 

 
I have the HQSES materials we were given. We just haven't implemented it. We 
weren't really trained on them. […] The way that it happened is that we went to 
one of our team meetings and our QAC (Quality Assurance Coach) said, “These 
are the HQSES.” She had pretty much a list. She had samples for us, and they 
were very academic things with history, social science, language arts, science, 
and math. It's divided by grade and they're kind of like flashcards. But we 
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definitely weren't trained. She said, “How much of these do you want to order?” 
And we said how much we wanted to order and now we have the materials. […] 
We did work on it with her a couple months ago where we would find a half-hour 
or an hour in the power hour and we would fit that into our schedule. And so we 
showed them, “Okay, this is how we would fit it into our schedule.” So if I needed 
to start it next week, I know where I could potentially fit it into my schedule. But I 
haven't been very proactive on training my staff on how to use it. I wouldn't really 
know how to introduce this curriculum to them. 
 

A new intermediate Site Coordinator, previously a site assistant, stated that she got most of her 
support from her peers with whom she had established a relationship in her previous position and 
was able to get answers to her questions as a new SC directly through them. She suggests the 
following: 
 

I would say more training in general, especially for incoming Site Coordinators 
like myself would be helpful. So when I first came in and they told me this is what 
we’re going to be doing. I thought, great, I can use that with my staff; but then not 
having any guidance on how to do that, I was kind of stuck. “I want to do that but 
how do I approach it and go about doing it?” It would have been a lot more 
useful for me to have more training and side-by-side coaching. And I think that 
the trainings [for SCs] need to be a bit more focused and more in-depth. 
 

The same SC noted that their intermediate sites had just gotten a new QAC, an experienced SC 
promoted from within their own ranks. The new QAC, she explained, was just beginning to 
“provide support as far as running the afterschool program” and would be providing them with 
side-by-side coaching as well. 
 
Another Site Coordinator requested that trainings for Program Leaders be geared to the different 
grade levels with which they work, “because when you're doing math class with fifth grade, it's 
not the same thing as first grade”. She further specified that she would like more guidance on 
how to support site staff on how to modify academic enrichment activities to make them more 
grade level appropriate.  
 
3. Promote a shared understanding of Aligned Delivery approach among THINK staff, across 

both the SES and ASP 
 
Though our interviews with both SES tutors and Site Coordinators, it became evident that a 
shared understanding of the goals of the HQSES project and principles and intent of an Aligned 
Delivery approach were not clear to all staff. Also interviews with both SES Tutors and Site 
Coordinators indicated there was limited interaction between SES and ASP staff and both 
expressed a desire for more. 
 
One way that Sit Coordinators felt they could strengthen connections between both programs 
was to have a greater opportunity to interact with the SES tutor assigned to their site prior to the 
initiation of the program. However, in Year Two some SC’s were able to meet the tutors as a 
group during their initial training. A Site Coordinator points out how gradual improvements like 
these allow for the program to advance: 
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For me SES was very smooth, everything went very well, especially with the SES 
tutor at my site this year. I see every year getting better because of experience. 
Last year we were kind of thrown into it. This year there was more planning, the 
same will happen next year; we’ll get earlier information, meet tutors earlier and 
continue along a smoother and better path. 

 
Another Site Coordinator speaks on how she worked to create with her students the notion that 
we are all in the same program, working toward similar academic skill building: 
 

 I think I’ve made it work for the best, I mean I didn’t want it to be a separate 
program within my program. Because I had some students in the beginning say, 
“Well why do they get to go, why can’t I go?” And then I would say, “Then you 
should have had you parents apply for it.” And so the way that I integrated the 
curriculum that was given to me I tried to integrate the kinds of activities they 
were doing [in SES] in the English and Math, so that they are doing it there but I 
am also integrating it into homework time. So I told them, “They are going [to 
tutoring], getting extra practice with this, and you’re also getting extra practice 
during homework time. And I tried to do those little half sheets [test prep and skill 
building activities] as a separate rotation but it didn’t really work out for us. So I 
thought, okay homework time is the best time since kids finish with their 
homework and need something to do.  

 
Also, principals seemed unaware of the overall objectives of the range of THINK Programs, and 
in particular, the academic support goals of the HQSES Aligned Delivery initiative, as indicated 
in the section on principal perceptions. As is the case with parents, there is an information gap 
about what THINK Together is doing and how all the THINK programs are intended to form a 
comprehensive approach to addressing the academic and developmental needs of students rather 
than a piece meal set of services. 
 
The following section presents the Year Two Quantitative study findings.  
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SECTION II—YEAR TWO QUANTITATIVE STUDY FINDINGS 
 

 
FINDINGS: ATTENDANCE 
 
This section summarizes student attendance in the THINK SES 09-10 program, comparing the 
students who were originally assigned to the program by SAUSD to the students who attended at 
least one day of the SES program. 
 
Enrollment  
 
The first list of students provided by SAUSD included 238 students.  A couple more students 
were also placed on the list at some point, for a total of 240 students included in the Original 
Assignment.  Those students who actually attended at least one session of the SES program were 
included in the Study Sample (n=206).  Students who were assigned to the program but never 
attended are included in the following tables as Leakage (n=34).  
 
The following table shows the distribution of students in each category, by gender and grade 
level.  There was no significant difference in gender distribution; female and male students were 
equally likely to attend the program.  There was also no difference in grade level distribution 
between those students who were originally assigned and those who actually attended.  There 
was a slight difference in grade levels between those who attended and those who did not—
students in grades 6-12 were slightly less likely to attend.  
 
Table 11: Enrollment by Grade Level 
 
 Original Assignment 

(n-240) 
Study Sample 

(n=206) 
Leakage 
(n=34) 

 

Female 
Male  

119 (49.6%) 
121 (50.4%) 

101 (49.0%) 
105 (51.0%) 

18 (52.9%) 
16 (47.1%) 

 

2nd-3rd Grade   49 (20.4%)   44 (21.7%)   5 (14.7%)  
4th-5th Grade 122 (50.8%) 113 (55.7%)   9 (26.5%)  
6th-8th Grade   45 (18.8%)   37 (18.2%)   8 (23.5%)  
9th-12th Grade   21 (08.8%)     9 (04.4%) 12 (35.3%)  
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Table 12 shows, by school site, the distribution of students who were assigned to SES, those who 
were included in the Study Sample, and those who did not attend. 
 

Table 12: Enrollment by School 
 
 
Elementary Schools 

Original Assignment 
(n=240) 

Study Sample 
(n=206) 

Leakage 
(n=34) 

 

Wilson Elementary 19 17 2  
Diamond Elementary 16 16 0  
Garfield Elementary 14 14 0  
Martin Elementary 12 12 0  
Roosevelt Elementary 11 8 3  
Davis Elementary 10 9 1  
Remington Elementary 10 9 1  
Edison Elementary 9 8 1  
Esqueda Elementary 9 7 2  
Romero-Cruz Elementary 8 8 0  
Lowell Elementary 8 6 2  
Adams Elementary 7 7 0  
Walker Elementary 7 6 1  
Franklin Elementary 5 5 0  
Heninger Elementary 5 5 0  
Hoover Elementary 5 5 0  
Washington Elementary 5 5 0  
Lincoln Elementary 4 4 0  
Kennedy Elementary 3 2 1  
King Elementary 2 2 0  
Monte Vista Elementary 2 2 0  
Pio Pico Elementary 2 2 0  
 
Middle Schools 

    

Lathrop Intermediate 10 8 2  
McFadden Intermediate 9 8 1  
Carr Intermediate 6 5 1  
Sierra Intermediate 6 5 1  
Willard Intermediate 6 4 2  
Spurgeon Intermediate 5 5 0  
Villa Fundamental Intermediate 4 3 1  
 
High Schools 

    

Saddleback High 11 4 7  
Valley High 6 3 3  
Santa Ana High 4 2 2  
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Attendance 
 
Of the 240 students originally assigned to the SES program, 206 students attended at least one 
session.  Most of these students were English Language Learners (87.9%).  Among the ELL 
students, over half (62%) scored at the Beginning, Early Intermediate, or Intermediate level on 
the CELDT overall test, and over half (51%) scores at the Beginning or Early Intermediate level 
on the reading component of the CELDT test. 
 
Almost all of the students were Hispanic/Latino, and the majority qualified for free or reduced 
price lunch (61.7%).  The parents of most of the students were not high school graduates.  The 
table below summarizes the characteristics of the study sample. 
 
Table 13: Characteristics of Study Sample (n=206) 
   
English Proficiency    

English Language Learner (ELL) 181 (87.9%)   
Reclassified Fluent English Proficient (RFEP)     8 (03.9%)   
Fluent English Proficient (FEP)     3 (01.5%)   
English Only (EO)   14 (06.8%)   
    

CELDT 09-10 Proficiency Level* Overall Reading  
Beginning   11 (05.3%) 50 (24.3%)  
Early Intermediate   24 (11.7%) 54 (26.2%)  
Intermediate   93 (45.1%) 68 (33.0%)  
Early Advanced   51 (24.8%)   7 (03.9%)  
Advanced     5 (02.4%)   1 (00.6%)  

    
Hispanic or Latino 202 (98.1%)  

   
Eligible for Free or Reduced Lunch 127 (61.7%)  

   
Parent Education   

Not a high school graduate 127 (61.7%)  
High school graduate   50 (24.3%)  
Some college (includes AA degree)   11 (05.3%)  
College graduate     2 (01.0%)  
Graduate school or post-graduate training     6 (02.9%)  
Declined to state or unknown   10 (04.9%)  

 
*California English Language Development Test (CELDT) 

 

 
The SES program was well attended.  Almost all of the students (71.8%) attended at least 22 
SES sessions, which was the total number of sessions provided to all students.  Students who 
attended all 22 sessions were given the option to attend an additional four sessions. 88 students 
(42.7%) attended 24-26 sessions. Only eight students did not attend at least half of the 26 SES 
sessions. 
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Chart 4: Number of Sessions Attended (n=206) 
 

 
 
Mean number of sessions attended was high for students overall (22.25 sessions).  Although 
elementary students are normally more likely to attend more sessions, there was nearly no 
difference between the number of sessions attended by elementary students and the number of 
sessions attended by middle and high school students.  Table 14 shows mean attendance by grade 
level, and Table 15 shows mean attendance by school site. 
 
Table 14: Mean Attendance, by Grade Level (n=206) 
 
 Mean SD Range      
All Grades 22.25 3.88 3 – 26      
2nd-5th Grade 22.48 3.58 3 – 26      
6th-12th Grade 21.55 4.71 5 – 26      
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Table 15 Mean Attendance, by Tutoring Site 
 
Elementary Schools Mean # Sessions    
King Elementary 26.00    
Davis Elementary 25.00    
Walker Elementary 24.67    
Pio Pico Elementary 24.50    
Monte Vista Elementary 24.00    
Remington Elementary 23.44    
Roosevelt Elementary 23.38    
Garfield Elementary 22.86    
Hoover Elementary 22.80    
Washington Elementary 22.80    
Romero-Cruz Elementary 22.75    
Adams Elementary 22.71    
Martin Elementary 22.50    
Diamond Elementary 22.38    
Wilson Elementary 22.23    
Heninger Elementary 21.60    
Esqueda Elementary 21.00    
Lowell Elementary 20.83    
Lincoln Elementary 20.50    
Edison Elementary 20.38    
Kennedy Elementary 19.50    
Franklin Elementary 18.40    
     
Middle Schools     
Villa Fundamental Intermediate 23.33    
Willard Intermediate 22.75    
Carr Intermediate 22.00    
Sierra Intermediate 22.00    
Spurgeon Intermediate 22.00    
McFadden Intermediate 21.63    
Lathrop Intermediate 19.63    
     
High Schools     
Saddleback High 23.50    
Valley High 22.33    
Santa Ana High 15.50    
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FINDINGS: SES 09-10 STUDENT SURVEYS AND THINK ASSESSMENT SCORES 
 
The quantitative evaluation of the SES 09-10 program included a total of seven outcome 
measures.  One of the outcome measures was a 12-item pre-post assessment of math or reading, 
administered and scored by THINK staff.  The other six outcome measures were administered to 
students as confidential paper and pencil surveys.  Four outcome measures were included on 
both pre- and post-participation surveys: 1) School Work Habits; 2) Math Efficacy; 3) Reading 
Efficacy; 4) Positive Peer Relations.  Two measures of student perceptions of the SES 
afterschool environment were included on the post-participation survey: 1) Peer Affiliation; 2) 
Emotional Support.  Table 16 shows a summary of the outcome measures. 
 
Table 16: Summary of SES 09-10 Student Outcome Measures 
 

 Type of Measure # Items Administration  
   Pre Post  

School Work Habits Survey 6 X X  
Math Efficacy Survey 6 X X  
Reading Efficacy Survey 6 X X  
Positive Peer Relations Survey 10 X X  
Peer Affiliation Survey 5 - X  
Emotional Support Survey 9 - X  
THINK Assessment Math/Reading Test 12 X X  
      
 
 
Pre-Post Changes in Student Outcomes 
 
Of the 206 students who attended the SES program at least once, 194 students completed the pre-
participation survey, 185 completed the post-participation survey, and 173 completed both 
surveys.  All survey items were translated into Spanish, and both English and Spanish versions 
of the survey were provided to all students.  Nearly all of the students completed the English 
version of the survey.   
 
For all pre-post measures, analyses were conducted to determine any significant change in 
outcome scores from the beginning of the SES program to the end.  Table 17 shows all pre- and 
post-outcome scores as well as the change in each outcome score.  Results of paired t-test 
analyses showed a significant increase in math efficacy scores and THINK assessment scores for 
SES students overall (p<.05).   
 
Further analyses were conducted to determine whether the changes in outcome scores differed 
significantly by gender, grade, or ELL status.  ANOVAs showed that the increase in both math 
efficacy scores and THINK assessment scores was significantly greater for elementary school 
students than for middle or high school students (p<.01).  There were no significant differences 
by gender or ELL status for any of the other outcome measures. 
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Table 17: SES 09-10 Pre-Post Student Outcome Scores (n=173) 
 

 Pre-Participation  Post-Participation Change, Pre-to-Post 
 Mean SD Mean SD Mean SD 

School Work Habits 3.19 .54 3.17 .59 -.02 .54 
Math Efficacy* 4.02 .85 4.13 .80 .12 .70 
Reading Efficacy 3.99 .74 4.04 .79 .04 .78 
Positive Peer Relations 3.84 .86 3.87 .93 .02 .96 
       
THINK Assessment       

All Students* 33% .11 67% .21 34% .21 
Elementary Students 35% .10 71% .67 37% .20 
Middle/High Students 29% .10 52% .22 23% .20 

*p<.05       
 
 
Effects of Low-Mid-High SES 09-10 Attendance on Student Outcomes 
 
Next, analyses were conducted to determine the effects of Low-Mid-High program attendance on 
student outcome scores.  Attendance in the SES program was consistently high, so the range of 
total number of sessions attended by those students who completed both pre- and post-
participation surveys was very narrow (17 to 26 sessions).  Nevertheless, the positive change in 
outcome scores was consistently greater for higher levels of attendance.  Results of ANOVAs 
showed a significant positive change in reading efficacy and THINK assessment scores (p<.05). 
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Table 18: Pre-Post-Student Outcome Scores, by Level of SES 09-10 Attendance (n=173) 
 

 Pre-Participation Post-Participation Change, Pre-to-Post 
 Mean SD Mean SD Mean SD 

Work Habits       
Low (<22 sessions) 
Mid (22-24) 
High (25-26) 

3.13 
3.21 
3.21 

.54 

.53 

.56 

2.98 
3.18 
3.26 

.72 

.54 

.56 

-.15 
-.03 
.05 

.44 

.58 

.54 
Reading Efficacy*       

Low (<22 sessions) 
Mid (22-24) 
High (25-26) 

4.05 
3.97 
3.96 

.69 

.75 

.76 

3.88 
3.97 
4.23 

.88 

.77 

.73 

-.18 
.00 
.25 

.87 

.77 

.70 
Math Efficacy       

Low (<22 sessions) 
Mid (22-24) 
High (25-26) 

3.87 
4.00 
4.13 

.78 

.88 

.84 

3.87 
4.15 
4.28 

.81 

.78 

.79 

.00 

.15 

.16 

.71 

.70 

.70 
Peer Relations       

Low (<22 sessions) 
Mid (22-24) 
High (25-26) 

3.73 
3.89 
3.81 

.91 

.80 

.91 

3.72 
3.85 
4.01 

.99 

.94 

.89 

-.02 
-.04 
.15 

1.06 
.87 
1.03 

THINK Assessment*       
Low (<22 sessions) 
Mid (22-24) 
High (25-26) 

30% 
34% 
35% 

.10 

.12 

.09 

60% 
64% 
75% 

.21 

.21 

.17 

30% 
31% 
40% 

.19 

.23 

.18 
* p<.05       
 
 
Effects of SES 09-10 Attendance on Student Outcomes: Regression Analyses 
 
In the previous sections, analyses showed an overall increase in student outcomes, from the 
beginning of the SES program to the end.  There was also a positive effect of Low-Mid-High 
attendance on positive changes in student outcomes.  In this section, the analyses were expanded 
to incorporate a few key factors as control variables, as well as a continuous attendance variable 
(total number of SES sessions) as a predictor of student outcomes.   
 
Several regression analyses were conducted to test for effects of SES attendance on pre-post 
changes in scores for each outcome measure: school work habits, reading efficacy, math 
efficacy, positive peer relations, victimization, bullying, and THINK assessment.  Analyses were 
also conducted to test for effects of attendance on the post-participation scores for the two 
afterschool environment measures: peer affiliation and emotional support.  
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The following five control variables served to account for any differences in outcome scores due 
to gender, school level, ELL status, FRL status, and Engagement.  These variables were used in 
all of the regression analyses:   
 

 Gender 
 School Level—The low number of students in middle or high school precluded the 

possibility of running analyses by grade level, or running separate analyses for 
elementary students and middle/high students.  Differences in outcomes by grade 
level were accounted for by the school level variable, which divided students into two 
categories: elementary students and middle/high students. 

 ELL Status—The majority of students in the SES program were identified as English 
Language Learners. This variable had two levels: students classified as English 
Language Learners (ELL), vs. students classified as fully English proficient (FEP), 
reclassified English proficient (RFEP), or speakers of English only (EO). 

 FRL Status—This variable was used as an indicator of socio-economic status.  It 
identified students who were eligible for free or reduced lunch (FRL) vs. students 
who were not eligible. 

 Engagement—Every session, tutors rated each student’s level of engagement with 
the lesson (“attentiveness”) on a scale of 1 to 4.  THINK administrators discussed the 
coding of the rubric with all the tutors to ensure consistency.  The rubric was as 
follows: 
1 = not attentive, it was an effort keeping the student on task 
2 = low and intermittent attentiveness, the student was partly engaged 
3 = average attentiveness, the student did what was asked 
4 = very attentive, the student tried very hard to do everything that was asked 
Mean scores of engagement were high overall.  The scores ranged from 2.13 to 4.00 
for individual students, with a mean score of 3.55 across all students.  The scores 
differed slightly by gender (p<.01)—the mean score for females was 3.62 and mean 
score for males was 3.55. 

 
SES attendance was used as the predictor variable, and was coded in two ways: as a continuous 
variable, with the total number of sessions attended (3-26); and as a categorical variable, based 
on High-Mid-Low SES attendance.  The categorical attendance variable compared high 
attendance (>25 sessions) to low attendance (<22 sessions).  Due to the narrow range of sessions, 
combined with the low number of students that could be included in these analyses (n=173), the 
analyses were underpowered—statistically, it is difficult to show significant results. 
 
Table 19 summarizes all of the variables used in the regression analyses.  All control variables 
were used in every analysis.  Each of the two attendance variables was used independently to 
predict each of the outcome variables (e.g. Total Attendance as predictor, Math Efficacy as 
outcome).  The student outcome scores were used in two different ways: by entering the pre-
participation scores as one of the control variables and the post-participation scores as the 
outcome variable; and by using computed change scores (the difference between pre- and post-
participation scores) as the outcome variable.   These results are reported in the tables as 
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“Residual Scores” (post-participation scores as the outcome variable) and “Change Scores” 
(change scores as the outcome variable). 
  
Table 19: SES 09-10, Summary of Variables in Regression Analyses 
 
Control Variables Predictor Variables Outcome Variables 
Gender Total Attendance (17-26 sessions) School Work Habits 
School Level High vs. Low Attendance Math Efficacy 
ELL Status  Reading Efficacy 
FRL Status  Positive Peer Relations 
Engagement  Peer Affiliation 
Pre-participation scores*  Emotional Support 
  THINK Assessment 
*Pre-participation scores are used as a control variable only when  
Post-participation scores are used as the outcome variable 

 

 
Overall, results of the regression analyses showed that higher SES attendance had a positive 
effect for reading efficacy (p<.01), peer relations (p<.05), and the THINK assessment (p<.01).  
Mild positive effects of higher attendance were found for math efficacy, school work habits, and 
emotional support (p<.10).   
 
The following tables show the results for the analyses that were significant at the .05 or the .10 
level.  A p-value greater than .05 is generally not considered “significant”, so actual p-values are 
given to more precisely show the relative levels of significance for each of the outcomes.  All 
results list both standardized and unstandardized coefficients.  The unstandardized coefficients 
show results based on actual outcome scores, and the standardized coefficients allow for 
comparison across outcomes with different scales. 
 
Table 20: Effects of SES 09-10 Attendance on Reading Efficacy 
 
 Residual Scores Change Scores 
 B SE B Beta p B SE B Beta p 
Total Sessions (17-26) .08 .03 .22 .002 .09 .03 .25 .002 
Hi vs. Low Attendance .45 .16 .20 .004 .46 .18 .21 .011 
 
Table 21: Effects of SES 09-10 Attendance on Peer Relations 
 
 Residual Scores Change Scores 
 B SE B Beta p B SE B Beta p 
Total Sessions (17-26) .07 .03 .15 .034 .07 .04 .15 .072 
Hi vs. Low Attendance .36 .20 .14 .069 – – – NS 
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Table 22: Effects of SES 09-10 Attendance on the THINK Assessment 
 
 Residual Scores Change Scores 
 B SE B Beta p B SE B Beta p 
Total Sessions (17-26) .02 .01 .17 .020 – – – NS 
Hi vs. Low Attendance ,14 .04 .25 .001 .11 .04 .19 .012 
 
Table 23: Effects of SES 09-10 Attendance on Math Efficacy 
 
 Residual Scores Change Scores 
 B SE B Beta p B SE B Beta p 
Total Sessions (17-26) .04 .02 .10 .080 – – – NS 
Hi vs. Low Attendance – – – NS – – – NS 
 
Table 24: Effects of SES 09-10 Attendance on Work Habits 
 
 Residual Scores Change Scores 
 B SE B Beta p B SE B Beta p 
Total Sessions (17-26) .03 .02 .11 .085 – – – NS 
Hi vs. Low Attendance – – – NS – – – NS 
 
Table 25: Effects of SES 09-10 Attendance on Emotional Support 
 
 Post-Participation Scores  
 B SE B Beta p     
Total Sessions (17-26) .04 .03 .13 .097     
Hi vs. Low Attendance – – – NS     
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FINDINGS: EFFECTS OF SES 09-10 ATTENDANCE ON CELDT AND CST SCORES 
 
The previous section focused on the effects of SES 09-10 on student outcomes obtained from 
surveys and from the 12-item THINK assessment administered by the SES tutors.  This section 
focuses on standardized test scores as student outcomes.  Analyses were conducted to test for 
changes in CELDT and CST scores from 2009 to 2010, and for potential effects of SES 09-10 
attendance on changes in these scores.  All 2009 and 2010 scores for the following specific tests 
were acquired from the SAUSD database: CELDT Reading, CELDT Overall, CST English 
Language Arts, and CST Math.  Of the 173 SES students included in the previous analyses, most 
of the students (n=154-159) had test scores for both years. 
 
Pre-Post Changes in CST Proficiency Scores 
 
The proficiency levels on the CST ELA and the CST Math were examined to determine how 
many SES students moved from the Below Basic level to the Basic level or above from 2009 to 
2010.  The majority of students in the SES program (66-76%) either achieved or maintained the 
Basic level or above in 2010, and many of the students improved from the Below Basic level in 
2009 to Basic or above in 2010.  Specifically, 34 students (22%) improved to Basic or above on 
the CST ELA, and 21 (13%) students improved to Basic or above on the CST Math (Chart 2).   
 
Several SES students also improved to the level of Proficient or Advanced in 2010.  Of those 
students who had CST scores of Basic or below in 2009, 20 students (13%) achieved Proficient 
or Advanced on the CST ELA and 41 (26%) achieved Proficient or Advanced on the CST Math 
(see Chart 3). 
 
Chart 5: Changes in CST Proficiency Levels, from Below Basic to Basic 
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Chart 6: Changes in CST Proficiency Levels, from Basic to Proficient 
 

 
 
 
Effects of Low-Mid-High SES 09-10 Attendance on CELDT and CST Scores 
 
Next, CELDT and CST scaled scores were analyzed.  Paired t-tests showed a significant increase 
in all test scores from 2009 to 2010 (p<.01).  An examination of CELDT and CST change scores 
by Low-Mid-High SES attendance showed a consistent positive increase in test scores for higher 
levels of SES attendance.  ANOVAs showed one significant result for the effects of Low-Mid-
High attendance: students with higher SES attendance had a greater increase in CELDT Reading 
scores (p<.05).  Table 26 shows all CELDT and CST scores for each level of SES attendance. 
 
Table 26: CELDT and CST Test Scores, by Level of SES 09-10 Attendance 
 

 2009 2010 Change, 2009-2010 
 Mean SD Mean SD Mean SD 

CELDT Reading*       
Low (<22 sessions) 
Mid (22-24) 
High (25-26) 

472.96 
475.36 
465.19 

75.27 
63.04 
62.70 

487.59 
509.16 
509.28 

64.31 
46.88 
51.63 

14.63 
33.80 
44.09 

49.20 
50.97 
45.53 

CELDT Overall       
Low (<22 sessions) 
Mid (22-24) 
High (25-26) 

478.85 
478.89 
477.55 

72.29 
61.95 
42.93 

498.78 
513.23 
509.17 

72.29 
61.95 
57.84 

19.93 
34.34 
31.62 

46.35 
40.00 
32.47 

CST Language Arts       
Low (<22 sessions) 
Mid (22-24) 
High (25-26) 

306.33 
303.89 
293.00 

36.75 
30.56 
30.68 

311.07 
316.34 
310.12 

49.78 
40.33 
31.83 

  4.73 
12.44 
17.11 

42.66 
35.47 
35.90 

CST Math       
Low (<22 sessions) 
Mid (22-24) 
High (25-26) 

317.39 
332.20 
321.08 

49.92 
51.00 
47.81 

325.94 
351.73 
346.94 

51.41 
58.98 
57.17 

  8.55 
19.53 
25.87 

49.05 
48.09 
44.73 

* p<.05       
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Effects of SES 09-10 Attendance on CELDT and CST Scores: Regression Analyses 
 
The regression analyses in this section tested for the effects of SES 09-10 attendance on CELDT 
and CST scores, controlling for the factors of gender, school level, engagement, ELL status, and 
FRL status.  These were the same control variables as those used in the regression analyses with 
pre-post survey measures as outcome variables, and the same two attendance variables (Total 
Sessions and Hi vs. Low) were predictor variables.  The control variables were used in all the 
analyses.  Each of the attendance variables was used separately, to test for the effects of Total 
Sessions and Hi vs. Low attendance on each of the outcome variables.   
 
The tables below show the results of all the regression analyses.  Results showed significant 
effects of higher attendance on CELDT Reading scores (p<.05) and mild effects of higher 
attendance on CELDT Overall scores, CST English Language Arts scores, and CST Math scores 
(p<.10). 
 
Table 27: Effects of SES 09-10 Attendance on CELDT Reading Scores 
 
 Residual Scores Change Scores 
 B SE B Beta p B SE B Beta P 
Total Sessions (17-26) 4.37 1.57 .17 .006 4.75 1.96 .20 .016 
Hi vs. Low Attendance 21.91 9.23 .15 .019 22.61 11.57 .16 .052 
 
Table 28: Effects of SES 09-10 Attendance on CELDT Overall Scores 
 
 Residual Scores Change Scores 
 B SE B Beta p B SE B Beta P 
Total Sessions (17-26) 1.20 .63 .09 .059 1.51 .82 .14 .068 
Hi vs. Low Attendance – – – NS – – – NS 
 
Table 29: Effects of SES 09-10 Attendance on CST ELA Scores 
 
 Residual Scores Change Scores 
 B SE B Beta p B SE B Beta P 
Total Sessions (17-26) – – – NS 2.59 1.50 .14 .087 
Hi vs. Low Attendance – – – NS – – – NS 
 
Table 30: Effects of SES 09-10 Attendance on CST Math Scores 
 
 Residual Scores Change Scores 
 B SE B Beta p B SE B Beta P 
Total Sessions (17-26) – – – NS 19.39 11.10 .15 .083 
Hi vs. Low Attendance – – – NS – – – NS 
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FINDINGS: EFFECTS OF ALL THINK PROGRAMS ON CELDT AND CST 
 
This chapter of the report examines the effects of participation in various THINK programs on 
changes in CELDT and CST scores (2009 to 2010), and also compares the test scores of students 
who participated in THINK programs to the test scores of similar students in the Santa Ana 
Unified School District (SAUSD).  There are three sections in this chapter, each with regression 
analyses that focus on a specific group of THINK students, and comparing that group of students 
to other students in SAUSD.  The comparison groups were comprised of SAUSD students in the 
same grades as each group of THINK students, and who attended the same schools that offered 
the THINK programs, but did not participate in the same THINK programs.  All THINK and 
comparison students who met these criteria, and for whom 2009 and 2010 CST scores were 
available, were included in the analyses. 
 
Student Groups 
The three groups of THINK students, and the corresponding comparison SAUSD students are: 

1. THINK students who attended SES 09-10 or SES 08-09 (n=354) 
SAUSD students who did not attend SES 09-10 or SES 08-09 (n=19,676) 

2. THINK students who attended any 09-10 THINK, Supplemental, or SES (n=12,950) 
SAUSD students who did not attend any THINK program in 09-10 (n=18,182) 

3. Students who attended any THINK program, in both 08-09 and 09-10 (n=7,290) 
SAUSD students who did not attend any 08-09 or 09-10 THINK program (n=14,742) 

 
Structure of Analyses 
For consistency in the report, all of the regression analyses in this chapter have a similar 
structure to the ones used in the previous section of this report (Effects of SES 09-10 attendance 
on CELDT and CST Scores).  All of the analyses include student-level factors (control 
variables), continuous and categorical THINK attendance variables (predictor variables), and 
continuous scaled test scores (outcome variables).  Also similar to the previous section, analyses 
were conducted in two ways: first, with 2010 test scores as the outcome variable (including 2009 
scores as an additional control variable); second, with changes in test scores as the outcome 
variable (2010 scores minus 2009 scores).  In all the tables, these two types of analyses are listed 
under the headings “Residual Scores” and “Change Scores”.  Finally, to allow for comparison 
across outcomes with different scales, both types of coefficients are reported (unstandardized = 
B, standardized = Beta). 
 
Control Variables 
In every regression analysis, the following control variables were used: gender, school level, 
ELL status, and FRL status.  Compared to the control variables in the previous section, there is 
only one difference; the Engagement variable was removed, because Engagement scores were 
only collected for students in the SES 09-10 program. 
 
Attendance Variables 
Both continuous and categorical attendance variables were used to test for potential effects of 
THINK attendance on changes in CELDT and CST scores.  Continuous variables were 
comprised of the total number of sessions of each program attended (regular THINK program, 
Supplemental program, or SES tutoring program), and also of the total number sessions of all 
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programs combined.  Analyses were first conducted with these continuous variables to show the 
effects of greater attendance in THINK programs on changes in tests scores.  Next, to conduct 
analyses comparing THINK students to non-THINK SAUSD students, the continuous variables 
were expanded to include zeros (no sessions attended) for the comparison SAUSD students. 
 
Two types of categorical attendance variables were used.  First, based on the distributions of the 
Total Sessions attendance variables, students were divided into three groups: Low, Mid, and 
High levels of attendance.  Analyses compared each of these groups of THINK students to the 
comparison group of non-THINK SAUSD students (High vs. None, Mid vs. None, and Low vs. 
None).  Second, categorical attendance variables were created based on each type of THINK 
program attended, and also on combinations of THINK programs attended.  For example, 
students were grouped into those who attended the regular THINK afterschool sessions only, 
those who attended Supplemental sessions only, and those who attended both THINK and 
Supplemental sessions.  Each of these groups was compared to SAUSD students who did not 
attend any of the THINK programs. 
 
By examining the effects of the continuous variables, analyses can show the relationship between 
actual number of sessions attended in THINK programs and any changes in CELDT and CST 
scores.  By examining the effects of High-Mid-Low attendance, analyses can show whether 
certain levels of attendance resulted in greater effects on test scores, as compared to students who 
did not attend THINK at all.  By examining the attendance variable that is categorized by type of 
program, analyses can show whether participation in particular programs (or combinations of 
programs) result in greater effects on test scores.  It is important to note that this last attendance 
variable does not, in any way, take into account the number of sessions attended; it is simply a 
comparison of those students who attended at least one session of a particular THINK program 
to those students who attended no sessions of any THINK program (SAUSD comparison group). 
 
Summary of Results 
Results varied across years, type of test, and type of THINK program, but showed overall that 
participation in THINK had a positive effect on changes in CELDT and CST scores.  Several of 
the analyses also showed that students who participated in THINK programs achieved a greater 
increase in test scores than students who did not attend any THINK program.  Gains were often 
greatest for those students who attended one of the SES programs and also one of the other 
THINK programs (regular THINK or Supplemental).   
 
 
Effects of SES 09-10 and SES 08-09 on CELDT and CST Scores, Compared to SAUSD 
 
This section examines the potential effects of attending one or both years of the SES program on 
changes in CELDT and CST scores from 2009 to 2010, and also compares the test scores of SES 
students to the test scores of comparison students in the Santa Ana Unified School District.   
 
The following table summarizes the 2009 and 2010 test scores of each group, as well as the 
changes in test scores from 2009 to 2010.  The table shows that students in the SES program had 
consistently lower 2009 test scores than the students in the SAUSD comparison group, and 
consistently greater positive changes in scores from 2009 to 2010.  Results of ANOVAs show 
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that for three of the tests (CELDT Overall, CST ELA, and CST Math), both groups of SES 
students (those who attended SES 09-10 only and those who attended both SES 08-09 and SES 
09-10) had significantly greater increases in scores than the students in the comparison group. 
 
Table 31: CELDT and CST Scores, Both Years SES and SAUSD Comparison Group 
 

 2009 2010 Change, 2009-2010 
 Mean SD Mean SD Mean SD 

CELDT Reading       
SES 09-10 only 
SES 08-09 and 09-10 
SAUSD Comparison 

473.41 
466.17 
509.38 

69.12 
56.16 
68.64 

507.86 
505.50 
541.10 

64.53 
49.90 
58.22 

34.45 
39.33 
31.72 

54.57 
43.84 
51.83 

CELDT Overall       
SES 09-10 only* 
SES 08-09 and 09-10* 
SAUSD Comparison 

481.44 
466.67 
513.21 

62.66 
69.05 
64.03 

511.83 
509.42 
539.75 

49.76 
44.16 
54.96 

30.40 
42.75 
26.54 

40.59 
44.09 
38.63 

CST Language Arts       
SES 09-10 only* 
SES 08-09 and 09-10* 
SAUSD Comparison 

303.28 
289.58 
326.78 

31.49 
29.10 
49.34 

313.11 
321.00 
327.05 

41.68 
40.49 
52.02 

  9.83 
31.42 
  0.28 

35.83 
38.76 
33.63 

CST Math       
SES 09-10 only* 
SES 08-09 and 09-10* 
SAUSD Comparison 

324.97 
324.38 
338.10 

50.74 
44.98 
71.32 

343.72 
343.00 
338.58 

60.09 
45.79 
74.49 

18.75 
18.61 
  0.48 

46.69 
54.41 
51.36 

* p<.01       
 
 
Next, regression analyses were conducted to test for significant effects of SES attendance on 
changes in CELDT and CST scores from 2009 to 2010.  These analyses took into account the 
effects of student-level factors (gender, school level, ELL status, FRL status) and the effects of 
SES attendance levels. 
 
The first set of regression analyses included students who attended either SES 08-09 or SES 09-
10 (n=354), and who had CST test scores for both 2009 and 2010.  Total number of SES sessions 
ranged from 2 to 59, with a mean of 26.8 sessions.  The second set of analyses compared the test 
scores of SES students to the test scores of other SAUSD students.  This comparison group was 
comprised of SAUSD students in the same grades as the SES students, who attended the same 
schools where SES was offered (n=19,676).  The continuous attendance variable (Total Sessions, 
with 0s) included zeros for all comparison students, indicating that they did not attend any 
sessions of SES. The categorical variables compared groups of students: students with High-
Mid-Low SES attendance were compared to students with no SES attendance (“None” = 
SAUSD comparison group); students who attended 09-10 SES only were compared to those with 
None; and students who attended both years of SES were compared to those with None.   
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Results of the first set of regression analyses showed that students who attended more SES 
sessions had a significant positive increase in the following test scores: CELDT Overall, CST 
ELA, and CST Math.  Results of the second set of analyses showed that students with High SES 
attendance had a significantly greater increase than the SAUSD comparison students in CELDT 
Overall scores, CST ELA scores, and CST Math scores.  Students who attended SES 09-10 only 
had a greater increase in CST Math scores, and students who attended SES 08-09 and SES 09-10 
had a greater increase in CELDT Overall and CST ELA scores.  No significant differences 
between groups were found for the effects of SES attendance on CELDT Reading scores. 
 
The following three tables summarize the results of the regression analyses. 
 
Table 32: Effects of SES 08-09 and SES 09-10 Attendance on CELDT Overall Scores 
 
 Residual Scores Change Scores 
 B SE B Beta p B SE B Beta p 
SES Students Only (n=354)         
Total Sessions, No 0s (2-59) – – – NS .16 .08 .02 .033 
         
Comparison to SAUSD (n=19,676)        
Total Sessions, With 0s – – – NS – – – NS 
High vs. None 14.93 6.44 .02 .020 12.97 7.31 .03 .076 
Mid vs. None – – – NS – – – NS 
Low vs. None -12.31 6.97 -.01 .077 – – – NS 
         

SES 09-10 only vs. None – – – NS – – – NS 
Both years SES vs. None – – – NS 19.43 8.64 .04 .025 
 
Table 33: Effects of SES 08-09 and SES 09-10 Attendance on CST ELA Scores 
 
 Residual Scores Change Scores 
 B SE B Beta p B SE B Beta p 
SES Students Only (n=354)         
Total Sessions, No 0s (2-59) .33 .11 .01 .002 .58 .11 .03 .000 
         
Comparison to SAUSD (n=19,676)        
Total Sessions, With 0s .15 .06 .01 .011 .30 .06 .03 .000 
High vs. None 13.25 5.77 .02 .022 14.41 6.08 .03 .028 
Mid vs. None – – – NS – – – NS 
Low vs. None -12.23 6.00 -.02 .041 – – – NS 
         

SES 09-10 only vs. None – – – NS – – – NS 
Both years SES vs. None – – – NS 16.28 7.54 .03 .031 
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Table 34: Effects of SES 08-09 and SES 09-10 Attendance on CST Math Scores 
 
 Residual Scores Change Scores 
 B SE B Beta p B SE B Beta p 
SES Students Only (n=354)         
Total Sessions, No 0s (2-59) – – – NS .50 .17 .02 .003 
         
Comparison to SAUSD (n=19,676)        
Total Sessions, With 0s – – – NS – – – NS 
High vs. None – – – NS – – – NS 
Mid vs. None 14.41 6.29 .02 .022 19.70 6.74 .03 .003 
Low vs. None -16.20 8.59 -.01 .059 – – – NS 
         

SES 09-10 only vs. None – – – NS 15.34 8.16 .02 .060 
Both years SES vs. None – – – NS – – – NS 
 
 
 
Effects of THINK 09-10 Attendance on CELDT and CST Scores, Compared to SAUSD 
 
This section examines the potential effects of attending one or more THINK programs on 
changes in CELDT and CST scores from 2009 to 2010, and also compares the test scores of 
groups of THINK students to the test scores of comparison students in the Santa Ana Unified 
School District.   
 
Three types of THINK 09-10 attendance were included in the analyses: regular THINK 
afterschool program sessions, Supplemental program sessions, and SES Free Tutoring sessions.  
Any student who attended at least one session of any of these programs, and who had CST scores 
for 2009 and 2010, was included in the analyses as a THINK student (n=12,950).  The 
comparison group for all the analyses was comprised of SAUSD students who did not attend any 
THINK 09-10 program, who were in the same grades as the students in the THINK programs, 
who attended schools that offered THINK programs during 09-10, and who had CST scores for 
2009 and 2010 (n=18,182). 
 
The following table summarizes the 2009 and 2010 test scores of each group of THINK students, 
as well as the changes in test scores from 2009 to 2010.  The groups of THINK students were as 
follows: students who attended the regular THINK afterschool program sessions only; students 
who attended Supplemental program sessions only; students who attended both regular THINK 
and Supplemental program sessions; and students who attended SES 09-10 plus regular THINK 
or Supplemental program sessions. 
 
The table shows that students in all of the THINK programs had consistently lower 2009 CELDT 
scores than the students in the SAUSD comparison group, and consistently greater positive 
changes in CELDT scores from 2009 to 2010.  Students in almost all of the THINK programs 
also had consistently greater changes in CST ELA and CST Math scores.  Results of ANOVAs 
show that for three of the tests (CELDT Reading, CELDT Overall, and CST Math), all THINK 
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programs had significantly greater increases in scores than the students in the comparison group.  
Students who attended the SES 09-10 program, plus at least one THINK or Supplemental 
session, consistently had the lowest 2009 scores of all the groups, and also showed the greatest 
increase of all the groups, for all of the test scores. 
 
Table 35: CELDT and CST Scores, THINK 09-10 and SAUSD Comparison Group 
 

 2009 2010 Change, 2009-2010 
 Mean SD Mean SD Mean SD 

CELDT Reading       
THINK only* 
Supplemental only* 
THINK and Supplemental* 
SES plus THINK or Supp.* 
SAUSD Comparison 

499.30 
497.24 
494.23 
472.00 
522.34 

66.91 
58.72 
64.65 
66.18 
67.83 

531.22 
534.08 
528.39 
506.89 
551.76 

65.05 
55.73 
62.65 
56.54 
64.60 

31.92 
36.84 
34.16 
34.89 
29.42 

49.54 
47.38 
49.04 
63.93 
51.05 

CELDT Overall       
THINK only* 
Supplemental only* 
THINK and Supplemental* 
SES plus THINK or Supp.* 
SAUSD Comparison 

505.05 
502.49 
500.93 
480.01 
524.16 

63.24 
52.42 
59.33 
61.62 
65.34 

532.81 
531.63 
530.23 
512.99 
548.47 

54.49 
47.78 
52.78 
46.56 
55.67 

27.76 
29.14 
29.30 
32.98 
24.31 

36.91 
34.99 
35.63 
41.38 
38.97 

CST Language Arts       
THINK only 
Supplemental only 
THINK and Supplemental 
SES plus THINK or Supp.* 
SAUSD Comparison 

336.69 
336.69 
332.82 
301.37 
336.93 

51.10 
47.07 
47.94 
30.92 
52.18 

337.76 
337.20 
332.43 
315.25 
337.58 

53.36 
49.68 
49.17 
39.19 
55.10 

   1.07 
   0.51 
 -0.39 
13.88 
   0.65 

33.56 
35.91 
35.05 
36.72 
33.62 

CST Math       
THINK only* 
Supplemental only* 
THINK and Supplemental* 
SES plus THINK or Supp.* 
SAUSD Comparison 

356.70 
362.30 
359.06 
328.18 
339.50 

73.64 
72.69 
70.85 
49.02 
73.70 

358.75 
368.82 
363.00 
346.37 
334.39 

73.13 
77.22 
73.26 
76.94 
76.68 

  2.05 
  6.52 
  3.94 
18.18 
 -5.11 

52.86 
53.87 
52.38 
47.38 
51.36 

* p<.01       
 
 
As in the previous section, regression analyses were next conducted to account for the potential 
effects of student-level factors (gender, school level, ELL status, FRL status), as well as the 
potential effects of continuous and Low-Mid-High levels of attendance.  The continuous and 
categorical attendance variables were constructed in a manner consistent with those used in the 
previous section.  Total sessions (all programs combined) ranged from 1 to 221, with a mean of 
61.7 sessions.  For the analyses comparing THINK to the SAUSD comparison group, the non-
THINK students were given a zero for Total Sessions (they did not attend any THINK sessions). 
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Overall, results were positive.  The first set of analyses showed a slight but significant positive 
effect of total sessions on change in CELDT Overall scores, CST ELA scores, and CST Math 
scores.  For the second set of analyses, which compared the test scores of THINK students to the 
test scores of students in the SAUSD comparison group, results were also consistently 
significant; students who attended THINK programs had a slightly greater increase in test scores 
than their peers in the SAUSD comparison group.  
 
The analyses that compared the test scores of groups of THINK students to the test scores of 
non-THINK students showed some positive results.  A comparison of students who attended at 
least one session of any THINK program had a slightly greater increase in CST Math scores than 
students in the comparison group (see “Any 09-10 Sessions vs. None”).  Similarly, students who 
attended THINK sessions only or Supplemental sessions only had a slightly greater increase in 
CST Math scores than students in the comparison group.  Students who attended 09-10 SES 
sessions plus at least one THINK session or Supplemental session showed the greatest increase 
in CST ELA and CST Math scores, as compared to students in the SAUSD comparison group.  
 
Table 36: Effects of THINK 09-10 Attendance on CELDT Overall Scores 

 
 Residual Scores Change Scores 

 B SE B Beta p B SE B Beta p 
THINK Students Only (n=12,950)        
Total Sessions, No 0s (1-221) – – – NS .02 .01 .03 .010 
THINK Sessions, No 0s – – – NS .02 .01 .03 .001 
Supplemental Sessions, No 0s – – – NS .30 .11 .04 .007 
         
Comparison to SAUSD (n=18,182)        
Total Sessions, With 0s – – – NS .02 .01 .03 .001 
THINK Sessions, With 0s – – – NS .02 .01 .03 .001 
Supplemental Sessions, With 0s – – – NS .24 .11 .04 .007 
         

Any 09-10 Sessions vs. None – – – NS 1.41 .61 .02 .022 
         

THINK only vs. None – – – NS – – – NS 
Supplemental only vs. None – – – NS – – – NS 
THINK and Supplemental  
vs. None 

 
– 

 
– 

 
– 

 
NS 

 
– 

 
– 

 
– 

 
NS 

SES 09-10 plus THINK or 
Supplemental vs. None 

 
– 

 
– 

 
– 

 
NS 

 
– 

 
– 

 
– 

 
NS 
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Table 37: Effects of THINK 09-10 Attendance on CST ELA Scores 
 
 Residual Scores Change Scores 

 B SE B Beta p B SE B Beta P 
THINK Students Only (n=12,950)        
Total Sessions, No 0s (1-221) – – – NS .01 .01 .02 .075 
THINK Sessions, No 0s .02 .01 .02 .005 .01 .01 .02 .035 
Supplemental Sessions, No 0s .15 .09 .01 .094 .22 .10 .03 .022 
         
Comparison to SAUSD (n=18,182)        
Total Sessions, With 0s – – – NS – – – NS 
THINK Sessions, With 0s – – – NS – – – NS 
Supplemental Sessions, With 0s – – – NS – – – NS 
         

Any 09-10 Sessions vs. None – – – NS – – – NS 
         

THINK only vs. None – – – NS -3.84 1.41 -.04 .007 
Supplemental only vs. None – – – NS -5.78 1.46 -.06 .000 
THINK and Supplemental  
vs. None 

 
-4.84 

 
1.26 

 
-.04 

 
.000 

 
-7.17 

 
1.34 

 
-.08 

 
.000 

SES  09-10 plus THINK or 
Supplemental vs. None 

 
11.47 

 
4.02 

 
.05 

 
.004 

 
21.01 

 
4.26 

 
.16 

 
.000 

 
Table 38: Effects of THINK 09-10 Attendance on CST Math Scores 
 
 Residual Scores Change Scores 

 B SE B Beta p B SE B Beta P 
THINK Students Only (n=12,950)        
Total Sessions, No 0s (1-221) .02 .01 .02 .010 – – – NS 
THINK Sessions, No 0s .04 .01 .04 .000 .03 .01 .03 .003 
Supplemental Sessions, No 0s .26 .13 .01 .055 – – – NS 
         
Comparison to SAUSD (n=18,182)        
Total Sessions, With 0s .04 .01 .03 .000 .02 .01 .02 .000 
THINK Sessions, With 0s .04 .01 .03 .000 .02 .01 .02 .000 
Supplemental Sessions, With 0s .58 .10 .02 .000 .22 .10 .01 .034 
         

Any 09-10 Sessions vs. None 7.78 .58 .05 .000 3.97 .62 .04 .000 
         

THINK only vs. None 4.78 1.98 .02 .016 – – – NS 
Supplemental only vs. None 3.57 2.04 .02 .080 – – – NS 
THINK and Supplemental  
vs. None 

 
– 

 
– 

 
– 

 
NS 

 
– 

 
– 

 
– 

 
NS 

SES  09-10 plus THINK or 
Supplemental vs. None 

 
– 

 
– 

 
– 

 
NS 

 
14.12 

 
6.38 

 
.07 

 
.027 
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Effects of Two Years of THINK Attendance on CELDT and CST Scores, Compared to SAUSD 
 
This section examines the effects of two years of THINK attendance (08-09 and 09-10), on 
changes in CELDT and CST scores from 2008 to 2010.  The analyses include THINK students 
who attended at least one session of any program (regular THINK, Supplemental, or SES) in 
both 08-09 and 09-10 (n=7,290).  The comparison group includes SAUSD students who were in 
the same grades as the THINK students, who attended the schools at which THINK programs 
were offered, and who did not attend any THINK session in either 08-09 or 09-10 (n=14,742). 
 
The table below summarizes the 2008 and 2010 test scores for all THINK students and the 
students in the comparison SAUSD group, as well as the changes in test scores, from 2008 to 
2010.  Students who attended THINK programs during 08-09 and 09-10 had consistently lower 
2008 test scores for CELDT Reading, CELDT Overall, and CST ELA than students who did not 
attend any THINK program, and had consistently greater increases in all test scores than students 
who did not attend THINK.  Results of all ANOVAs, which compared the test scores of each 
THINK group to the SAUSD comparison group, were consistently significant at the .01 level.   
 
Table 39: CELDT and CST Scores, THINK 07-08 to 09-10 and SAUSD Comparison Group 
 

 2008 2010 Change, 2008-2010 
 Mean SD Mean SD Mean SD 

CELDT Reading       
THINK only* 
Supplemental only* 
THINK and Supplemental* 
SES plus THINK or Supp.* 
SAUSD Comparison 

463.05 
473.17 
454.95 
438.78 
501.79 

69.62 
60.28 
67.40 
60.09 
77.46 

532.27 
543.74 
531.72 
516.73 
554.97 

63.05 
61.74 
58.86 
60.95 
71.13 

69.21 
70.02 
76.77 
77.95 
53.18 

60.07 
55.63 
58.75 
66.63 
63.22 

CELDT Overall       
THINK only* 
Supplemental only* 
THINK and Supplemental* 
SES plus THINK or Supp.* 
SAUSD Comparison 

431.58 
405.10 
417.96 
439.22 
473.41 

90.25 
97.31 
88.37 
65.52 
98.60 

514.48 
506.67 
507.88 
510.90 
535.24 

57.44 
52.76 
53.37 
47.69 
71.12 

  82.90 
101.57 
  89.91 
  71.68 
  61.83 

65.02 
73.50 
64.35 
57.07 
64.12 

CST Language Arts       
THINK only* 
Supplemental only* 
THINK and Supplemental* 
SES plus THINK or Supp.* 
SAUSD Comparison 

327.77 
325.97 
324.06 
297.26 
333.69 

45.13 
42.13 
42.74 
34.94 
50.07 

337.52 
338.24 
337.65 
315.95 
338.41 

50.87 
44.22 
46.99 
41.28 
55.54 

  9.74 
12.27 
13.59 
18.69 
  4.72 

33.74 
34.72 
32.61 
37.34 
33.99 

CST Math       
THINK only* 
Supplemental only* 
THINK and Supplemental* 
SES plus THINK or Supp.* 
SAUSD Comparison 

345.86 
346.62 
347.42 
310.49 
339.28 

67.28 
65.98 
66.04 
55.00 
68.21 

360.35 
366.29 
368.74 
339.97 
327.47 

71.81 
68.74 
72.21 
61.25 
74.52 

14.49 
19.67 
21.32 
29.48 
-11.81 

56.99 
59.06 
57.79 
55.40 
55.92 

* p<.01       
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As in previous sections of this report, regression analyses were conducted to account for the 
effects of gender, school level, ELL status, and FRL status, as well as to test for varying levels of 
THINK attendance.  The continuous and categorical attendance variables were similar to those 
used in the previous section.  The total number of sessions attended by those students who 
attended at least one session of any THINK program during 08-09 and 09-10 ranged from 2 to 
415, and the mean number of total sessions was 174.9. 
 
Overall, results of the regression analyses were slight but positive.  Students who attended a 
greater number of sessions of a THINK program showed significant increases in CELDT 
Reading, CELDT Overall, and CST Math scores from 2008 to 2010.  The three tables below 
summarize the results of all the analyses. 
 
Table 40: Effects of THINK 08-09 and 09-10 Attendance on CELDT Reading Scores 
 
 Residual Scores Change Scores 

 B SE B Beta p B SE B Beta p 
THINK Students Only (n=7,290)        
Total Sessions, No 0s (2-415) – – – NS .03 .01 .05 .002 
THINK Sessions, No 0s .02 .01 .03 .054 .03 .01 .02 .048 
Supplemental Sessions, No 0s – – – NS – – – NS 
         
Comparison to SAUSD (n=14,742)        
Total Sessions, With 0s – – – NS .01 .01 .02 .048 
THINK Sessions, With 0s – – – NS .01 .01 .02 .034 
Supplemental Sessions, With 0s – – – NS     
         

Attend any, both years vs. None – – – NS – – – NS 
         

THINK only vs. None – – – NS – – – NS 
Supplemental only vs. None – – – NS – – – NS 
THINK and Supplemental  
vs. None 

 
– 

 
– 

 
– 

 
NS 

 
– 

 
– 

 
– 

 
NS 

Either SES plus THINK or 
Supplemental vs. None 

 
– 

 
– 

 
– 

 
NS 

 
– 

 
– 

 
– 

 
NS 
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Table 41: Effects of THINK 08-09 and 09-10 Attendance on CELDT Overall Scores 
 
 Residual Scores Change Scores 

 B SE B Beta p B SE B Beta p 
THINK Students Only (n=7,290)        
Total Sessions, No 0s (2-415) .01 .01 .03 .019 .02 .01 .06 .000 
THINK Sessions, No 0s .02 .01 .04 .009 .03 .01 .06 .001 
Supplemental Sessions, No 0s – – – NS .59 .18 .09 .001 
         
Comparison to SAUSD (n=14,742)        
Total Sessions, With 0s – – – NS .02 .004 .05 .000 
THINK Sessions, With 0s – – – NS .02 .004 .05 .000 
Supplemental Sessions, With 0s – – – NS .38 .09 .03 .000 
         

Attend any, both years vs. None – – – NS 6.44 1.03 .05 .000 
         

THINK only vs. None – – – NS 5.57 2.39 .04 .020 
Supplemental only vs. None – – – NS – – – NS 
THINK and Supplemental  
vs. None 

 
– 

 
– 

 
– 

 
NS 

 
– 

 
– 

 
– 

 
NS 

SES plus THINK or 
Supplemental vs. None 

 
– 

 
– 

 
– 

 
NS 

 
– 

 
– 

 
– 

 
NS 

 
 
Table 42: Effects of THINK 08-09 and 09-10 Attendance on CST Math Scores 
 
 Residual Scores Change Scores 

 B SE B Beta p B SE B Beta p 
THINK Students Only (n=7,290)        
Total Sessions, No 0s (2-415) .02 .01 .03 .004 – – – NS 
THINK Sessions, No 0s .02 .01 .03 .005 – – – NS 
Supplemental Sessions, No 0s – – – NS – – – NS 
         
Comparison to SAUSD (n=14,742)        
Total Sessions, With 0s .04 .004 .04 .000 .03 .004 .05 .000 
THINK Sessions, With 0s .04 .004 .04 .000 .03 .004 .05 .000 
Supplemental Sessions, With 0s .66 .12 .02 .000 .51 .13 .02 .000 
         

Attend any, both years vs. None 17.29 .82 .09 .000 13.80 .88 .10 .000 
         

THINK only vs. None 7.82 1.99 .04 .000 8.27 2.15 .05 .000 
Supplemental only vs. None     – – – NS 
THINK and Supplemental  
vs. None 

 
– 

 
– 

 
– 

 
NS 

 
– 

 
– 

 
– 

 
NS 

SES plus THINK or 
Supplemental vs. None 

 
11.70 

 
6.15 

 
.04 

 
.057 

 
11.21 

 
6.62 

 
.05 

 
.090 
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CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS 

 

 
This report is the result of the second year of a three-year study of the High Quality 
Supplemental Educational Services and Afterschool Partnerships (HQSES) Demonstration 
Project of the Santa Ana Unified School District (SAUSD), examining the Supplemental 
Educational Services (SES) and federal 21st Century and Community Learning Center (21st 
CCLC) and state After School Safety and Education Program (ASES) provided by THINK 
Together in partnership with SAUSD.  
 
The Year Two study focuses on the effectiveness of THINK Together’s Aligned Delivery 
approach to the delivery of SES and ASP services and the student outcomes achieved as a result. 
The analysis of extensive data on student outcomes, program implementation and stakeholder 
experiences and perceptions are framed in terms of evidence of progress in achieving the four 
HQSES objectives. The HQSES Project’s objectives are: (1) increase SES program enrollment;  
(2) increase the number of eligible students who complete full programs of THINK Together 
SES; (3) increase the percentage of enrolled students who improve their academic performance 
on the California State Tests (CSTs), in Language Arts and Math; (4) increase the number of 
positive supportive relationships that students report having with adults and peers.  
 
The results of this evaluation indicate that significant progress has been made toward meeting the 
overall goals of the HQSES project. In the Project’s second year of implementation, THINK 
Together administrators, site level staff, and school leadership demonstrated a reflective capacity 
and were able to make important structural changes and to begin to transform their practice in 
order to improve the quality of program services and hence positively influence the program 
experience for all stakeholders, and in particular for the students and families served.  
 
Key findings from both the quantitative and qualitative components of the study are organized 
into four parts: (1) attendance; (2) CELDT and CST Scores; (3) Student Surveys and THINK 
Assessment, (4) Parent Surveys and Interviews, (5) Improved Program Structure and 
Management. Data results in these areas are summarized below, highlighting some of the 
positive gains in the second year of the HQSES project implementation and stakeholder 
recommendations for better meeting their needs.  
 
Attendance 
Of the students who were originally enrolled in the THINK Together SES program, 206 students 
attended at least one session.  Almost all of the students (71.8%) attended at least 22 SES 
sessions, which was the total number of sessions provided to all students. Students who attended 
all 22 sessions were given the option to attend an additional four sessions.  88 students  (42.7%) 
attended 24-26 sessions.  The average number of sessions was fairly consistent by grade level, 
with younger students consistently attending slightly more sessions than older students, but 
overall the average number of sessions for all grades was high, about 22.  Attendance also varied 
slightly by tutoring site, with the average number of sessions ranging from 15 to 26.  However, at 
almost all of the tutoring sites, the average was over 21 sessions.  These results for retention and 
program completion are excellent, and even greater than for the first year of the program.   
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Student Surveys and THINK Assessment 
SES students completed a total of 379 surveys (194 pre-participation surveys and 185 post-
participation surveys).  173 students completed both pre- and post-participation surveys. THINK 
SES program staff at each tutoring site administered all student surveys.  For the post-
participation survey, which included questions about the SES program, tutors, and fellow 
students, envelopes and ballot boxes were provided, ensuring student anonymity and 
confidentiality.  This process went very well and had excellent results. A 12-item pre-post 
THINK Assessment was also administered by tutors.   
 
The surveys were designed to study program effects on four pre-post student outcomes: School 
Work Habits; Math Efficacy; Reading Efficacy; and Positive Peer Relations.  The post-
participation surveys also included two additional measures of the SES environment: Peer 
Affiliation and Emotional Support.  The THINK Assessment had 12 multiple choice test items 
and was designed to measure performance in math or reading.  A comparison of pre-participation 
to post-participation scores showed a significant positive change in Math Efficacy and the 
THINK Assessment.  Further analyses showed that changes in scores were significantly greater 
for elementary students.  Overall, for the 173 students who completed both pre and post 
measures, there was a significant increase in math/reading skills, and a perceived increase of 
efficacy in math.   
 
Analyses also showed a significant difference in outcomes between those students who attended 
25-26 sessions and those students who attended 21 sessions or less.  Overall, students with 
“high” attendance had a greater positive change in Reading Efficacy and the THINK Assessment 
than students with “low” attendance.  Regression analyses, which took into account the effects of 
gender, school level, ELL status, FRL status, and Engagement in SES, showed a significant 
positive effect of higher attendance on Reading Efficacy, Peer Relations, and the THINK 
Assessment. 
 
 
CELDT and CST Scores 
Regression Analyses were also conducted to test for the effects of SES 09-10 attendance on the 
following standardized tests: CELDT Reading; CELDT Overall; CST Language Arts; and CST 
Math. Results showed significant effects of higher attendance on CELDT Reading scores (p<.05) 
and mild effects of higher attendance on CELDT Overall scores, CST English Language Arts 
scores, and CST Math scores (p<.10). 
 
To compare the relative effects of attendance in the SES 09-10 program to effects of attendance 
in other THINK programs, regression analyses were conducted that included all students who 
attended regular THINK afterschool sessions or any Supplemental sessions.  The analyses also 
compared the changes in THINK students’ CELDT and CST test scores (2009 to 2010) to the 
test scores of non-THINK students in the Santa Ana Unified School District (SAUSD).  Results 
showed that students who attended more SES sessions had a significant positive increase in the 
following test scores: CELDT Overall, CST ELA, and CST Math.  Students with High SES 
attendance had a significantly greater increase than the SAUSD comparison students in CELDT 
Overall scores, CST ELA scores, and CST Math scores.  Further, students who attended SES 09-
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10 only had a greater increase in CST Math scores, and students who attended SES 08-09 and 
SES 09-10 had a greater increase in CELDT Overall and CST ELA scores. 
 
To examine the potential effects of two years of attendance in a THINK program on changes in 
CELDT and CST scores (2008 to 2010), regression analyses were conducted that included all 
THINK students who attended at least one session of any THINK program, during both 2008-
2009 and 2009-2010 school years.  Results of ANOVAs showed that students who attended 
THINK programs during 08-09 and 09-10 had consistently greater increases in all test scores 
than students who did not attend THINK (the SAUSD comparison group).  Results of the 
regression analyses, which took into account the effects of gender, grade level, ELL status, and 
FRL status, were slight but positive.  Students who attended a greater number of sessions of a 
THINK program showed significant increases in CELDT Reading, CELDT Overall, and CST 
Math scores from 2008 to 2010.   
 
 
Parent Surveys and Interviews 
Parents of SES 09-10 students completed a total of 164 surveys at the end of the SES program. 
The parent surveys were comprised of two types of questions: parents’ perceptions of their 
child’s abilities and experiences, and feedback about various elements of the THINK SES 
program.  Questions about the child focused on perceptions of the child’s work habits and 
performance at school; the child’s experiences in the THINK SES program, and the child’s 
motivation to attend the program. 
 
The majority of parents perceived that their child was doing well in school, academically and 
socially.  Over 80% of parents perceived that their child was completing homework, doing well 
in math and reading, following school rules, and getting along with kids and teachers.  Over 95% 
of parents agreed that their child liked the SES program and got along with the other students 
and teachers there.  They also responded that the program improved their child’s skills (reading 
or math), as well as their child’s attitude toward school. 
 
Parent focus group and individual semi-structured interviews were conducted with the parents 
of 23 students enrolled in the SES program in Spring 2010. In addition, qualitative comments 
written on 111 parent exit surveys (administered at the end of the SES program) were 
analyzed. This extensive parent data documents the general positive assessment parents have 
of the Supplemental Educational Services and Afterschool Programs THINK provided the 
SAUSD community in Year Two of the HQSES project.  
 
Overall the qualitative interview and survey data shows SAUSD parents have a high regard for 
the quality of the THINK SES tutoring services and Afterschool program. They perceive specific 
positive effects on their child’s academic progress in the subject area in which they received 
tutoring. Efforts in staff development and curriculum changes that were a part of the Aligned 
Delivery approach were aimed specifically at addressing those aspects of program quality that 
parents indentified as most valuable: (1) building positive relationships between adults and 
children; 2) supporting children in their academic success, but also in their development as active 
learners for life. 
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Parents’ reported that their expectations for their child to progress academically as a result of 
their participation in the tutoring program were met. Parents perceived the following academic 
outcomes for their SES student: (1) increased motivation and confidence in their Math and 
English Language Arts abilities; (2) improved test taking skills, and classroom performance, 
grades and test results; (3) better study skills and ability to complete homework.  They 
overwhelming stated that they would recommend the program to others and that they planned to 
apply again for SES services next year and would definitely choose THINK as their provider. 
 
In general, parents felt that the THINK staff were responsive to their inquires and communicated 
with them about their child’s progress in the SES program. They appreciated receiving regular 
progress reports and said that SES Instructors were open to discussing their child’s needs and 
sharing their accomplishments in tutoring. Moreover Parents expressed high levels of satisfaction 
with how the THINK SES Instructors and ASP staff interacted with their child and recognized 
the positive effect this had on their motivation to attend THINK programs. Parents also 
recognized the benefit for their child(ren) from the structured academic tutoring and diverse 
enrichment learning opportunities afforded. As primarily immigrant parents living in Santa 
Ana’s densely populated urban center, they valued the THINK SES and Afterschool Program as 
a positive asset to their community and a vital source of support for their child and family. 
Parents appreciated that the programs are keeping their children off the streets and providing a 
supportive safe learning environment where they can practice English language, get academic 
and homework assistance, receive a healthy snack and exercise.  
 
Finally, Parents voice two main concerns: (1) they argued for the expansion of access to the kind 
of targeted tutoring offered in the SES program by providing tutoring throughout the school year 
and for all children who need it. (2) They advocated for improved dissemination of information 
about the range of programs offered and increased opportunities for parent involvement.  
 
 
Improved Program Structure and Management 
Progress in program management and quality of services from Year One to Year Two were 
extensively documented through program observations, interviews with THINK administrators, 
staff, parents and SAUSD principals in this report. The data pointed to a number of successful 
practices in program management and the delivery of THINK’s SES and Afterschool programs. 
These are organized into five key findings:   
 
Finding 1: Improved SES Instructor Development and Support—Much progress was made in the 
quality of the SES Instructor orientation, training and ongoing coaching, with the institution of a 
coherent side-by-side coaching staff development approach, and ongoing training, peer-to-peer 
and expert coaching for SES Instructors.  
 
Finding 2: Focused and Flexible SES Curriculum Approach—The provision of a range of grade 
appropriate and research based curriculum resources and strategies aligned to the California 
Academic Content Standards,  coupled with the institution of Friday planning sessions for SES 
Instructors with ongoing peer and expert support and coaching, allowed for the development of a 
professional learning community and a greater sense of competency among tutors, as compared 
to Year One. Also, a more flexible curriculum model encouraged and empowered THINK SES 
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Instructors to address more readily the individual learning needs of the diverse students they 
tutored.  
 
Finding 3: Blending SES and ASP through an Intentional Aligned Delivery Approach —A 
distinct feature of the Year Two HQSES implementation experience in SAUSD was the 
conceptualization and realization of an Aligned Delivery initiative which made an intentional 
effort to authentically blend the academic support strategies and practices of both the THINK 
SES and Afterschool programs. Site Coordinators and Program Leaders embraced the side-by-
side coaching method to learn collaboratively how to best incorporate academic enrichment 
activities and strategies into the ASP. 
 
Finding 4: Observational Ratings of Promising Program Practices were high for both THINK 
SES and ASP— Extensive structured observations (82) of the ASP and SES programs were 
carried out—using the Promising Practice Ratings Scale (PPRS)—showing a prevalence of 
positive indicators of specific practices in support of the HQSES goals in both programs.   
 
At study sites students in the ASP or in their SES tutoring sessions were observed to be: (1) 
engaged in well organized and appropriately structured activities; (2) were being challenged to 
solve problems, engage in discussions, work collaboratively and lead activities; (3) were seen 
interacting with caring and responsive adults, building positive relationships with those adults 
and their peers; (4) a range of activities observed showed students mastering academic 
skills/knowledge and competencies that support their positive youth development.  
 
The Promising Practices Rating System was developed for use in the Study of Promising After-
School Programs, a national study of high-quality programs serving disadvantaged children and 
youth (Vandell et al., 2006). The PPRS considers 9 research-based promising practices 
constructs: (1) supportive relations with adults; (2) supportive relations with peers; (3) student 
engagement in activities; (4) opportunities for cognitive growth; (5) appropriate program 
structure; (6) opportunities for autonomy; (7) setting chaos; (8) staff over-control; (9) mastery 
orientation.  
 
Overall mean ratings were high for each PPRS construct, with the highest ratings in supportive 
relationships with adults and with peers—performance measure #4 for the HQSES 
demonstration project. The mean score results were 3.8 for supportive relationships with adults 
and 3.5 for supportive relationships with peers at 16 elementary SES tutoring session 
observations; and mean scores of 3.3 and 3.5 respectively resulted for 7 Intermediate SES 
tutoring session observations on the four point Promising Practices Rating Scale.  Lowest mean 
ratings occurred within the construct related to the opportunities for autonomy students had 
during their SES tutoring session, which might be expected given the structured nature of the 
tutoring sessions. However this was also the case for the afterschool program activities with a 
mean score of 2.4 for 43 elementary observations and 2.6 for 15 intermediate observations. Also, 
lower mean scores for the homework assistance component of the afterschool program points to 
an area that may need further attention to improve student engagement and the level of challenge 
and support students receive. 
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Finding 5: Stakeholders Satisfied with THINK Program Services—Parents and principals report 
general satisfaction with the quality of Think’s SES and ASP program services provided. Parents 
want to re-enroll their children into the program and to refer other parents. Principals want  
THINK Together to continue providing these services at their site and are willing to collaborate.  
However, principals seemed unaware of the overall objectives of the range of THINK Programs, 
and in particular, the academic support goals of the HQSES Aligned Delivery initiative, as 
indicated in the section on principal perceptions. This is the same case with parents as well as 
some THINK staff. There is an information gap about what THINK Together is doing and how 
all the THINK programs are intended to form a comprehensive approach to addressing the 
academic and developmental needs of students rather than a piece meal set of services. 
 
 
Recommendations  
Staff, parents and principals identified challenges and provided suggestions for improving the 
THINK Together programs. Key recommendations that emerged from the qualitative data can be 
summarized into three main areas in need of improvement: 1) educate parents and the 
community about the SES program and range of THINK services to counteract confusion and 
promote participation; 2) support Site Coordinators in the delivery of the range of THINK 
programs (ASP, SES, Supplemental, Summer) to allow them to work effectively toward 
achieving HQSES program goals and ensure consistency in the quality of program delivery; 3) 
promote a shared understanding among program stakeholders on the vision, strategies and 
practices promoted through the Aligned Delivery approach which underscores the High Quality 
Supplemental Educational Services demonstration project, and how stakeholders in the Santa 
Ana community can contribute to the Project’s success in the benefit of children and families 
served.  
 


