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Executive Summary  

In 2014, Metis Associates, an independent research and evaluation firm, launched a study to examine the 

near-term impact of the Single Stop program on the academic performance of students enrolled in the 

Community College of Philadelphia (CCP). CCP is a public, open admissions community college that is 

located in Philadelphia, PA and serves over 28,000 students across its main campus and three regional 

centers. Single Stop USA is a national nonprofit organization dedicated to reducing poverty and helping 

low-income families and students across the country achieve economic security. Through its Community 

College Initiative, which is funded in part by a sub-grant from the GreenLight Fundõs Social Innovation 

Fund (SIF) Initiative, Single Stop has established offices on community college campuses. Single Stop 

opened at CCP in fall 2013 and currently provides students with benefits screening and application 

assistance, as well as tax preparation services, financial counseling (launched May 2014), legal assistance 

(launched June 2014) and immigration consultations (launched fall 2014).  

Methods 

Based on positive findings from previous descriptive studies of program impact, Single Stop USA 

partnered with Metis to conduct a rigorous quasi-experimental impact study examining Single Stopõs 

near-term program impacts on student academic outcomes. The study aims to provide a moderate level of 

evidence for the program impacts and meet the What Works Clearinghouse evidence standards with reservations. 

An implementation study was also conducted to provide context for understanding the quantitative 

findings and to offer best implementation practices and recommendations for program changes. 

   Impact Study 

Participants. Participants for this study were defined as those who had received at least one major 

Single Stop service during the period of May 11, 2014 to May 10, 2015 based on the CCP academic 

calendar (i.e., summer 2014 to spring 2015). Among the target 1,152 students served by Single Stop 

during this period, 367 (31.9%) were attending college for the first time (FTIC), while the remaining 785 

(68.1%) had prior exposure to college (non-FTIC). While the majority of both groups were ethnically 

Black, the FTIC group contained proportionally more Black students (62.7%) than the Non-FTIC group 

(54.4%). However, both groups had relatively similar proportions of ethnically White (8.7% FTIC vs 

11.7% Non-FTIC) and Hispanic (8.7% FTIC vs. 9.8% Non-FTIC) students.  As of May 11, 2014, the 

average age of the FTIC group was 26 years old, while that of the non-FTIC group was 30. To examine 

program impacts more precisely for these two groups of students, separate analyses were conducted 

when sample size permitted.   

Research Questions. The evaluation addressed three main confirmatory impact research questions, 

including whether CCP students served by Single Stop outperformed comparison students on: 1) 

semester-to-semester persistence rates; 2) ratio of completed to attempted degree bearing credits; and 3) 

grade point average (GPA). In addition, five exploratory research questions were investigated to better 

understand how and why program impacts might occur, including examination of: 1) the relationship 

between treatment dosage for each of the five major services1 and academic outcomes, when controlling 

                                                 
1 Including: benefits eligibility screening, financial counseling, legal counseling, tax preparation, and other services 
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for service outcome confirmation; 2) the number of combinations of major services students typically 

receive and the estimated impact of each major combination on studentsõ academic outcomes;2 3) 

whether differential effects exist for students who are financially independent versus dependent; 4) 

impacts of the program on the ratio of completed to attempted non-degree bearing credits; and 5) 

program impacts for first time freshmen on degree and non-degree bearing credit accumulation.  

While all confirmatory analyses were strictly based on comparable groups of students and provided 

rigorous evidence for drawing program impact-related conclusions, exploratory analyses were not 

necessarily evidence-based and findings from these analyses only resulted in preliminary understanding 

of how and why program impacts might occur as well as helped inform future investigations.  

Matching and Analysis. Propensity score matching (PSM) was carried out to generate a comparison 

group (i.e., the counterfactual) for analyzing near-term program impacts. Non-participants included 

students who were enrolled at CCP in fall 2014 and were not identified as receiving any services by 

Single Stop between summer 2014 and spring 2015. The full set of matching variables included student 

baseline characteristics such as age, gender, race/ethnicity, full/part time enrollment status, marital 

status, financial aid receipt, student loan receipt, first generation to attend college, high school 

GED/diploma, enrollment in remediation, academic/occupational major, area of academic focus, 

number of years since first enrolled in college, placement test score, FAFSA filing status, FAFSA 

financial dependency status, FAFSA personal income, FAFSA household income, prior cumulative GPA 

and prior cumulative credits passed. The matching rate was 100%,3 and the baseline equivalence between 

the Single Stop and comparison students was well-established after matching.  

After generating a comparable non-participating group for the target sample, post-matching outcome 

analyses were conducted using multiple regressions.4 For confirmatory analyses, the following measures 

were used for the target outcomes: (1) semester-to-semester persistence as measured by continued 

college enrollment or completion (at the original institution or any other institution) by the end of spring 

2015; (2) credit attainment as measured by the ratio of completed/passed to attempted degree bearing 

credits during the 2014-2015 school year; and (3) student GPA as measured by the cumulative grade-

point average during the 2014-2015 school year. The exploratory analyses included two additional 

measures for credit attainment: (a) the ratio of completed/passed to attempted non-degree bearing 

credits during the 2014-2015 school year, and (b) the number of credits completed/earned by FTIC 

students during the 2014-2015 school year (both the degree bearing type and the non-degree bearing 

type). All matching and outcome variables were generated from CCP administrative data as well as the 

National Student Clearinghouse (NSC) database, and supplemented by Single Stop records of service 

delivery (i.e., treatment dosage) and outcome confirmation for the target students.  

   Implementation Study 

The implementation study was intended to provide context and add richness to findings uncovered 

through the impact study. The study was guided by four research questions, which examined: 1) the 

nature and quality of Single Stop implementation at CCP; 2) best implementation practices; 3) challenges 

                                                 
2For this question, only those unique combinations with N > 30 were investigated. 
3 For the Single Stop participants with complete matching and outcome data.  
4 Multiple linear regressions were used for continuous outcome measures (i.e., ratio of credits completed to attempted, number of 
credits earned, GPA) while multiple logistic regressions were employed for dichotomous outcome measures (i.e., semester-to-semester 
persistence).  
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and additional areas of support needed; and 4) recommendations for program changes. Implementation 

study activities included: documentation review, observations of program activities, and interviews with 

five CCP administrators and two Single Stop program staff at CCP. All implementation study activities, 

including site observations and interviews, took place during the winter and spring of 2015 and were 

conducted by a single Metis staff member. Observations were guided by an observation protocol, and 

interviews were conducted in a semi-structured manner. Qualitative data derived through the 

implementation study were content analyzed and emerging response categories were summarized 

according to each of the implementation research questions.   

Findings 

Notable findings for the study are presented in the order of the research questions.  For both the impact 

study and the exploratory study, all statistically significant findings are highlighted even if the size of the 

effect was relatively small in scale, together with a few findings that were not statistically significant but 

had a substantial effect size. 

   Impact Study 

Key findings based on these confirmatory analyses are summarized in the table below: 

Summary of impact analysis results 

Outcome 
Student 

Group 
Single Stop Comparison 

Program 

Impact 

Semester-to-semester persistence rate 
Non-FTIC 91.8% 88.5% 3.3%* 

FTIC 89.5% 83.4% 6.1%* 

Degree bearing credit pass rate 
Non-FTIC 73.9% 69.0% 4.9%* 

FTIC 58.9% 51.7% 7.2%* 

GPA 
Non-FTIC 2.639 2.453 0.185* 

FTIC 2.129 1.882 0.247* 

* Statistically significant result. 

As shown in the table, all impact analyses consistently detected significantly positive program impacts on 

the three near-term outcomes for both the non-FTIC and FTIC students.   

¶ Semester-to-semester persistence: Single Stop participants enrolled at CCP in fall 2014 had a 

significantly higher semester-to-semester persistence rate than their comparison counterparts. For the 

non-FTIC students, the persistence rate difference was 3.3 percentage points (91.8% for Single Stop 

students and 88.5% for comparison students); for the FTIC group, the gap in persistence rates was 

even larger ð 89.5% for Single Stop participants and 83.4% for the matched comparisons (i.e., a 

difference of 6.1 percentage points) 

¶ Degree bearing credit pass rate: Single Stop students also had a significantly higher ratio of 

completed to attempted degree bearing credits when compared to their matched comparison group. 

For the non-FTIC group, Single Stop participants passed 73.9% of degree bearing credits out of 

those they attempted, 4.9 percentage points higher than the similar non-participants. Among the 

FTIC students, the difference in the pass rates was again more notable (7.2 percentage points) ð 

58.9% for Single Stop students and 51.7% for their counterparts. 
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¶ Grade point average: Single Stop participants significantly outperformed their matched comparisons in 

terms of cumulative GPA earned during the 2014-2015 school year. Among the non-FTIC students, 

the Single Stop group received an average GPA of 2.639, 0.185 points higher than that of the 

similarly-situated comparison group (i.e., 2.453). For FTIC students, Single Stop participants on 

average earned a GPA of 2.129, while their counterparts only had a GPA of 1.882 ð again the 

difference of 0.247 points was larger than that for the non-FTIC group. 

Exploratory Study 

Key findings from these exploratory analyses are highlighted below: 

¶ While no clear pattern emerged relating dosage to short-term outcomes, several notable results were 

observed. Note that while the number of events was used to quantify the òdosageó of each major 

service category, the outcome confirmation flag indicates whether a desirable direct outcome (e.g., 

financial aid receipt) was recorded for the corresponding major service category. 

o Semester to semester persistence: A higher number of benefit eligibility screening events and 

at least one outcome confirmation for benefit eligibility and/or for tax preparation were 

associated with persistence for Single Stop non-FTIC participants. Further, non-FTIC students 

who receive financial aid were more likely to persist than those who do not. 

o Degree bearing credit pass rate: For FTIC Single Stop students, although higher credit pass 

rates were associated with more financial counseling events, at least one financial outcome 

confirmation was associated with a lower credit pass rate. For non-FTIC students, older 

students who are not Black or African American with prior college experience appeared to be 

associated with better credit pass rates irrespective of Single Stop participation. 

o Grade point average (GPA): For non-FTIC students, the following characteristics were 

associated with higher GPA irrespective of Single Stop participation: 

Á Being financially dependent; 

Á Having more remedial credits; 

Á Not being Black/African American; and 

Á Not being a liberal arts study major. 

For FTIC students, higher GPAs were associated with less additional service events and at least 

one additional service outcome confirmation. Other characteristics associated with higher 

GPAs for FTIC students included full-time enrollment, receiving financial aid, having higher 

placement test scores, age and ethnicities other than Black or Hispanic. 

¶ Analyses of the relationship between major combinations of services and short-term outcomes for 

the most part revealed positive associations between service òstackingó and outcomes: 

o Semester to semester persistence: Benefits eligibility screening combined with either tax 

preparation or legal counseling were positively associated with persistence. However, benefits 

eligibility screening combined with financial counseling seemed to be negatively related to 

persistence. 
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o Degree bearing credit pass rate: Benefits eligibility screening combined with tax preparation 

or with financial counseling and tax preparation, and financial counseling combined with tax 

preparation all seemed to have a positive influence on credit pass rates.  

o Grade point average (GPA): Benefits eligibility screening combined with tax preparation or 

with financial counseling and tax preparation were positively associated with GPA. 

¶ For the most part, both FTIC and non-FTIC financially independent Single Stop participants 

consistently outperformed financially independent comparisons in GPA. However, the positive 

difference in GPA between financially independent and dependent non-FTIC Single Stop 

participants was larger than the negative difference between non-FTIC comparison financially 

independent and dependent students, suggesting that GPA was positively associated with financial 

independence for non-FTIC Single Stop participants. 

¶ The results showed little to no relationship between Single Stop participation and non-degree 

bearing credit pass rates for either FTIC or non-FTIC students.  

¶ For FTIC students, Single Stop participation was positively related to degree bearing credits earned, 

although no such relationship is evident for the accumulation of non-degree bearing credits. 

    Implementation Study 

Program Delivery. As of its second full year of program implementation, Single Stop at CCP had 

served a total of 2,583 students, connecting them with nearly 7 million dollars in tax refunds, benefits, 

and supportive services. The program provided services to approximately 1,000 students per year, 

screening 99.9% of them, providing tax preparation services for more than 56%, financial counseling to 

24%, legal counseling to 8%, and health care enrollment support to 50%.5  

Implementation Successes and Best Practices 

The successes that Single Stop CCP has experienced point to a number of key best practices that they 

put into place.  

¶ Oversight from top administrators. Dr. Hirsch maintains oversight of the program despite 

having an extremely busy schedule. This sends a strong message of its importance to the entire 

college community. He is also able to facilitate processes, such as securing space and ensuring 

that messages get out in the right places, more effectively than if the program were overseen at a 

lower level. 

¶ Strong program staff. It is evident that in programs such as Single Stop, in which students 

often confide very private information, personal characteristics are very important. Several CCP 

staff members expressed the importance of trust building. The Single Stop CCPõs personable 

and caring approach is a key element of their success in building and maintaining the program.  

¶ Highly collaborative approach. The various programs that the evaluation team interviewed all 

had a collaborative approach. There was no evidence of competition or a sense of territoriality 

over the provision of services. All staff members observed and interviewed expressed gratitude 

                                                 
5 Data gathered through the programõs second year report, which was produced independently by CCP Single Stop staff. 
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at the opportunity to collaborate with Single Stop staff, and all saw it as their responsibility to 

make sure that students know about the Single Stop resource. 

¶ Not portrayed as a deficit model. Single Stop is purposefully built into the fabric of CCP. It is 

portrayed as part of the collegeõs offerings and is not represented as something that is offered for 

students who are incapable of managing on their own. As the Assistant Dean of Students notes, 

òLanguage is important. This is not about deficit filling. It is providing a base for future growth.ó  

¶ Foresight into potential roadblocks. Perhaps related to the close involvement of top college 

administrators, the program staff anticipated potential roadblocks and put systems in place to 

ensure they were minimized or eliminated. For example, they provided a marketing expert who 

was not bogged down with college-wide responsibilities and could focus on Single Stop and 

similar student-centered services. Additionally, college administrators developed protocols for 

describing services to faculty. They explained to them that the program will help the students do 

better academically. They also developed scenarios to help faculty know what to do and say in 

situations they may run into with students. As the Assistant Dean of Students noted, òI learned a 

long time ago, just telling someone about the services doesnõt really help. You need to change 

their whole mindset. This defuses defensiveness.ó 

Implementation Opportunities 

Single Stop at CCP has clearly experienced great success in the short time it has been in operation. 

Notwithstanding this success, based on data that were gathered from interviews and observations, there 

are several opportunities to expand the program so it may serve even more students and provide them 

with optimal social service supports. 

¶ By design, Single Stop is located on the main campus of CCP and does not have a presence at 

the Regional Centers. However, several staff members indicated that the approximately 3,000 

students at these centers tend not to come to the main campus and often only attend classes and 

go back home. While Single Stop staff at CCP work closely with regional service center 

managers to schedule visits, plan workshops, and generate presence through screens and 

promotional materials of the services offered, students at the regional service center locations 

frequently do not take advantage of non-academic services on any campus. 

¶ Likewise, though Single Stop staff at CCP make every attempt to reach older or non-traditional 

populations on the main campus, these students may take classes in the evenings when the office 

is closed, and may not be aware of the offerings or be able to access services. 

¶ It is also possible that undocumented students or those who have had particularly bad 

experiences with social services in the past may not be reached as effectively as others are.6 

¶ While there are some unreached groups, it may be that the program has reached its capacity in 

terms of the numbers of students that it can serve, as there are only two full-time employees on 

staff. 

¶ Housing and transportation are two problems with which students often present. Single Stop has 

limited capacity to address these problems directly. However, they make referrals when they are 

unable to address directly. Referrals are often to the Womenõs Center, which has resources for 

                                                 
6 It is notable, however, that Single Stop CCP staff has specially designed outreach materials for students with no social security 
numbers. 
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both of these issues, but provides mainly for females. Additionally, Single Stop is not able to 

determine whether the referrals are taken up. 

¶ Work study students are sometimes the first individuals that participants interact with at the 

Single Stop office and can be responsible for initial screening. Because work study students are 

not benefits specialists and eligibility for services may be complex, there is potential for a student 

to not move on to the next level of screening and therefore, miss out on services for which s/he 

is eligible. 

¶ While the program has exceptionally good tracking systems for students, the tracking between 

programs is much looser. It is hard for CCP staff to close the gap on referrals and to make sure 

that students receive the services they need. It is notable, however, that the Counseling Center 

referred to a new system (Starfish) that was being piloted at the time of implementation study 

that would allow this type of tracking to be possible.7 

¶ The college must balance the need that students have for social services with their main purpose 

as an institution of higher learningñto provide academic instruction. While many of the 

respondents believe strongly that Single Stop services will lead to improved academic outcomes 

for students (something that the Metis quantitative evaluation has demonstrated to be the case), 

not all faculty and staff perceive the direct connection. Furthermore, college administrators must 

make immediate decisions about where to place resources, including money, time, and staff, and 

even though they strongly believe the ultimate outcomes will lead to stronger academics, they 

acknowledge the payoff is not immediate.  

¶ While the college has made a hefty investment in Single Stop, more sustainability systems must 

be put in place to ensure that the program can be maintained following grant funding.  

¶ Many students receive services from multiple programs on campus; thus, a challenge and 

consideration for the evaluation is to distinguish between Single Stopõs impact on outcomes and 

that of other campus programs. 

Summary and Recommendations 

Overall, the evaluation provides key evidence for the causal impact of Single Stopõs services on CCP 

studentsõ academic outcomes. The rigor of the methodology and the strength of the confirmatory 

research findings offer important findings for the field. Moreover, the qualitative findings corroborate 

the quantitative results and indicate clear best practicesñsuch as the type of support that the program 

needs from college administrators, the  characteristics of program staff, and the manner in which the 

program should be portrayed and advertisedñthat should be considered as the program is replicated in 

other locations. The sections below provide recommendations for going forward, including both 

suggestions for programmatic changes and future research directions.  

Programmatic Recommendations 

¶ Single Stop at CCP has specifically targeted hard-to-reach populations in a variety of ways, such 

as providing marketing materials in multiple languages and designing advertising for students 

who are undocumented, have legal issues, or do not have a social security number. However, 

                                                 
7 Note that in recent communications, the programõs director, Paula Uma¶a indicated that Starfish has successfully completed its pilot 
phase and now includes Single Stop as a referral. 
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reaching these populations is a constant challenge and may benefit from continued 

brainstorming across departments at the college. For example, a Q&A section could be provided 

in the marketing materials that anticipates questions the target population may ask, such as, òCan 

Single Stop help me if Iõm undocumented?ó or òIf my parents are not willing to give financial 

information, can I still access help?ó  

¶ Consider continuing to provide professional development to staff from other programs by 

letting them know about changes in benefits or other services relevant to their populations. 

¶ Provide systems for tracking students between programs to ensure that referrals are carried out.  

¶ Continue to cultivate collaboration between programs by continuing to offer mutual workshops 

and activities. 

¶ Consider whether the location of the Single Stop office is most conducive to drawing studentsõ 

attention or whether a more central location would be better. 

¶ Continue to examine all data available through the databases and take a closer look at the data in 

the ònotesó section of the forms to identify any themes that emerge that warrant program 

adjustments. 

Recommendations for Future Research 

¶ Continue the qualitative research by interviewing additional CCP administrators and reaching out 

to students as well, in order to better understand the impact of the program from their 

perspective.  

¶ Use the qualitative research to better understand some of the quantitative findings from this first 

round of analyses, such as probing more deeply on the combinations of services that are most 

impactful, understanding the experience of both FTIC and non-FTIC students, and examining 

whether there is a differential impact of the program for financially dependent and independent 

students. 

¶ Gather further data on the quality of services provided under major service categories.  

¶ Additionally, gather further data on the services received by comparison students in order to 

better understand the net benefit of Single Stop services on the CCP campus. 

¶ Replicate the quantitative findings with other cohorts and study the effects of programming on 

intermediate and long-term outcomes. 

¶ Conduct additional rigorous research using other methodologies, such as the planned 

randomized encouragement design. 
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Single Stop Implementation and Impact Report: Phase 1 Results 

What is Single Stop? Single Stop USA is a national non-profit organization dedicated to reducing poverty and helping 
low-income families and students across the country achieve economic security. Single Stopõs Community College 
Initiative brings this essential work to community colleges around the country.  

What is implementation of Single Stop like at the Community College of Philadelphia (CCP)? Single Stop 
opened at CCP in fall 2013 and currently provides students with benefits screening and application assistance, as well 
as tax preparation services, financial counseling (launched May 2014), legal assistance (launched June 2014) and 
immigration consultations (launched fall 2014).  

What is the nature of the research study being conducted for the Single Stop program at CCP? Single Stop 
USA partnered with Metis Associates to conduct a rigorous quasi-experimental impact study examining Single Stopõs 
near-term program impacts on student academic outcomes, including college persistence, course pass rates, and overall 
GPA. An implementation study was also conducted to provide context for understanding the quantitative findings and 
to offer best implementation practices and recommendations going forward. 

What is the research design? In order to determine whether Single Stop had demonstrable impacts for its 
participants, the quantitative study included the use of an equivalent comparison group of students who did not 
participate in the program, as a valid reference group. For this purpose, similar comparison students who did not 
receive Single Stop were identified based on their baseline characteristics, such as demographic information like age, 
gender, race/ethnicity, income information like FAFSA filing status, and academic information like full/part time 
enrollment status and prior GPA. The implementation study was intended to provide context and add richness to 
findings uncovered through the impact study. Activities included: documentation review, observations of program 
activities, and interviews with five CCP administrators and two Single Stop program staff at CCP. In the next phase of 
the evaluation, a random encouragement design will be employed and additional qualitative activities will probe further 
into the results that were found during Phase 1.  

What are the results of the quantitative study? Based on the impact analyses of well-matched groups, Single Stop 
students had significantly higher semester-to-semester persistence, ratio of earned to attempted degree bearing credits, 
and GPA than their matched comparisons.   

What are the results of the qualitative study? As of the fall of 2015, the Single Stop program at CCP had served a 
total of 2,583 students, connecting them with $6,751,685 in tax refunds, benefits, and supportive services. Data 
gathered through observations and interviews also indicated that Single Stop: allows CCP to offer students new 
services, as well as to consolidate offerings that used to be scattered across different programs; streamlines complicated 
processes for students; and offers positive experiences to students who often have had negative experiences with social 
service systems in the past. Keys to its successful integration on campus include that: CCPõs top administrators 
advocated for the program and paved the way for its smooth inclusion in the college; Single Stop CCPõs Director 
learned about the college quickly and inserted herself and the program in key processes; integration is ongoing and all 
administrators see it as their responsibility to spread the word; and the Single Stop office has engaged in an ongoing 
and determined marketing campaign to ensure that students and staff are aware of the services. Furthermore, best 
practices include having: oversight from top administrators, strong program staff, a highly collaborative approach, and 
foresight into potential roadblocks. Furthermore, the program is not portrayed as a deficit model. 

What other analyses were conducted? Additional, exploratory, analyses were conducted that did not necessarily use 
well-matched groups. These analyses were intended to explore the components of the program that might be 
associated with outcomes, as well as the possible differential experiences of well-known subgroups of students, such as 
those who are financially independent. While no discernable patterns were noted in these analyses, some of the results 
could inform future study, as well as programmatic offerings. 

What are the next steps? Overall, the results of Phase 1 of the study are highly encouraging and reflect the hard work 
of the Single Stop CCP team. The rigor of the methodology and the strength of the confirmatory research findings 
offer important findings for the field. Moreover, the qualitative findings corroborate the quantitative results and 
indicate clear best practices that should be considered as the program is replicated in other locations. Suggestions are 
made for possible programmatic revisions, such as expanding to better reach students at the regional centers and 
brainstorming ways to target hard-to reach populations. Additionally, future research activities, such as targeting 
qualitative activities based on quantitative findings from this phase, are recommended.  
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Introduction 

Program Context 
 

Description of CCP  

The Community College of Philadelphia (CCP) is a public, open admissions institution located in 

Philadelphia, PA. Annually, CCP serves over 28,000 students on its main campus and each of its three 

regional centers: the Northwest Regional Center, the Northeast Regional Center, and the West Regional 

Center. CCP employs approximately 400 full-time and 600 part-time faculty. Located in one of the 

poorest cities in the country, the great majority of CCP students are economically disadvantaged. 

Approximately half of students do not receive any financial contribution from their families, and 70% of 

all students receive some type of financial aid. Approximately 75% of students are minority, with over 

half identifying as African American.8 

Description of Single Stop  

Single Stop USA is a national nonprofit organization that was launched in 2001 as a Robin Hood 

initiative. The organization is dedicated to reducing poverty and helping low-income families and 

students from across the country to achieve economic security. Single Stop provides its participants with 

screening for and access to a wide range of resources, including government benefits and free legal, 

financial, and tax preparation services, all in one location. Single Stop launched its Community College 

Initiative in 2009 as a pilot with three community colleges and has expanded over the years. The 

initiative is currently active in community colleges across eight states, as well as in several multi-state 

community college systems. Through the initiative, which is funded in part by a sub-grant from the 

GreenLight Fundõs Social Innovation Fund (SIF) Initiative, Single Stop partners with community 

colleges to establish offices on the campuses and integrate their economic empowerment model with 

student services centers and financial aid departmentsñall with the goal of increasing student retention 

and graduation rates at the colleges. 

 

Single Stop Implementation at CCP 

CCPõs current Vice President for Academic and Student Success,9 Dr. Samuel Hirsch, was instrumental 

in bringing Single Stop to the campus two years ago. Recognizing that students confronted myriad 

challenges that served as roadblocks to the persistence and completion of their degrees, he had been 

looking for a program to address these issues and learned about Single Stop through professional 

connections. Simultaneously, Single Stop USA reached out to CCPõs president, expressing interest in 

partnering with them. Additionally, the GreenLight Fund had just established an office in Philadelphia 

and was the recipient of a Social Innovation Fund grant, which brought alignment of the multiple 

components that allowed a Single Stop location to be established on the CCP campus.   

 

                                                 
8 http://www.ccp.edu/about-us/key-facts 
9 In spring 2015, CCP reorganized, merging academic affairs and student affairs. Dr. Hirsch became the Vice President of the new 
unit and now not only leads all student affairs departments but is also the chief academic officer. 



 

2 

 

With strong support and oversight from Dr. Hirsch, Single Stop opened its doors at CCP on October 

14, 2013. During its first year of implementation at CCP, Single Stop offered benefits screening and 

application assistance, as well as tax preparation services, financial counseling (launched May 2014) and 

legal assistance (launched June 2014). During its second year of implementation, Single Stop expanded 

its legal services by adding immigration consultations.  

 

Any student currently enrolled at CCP is eligible to 

receive Single Stop services, and Single Stop staff 

meet with them on an appointment and walk-in basis. 

Though there is flexibility in the schedule to meet 

with students across multiple areas, the office loosely 

offers the following schedule:  Monday-Friday -

general benefits screening; Mondays/Thursdays 

(during open enrollment period) - health insurance in 

the òmarketplaceó and Medicaid; Tuesdays-financial 

counseling; and Wednesdays-legal counseling (offered 

in partnership with Community Legal Services). On 

the third Wednesday of every month, immigration 

lawyers are on hand to assist students with 

immigration and other documentation issues. During 

tax season, the schedule changes somewhat to allow 

tax consultations to take place Monday through 

Thursday.  

 

The program is led by Paula Umaña (Project Director) 

and Chantal Whitehead (Associate Project Director 

and Financial Education Coordinator).10 Both are 

certified financial counselors with backgrounds in 

providing support services who have strong connections to Philadelphia. Additionally, work study 

students provide support each semester by fielding phone calls, attending to students who walk in for 

services, and providing general administrative support. Dr. Hirsch hired Paula and continues to serve as 

her direct supervisor. They meet formally each week and informally via email, phone, or in-person 

conversations, as needed.  

 

Study Context 
 

In 2014, Single Stop USA issued a request for proposals for an evaluation partner to conduct a rigorous 

evaluation of the Single Stop program at CCP. Evidence from four initial descriptive studies of Single 

Stopõs Community College Initiative had provided preliminary indications that the program would be 

effective at improving the rate at which community college students complete their degrees or 

                                                 
10 Note that during Chantalõs maternity leave in spring 2015, she had a temporary replacement who provided direct services to 

students. 

Single Stop Services at CCP 

¶ Benefits Screening and Counseling: Staff 
studentsõ eligibility for government supports 
and help them apply. Benefits include health 
insurance, food stamps, cash assistance, 
unemployment, child care, WIC, Social 
Security funds, and more. 

¶ Tax Preparation: Students have their taxes 
prepared for free (with any and all credits 
owed to them) and avoid fees they would 
incur at a paid preparer. 

¶ Financial Counseling: Group financial 
counseling sessions focus on building 
lifelong money management skills and are 
followed up with individual one-on-one 
sessions as needed. 

¶ Legal Counseling: Students receive 
consultation with a lawyer to resolve critical 

issues such as housing/evictions, child care, 

and health care, and in some cases receive 

full representation. 

¶ Immigration Consultations: Special 
immigration lawyers provide consultations to 
students with immigration issues. 
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certificates. However, rigorous evidence of its effectiveness had not been conducted. Following 

acceptance of Metisõs proposal, the evaluation team launched a rigorous study examining the impact of 

Single Stop at CCP on studentsõ academic success. The study is based on the Community College 

Initiativeõs program logic model and includes both impact and implementation components. The studyõs 

primary focus is a rigorous impact evaluation that is intended to assess the extent to which the program 

as implemented is meeting its near-term objectives. The implementation study provides context for 

understanding the quantitative findings and offers best implementation practices and recommendations 

for changes to implementation.11 This report provides interim findings following the first phase of the 

study. Additional quantitative and qualitative evaluation activities are planned for the upcoming year, and 

the interim results of these activities will be communicated in a follow-up report expected in winter 

2017, with a final implementation and impact report expected in spring 2018.12 

 

Design  

The design of the study is intended to determine whether Single Stop as implemented at CCP is having a 

positive impact on one or more short-term academic outcomes (i.e., degree-bearing credit accumulation, 

GPA and semester-to-semester persistence) via a rigorous comparison of Single Stop participants to a 

matched group of non-participants. To further understand whether these impacts are being experienced 

differentially by subgroups of students or whether differences in the number or type of services received 

(i.e., dosage) might affect impacts, a series of additional analyses are undertaken that are either conducted 

within the Single Stop participant group (dosage) or between the Single Stop participants and matched 

comparison groups. By and large these analyses are less rigorous than those conducted for the main 

impact analyses and should be considered exploratory in nature. 

 

Finally, to better understand the mechanisms by which the Single Stop program operates in CCP, as well 

as to provide context for any impact or exploratory analyses, a series of interviews and observations of 

site activities were undertaken. The sections below provide additional context for the impact, exploratory 

and implementation studies.  

 

Impact Study 

The impact study was undertaken to determine Single Stopõs near-term program impacts on CCP student 

academic outcomes. The key to success for any approach to estimating the impacts of an intervention is 

its capability of projecting what student performance would have been in the absence of the 

intervention. While random assignment of institutions to treatment and control conditions would 

provide the strongest evidence of program effects for Single Stop,13 it was not feasible in the current 

evaluation of its Community College initiative at CCP. The impact study was instead conducted based on 

                                                 
11 Due to constraints of available budget for this evaluation, Metis was only able to conduct a limited implementation study based on 
existing qualitative data collected by Single Stop and additional information gathered from site observations and key 
administrator/stakeholder interviews. 
12 Note that the upcoming quantitative activity includes the use of a randomized encouragement design, in which students will be 
randomly assigned to groups where they either receive additional encouragement to participate in Single Stop services or do not. 
Take-up rates will be tracked, and differences between treatment and control will be examined. Additional qualitative activities include 
deepening the on-site work completed in Year 1, pursuing questions suggested by data from the quantitative study, and exploring 
fidelity of implementation more thoroughly. 
13 Note that this statement typically applies to randomized controlled trials (RCT) with low attrition, whereas RCT studies with high 
attrition are considered no better than a well-matched comparison group design according to the What Works Clearinghouse (WWC). 
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a rigorous quasi-experimental closely matched comparison group design with propensity score matching 

(PSM).  

 

Under the PSM framework (Rosenbaum & Rubin, 1983, 1984, 1985; Rosenbaum, 1991, 2002), initial 

large imbalances on observed covariates (e.g., demographic variables and baseline achievement) between 

treated and comparison groups could be removed or greatly reduced.14  The rigorous quasi-experimental 

design (QED) is a reasonably strong design that would provide a moderate level of evidence for program 

impacts, and could meet the What Works Clearinghouse (WWC) evidence standards with reservations15. In this 

QED impact study, the group of target students that made use of Single Stop services is compared to a 

well-matched group of students who did not make use of these services. If baseline equivalence between 

the two groups can be established in this case, the differences in observed outcomes can be attributed 

with reasonable confidence to the Single Stop model implemented at CCP. 

 

Since the current impact study focuses on the near-term program outcomes, the treatment time window 

was set from May 11, 2014 to May 10, 2015 based on the CCP summer 2014 to spring 2015 academic 

calendar.  The target Single Stop participant group in this study was defined as students with a record of 

receiving at least one major Single Stop service16 between summer 2014 and spring 2015. 

Exploratory Study 

To help understand the results that might be obtained from the impact study, a series of additional 

analyses are specified based on service delivery and/or membership in subgroups. These analyses are 

intended to explore the possible causes for observed impacts either through comparisons within the 

Single Stop group or with a matched comparison group. The within-group analyses focus on data that 

are only available for Single Stop students to explore the relationship between the number and type of 

services delivered and academic outcomes. Some of the matched comparison analyses exploring possible 

differential effects for subgroups leverage the matched comparison group already found from the impact 

study. For example, the analyses comparing financially independent Single Stop students to financially 

independent comparisons uses the matches already found from the impact study. Other matched 

comparisons are based on newly constructed comparison groups, such as the comparison of non-degree 

bearing credit accumulation for first time freshmen. 

 

These analyses are considered exploratory in nature because they are less rigorous in general and not 

subject to multiple comparison adjustment procedures which are required for impact-related 

conclusions.  In other words, the results of these analyses are not intended to be indicative of impacts 

but rather to provide preliminary understanding of the nature of the program and should be approached 

with greater caution. 

 

                                                 
14 Note that an inherent disadvantage of PSM is its inability to account for unmeasured differences between the two groups. 
15 The reservations are due to the fact that unobserved variables may not be equated between the two groups (WWC Procedures and 
Standards Handbook, v 3.0, 2014). 
16 There are a total of five major categories of Single Stop services: benefits eligibility screening, financial counseling, legal counseling, 
tax preparation and additional services. 
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Implementation Study 

As described earlier, the implementation study was conducted in order to provide context for the 

quantitative study. Activities for the implementation study took place during the 2014-2015 school year 

and included observations of site activities and individual interviews with a series of Single Stop program 

staff and CCP administrators. A separate implementation study report was provided to Single Stop in 

late 2015 and included findings, best practices, and recommendations for both Single Stop 

implementation and the evaluation going forward. This report includes sections from that report, as well 

as a synthesized discussion section, which examines the full picture that the quantitative and qualitative 

findings paint and offers lessons learned and recommendations for the future.  
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Methods  

Participants 
 
Participants and Study Samples 

Based on the treatment time window set for the near-term evaluation, there were a total of 1,152 Single 

Stop students who had a Benefits Enrollment Network (BEN)17 record of receiving at least one of the 

five major Single Stop services (i.e., benefits eligibility screening, financial counseling, legal counseling, 

tax preparation and additional services) between Summer 2014 and Spring 2015. Among these 

participants, 367 (31.86%) were attending college for the first time (FTIC) while the remaining 785 

(68.14%) had prior exposure to college (non-FTIC). To obtain cleaner program impact estimates for 

these two groups of students, unless otherwise noted the analyses included in the current evaluation were 

based on the two separate study samples: (1) non-FTIC students who were enrolled at CCP in fall 2014, 

and (2) FTIC students who were enrolled at CCP in fall 2014.18  

 

Demographic Characteristics 

Table 1 presents the basic demographic characteristics for the two groups of Single Stop participants. As 

can be seen in the table, for both groups, the majority of students were minority, unmarried, financially 

independent, not the first in the family to attend college, enrolled in academic major (as opposed to 

occupational major), filed FAFSA, received financial aid and student loans, and studied Liberal Studies.  

The non-FTIC group had a higher percentage of female students and students who had received a high 

school diploma. In addition, approximately 90% of non-FTIC students were enrolled in remediation 

courses. While the two groups had similar average placement test scores, the non-FTIC participants, on 

average, were four years older, first enrolled in college typically three and a half years ago, and earned 

greater income. Regarding the prior academic record in college (which was not available for FTIC 

students), the non-FTIC group had an average prior cumulative GPA of 3.00, and passed approximately 

30 credits, on average, in their previous years in college. 

 

                                                 
17 The Benefits Enrollment Network (BEN) is Single Stopõs proprietary client tracking system. The system includes information about 
participant demographics, service delivery and outcomes. 
18 When exploring the potential program impacts on various groups of students receiving different unique combinations of five major 
Single Stop services, the non-FTIC and FTIC students were combined in the analysis samples due to limited Ns belonging to each 
unique combination (see Table 10). 
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Table 1. Baseline characteristics of the non-FTIC and FTIC Single Stop participants 

Baseline Characteristics 

Group 

Non-FTIC Participants 

% / Group Mean 

FTIC Participants 

% / Group Mean 

Gender 
Female 64.6% 56.1% 

Male 35.4% 43.9% 

Race/Ethnicity 

Hispanic 9.8% 8.7% 

Black 54.4% 62.7% 

White and other 35.8% 28.6% 

Enrollment Status 
Full Time 33.4% 36.8% 

Part Time 66.6% 63.2% 

Marital Status 
Married 7.0% 6.5% 

Not Married 93.0% 93.5% 

FAFSA Filing Status 
Filed FAFSA 92.9% 92.4% 

Did Not File FAFSA 7.1% 7.6% 

FAFSA Dependence Status 
Financially Dependent 25.9% 35.1% 

Financially Independent 74.1% 64.9% 

Financial Aid Status 
Received Financial Aid 91.0% 91.3% 

Did Not Receive Financial Aid 9.0% 8.7% 

Student Loan Status 
Received Student Loans 58.1% 58.9% 

Did Not Receive Student Loans 41.9% 41.1% 

First Generation to Attend College 
Yes 38.1% 32.7% 

No 61.9% 67.3% 

High School Diploma/GED 
High School GED 50.3% 68.1% 

High School Diploma 49.7% 31.9% 

Enrollment in Remediation19 
Yes 89.7%  

No 10.3%  

Major 
Academic  93.8% 94.3% 

Occupational  6.2% 5.7% 

Area of Study 

Liberal Studies  71.0% 79.0% 

Business & Technology  18.5% 16.3% 

Math, Science & Health Careers 10.5% 4.7% 

Age at Baseline 30.26  26.27 

Number of Years Since First Enrolled at College 3.52 0.00 

CCP Placement Test Score 7.88 7.79 

FAFSA Personal Income $ 6,885.18 $ 5,282.61 

FAFSA Household Income $ 12,279.46 $ 11,446.16 

Prior Cumulative GPA 3.00  

Prior Cumulative Number of Credits Passed 30.49  

 

Research Questions 

Impact Study 

The impact evaluation addresses the following confirmatory research questions: 

 

1. Do students served by Single Stopõs Community College Initiative at CCP have higher semester-

to-semester persistence rates than the comparison group of students? 

                                                 
19 Note that remediation was determined based on the presence of developmental credits attempted the prior semester. This metric 
was not available for FTIC students as by definition none of them had any attempted credits the prior semester. 
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2. Do students served by Single Stopõs Community College Initiative at the CCP have a higher 

average ratio of completed to attempted degree bearing credits than the comparison group of 

students?  

3. Do students served by Single Stopõs Community College Initiative at the CCP have higher grade 

point average (GPA) than the comparison group of students? 

 

Exploratory Study 

In addition, the following exploratory20 research questions are investigated to help explain how and 

why program impacts might occur: 

 

4. To what extent does treatment dosage for each of the five major services (i.e., benefits eligibility 

screening, financial counseling, legal counseling, tax preparation, and other services) relate to 

studentsõ academic outcomes, while controlling for whether an outcome confirmation was 

received under each major service category?   

5. How many combinations of the five major services (i.e., benefits eligibility screening, financial 

counseling, legal counseling, tax preparation, and other services) do treatment students typically 

receive? What is the estimated impact of each of the major combinations21 on studentsõ academic 

outcomes? 

6. Does Single Stopõs Community College Initiative have a different effect for students who are 

independent versus students who are dependent?  

7. Do students served by Single Stopõs Community College Initiative at CCP have a higher ratio of 

passed to attempted non-degree bearing credits than the comparison group of students? 

8. Do first time freshmen served by Single Stopõs Community College Initiative at CCP have higher 

degree bearing credit accumulation than the comparison group of students? Do they also have 

higher non-degree bearing credit accumulation than their counterparts? 

  

Implementation 

The qualitative study is guided by the following four questions:  

 

1. What is the nature and quality of Single Stop implementation at CCP? 

2. What best practices are associated with Single Stop CCP implementation? 

3. What challenges has the program confronted and what additional areas of support are needed? 

4. What changes should the program make going forward? 

 

                                                 
20 While all confirmatory analyses are strictly based on well-matched study samples and provide rigorous evidence for drawing impact-
related conclusions, exploratory analyses are not necessarily evidence-based (i.e., most study samples in this category do not have 
baseline equivalence established) and findings from these analyses can only result in preliminary understanding of how and why 
program impacts might occur as well as inform future investigations.   
21 For this question, only those unique combinations with N > 30 will be investigated. 
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Data Collection and Measurement 

Impact and Exploratory Studies 

 

Data Collection and Processing 

 

In the planning stages of the project, Metis and Single Stop staff met regularly to develop an official data 

request that would be submitted to the Community College of Philadelphia (CCP). The data request 

contained agreed-upon operational definitions of data elements and events that could be used for 

matching and outcomes, including temporal parameters and expected levels of measurement (e.g., 

nominal, ordinal). Once complete, the data request was shared with CCP to determine quality and 

availability of requested data, and data element substitutions that could result in similar measures based 

on data that Metis and Single Stop were unaware that CCP might house. A copy of the final data request 

is provided in Appendix A.22 

 

Once the data request was submitted, Single Stop provided CCP with a roster of known Single Stop 

participants from fall 2014 through spring 2015. Regular monthly meetings were then scheduled with 

CCP to develop test files for the Single Stop/Metis team to review and conduct quality checks. These 

checks were conducted on a regular basis to ensure that the data files were in the best condition possible 

for matching and analyses. 

 

Ultimately, CCP merged the provided Single Stop roster to data from its administrative databases which 

included all students attending CCP from fall 2014 through spring 2015. An indicator was created to 

distinguish students with exposure to Single Stop services from the potential comparisons who had no 

exposure to Single Stop services. Historical administrative CCP data were then processed and appended 

to all student records to establish baselines and prior college experience for all students ð the latter of 

which was used to determine whether students were attending college for the first time (FTIC) or had 

prior exposure to college (non-FTIC). National Student Clearinghouse (NSC) and fall 2015 CCP data 

were also merged into the dataset to determine whether students persisted beyond the school year under 

investigation (i.e., school year 2014-2015 [SY1415]), as well as whether they persisted beyond CCP (e.g., 

via transfer to a four-year college or another community college institution). 

 

After a complete analysis file was developed containing data from Single Stop participants and possible 

comparisons, supplemental data from Single Stopõs BEN system were processed to provide metrics 

related to the services received by Single Stop participants. Using these data, the Single Stop participant 

group was further reduced to only include individuals with a record of receiving at least one of the five 

major Single Stop services (i.e., benefits eligibility screening, financial counseling, legal counseling, tax 

preparation and additional services) between summer 2014 and spring 2015. All Single Stop participants 

without record of at least one service were eliminated from the analysis file. 

 

                                                 
22 Per the data sharing agreement between Single Stop and CCP, Single Stop would provide identifiable data to CCP, who would 
match provided data to their own records and submit de-identified merged datasets back to Single Stop and Metis. Metis did not and 
does not currently house any identifiable data from either Single Stop or CCP. 
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Propensity Score Matching and Baseline Equivalence 

 

The full set of matching variables23, 24  for the QED-based impact study included the following student-

level baseline characteristics related to the outcomes of interest:   

¶ gender (female/male) 

¶ race/ethnicity (Black/Hispanic/White and other including unknown) 

¶ enrollment status (full time/part time) 

¶ marital status (married/not married) 

¶ FAFSA filing status (yes/no) 

¶ FAFSA dependency status (yes/no) 

¶ financial aid received (yes/no) 

¶ student loan status (yes/no) 

¶ first generation to attend college (yes/no) 

¶ high school GED/diploma (GED/diploma) 

¶ enrollment in remediation (yes/no) 

¶ academic or occupational status (academic/occupational) 

¶ area of focus (Liberal Studies/Business and Technology/Math, Science & Health Careers) 

¶ age at baseline year 

¶ number of years since first enrolled at college 

¶ placement test score 

¶ FAFSA personal income  

¶ FAFSA household income  

¶ prior cumulative GPA  

¶ prior cumulative credits passed  

After propensity score estimation, the nearest neighbor matching within caliper25 (also known as greedy 

matching) technique was employed to match the target Single Stop participants 1-to-1 to the non-

participating group. A without-replacement algorithm was used in the matching to ensure that a non-

participant was not matched more than once to a participant. More details regarding the PSM process 

can be found in Appendix B. Note that in this study, the non-participants (i.e., the counterfactual) 

included those who were enrolled at CCP in fall 2014 and were not identified as receiving any services by 

Single Stop between summer 2014 and spring 2015.26   

 

                                                 
23 The matching variable set retained as many key baseline variables listed in the original Sub-grantee Evaluation Plan as possible, 
given the data quality and availability.  
24 Due to a considerable amount of missing data, FAFSA personal income, FAFSA household income, prior cumulative GPA and 
prior cumulative credits passed were included only in the first round of matching of non-FTIC students. For the FTIC students, since 
they donõt have prior cumulative GPA or prior cumulative credits passed in college, only FAFSA personal income and FAFSA 
household income were included in the first round of matching of these students.  See Appendix B for more details on the first and 
second rounds of matching. 
25 Following Rosenbaum and Rubinõs recommendation (1985), a caliper size of a quarter of standard deviation of the estimated 
propensity score was employed in the matching process.   
26 Students initially identified as Single Stop participants who did not receive any of the five major services from Single Stop were 
eliminated from the study. 
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Covariates were considered balanced after matching if both of the following were met: (1) the chi-square 

tests or the independent samples t-tests did not detect any statistical significance; and (2) the 

standardized mean differences between the treatment and the matched comparison groups were less 

than 0.25 SDs.27 To ensure that the baseline equivalence of matching covariates could be established for 

each final analytic sample, rigorous matching was conducted multiple times with consideration given to 

the availability of pertinent outcomes for analysis. In other words, matching procedures were repeated 

whenever there were a large number of individuals missing any given outcome. This was done to ensure 

that the outcome analyses actually compared groups that were similar based on all selected baseline 

characteristics, while maximizing the number of matched pairs with both complete matching and 

outcome data.28 Separate PSMs resulted in matched comparison groups that were not necessarily 

constituted from exactly the same set of students, although there could be substantial overlap across 

different matched samples (i.e., some comparison students were selected more than once during multiple 

matching). Thus, there was what could be termed a separate or unique analysis sample for each outcome.  

 

For each analysis sample, all participants in the original target sample (100%) with complete matching 

and outcome data were successfully matched. The well-established baseline equivalence of the Single 

Stop group and its matched comparison group was therefore capable of achieving high levels of internal 

validity. This means that any conclusions about a given outcome based on the study could be attributed 

with reasonable confidence to the Single Stop model, rather than other factors. The findings of this 

study, however, should still be interpreted cautiously, as a well-known limitation of rigorous quasi-

experimental designs is the inability to account for the unmeasured factors (i.e., hidden selection bias, 

such as student motivation) that would play a role in affecting intervention participation and target 

outcomes.   

 

Measures and Missing Data 

 

After generating a comparable non-participating group for the target sample, Metis conducted post-

matching analyses for the following intended near-term academic outcomes: persistence, credit 

attainment, and grade point average (GPA).  

  

For confirmatory analyses, the following measures were used for the target outcomes: (1) the semester-

to-semester persistence, which was measured by continued college enrollment29 or completion (at the 

original institution or any other institution) by the end of spring 2015; (2) credit attainment, which was 

measured by the ratio of completed/passed to attempted degree bearing credits during the 2014-2015 

                                                 
27 Based on the WWC criteria, if the magnitude of a standardized mean difference for a given baseline variable is (1) less than or equal 
to 0.05 standard deviations, one can conclude that equivalence is established for the baseline variable (no statistical adjustment needed 
in outcome analyses later); (2) greater than .05 standard deviations but less than or equal to .25 standard deviations, one has to include 
the baseline variable in statistical models used in outcome analyses to account for the imbalance and establish baseline equivalence; 
and (3) greater than .25 standard deviations, one has to conclude that equivalence was not established for the baseline variable (i.e., 
baseline imbalance).   
28 Group baseline equivalence must be demonstrated on the analysis sample that excludes cases with missing values because WWC 
guidelines do not allow missing data imputation for outcome or baseline matching variables when a study is based on a quasi-
experimental design (QED).   
29 Students are considered enrolled as long as a record at the college is found, regardless of the number of credits attempted/passed or 
whether there was a record of certificate/degree attainment. 
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school year; and (3) student GPA as measured by the cumulative grade-point average during the 2014-

2015 school year. 

Exploratory analyses included two additional measures for credit attainment: (a) the ratio of 

completed/passed to attempted non-degree bearing credits during the 2014-2015 school year, and (b) 

the number of credits completed/earned during the 2014-2015 school year (both the degree bearing type 

and the non-degree bearing type, for FTIC students only).30   

Consistent with the WWC guidelines, all outcome measures used in this evaluation with both the Single 

Stop and comparison groups have face validity, adequate reliability, and consistency in measurement, 

without over-aligning with the intervention. Attrition occurs when the outcome data are not available for 

students in the study samples. Metis made every effort to minimize sample attrition, including the use of 

CCP administrative data and the college enrollment and certificate/degree completion data from the 

National Student Clearinghouse (NSC).  

According to the WWC evidence standards, when a study uses a quasi-experimental comparison group 

design, the baseline equivalence must be established based on the final analytic samples without imputing 

missing data for outcomes or covariates (WWC, 2014). Therefore, Metis included only students with 

complete outcome and matching variable data in the formal impact analyses. Some important matching 

variables (i.e., FAFSA personal income, FAFSA household income, prior cumulative GPA and prior 

cumulative credits passed) that had a substantial proportion of missing data were included in the first 

round of matching but ultimately removed from the matching paradigm in the second round to 

maximize the number of matched pairs, while balancing the key baseline income and achievement data 

elements (see Appendix B).   

Implementation 

Data for the implementation study were gathered through documentation review, observations of Single 

Stop activities at CCP, and interviews with Single Stop program staff and CCP college administrators. 

More details on these evaluation activities are provided below. 

  Documentation Review. The Metis team reviewed pertinent Single Stop CCP documents, including 

program reports, marketing materials, database tools, website information, and other documents. 
 

  Observations. The Metis team conducted a walkthrough of the Single Stop offices in February 2015 

and conducted two in-depth observations in spring 2015. During these dates (April 21, 2015 and June 

17, 2015), the Metis evaluator sat in the offices and observed public activities, such as phone call and 

walk-in procedures, as well as a sample of private, individual sessions with students. Additionally, during 

these site observation days, the evaluator reviewed program documentation and conducted interviews 

with program staff and college administrators. 

  Interviews. In order to better understand implementation and address each of the qualitative study 

questions listed above, the Metis team interviewed seven CCP staff members, including the two key staff 

members that run the Single Stop CCP office, three administrators of separate CCP programs or offices 

that regularly collaborate with Single Stop, and two college administrators who oversee Single Stopõs 

                                                 
30 For the non-FTIC students, there is a concern about the potential ceiling effect on the number of credits completed/earned.   
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work at CCP. The interview protocol included questions about respondentsõ understanding of Single 

Stopõs role at CCP, as well as their perceptions of the extent to which Single Stop has been integrated on 

campus, its impact on students, the successes and challenges it has faced, and their recommendations for 

improvement. Interviews were conducted using a semi-structured protocol and were held in person or 

on the phone in spring 2015. The table below provides additional details about these interviews. 

Table 2. Interview Details 

Name Role Related Duties 
Date of 

Interview 

Dave Watters Assistant Dean of Students Oversees host of  non-academic support services  5/20/15 

Claudia Curry Director of Womenõs Outreach and 

Advocacy Center 

Directs center, which helps women with host 6/17/15 

Paula Umaña Project Director, Single Stop CCP Serves as lead staff person in Single Stop CCP office, 

works directly with students, coordinates with 

other offices within CCP, and manages all 

administrative duties 

6/17/15 

Chantal 

Whitehead 

Assistant Project Director and Financial 

Education Coordinator, Single Stop CCP 

Serves as assistant to director in Single Stop CCP 

office, works directly with students, coordinates 

volunteers, heads financial literacy curriculum 

 

5/06/15 

Sam Hirsch Vice President for Academic and Student 

Success 

As chief student affairs officer, oversees all student 

supports, student life, outreach and recruitment, 

enrollment management, counseling 

7/01/15 

Derrick Perkins Director of Center for Male Engagement Heads center that provides academic and non-

academic supports for African American males 

6/29/15 

Aubria Phillips Director of Counseling Department Heads team of 30 counselors who meet with 

students 

6/24/15 

 

Analyses 

Impact and Exploratory Studies 

After generating a closely matched group of comparison subjects for the participants of Single Stop 

based on PSM, Metis carried out multivariate regression analyses for the impact study of the near-term 

outcomes (i.e., ratio of credits completed to attempted, number of credits earned, GPA, and semester-to-

semester persistence).31 All of the matching variables were included in the predictive models in addition 

to the treatment dummy indicator and/or dosage measures to further strengthen statistical control for 

possible confounds.32, 33 

In addition to evidence-based impact analyses (research questions 1-3), dosage and confirmation analyses 

(research question 4), analyses of combinations of major program services (research question 5), and 

exploratory outcome analyses (research questions 7-8), additional subgroup analyses were conducted to 

examine potential differential/heterogeneous program effects using interaction models (research 

question 6).   

                                                 
31 Linear regressions were used for the continuous outcome measures (i.e., ratio of credits completed to attempted, number of credits 
earned, GPA), whereas logistic regressions were employed when outcome measures were dichotomous (i.e., semester-to-semester 
persistence).   Both types of multiple regressions can generate impact estimates of interest. 
32 Note that specifications of regression models and detailed analysis results can be found in Appendices C, D and E. 
33 No multicollinearity problems were detected for any of the analyses.  In some analyses, a few variables had constant values, and 
therefore were not included in the models. 
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According to the WWC guidelines, statistical significance adjustment procedures (i.e., Benjamini-

Hochberg) are required when multiple comparisons are involved for confirmatory contrasts specified in 

the same outcome domain.  In the current near-term study, the three target academic outcomes involved 

in the confirmatory impact analyses can be divided into two domains:34 credit accumulation and 

persistence and academic achievement. In the credit accumulation and persistence domain, two different 

outcome measures (i.e., semester-to-semester persistence, degree bearing credit pass rate) were analyzed 

for both the non-FTIC and FTIC samples. For these four impact estimates, a Benjamini-Hochberg (BH) 

correction was applied for a multiple comparisons adjustment.  For the one outcome measure (i.e., GPA) 

in the academic achievement domain, the corresponding impact estimates for the non-FTIC and FTIC 

samples were also adjusted by the BH method.  

Note that in addition to assessing intended program outcomes based on statistical significance level, 

effect size indices (i.e., Hedgesõ g35, Cox index36) were generated to measure the practical importance of 

every finding. While statistical significance indicates the probability that an observed effect is purely due 

to chance37, an effect size measure provides additional key information regarding the magnitude/scale of 

an observed effect. In other words, a statistically significant result suggests that an effect indeed exists, 

whereas a substantial effect size38 implies that a potentially important effect might exist and is worth 

future investigation in circumstances where there is a lack of statistical significance39.    

Implementation 

All implementation study activities, including site observations and interviews, were conducted by a 

single Metis staff member. Observations were guided by an observation protocol and interviews were 

conducted in a semi-structured manner, using one of two protocols (either the Single Stop staff member 

protocol or the CCP administrator protocol). During the observations, the Metis team member took 

very detailed written field notes to serve as a record of the observed events. Once the observation was 

complete, the Metis observer used these notes to generate a summary of the observed activity that 

focused on addressing the implementation research questions, and to complete the observation protocol. 

 Qualitative data derived from the interviews and observations were content analyzed, and emerging 

response categories were summarized according to each of the implementation research questions.   

                                                 
34 Outcome domains were defined based on WWC Review Protocol for Individual Studies in the Postsecondary Education Topic Area (v 3.1, 
2015). 
35 Hedgesõ g measures the standardized group mean difference (the difference between the mean outcome for the treatment group and 
the comparison group, divided by the pooled within-group SD of the outcome measure), and is the most commonly used effect size 
index and the default measure by the WWC for continuous outcomes (e.g., credit accumulation, credit pass rate, GPA).  
36 For dichotomous outcomes (e.g., semester-to-semester persistence vs. dropout status,), the WWC uses the Cox index as the default 
effect size measure. Similar to Hedgesõ g which measures the difference in group means for continuous outcomes, the Cox index 
measures the difference in the probability of the occurrence of an event for dichotomous outcomes. According to the WWC (v 3.0, 
2014), the Cox index òyields effect size values similar to the values of Hedgesõ g that one would obtain if group means, standard 
deviations, and sample sizes were available, assuming the dichotomous outcome measure is based on an underlying normal 
distributionó (p.22). 
37 The significance level indicates how rare the results are when the null hypothesis is true, typically expressed as a òp-value.ó The 
lower the p-value, the less likely the results are due purely to chance.  Statistically significant results are indicated by p-values < 0.05, 
which means the risk of obtaining such results by chance is less than 5%. 
38 According to the WWC standards (v 3.0, 2014), effect sizes of 0.25 of a standard deviation or larger are considered to be 
substantively important, regardless of whether they reach statistical significance.  
39 In some cases, small sample sizes can lead to insufficient statistical power, and therefore a substantively important effect may not be 
detected with statistical significance.  Further studies with increased sample sizes will examine if the effect indeed exists (i.e., is 
statistically significant).  In other cases, a statistically significant finding has a small effect size, indicating that the effect truly exists but 
is relatively small in scale. 
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Findings 

 

Impact Study 
 
The current study examined the program impacts of the Single Stop program on the near-term academic 

outcomes of the participants, including semester-to-semester persistence, degree-bearing credit pass rate, 

and GPA.  This section summarizes the findings of the confirmatory impact analyses. Detailed 

regression results can be found in Appendix C. 

 

Persistence in College 

 

Semester-to-semester persistence was examined for both the non-FTIC and FTIC students. The results 

of both analyses indicate that, overall, the Single Stop participants enrolled at CCP in fall 2014 were 

significantly more likely to persist in college in spring 2015 than the matched comparison group 

(i.e., had a significantly higher semester-to-semester persistence rate).  

 

As shown in Table 3, on average, 91.8% of the non-FTIC Single Stop students were expected to stay 

enrolled at CCP in spring 2015, whereas 88.5% of the matched non-FTIC comparisons were expected to 

remain in college in the second half of the 2014-2015 school year. For the FTIC group, on average, 

89.5% of Single Stop students were expected to persist in school in spring 2015, while only 83.4% of 

their comparison counterparts were anticipated to persist within the same timeframe. Both analyses 

yielded statistically significant results (p < 0.05).  According to the WWC standards, the effect size for the 

impact of Single Stop on the semester-to-semester persistence of the FTIC students (0.320) is considered 

substantively important, whereas that for the non-FTIC impact analysis finding is not (0.223).  

 

Table 3.  Summary of regression results for semester-to-semester persistence 

Group 

Sample Size 

(Matched 

Pairs x 2) 

Unadjusted Probability 

of Persistence 

Regression-Adjusted 

Probability of 

Persistence 
Effect Size in Cox 

Indexa 
p-value 

Comparison Treatment Comparison Treatment 

Non-FTIC  645 x 2 0.870 0.905 0.885 0.918 0.223 0.0452* 

FTIC  305 x 2 0.810 0.872 0.834 0.895 0.320 0.0263* 

* Statistically significant result. 

a According to the WWC (v 3.0, 2014), a Cox index of 0.25 or larger is considered to be substantively important, regardless of whether the 

difference between groups reaches statistical significance. 

 

Degree Bearing Credit Pass Rate 

 

For the confirmatory analyses, the credit attainment outcome was measured by the ratio of completed to 

attempted degree bearing credits during the 2014-2015 school year.  For both the non-FTIC and FTIC 

students, during the 2014-2015 school year, the Single Stop students at CCP had a significantly 
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higher ratio of completed to attempted degree bearing credits than their comparison 

counterparts.  

 

As shown in Table 4, on average, the non-FTIC Single Stop students had a 73.9% degree bearing credit 

pass rate, while the similar comparisons had a mean pass rate of only 69.0%. While the FTIC group had 

substantially lower degree bearing credit pass rates than the non-FTIC group, the difference between 

Single Stop students and comparisons was nonetheless positive with FTIC Single Stop students passing 

58.9% of the degree bearing credits they attempted during their first year in college versus 51.7% for 

their comparison counterparts. The findings based on both analyses were statistically significant (p < 

0.05), although the corresponding effect sizes measured by Hedgesõ g were small (0.156 for non-FTIC 

analysis and 0.187 for FTIC analysis).40  

Table 4.  Summary of regression results for degree bearing credit pass rate 

Group 

Sample Size 

(Matched 

Pairs x 2) 

Unadjusted Means 
Regression-Adjusted 

Means Estimated 

Impact 

Effect 

Size in 

Hedgesõ 

ga 

p Value 

Comparison Treatment Comparison Treatment 

Non-FTIC  641 x 2 0.688 0.740 0.690 0.739 0.049 0.156 0.005* 

FTIC  291 x 2 0.515 0.591 0.517 0.589 0.072 0.187 0.022* 

* Statistically significant result. 

a According to the WWC (v 3.0, 2014), a Hedgesõ g of 0.25 SDs or larger is considered to be substantively important, regardless of whether 

the difference between groups reaches statistical significance. 

 

 
Grade Point Average 

 

Student academic achievement was measured by their cumulative grade point average (GPA) during the 

2014-2015 school year. Again, the analysis results for both the non-FTIC and FTIC students indicate 

that during the 2014-2015 school year, the Single Stop students at CCP, on average, had a 

significantly higher cumulative GPA than their matched comparisons.  

 

As indicated in Table 5, the observed mean cumulative GPA of 2.639 for non-FTIC Single Stop students 

was significantly higher than similarly situated students at CCP (by 0.185 points). Among the FTIC 

students, the Single Stop participants, on average, received a cumulative GPA of 2.129, whereas their 

counterparts only had a cumulative GPA of 1.882 ð the estimated group mean difference of 0.247 points 

was also statistically significant (p < 0.05). Similar to the degree bearing credit pass rate analyses, the two 

effect sizes measured by Hedgesõ g were small (0.153 for non-FTIC analysis and 0.176 for FTIC analysis). 

                                                 
40 A meta-analysis of 186 education intervention studies indicated that the effect size indices for the bottom third of studies ranged 
from 0.00 to 0.32, those for the middle third from 0.33 to 0.55, and those for the top third from 0.56 to 1.20 [Lipsey, M. W. (1990). 
Design sensitivity: Statistical power for experimental research. Newbury Park, CA: Sage.]. These ranges could help loosely define small, 
medium, and large effects. 
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Table 5.  Summary of regression results for GPA 

Group 

Sample Size 

(Matched 

Pairs x 2) 

Unadjusted Means 
Regression-Adjusted 

Means Estimated 

Impact 

Effect 

Size in 

Hedgesõ 

ga 

p Value 

Comparison Treatment Comparison Treatment 

Non-FTIC  622 x 2 2.459 2.634 2.453 2.639 0.185 0.153 0.006* 

FTIC  259 x 2 1.865 2.146 1.882 2.129 0.247 0.176 0.038* 

* Statistically significant result. 

a According to the WWC (v 3.0, 2014), a Hedgesõ g of 0.25 SDs or larger is considered to be substantively important, regardless of whether 

the difference between groups reaches statistical significance. 

 

 
Multiple Testing Adjustment 

 

According to the WWC guidelines, a Benjamini-Hochberg (BH) adjustment needs to be applied to 

multiple confirmatory tests when conducted under the same outcome domain. As mentioned previously, 

the four analyses in Tables 3 and 4 were conducted under the credit accumulation and persistence 

outcome domain, while the remaining two analyses in Table 5 were carried out under the academic 

achievement domain. As can be seen in Tables 6 and 7, all six statistically significant confirmatory 

analyses findings discussed earlier were still statistically significant after the BH adjustment.   

Table 6.  Benjamini-Hochberg (BH) adjustment for confirmatory tests under the credit accumulation and 

persistence outcome domain     

Original p-value p-value rank New critical p-value 
Is the original p-value 

< new critical p-value? 

Statistically significant 

after BH adjustment 

0.005 1 0.013 Yes Yes 

0.022 2 0.025 Yes Yes 

0.026 3 0.038 Yes Yes 

0.045 4 0.050 Yes Yes 

 

Table 7.  Benjamini-Hochberg (BH) adjustment for confirmatory tests under the academic achievement 

outcome domain     

Original p-value p-value rank New critical p-value 
Is the original p-value 

< new critical p-value? 

Statistically significant 

after BH adjustment 

0.006 1 0.0250 Yes Yes 

0.038 2 0.0500 Yes Yes 

 

 

 

Exploratory Study 
Along with the impact analyses, a series of exploratory evaluation questions were posed to better 

understand Single Stopõs impacts on short term outcomes. As mentioned above, these analyses were 

designed to be exploratory in nature to examine the association between service delivery and outcomes, 

as well as whether any particular subgroup(s) of students differentially experience outcomes. Unlike the 

impact study, none of the following analysis results should be considered confirmatory. Rather, they 
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should be used to inform review of program offerings, as well as further study. It should be immediately 

noted that no discernable patterns were noted between the quantity or combinations of Single Stop 

service components and outcomes. Nonetheless, the following section summarizes the results of these 

analyses, presented by research question. 

 

 

Exploratory question 1:  To what extent does treatment dosage for each of the five major services (i.e., benefits eligibility 
screening, financial counseling, legal counseling, tax preparation, and other services) relate to studentsõ academic outcomes, 
while controlling for whether an outcome confirmation was received under each major service category?   
 

To address the first exploratory question, multiple regression models were constructed from the defined 

dosage metrics along with other pertinent covariates that may be related to academic outcomes. Three 

short-term outcomes were observed for these analyses, including semester-to-semester persistence (i.e., 

fall 2014 to spring 2015), degree bearing credit pass rate (i.e., degree bearing credits passed/degree 

bearing credits attempted) and cumulative GPA for the school year 2014-2015. Further, analyses were 

conducted separately for FTIC and non-FTIC students. 

 

The full set of predictors from which the regression models were developed are listed below in Table 8. 

Note that while the demographic variable sets for each predicted outcome within student group varied in 

the final models, the key dosage metrics and outcome confirmation dummies were all retained. Several 

models were conducted using a range of variable sets to maximize the number of observed cases as well 

as the number of input variables. Variables were eliminated from the analyses due to lack of variability or 

insufficient association with the outcomes (i.e., greyed out cells in Table 8). Notably, ònumber of years 

since first enrolled at collegeó, òacademic or occupational majoró, òfirst generation attending collegeó, 

and òfiled for FAFSAó were eliminated from all final models. 

 

Table 8. Predictors and results of treatment dosage and outcome confirmation regression models 

Predictor 

Non-FTIC FTIC 

Semester to 

semester 

persistence 

Degree 

bearing credit 

pass rate 

GPA 

Semester to 

semester 

persistence 

Degree 

bearing credit 

pass rate 

GPA 

Benefits Eligibility Screening Events <0.001 0.095 0.177 0.907 0.638 0.762 

Benefit Eligibility Screening Outcome 

Confirmation (no/yes) 

0.003 0.088 0.083 0.573 0.577 0.192 

Additional Services Events 0.826 0.910 0.838 0.247 0.215 0.032 

Additional Services Outcome 

Confirmation (no/yes) 

0.120 0.288 0.380 0.914 0.129 0.017 

Financial Counseling Events 0.833 0.735 0.242 0.949 0.020 0.253 

Financial Outcome Confirmation 

(no/yes) 

0.387 0.599 0.167 0.966 0.016 0.334 

Legal Counseling Events 0.078 0.440 0.875 0.589 0.748 0.967 

Legal Outcome Confirmation (no/yes) 0.100 0.608 0.789 0.430 0.936 0.595 

Tax Preparation Events 0.728 0.911 0.830 0.933 0.212 0.644 

Tax Outcome Confirmation (no/yes) <0.001 0.063 0.059 0.943 0.496 0.908 

Female (no/yes)   0.070   0.094 

Hispanic (no/yes) 0.125 0.928 0.461   0.047 

Black (no/yes) 0.161 <0.001 <0.001   0.002 

Part-time/Full-time   0.189  0.075 0.042 

Marital Status (Single/Married)     0.170 0.060 

FAFSA Dependent Status   0.008    



 

19 

 

Predictor 

Non-FTIC FTIC 

Semester to 

semester 

persistence 

Degree 

bearing credit 

pass rate 

GPA 

Semester to 

semester 

persistence 

Degree 

bearing credit 

pass rate 

GPA 

(Independent/ Dependent) 

Received Financial Aid (no/yes) <0.001   0.162  0.036 

Received Student Loans (no/yes)    0.130   

High School Diploma/GED      0.056  

Remedial Credits 0.141 0.154 0.001    

Liberal Studies Major (no/yes) 0.148 0.042 0.005   0.184 

Business/Technical Major (no/yes) 0.173 0.016 0.056   0.238 

Age at Baseline 0.156 0.021   0.116 0.047 

Placement Test Score     0.013 0.018 

Number of years since first enrolled at 

college 

      

Academic/Occupational Major       

First Generation Attending College 

(no/yes) 

      

Filed for FAFSA (no/yes)       

Key Positively associated with outcome Negatively associated with outcome Not included in final model 

 

Table 8 also provides the calculated p-values for each predictor in the model, with statistically significant 

associations (i.e., p < 0.05) highlighted in green for positive associations (i.e., higher numbers associated 

with better outcomes) or pink for negative associations (i.e., lower numbers associated with better 

outcomes).41 Detailed results from these analyses can be found in Appendix D. 

 

While no definitive patterns relating dosage to the observed short-term outcomes emerge from the 

analyses, there are several key findings of note presented below by outcome: 

 

Semester-to-Semester Persistence 

¶ No statistically significant associations were observed between predictors and persistence for 

FTIC students. 

¶ For non-FTIC students, a higher number of benefit eligibility screening events is positively 

associated with persistence, as is at least one outcome confirmation for benefit eligibility. More 

benefit eligibility screenings and at least one benefit outcome confirmation are therefore 

positively associated with persistence for students with prior college experience. 

¶ Also for non-FTIC students, at least one tax preparation outcome confirmation is positively 

associated with semester-to-semester persistence, even though the number of tax preparation 

events is not. 

¶ Finally, non-FTIC students who receive financial aid are more likely to persist than students who 

do not. 

 

 

Degree Bearing Credit Pass Rate 

                                                 
41 The relationship/association between a given predictor and the target outcomes can either be positive or negative: positive 
association indicates that the higher the predictor, the better the outcome, whereas negative association suggests that the lower the 
predictor, the better the outcome. 
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¶ Although no statistically significant associations are observed between dosage metrics or 

outcome confirmation and the credit pass rate for non-FTIC students, the analyses suggest that 

better outcomes are associated with older students with prior college experience who are not 

Black/African-American nor liberal studies or business/technical majors. 

¶ For FTIC students, higher degree bearing credit pass rates are associated with more financial 

counseling events and higher placement test scores. However, having at least one financial 

outcome confirmation is associated with poorer credit pass rates. 

Grade Point Average (GPA) 

¶ As with degree bearing credit pass rates, no statistically significant associations were observed 

between dosage metrics or outcome confirmation and GPA for non-FTIC students. The 

analyses do suggest that independent students with more remedial credits who are neither 

Black/African-American nor liberal studies majors are associated with higher GPAs. 

¶ Higher GPAs are associated with less additional service events and having at least one additional 

service outcome confirmation for FTIC students. Further characteristics associated with higher 

GPAs for first-time college students include not being Black/African-American or Hispanic, 

being enrolled full-time, receiving financial aid, having higher placement test scores and being 

older at baseline. 

Exploratory question 2:  How many combinations of the five major services (i.e., benefits eligibility screening, financial 
counseling, legal counseling, tax preparation, and other services) do treatment students typically receive? What is the 
estimated impact of each of the major combinations on studentsõ academic outcomes? 
 

Of the 31 possible combinations of the five major services, all but two were received by at least one 

Single Stop participant at CCP. The vast majority of participants received a benefits eligibility screening 

either alone or in combination with at least one other service (85.9%). This is followed by combinations 

of services that at least include financial counseling (39.7%), tax preparation (13.1%), legal counseling 

(12.2%) and additional services (11.3%). Tables 9 and 10 present the number and percent of students by 

combinations of services received. These tables are supplemented by Figure 1, which graphically depicts 

the data contained in Table 9. The eight major combinations of services, highlighted in Table 10 and 

graphically depicted in Figure 2, are defined as those combinations of services received by 30 or more 

participants. 

 

Table 9. Combinations of major Single Stop services received by students 

Services Received N % 

benefits eligibility screening alone or with other services 990 85.9 

financial counseling alone or with other services 457 39.7 

tax preparation alone or with other services 151 13.1 

legal counseling alone or with other services 140 12.2 

additional services alone or with other services 130 11.3 

 

 

 

 

Figure 1.  Combinations of major Single Stop services received by students 
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Table 10. Unique combinations of major Single Stop services received by students 

Unique Combinations of Major Services Received N % 

benefits eligibility screening only 316 27.4 
benefits eligibility screening, financial counseling and tax preparation  228 19.8 
benefits eligibility screening and tax preparation 114 9.9 
benefits eligibility screening and financial counseling 98 8.5 
tax preparation only 74 6.4 
benefits eligibility screening and additional services 69 6.0 
benefits eligibility screening and legal counseling 55 4.8 
financial counseling and tax preparation  52 4.5 
benefits eligibility screening, legal counseling and additional services  19 1.6 

benefits eligibility screening, financial and legal counseling  18 1.6 

benefits eligibility screening, tax preparation and additional services  15 1.3 

benefits eligibility screening, financial counseling and additional services  12 1.0 

benefits eligibility screening, financial counseling, tax preparation and additional services  11 1.0 

benefits eligibility screening, financial and legal counseling and tax preparation  11 1.0 

financial counseling only 10 0.9 

benefits eligibility screening, legal counseling and tax preparation  10 0.9 

all five major services 7 0.6 

legal counseling only 6 0.5 

additional services only 5 0.4 

benefits eligibility screening, legal counseling, tax preparation and additional services  5 0.4 

financial counseling, tax preparation, and additional services  4 0.3 

tax preparation and additional services  3 0.3 

legal counseling and tax preparation  2 0.2 

financial and legal counseling and tax preparation  2 0.2 

benefits eligibility screening, financial and legal counseling and additional services  2 0.2 

financial counseling and additional services  1 0.1 

legal counseling and additional services  1 0.1 

legal counseling, tax preparation and additional services  1 0.1 
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Unique Combinations of Major Services Received N % 

financial and legal counseling, tax preparation and additional services  1 0.1 

financial and legal counseling  0 0.0 

financial and legal counseling, and additional services  0 0.0 

Total 1,152 100.0 

 

Figure 2. Major unique combinations of major Single Stop services received by students 

 

Using the matched pairs that were defined in the impact analyses,42 multiple linear and logistic 

regressions were conducted to estimate the impacts of major combinations of services on semester-to-

semester persistence, degree bearing credit pass rate and GPA.43 Note that the non-FTIC and FTIC 

students were combined in these analyses due to limited Ns belonging to each unique combination. The 

following tables summarize the results of the regressions conducted for each of the major combinations 

of services. Each table contains the number of cases analyzed, the unadjusted and regression-adjusted 

measures of the treatment indicator (i.e., treatment vs. comparison), a measure of effect size, and a p-

value indicating whether the difference between treatment and comparison is statistically significant. 

Detailed regression analysis results can be found in Appendix E.  

Semester-to-Semester Persistence 

                                                 
42 Note that all findings for these service combination analyses were exploratory in nature since baseline equivalence might not be 
established for pertinent analytic samples that contained only subgroups of original matched students.   
43 Multiple linear regressions were used for continuous outcome measures, whereas multiple logistic regressions were employed when 
outcome measures were dichotomous.  In addition to the treatment indicator(s), all of the matching variables were included as 
predictors in the full regression models for further statistical control. 
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Table 11 presents the results of logistic regression analyses conducted upon semester-to-semester 

persistence for each combination of services. The combination of benefits eligibility screening and tax 

preparation resulted in a statistically significant higher probability of persistence for the Single Stop 

participants (p=0.005), with a rather large effect size (1.932). This combination of services therefore 

appears to be associated with a large impact on semester-to-semester persistence. 

While not statistically significant, the combination of benefits eligibility screening and legal counseling 

may also have a positive impact on persistence based on the medium calculated effect size of 0.663. Also 

not statistically significant, the combination of benefits eligibility screening and financial counseling may 

be associated with poor persistence based on the small negative calculated effect size of -0.305. None of 

the other combinations of services produced notable results.44  

 

Table 11. Regression results: Semester-to-semester persistence 

Analytic Group 

Sample Size 

(Matched Pairs 

x 2) 

Unadjusted Probability of 

Persistence 

Regression-Adjusted 

Probability of Persistence 

Effect Size 

in Cox 

Indexa p-value Comparison Treatment Comparison Treatment 

benefits eligibility screening 

only 
250 x 2 0.844 0.824 0.856 0.844 -0.056 0.713 

benefits eligibility screening, 

financial counseling and tax 

preparation  

195 x 2       

benefits eligibility screening 

and tax preparation 
93 x 2 0.806 0.968 0.948 0.998 1.932 0.005* 

benefits eligibility screening 

and financial counseling 
76 x 2 0.895 0.829 0.979 0.966 -0.305 0.414 

tax preparation only 58 x 2 0.914 0.879 0.934 0.932 -0.020 0.961 

benefits eligibility screening 

and additional services 
61 x 2 0.803 0.820 0.922 0.932 0.089 0.809 

benefits eligibility screening 

and legal counseling 
46 x 2 0.826 0.848 0.989 0.996 0.663 0.210 

financial counseling and tax 

preparation  
47 x 2       

* Statistically significant result 
a According to the WWC (v 3.0, 2014), a Cox index of 0.25 or larger is considered to be substantively important, regardless of whether the 

difference between groups reaches statistical significance. 

 

 

Degree Bearing Credit Pass Rate 

 

Table 12 presents the results of multiple linear regressions conducted upon credit pass rates. The 

combinations of benefits eligibility screening, financial counseling and tax preparation, benefits eligibility 

screening and tax preparation, and financial counseling and tax preparation all had statistically significant 

impacts on the degree bearing credit pass rates of Single Stop participants. Benefits eligibility screening, 

financial counseling and tax preparation and benefits eligibility screening and tax preparation both result 

in an estimated 9% higher passing rate than comparisons with a small effect size (Hedgesõ g = 0.291 and 

0.287, respectively). The financial counseling and tax preparation combination resulted in an estimated 

20% higher passing rate than comparisons, with a medium effect size (Hedgesõ g = 0.727). 

                                                 
44 Note that analyses could not be conducted for two of the eight combinations of services due to lack of variability in outcomes. For 
the combination of financial counseling and tax preparation, all but four comparison students persisted. For the combination of 
benefits eligibility screening, financial counseling and tax preparation, all of the Single Stop participants persisted, while 26 of the 
comparisons did not. 
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Table 12. Regression results: Degree bearing credit pass rate 

Analytic Group 

Sample Size 

(Matched 

Pairs x 2) 

Unadjusted Means Regression-Adjusted Means 
Estimated 

Impact 

Effect 

Size in 

Hedgesõ 

ga p-value 

Comparison Treatment Comparison Treatment    

benefits eligibility 

screening only 
245 x 2 0.642 0.651 0.651 0.641 -0.010 -0.028 0.751 

benefits eligibility 

screening, 

financial 

counseling and 

tax preparation  

193 x 2 0.672 0.766 0.673 0.765 0.092 0.291 0.005* 

benefits eligibility 

screening and tax 

preparation 

90 x 2 0.631 0.730 0.634 0.727 0.093 0.287 0.050* 

benefits eligibility 

screening and 

financial 

counseling 

72 x 2 0.580 0.620 0.588 0.613 0.024 0.067 0.685 

tax preparation 

only 
58 x 2 0.749 0.756 0.745 0.760 0.015 0.052 0.776 

benefits eligibility 

screening and 

additional 

services 

60 x 2 0.598 0.624 0.569 0.653 0.083 0.219 0.256 

benefits eligibility 

screening and 

legal counseling 

44 x 2 0.554 0.619 0.560 0.612 0.052 0.145 0.576 

financial 

counseling and 

tax preparation  

47 x 2 0.675 0.804 0.640 0.839 0.198 0.727 0.004* 

* Statistically significant result 
a According to the WWC (v 3.0, 2014), a Hedgesõ g of 0.25 SDs or larger is considered to be substantively important, regardless of whether 

the difference between groups reaches statistical significance. 

 
Grade Point Average (GPA) 

 

The results of the multiple linear regression analyses conducted upon GPAs are presented in Table 13. 

The difference in GPA between comparisons and Single Stop participants who receive a combination of 

benefits eligibility screening, financial counseling and tax preparation is statistically significant (p < 0.001) 

with a small to medium effect size (Hedgesõ g=0.371). On average, Single Stop participants receiving this 

combination of services obtain GPAs approximately 0.451 points higher than their comparisons. 

Further, although not statistically significant (p=0.081), the combination of benefits eligibility screening 

and tax preparation services does achieve a notable small effect size (Hedgesõ g=0.263), suggesting that 

this combination of services may also be beneficial to Single Stop participants, increasing participant 

GPAs by approximately 0.334 points over the comparison students. 
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Table 13. Regression results:  Grade point average 

Analytic Group 

Sample 

Size 

(Matched 

Pairs x 2) 

Unadjusted Means Regression-Adjusted Means 

Estimated 

Impact 

Effect 

Size in 

Hedgesõ 

ga p-value 

Comparison Treatment Comparison Treatment 

benefits eligibility 

screening only 
226 x 2 2.202 2.385 2.217 2.370 0.153 0.116 0.195 

benefits eligibility 

screening, financial 

counseling and tax 

preparation  

184 x 2 2.328 2.767 2.322 2.773 0.451 0.371 <0.001* 

benefits eligibility 

screening and tax 

preparation 

87 x 2 2.266 2.600 2.266 2.600 0.334 0.263 0.081 

benefits eligibility 

screening and 

financial counseling 

68 x 2 2.083 2.162 2.083 2.162 0.079 0.058 0.750 

tax preparation 

only 
56 x 2 2.527 2.697 2.519 2.705 0.187 0.153 0.439 

benefits eligibility 

screening and 

additional services 

56 x 2 2.133 2.080 2.084 2.129 0.046 0.031 0.879 

benefits eligibility 

screening and legal 

counseling 

42 x 2 2.187 2.230 2.177 2.240 0.063 0.043 0.847 

financial counseling 

and tax 

preparation  
46 x 2 2.780 2.767 2.792 2.755 -0.037 -0.038 0.878 

* Statistically significant result 
a According to the WWC (v 3.0, 2014), a Hedgesõ g of 0.25 SDs or larger is considered to be substantively important, regardless of whether 

the difference between groups reaches statistical significance. 

 

Summary 

 

The results of the multiple regression analyses conducted for exploratory question 2 are summarized in 

table 14. Although no combination of services is significantly associated with positive results for all three 

outcomes, the combination of benefits eligibility screening and tax preparation is the most promising, 

with a notable positive effect size and a p-value approaching significance for GPA. Likewise, an 

investigation into the combination of benefits eligibility screening, financial counseling and tax 

preparation might also warrant further exploration as analyses showed positive effects for two of the 

three outcomes, and analyses were unable to be conducted for the third one (persistence). 

 

Further positive indicators of service combination success are more localized to a specific outcome 

domain, such as the statistically significant association between the combination of financial counseling 

and tax preparation services and better credit pass rates, and the notable positive effect size found for 

persistence and the combination of benefits eligibility screening and legal counseling. However, also of 

note is the notable negative effect size found for the association between the combination of benefits 

eligibility screening and financial counseling and persistence. While it is unlikely that the receipt of this 

service combination might result in poorer persistence for Single Stop participants, the result nonetheless 

warrants further investigation.  

 

 

 

 



 

26 

 

Table 14. Summary of regression results (p-values) for exploratory question 2 

Unique Combinations of Major Services Received 

Semester-to-

semester 

persistence 

Degree 

bearing 

credit pass 

rate 

GPA 

benefits eligibility screening only 0.713 0.751 0.195 
benefits eligibility screening, financial counseling and tax preparation    0.005 <0.001 
benefits eligibility screening and tax preparation 0.005 0.050 0.081 
benefits eligibility screening and financial counseling 0.414 0.685 0.750 
tax preparation only 0.961 0.776 0.439 
benefits eligibility screening and additional services 0.809 0.256 0.879 
benefits eligibility screening and legal counseling 0.210 0.576 0.847 
financial counseling and tax preparation    0.004 0.878 
Key Statistically significant positive 

association with outcome 

Not statistically significant, but 

positive notable effect size 

Not statistically significant, but 

negative notable effect size  

Not 

tested 

 

Exploratory question 3:  Does Single Stopõs Community College Initiative have a different effect for students who are 
independent versus students who are dependent?  
 

Additional regression analyses were conducted to explore the interactions between the treatment 

indicator and student financial dependency separately for the FTIC and non-FTIC samples. These 

analyses investigated potential differential impacts of Single Stop programming on pertinent outcomes 

by financial dependency status. Although no statistically significant findings for the interaction between 

financial dependency and Single Stop participation were noted among the three outcomes, the analysis 

on GPAs for non-FTIC students approached significance with a small effect size. This suggests that few 

differential program impacts were found for financial dependency (see detailed regression analysis results 

presented in Appendix E).  

Table 15. Regression results for the non-FTIC group: Grade point average 

Subgroup 

Sample Size 

(Matched 

Pairs x 2) 

Unadjusted Means Regression-Adjusted Means 

Estimated 

Impact 

Effect 

Size in 

Hedgesõ 

ga p-value Comparison Treatment Comparison Treatment 

Financially 

Independent 

622 x 2 

2.418 2.699 2.425 2.687 0.262 0.216 < 0.001* 

Financially 

Dependent 
2.579 2.448 2.539 2.500 -0.039 -0.032 0.772 

Financially 

Dependent 

ð Financially 

Independent 

0.161 -0.251 0.114 -0.187 -0.301 -0.248 0.052 

* Statistically significant result 
a According to the WWC (v 3.0, 2014), a Hedgesõ g of 0.25 SDs or larger is considered to be substantively important, regardless of whether 

the difference between groups reaches statistical significance. 

 

Table 15 presents a summary of the regression results for GPAs by financial dependency status for the 

non-FTIC group. Note that there is a statistically significant difference between Single Stop participants 

and comparisons for the financially independent group (p < 0.001), although the effect size is not 
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notable (Hedgesõ g=0.216). This is a consistent finding throughout the subgroup analyses ð both FTIC 

and non-FTIC financially independent Single Stop participants consistently outperform financially 

independent comparisons (see Appendix E for details). However, none of the interaction effects ð the 

difference between outcomes of financially independent and dependent Single Stop participants 

compared to the difference between outcomes of financially independent and dependent comparisons ð 

are notable except for the result presented in Table 15. For the non-FTIC group, financially dependent 

Single Stop students, on average, have a GPA approximately 0.2 points (0.187) lower than their 

financially independent counterparts. Conversely, financially independent non-FTIC comparisons have a 

GPA approximately 0.1 point (0.114) lower than financially dependent non-FTIC comparisons. The 

difference between these two differences (estimated impact = -0.301) approaches statistical significance 

(p=0.052), and is particularly notable due to the small effect size (Hedgesõ g=-0.248). Based on this result, 

we may assume that GPA is positively associated with financial independence for non-FTIC Single Stop 

participants. 

Exploratory question 4:  Do students served by Single Stopõs Community College Initiative at CCP have a higher ratio of 
attempted to passed non-degree bearing credits than the comparison group of students? 

Given that a baseline measure of non-degree bearing credits was not available nor used during the 

matching process for the impact analyses, the matched groups that were defined in the impact analyses 

could not be used to determine whether Single Stop participants passed non-degree bearing credits at a 

higher rate than a comparison students.45 Rather, multiple linear regressions were conducted on the 

unmatched groups of Single Stop participants and comparisons for whom outcome measures were 

available. Table 16 presents the results of these regressions for both the non-FTIC and FTIC subgroups. 

Note that neither a statistically significant nor a meaningful difference was observed between Single Stop 

participants and unmatched comparisons for non-degree bearing pass rate. 

 

Table 16. Regression results for non-degree bearing credits pass rate 

Group 

Sample Size 

(Single Stop + 

Comparison) 

Unadjusted Means Regression-Adjusted Means 

Estimated 

Impact 

Effect 

Size in 

Hedgesõ 

ga p-value Comparison Treatment Comparison Treatment 

Non-FTIC 
1,536  

(124 + 1,412) 
0.513 0.491 0.510 0.517 0.007 0.014 0.881 

FTIC 
3,031  

(210 + 2,821) 
0.577 0.567 0.574 0.606 0.032 0.075 0.299 

* Statistically significant result 
a According to the WWC (v 3.0, 2014), a Hedgesõ g of 0.25 SDs or larger is considered to be substantively important, regardless of whether 

the difference between groups reaches statistical significance. 

 

Exploratory question 5:  Do first time freshmen served by Single Stopõs Community College Initiative at CCP have higher 
degree bearing credit accumulation than the comparison group of students? Do they also have higher non-degree bearing 
credit accumulation than their counterparts?  

 

                                                 
45 Metis tried to match the two groups of students who had non-degree bearing credits outcome data based on the original list of 
matching variables, but the PSM was not successful since there was little overlap of the estimated propensity scores for the two 
conditions (i.e., poor common support region). 
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Table 17 presents the results of multiple linear regressions on both non-degree and degree bearing credit 

accumulation for FTIC students. As with the analyses presented above, non-degree credit comparisons 

are limited to an unmatched comparison group. While the result for the non-degree credit accumulation 

comparison is not statistically significant, the analysis for the matched comparison of degree-bearing 

credit accumulation does show that Single Stop participants accumulate a statistically significant higher 

number of degree-bearing credits (p < 0.001), with a substantively important effect size (Hedgesõ g = 

0.309). 

Table 17. Regression results for credits earned by FTIC students 

Outcome 

Sample Size 

(Single Stop + 

Comparison) 

Unadjusted Means Regression-Adjusted Means 

Estimated 

Impact 

Effect Size 

in Hedgesõ 

ga p-value Comparison Treatment Comparison Treatment 
Non-degree 

bearing credits 

earned 

3,031 

(210 + 2,821) 
3.722 3.786 3.700 4.086 0.386 0.122 0.096 

Degree 

bearing credits 

earned 

582 

(291 + 291)b 
7.175 9.605 7.223 9.557 2.334 0.309 <0.001* 

* Statistically significant result 
a According to the WWC (v 3.0, 2014), a Hedgesõ g of 0.25 SDs or larger is considered to be substantively important, regardless of whether 

the difference between groups reaches statistical significance. 
b Matched pairs 

 

 

Implementation Study 
 
In order to better understand the quantitative results, the implementation evaluation focused on the 

extent of program implementation and the level to which it has been integrated on the CCP campus. As 

a result of examining these questions, a number of best practices, as well as implementation challenges, 

were uncovered. Furthermore, key factors that have led to the programõs success are examined. 

 

Extent of Program Delivery 

As of fall 2015, Single Stop had been opened on the CCP campus for two full years and had achieved a 

number of key successes, including being recognized by Single Stop USA as having one of the most 

successful program launches to date. According to its second year program report, which was produced 

independently by Single Stop at CCP, the program had served a total of 2,583 students, connecting them 

with $6,751,685 in tax refunds, benefits, and supportive services. The report indicates that Single Stop 

CCP has served more than 1,000 students per year, screening 99.9% of them, providing tax preparation 

services for more than 56%, financial counseling to 24%, legal counseling to 8%, and health care 

enrollment support to 50%. Other relevant data provided in this report include: 

¶ 2,583 government benefit screenings had been conducted, including health care, food resources, 

utility assistance programs, cash grants, child care subsidies, and scholarships, among others; 

¶ 1,412 tax returns had been filed, providing students with an estimated $2,103,394 in tax refunds; 

¶ 1,270 students had received health care enrollment assistance, with more than 500 estimated 

applications approved;  

¶ 625 students received financial counseling; and 

¶ 223 student received legal consultations, addressing immigration, housing, utilities, employment, 

record expungement, consumer, and government benefits issues 
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Observations and interviews with key program and college staff revealed that Single Stop provides added 

value to students. Specifically, the following key points were raised:  

 

Single Stop allows CCP to offer students new services, as well as to consolidate offerings that 

used to be scattered across different programs. Prior to Single Stopõs arrival on the CCP campus, the 

college offered many of the various services (e.g., financial literacy, health care assistance) that are 

currently offered through the program, but they were scattered across various programs. For example, 

the college has multiple offices that provide services for students, including the Counseling Center, the 

Womenõs Outreach and Advocacy Center, and the Center for Male Engagement. According to staff 

from these offices, the counseling center used to do financial literacy workshops, and the Womenõs 

Center used to handle health care. However, the offerings were not coherent, and staff from these 

offices felt ill prepared to provide the services. The director of the Counseling Center explained that her 

counselors did not really have the background in financial literacy, nor the time to dedicate to it to 

provide thorough workshops. Moreover, the director of the Womenõs Center explained that health care 

was a complex task for her to handle, and she does not have any support staff to help. Therefore, she 

was not able to provide students with the kind of in-depth assistance that they required.  

Once Single Stop was launched at CCP, it became the first stop or òclearinghouseó for students who 

need financial and social services support. As one administrator pointed out, Single Stop òdemystifiedó 

the process of providing referrals for students, and it has become part of the consciousness of 

administrators throughout campus to send students to Single Stop. According to him, òHaving a 

dedicated place that provides all of these life supports is incredibly helpful.ó  

Single Stop works with other programs and departments at CCP to ensure that students get the services 

that they need. They provide mutual referrals, with other centers providing referrals to Single Stop and 

vice versa. This òmutually symbioticó relationship, as one administrator described it, has allowed 

programs to improve their offerings overall to students.  

As one director noted, òPrior to Single Stop, we had to 

call around and try to find services for students who 

needed them. We had a list of resources and places to go, 

but it wasnõt all that coordinated. Andéagencies crop up 

and go away, so it was frustrating when a student came in with a problem and we couldnõt find someone 

to help them.ó Furthermore, the director of the Womenõs Center explained that they used to have a 

grant to provide child care services for students. However, when the grant expired, many students were 

left without child care, and their only option was to apply for subsidized child care through CCIS (Child 

Care Information Services), offered through the City of Philadelphia. She turned to Single Stop staff to 

help her students who were in danger of dropping out at this time, and was thrilled to learn that the staff 

were able to support them.  

 

Single Stop streamlines complicated processes for students. The types of supports that Single Stop 

offers are often riddled in bureaucratic webs at multiple levels, including local, state, and federal arenas. 

According to CCP staff, students are often bewildered by the process and do not even know what 

questions to ask. They may have lived with the issues that they are facing for their whole lives, without 

òSingle Stop allows us to offer services 
to students in one literal single stop.ó  

ðCCP Administrator 
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being aware that there are any other options available. Because Single Stop staff are so familiar with the 

agencies and the process, they are able to make calls on their behalf and to cut through bureaucracy and 

help them, often with benefits and other supports that students never even knew existed.  

Single Stop allows students to get results in a timely manner, and many times the problems are highly 

time sensitive, such as when a student needs food stamps. According to one program director, òIõve had 

students put through applications for food stamps and they just wait and wait. And Iõll call Paula and say, 

ôCan you speed up the process?õó And sheõll say, ôYes.õ And then she will get it done.ó In this program 

directorõs opinion, this type of assistance is òvital to studentsõ persistence in college.ó  

 

Some program directors further noted that they have learned a great deal about potential benefits for 

students and the way in which public benefit systems work through the workshops that Single Stop has 

offered to their students. This professional development for CCP staff, which in turn helps them to 

better support their students, has been an unexpected benefit of bringing the program onto campus, 

according to CCP administrators.  

 

Single Stop offers positive experiences to students who often have had negative experiences 

with social service systems in the past. Many of the 

students who are served by Single Stop have not been 

served well by other systems in their past, whether it was 

the education system or other social services. As one 

administrator notes, òA lot of our students suffer in 

silence,ó and this is because they do not feel like they 

have anyone to turn to. Single Stop serves as a liaison 

between the students and the systems. According to this 

administrator, Single Stop helps to change the dynamics between the students and these agencies, so that 

students become more empowered and informed consumers by having essential information to meet 

their needs. 

 

Single Stopõs Integration on the CCP Campus 

Based on data gathered through interviews and observations, Single Stopõs highly successful integration 

on the CCP campus may be attributed to a number of factors.  

 

CCPõs top administrators advocated for the program and paved the way for its smooth inclusion 

in the college. As described earlier, Dr. Hirsch was instrumental in bringing on the program and 

ensured that it would receive the appropriate supports to make it successful. For example, he ensured 

that the president and the Cabinet would support the program before committing to it. He also 

personally selected the programõs director and continues to provide direct oversight to her. He located a 

suitable space for the program and ensured that staff had the supplies and connections they needed to be 

successful. In his interview, Dr. Hirsch noted that the college has made a substantive contribution to the 

program over five years, and is therefore is heavily invested in its success.  

 

Single Stop CCPõs Director learned about the college quickly and inserted herself and the 

program in key processes. Directors of various CCP programs all noted that the Single Stop staff 

òSingle Stop is part of what we do. 
Itõs part of who we are. Students donõt 
see us as individual providers. They 

see us as the college.ó  
ðCCP Administrator 
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immediately made themselves available to them and their staff. For example, the director of the 

Counseling Center explained that Paula spoke with all of the counselors within the first couple of weeks 

that the program was introduced. She provided them with information about their services immediately, 

and then came back during staff meetings to discuss the program and its offerings several times over the 

course of the last two years. Directors of other programs reported that Paula followed similar procedures 

with their staff, opening up opportunities to collaborate on projects. Currently, Single Stop collaborates 

with the Womenõs Center on two workshops throughout the year. Additionally, the Center for Male 

Engagement introduces Single Stop to students during its Summer Bridge program, during which 

students learn about resources at the college to ease their transition into college life. Moreover, the 

Counseling Center meets with every new student prior to their start of classes and introduces them to 

Single Stop, among other resources. As they talk about the financial aspect of college, they discuss how 

students will pay their tuition and inform them about Single Stop resources. Along these lines, incoming 

students also receive a walking tour and learn about the collegeõs online portal.  

 

Recent collaboration with the nursing department further illustrates Single Stopõs deep integration with 

the college. In his interview, one CCP administrator explained that the nursing program had raised a 

concern about their studentsõ inability to buy important materials for their classes, such as stethoscopes. 

In some cases, students received resource checks and bought unrelated items at the bookstore, such as 

sweatshirts, with their money and were later unable to buy their materials. This administrator suggested 

to the nursing faculty that they partner with Single Stop to provide the students with financial literacy 

workshops. Now all nursing students are required to participate in the workshop before they begin their 

academic program. Additionally, Single Stop screens them for any benefits for which they may be 

eligible.  

 

Program directors also attribute the success of Single Stopõs integration into the CCP campus to Paula 

and Chantalõs personalities. They are approachable, personable, collaborative, and student centered. One 

director expressed that she òlikes their energy,ó while others explained that they are always willing to 

collaborate and that they have the sense they would be willing to help in whatever way possible. Others 

also pointed to Paulaõs connections with and deep knowledge about key providers in the city. One 

interviewee noted that Paula made it her business to learn about the culture and history of the college 

when she arrived. 

 

Integration is ongoing and all administrators see it as their responsibility to spread the word. In 

addition to the strong support of Dr. Hirsch, the Single Stop CCP team receives significant support from 

the collegeõs Dean of Students. He frequently reminds other offices to refer students directly to Single 

Stop and works on inserting the program into the consciousness of the college in other, more subtle 

ways. For example, he is working on adding a line about Single Stop in the collegeõs orientation manual, 

referring students to Single Stopõs financial literacy workshops in places where college costs are 

discussed. He also has served as a resource and guidance to Paula as she was learning about the college, 

helping her to make headway with various offices. 

 

The Single Stop office has engaged in an ongoing and determined marketing campaign to 

ensure that students and staff are aware of the services. Dr. Hirsch describes Paula and Chantal as 



 

32 

 

òmasters of marketing.ó They consider every avenue for advertising the program and ensure that it is 

visibly present to anyone who is on campus. Signs are posted in every building and the program is 

advertised through the campus messaging system (through TVs posted in hallways). Additionally, Paula 

frequently attends office department meetings, faculty professional developments, and open house weeks 

to engage with CCP faculty and staff and keep them informed about program offerings. Faculty 

members are taught to be aware of warning signs that students who are lacking food, housing or other 

fundamental needs may display. Furthermore, the types of services that Single Stop can provide are 

clearly articulated to faculty and staff. College administrators further emphasize the importance of the 

program, and connections are drawn to the need for these services to ensure studentsõ academic success. 

 

Moreover, the program is assisted by a marketing staff person who works directly for the Dean of 

Students, thus allowing the program to have more dedicated support from a marketing expert. 

 

Implementation Successes and Best Practices 
 
The successes that Single Stop CCP has experienced point to a number of key best practices that they 
put into place.  
 
Oversight from top administrators. Dr. Hirsch maintains oversight of the program despite having an 
extremely busy schedule. This sends a strong message of its importance to the entire college community. 
He is also able to facilitate processes, such as securing space and ensuring that messages get out in the 
right places, more effectively than if the program were overseen at a lower level. 

 
Strong program staff. It is evident that in programs such as Single Stop, in which students often 
confide very private information, personal characteristics are very important. Several CCP staff members 
expressed the importance of trust building. The Single Stop CCPõs personable and caring approach is a 
key element of their success in building and maintaining the program.  

 
Highly collaborative approach. The various programs that the evaluation team interviewed all had a 
collaborative approach. There was no evidence of competition or a sense of territoriality over the 
provision of services. All staff members observed and interviewed expressed gratitude at the opportunity 
to collaborate with Single Stop staff, and all saw it as their responsibility to make sure that students know 
about the Single Stop resource. 

 
Not portrayed as a deficit model. Single Stop is purposefully built into the fabric of CCP. It is 
portrayed as part of the collegeõs offerings and is not represented as something that is offered for 
students who are incapable of managing on their own. As the Assistant Dean of Students notes, 
òLanguage is important. This is not about deficit filling. It is providing a base for future growth.ó  

 
Foresight into potential roadblocks. Perhaps related to the close involvement of top college 
administrators, the program staff anticipated potential roadblocks and put systems in place to ensure 
they were minimized or eliminated. For example, they provided a marketing expert who was not bogged 
down with college-wide responsibilities and could focus on Single Stop and similar student-centered 
services. Additionally, college administrators developed protocols for describing services to faculty. They 
explained to them that the program will help the students do better academically. They also developed 
scenarios to help faculty know what to do and say in situations they may run into with students. As the 
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Assistant Dean of Students noted, òI learned a long time ago, just telling someone about the services 
doesnõt really help. You need to change their whole mindset. This defuses defensiveness.ó 

 
Implementation Opportunities 

 

Single Stop at CCP has clearly experienced great success in the short time it has been in operation. 

Notwithstanding this success, based on data that were gathered from interviews and observations, there 

are several opportunities to expand the program so it may serve even more students and provide them 

with optimal social service supports. 

 

¶ By design, Single Stop is located on the main campus of CCP and does not have a presence at 

the Regional Centers. However, several staff members indicated that the approximately 3,000 

students at these centers tend not to come to the main campus and often only attend classes and 

go back home. While Single Stop staff at CCP work closely with regional service center 

managers to schedule visits, plan workshops, and generate presence through screens and 

promotional materials of the services offered, students at the regional service center locations 

frequently do not take advantage of non-academic services on any campus. 

¶ Likewise, though Single Stop staff at CCP make every attempt to reach older or non-traditional 

populations on the main campus, these students may take classes in the evenings when the office 

is closed, and may not be aware of the offerings or be able to access services. 

¶ It is also possible that undocumented students or those who have had particularly bad 

experiences with social services in the past may not be reached as effectively as others are.46 

¶ While there are some unreached groups, it may be that the program has reached its capacity in 

terms of the numbers of students that it can serve, as there are only two full-time employees on 

staff. 

¶ Housing and transportation are two problems with which students often present. Single Stop has 

limited capacity to address these problems directly. However, they make referrals when they are 

unable to address directly. Referrals are often to the Womenõs Center, which has resources for 

both of these issues, but provides mainly for females. Additionally, Single Stop is not able to 

determine whether the referrals are taken up. 

¶ Work study students are sometimes the first individuals that participants interact with at the 

Single Stop office and can be responsible for initial screening. Because work study students are 

not benefits specialists and eligibility for services may be complex, there is potential for a student 

to not move on to the next level of screening and therefore, miss out on services for which s/he 

is eligible. 

¶ While the program has exceptionally good tracking systems for students, the tracking between 

programs is much looser. It is hard for CCP staff to close the gap on referrals and to make sure 

that students receive the services they need. It is notable, however, that the Counseling Center 

                                                 
46 It is notable, however, that Single Stop CCP staff has specially designed outreach materials for students with no social security 
numbers. 
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referred to a new system (Starfish) that was being piloted at the time of implementation study 

that would allow this type of tracking to be possible.47 

¶ The college must balance the need that students have for social services with their main purpose 

as an institution of higher learningñto provide academic instruction. While many of the 

respondents believe strongly that Single Stop services will lead to improved academic outcomes 

for students (something that the Metis quantitative evaluation has demonstrated to be the case), 

not all faculty and staff perceive the direct connection. Furthermore, college administrators must 

make immediate decisions about where to place resources, including money, time, and staff, and 

even though they strongly believe the ultimate outcomes will lead to stronger academics, they 

acknowledge the payoff is not immediate.  

¶ While the college has made a hefty investment in Single Stop, more sustainability systems must 

be put in place to ensure that the program can be maintained following grant funding.  

¶ Many students receive services from multiple programs on campus; thus, a challenge and 

consideration for the evaluation is to distinguish between Single Stopõs impact on outcomes and 

that of other campus programs. 

                                                 
47 Note that in recent communications, the programõs director, Paula Umaña indicated that Starfish has successfully completed its 
pilot phase and now includes Single Stop as a referral. 
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Discussion 

Lessons Learned 
 
This evaluation provides rigorous evidence of the impact of CCPõs Single Stop program on studentsõ 

academic outcomes. The quantitative analyses found that Single Stop participants persist at a higher rate 

from semester to semester, have a higher ratio of completed to attempted credits and higher GPAs, on 

average, than similarly situated students. Further, as significant results were observed for both FTIC and 

non-FTIC students, the evidence suggests that both groups benefit from Single Stop services. 

 

Data gathered from qualitative sources corroborate the positive findings and offer context and 

explanation for the strength of the outcomes that were identified.  All CCP administrators who were 

interviewed spoke about the quality of the program, pointing out specifically that the staff are caring, 

knowledgeable, and thorough. Furthermore, the program has opportunity to be successful thanks to the 

robust support it receives from college administrators, who ensure that it is marketed appropriately and 

portrayed as an asset, rather than a deficit model.  

 

The quantitative exploratory analyses provided additional interesting data regarding the effects of Single 

Stop services on student outcomes. While there were several statistically significant findings pointing to 

specific components of the model that may be driving the observed impacts, the findings were not as 

consistent across groups or outcomes as were found with the confirmatory analyses.  In relation to 

service delivery, combinations of services, dosage and confirmation of outcomes, analyses indicated that 

benefit eligibility screening ð alone or in combination with other major services ð may be an important 

programmatic component driving the observed differences between Single Stop and comparisons.  For 

example, benefit eligibility screening events and outcome confirmations were positively associated with 

persistence for non-FTIC students, and benefit eligibility screenings combined with all other services 

except for legal counseling were positively associated with one or more of the near term outcomes. 

 

Further, the exploration of the possible differential programmatic effects experienced by financially 

dependent and independent students resulted in no statistically significant observations. While some 

results suggested that Single Stop could be more successful with financially independent students, the 

data ultimately were inconclusive. It may well be that Single Stop programming at CCP works equally 

well for all students irrespective of their financial independence; however, this is a question that should 

be explored further in the future.  

 

As described earlier, confirmatory analyses on credit pass rates focused on degree bearing classes. 

Exploratory analyses examined whether FTIC and non-FTIC Single Stop students had higher non-

degree bearing credit pass rates than the comparisons. The results showed that the non-degree bearing 

credit pass rate of FTIC and non-FTIC Single Stop students was similar to that of comparisons. 

Likewise, FTIC Single Stop and comparison students accumulated a similar number of non-degree 

bearing credits. However, FTIC Single Stop students did accumulate a significantly higher number of 
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degree bearing credits than their matched comparisons, a finding that is consistent with the confirmatory 

analyses. 

 

Overall, the evaluation provides key evidence for the causal impact of Single Stopõs services on CCP 

studentsõ academic outcomes. The rigor of the methodology and the strength of the confirmatory 

research findings offer important findings for the field. Moreover, the qualitative findings indicate clear 

best practices, which should be considered as the program is replicated in other locations. These 

qualitative findings offer important insights into the reasons that the program may be showing the 

impact that it is. Likewise, the quantitative study results point to additional qualitative activities that 

should be conducted in order to better understand and interpret the findings. The sections below 

provide recommendations for going forward, including both suggestions for programmatic changes and 

future research directions.  

 

Recommendations 
 
Programmatic Recommendations 

¶ Single Stop at CCP has specifically targeted hard-to-reach populations in a variety of ways, such 

as providing marketing materials in multiple languages and designing advertising for students 

who are undocumented, have legal issues, or do not have a social security number. However, 

reaching these populations is a constant challenge and may benefit from continued 

brainstorming across departments at the college. For example, a Q&A section could be provided 

in the marketing materials that anticipates questions the target population may ask, such as, òCan 

Single Stop help me if Iõm undocumented?ó or òIf my parents are not willing to give financial 

information, can I still access help?ó  

¶ Consider continuing to provide professional development to staff from other programs by 

letting them know about changes in benefits or other services relevant to their populations. 

¶ Provide systems for tracking students between programs to ensure that referrals are carried out.  

¶ Continue to cultivate collaboration between programs by continuing to offer mutual workshops 

and activities. 

¶ Consider whether the location of the Single Stop office is most conducive to drawing studentsõ 

attention or whether a more central location would be better. 

¶ Continue to examine all data available through the databases and take a closer look at the data in 
the ònotesó section of the forms to identify any themes that emerge that warrant program 
adjustments. 

 

Recommendations for Future Research 

¶ Continue the qualitative research by interviewing additional CCP administrators and reaching out 

to students as well, in order to better understand the impact of the program from their 

perspective.  

¶ Use the qualitative research to better understand some of the quantitative findings from this first 

round of analyses, such as probing more deeply on the combinations of services that are most 

impactful, understanding the experience of both FTIC and non-FTIC students, and examining 
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whether there is a differential impact of the program for financially dependent and independent 

students. 

¶ Gather further data on the quality of services provided under major service categories.  

¶ Additionally, gather further data on the services received by comparison students in order to 

better understand the net benefit of Single Stop services on the CCP campus. 

¶ Replicate the quantitative findings with other cohorts and study the effects of programming on 

intermediate and long-term outcomes. 

¶ Conduct additional rigorous research using other methodologies, such as the planned 

randomized encouragement design. 
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Data Sharing Request for Single Stop Community College GreenLight SIF Evaluation  
 

1. Background  
As a Social Innovation Fund (SIF) sub-grantee through the GreenLight Fund, Single Stop is required to contract with a third-party 

evaluator to perform an independent evaluation of its Community College of Philadelphia program. Following a competitive RFP 

process, Single Stop has selected Metis Associates to carry out both the impact and implementation components of this evaluation. 

The final evaluation report is scheduled for release in March 2018, with interim reports scheduled for December 2015 and December 

2016. 

As one component of the impact study, Metis Associates will match Single Stop student clients to observationally similar student non-

clients (ñcomparisonò students) using a propensity score matching model, and compare academic outcomes (such as semester-to-

semester persistence and credit accumulation) between Single Stop clients and comparison students. A rich set of matching covariates 

(along demographic, economic and academic dimensions) obtained through data sharing with the Community College of Philadelphia 

is critical to the success of this research design. 

 

2. Summary of Data Sharing Tasks  

1. Initial Data Sharing Tasks  
(These are described in greater detail in the next section.) 

A. Create Anonymous Student IdentifÉÅÒÓ ɉȰ3ÔÕÄÅÎÔ +ÅÙÓȱɊ 
Because the files that the college shares back to Single Stop must not include any identifying student information, we ask that the 

college creates a unique identifier (key) for each student whose records will be shared. We will refer to this (anonymous) identifier 

as the Student Key for the remainder of this document.  

B. Match Single Stop Client Data to Student Records and Assign Student Keys 
Single Stop will share a student level file containing Single Stop program data with the college. This file will contain student 

information collected by Single Stop site staff (e.g., student ID, name, date of birth, email address) that will allow the college to 

match Single Stop clients to their student records. Following the matching process, the college will attach the Student Key to all 

matched Single Stop clients so that Single Stop can link Single Stop client data to academic data in the student academic data files. 

C. Record Beginning and End Dates for each Academic Session. 
The college will prepare a file (or table) containing the beginning and end dates for each academic session for which data is 

provided (Fall 2008 through present).  
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D. Compile Student Academic Data Files by Academic Session (Semester) 
The college will prepare a student-level file for each academic session (semester) containing information on all students enrolled 

during that session. The file will contain no identifying student information, but each row will be uniquely identified by the 

Student Key. This step will require the college to access academic records, financial aid data, and data from the National 

Student Clearing House (NSC).  

 

2. Recurring Data Sharing Tasks (each subsequent academic session)  
After the conclusion of each academic session, the college will  

(i) attach student keys to the updated Single Stop programs data file (including newly served and therefore previously unmatched 

student clients) 

(ii)  prepare a new, de-identified student data file (as in D) for the concluded academic session 

3. Tentative Data Sharing Timeline (GreenLight -SIF Evaluation)  
Data Sharing Task Data Included Data Sharing Window 

(Tentative) 

Initial Data Sharing Academic Data through Fall 2014 

(including Spring 2014 enrollment 

status) 

March-May 2015 

Recurring Data Sharing Academic Data through Spring 2015 

(including Fall 2015 enrollment status) 

Sept-Nov 2015  

Recurring Data Sharing Academic Data through Spring 2016 

(including Fall 2016 enrollment status) 

Sept-Nov 2016  

Recurring Data Sharing Academic Data through Spring 2017 

(including Fall 2017 enrollment status) 

Sept-Nov 2017  

 

3. Detailed Description of Data Sharing Tasks  

A. Creating Anonymous Student Identifiers (Student Keys)  
The college will generate a unique student identifier (ñStudent Keyò). This identifier will work much like the collegeôs regular student 

IDs (e.g., for identifying and joining records related to the same student), without the college needing to disclose actual student IDs or 

any other identifying student information.  

Single Stop will use the Student Key field to link student records files across semesters, and to link Single Stop client data to the de-

identified student file. Therefore, it is very important that the college develops, maintains and quality-ensures the (one-to-one) 
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mappings between the Student Keys, student IDs (used by the college), and Single Stop IDs (used to uniquely identify clients in the 

Single Stop client file).  

B. Matching Single Stop Client Data to Student Records  

a) Single Stop Client File 
Single Stop will share a client level file with the college. In addition to the Single Stop client identifier (SingleStopID) that uniquely 

identifies the rows in this file, the Single Stop Client File will contain the following three types of variables: 

i. Single Stop Site Variables 
The name and code for the Single Stop site. Note that when data sharing takes place with a college/college system with only 

one Single Stop site, then these variables will have the same value for all records in the file.  

ii. Matching Variables 
These variables include identifying information on Single Stop clients, and will be removed by the college after matching is 

complete (i.e., the Student Keys have been assigned to the client records).  

iii.  Program Variables  
These fields contain information related to what type of Single Stop services the client received. To protect the privacy of 

students served by Single Stop, these data will be ñmaskedò (e.g., we apply a transformation to the data so that the college 

cannot tell what each value means) and assigned generic labels (e.g., var1ðvar75). Thus, while the college will be able to tell 

which students visited the Single Stop site, it will not be able to tell what services individual students received.  

 

Refer to Appendix 2 for the full list of Matching Variables that will be provided in the Single Stop Client File.  

b) Record Matching Process 
Single Stop will work with the college to determine the best strategy for matching Single Stop client data to student records based on 

data quality and availability. For example, if Student ID information collected by Single Stop site staff is not complete, it may be 

necessary to match on other identifying information (such as names and dates of birth). Irrespective of the matching process, Single 

Stop requests that the product of the match would include two files that will be returned to Single Stop: 

1. Matched Client File 

- This file contains all Single Stop client records that were matched to student records. The college will attach the 

appropriate Student Key to each matched record and remove all identifying student information (Matching Variables). 

- Unmatched records may also be included in this file, with identifying information removed and blank entries for the 

Student Key variable. 
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2. Unmatched Client File 

- This file contains all Single Stop client records that could not be matched to student records. The college will leave 

identifying information in the file so that Single Stop can audit and improve its client information data for future rounds 

of data sharing.  

- Alternatively, the college could also return the original Single Stop file with an indicator variable for whether each 

client was matched or unmatched.  

Please note that the data file shared by Single Stop during the initial round of data sharing will include student clients who visited their 

collegeôs Single Stop site during multiple academic sessions (semesters), so we recommend that the college attempts matching to all 

students ever enrolled during the data collection window (Fall 2008 ï Present) rather than to students enrolled in a particular semester.  

 

After completing the matching process, the college will maintain a complete (Student Key) ï (Student ID) ï (Single Stop ID) 

mapping for future use. 

 

C. Record Beginning and End Dates for each Academic Session 
We ask that the college documents the dates (including at least year and month) of each session (starting in Fall 2008) in a file or table 

as illustrated below: 

 
Session Start Date End Date File Name 

Fall 2008 Sept 21, 2008 Dec 21, 2008 College_2008_09.xls 

Winter 2009 Jan 3, 2009 Feb 11, 2009 College_2009_01.xls 

é é é é 

Summer 2014, I Jun 2, 2014 July 15, 2014 College_2014_06.xls 

Summer 2014, II July 23, 2014 Sept 9, 2014 College_2014_07.xls 

Fall 2014 Sept 23, 2014 Dec 19, 2014 College_2014_09.xls 

Winter 2015 Jan 5, 2015 Feb 14, 2014 College_2015_01.xls 

Spring 2015 Feb 20, 2015 May 28, 2015 College_2015_02.xls 

 

D. Compiling Student Data Files for each Academic Session  
The college will prepare a student-level file for each academic session (semester), containing all students enrolled in that session (both 

students served by Single Stop and students never served by Single Stop). Note that a student is considered enrolled if they are ever 

enrolled during the session, irrespective of whether they withdraw at any point during the session. These files will contain no 

identifying student information, but each row will be uniquely identified by the Student Key, allowing Single Stop to link the student 
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data across sessions to create ñenrollment historiesò for each student. Alternatively, Single Stop will discuss appropriate formats, etc. 

if the college prefers to create an enrollment history for each student. 

 

A complete list of requested information and suggestions for how to code different fields is provided in Appendix 3.  

 

Below, we note two important points about the academic data files: 

i. Request for Historical Data 
For the initial data sharing, Single Stop requests de-identified student record information for all students enrolled from the 

Fall 2008 session through the Fall 2014 session. Complete historical data for all currently enrolled students is extremely 

important for plausibly matching Single Stop clients to non-client comparison students as part of the propensity score matching 

research design.  

ii. National Student Clearinghouse (NSC) Data 
Single Stop requests that the college draws data from the National Student Clearinghouse (NSC) to determine transfer status 

for students leaving or stopping out of the college. Because transfer into a different college counts as persistence (continued 

enrollment) for the retention study, this information is of key importance for the integrity of the study. 

 

Alternatively, the college may extract and provide Single Stop with the raw NSC data files after attaching the Student Key and 

removing identifying student information.  

 

4. Data Files Formats  
Single Stop prefers that the college shares the data file in one of the following formats: 

- Comma-separated file (*.csv) 

- Excel workbook (*.xls, *.xlsx) 

 

If the college prefers to share the data in a different format, it should consult with Single Stop USA in advance. If the college does not 

express specific preferences regarding file formats, then Single Stop will share the Single Stop data in an encrypted (password 

protected) Excel workbook.  

 

5. Next Steps 
After reviewing this document, Single Stop asks that the college determines the feasibility of the data sharing request along the 

following dimensions: 

1. The time frame for the data requested (Fall 2008 ï Present) 
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2. The types of data requested (see Appendix 2) 

3. The types of variables requested, and their suggested coding (see Appendix 2) 

4. The timeline at which data is to be provided (see Section 2). 

Single Stop will then reach out to the college to discuss the data request, and possible adjustments based on data quality and 

availability.  

 

B. Appendix 1: Data Sharing T ask Completeness Checklist 
 

Destination Product / Deliverable Item to Check 

INTERNAL 

USE BY 

COLLEGE 

Student Key mapping 

Each generated Student Key value maps to exactly one student ID 

The mapping between Single Stop IDs and Student Keys/Student IDs has been saved and 

appropriately stored 

RETURN 

TO Single 

Stop 

Matched Single Stop Clients 

(ñMatched Client Fileò) 

Student Keys have been assigned to all matched students in the Single Stop Client File 

All identifying student information (e.g., student IDs, names, birth dates) has been removed 

Unmatched Single Stop Clients 

(ñUnmatched Client Fileò) 

An indicator variable for unmatched students has been created 

Identifying client information has not been removed 

Academic Session Table Table providing session dates and corresponding file names has been provided 

Student Academic Data Files 

(one per academic session) 

Student Keys have been assigned to all students in the Academic Data file 

The file contains no identifying student information (e.g., student IDs, names, birth dates) 

Files/sheets are labelled as outlined in the Academic Session Table/File 

Contents of fields deviating from the standard data request have been documented 
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C. Appendix 2 : List of Variables in Single Stop Client File  
 
Variable Name Variable Description Variable Type Categories (Categorical Variables) Variable Returned from College? 

SingleStopID Unique Single Stop Client Identifier Character   No. The college generates an alternative unique 
ƛŘŜƴǘƛŦƛŜǊ όά{ǘǳŘŜƴǘ YŜȅέύ ŀƴŘ Ƴŀƛntains mapping 
ōŜǘǿŜŜƴ ǘƘŜ ά{ǘǳŘŜƴǘ YŜȅέ ŀƴŘ ǘƘŜ ¦ƴƛǉǳŜL5Φ  

1. Single Stop Site Variables 

BusinessUnitName College name in BEN Character   Yes (will be the same for all records in file at single-
site colleges/college systems) 

BusinessUnitNo Integer uniquely identifying sites (Business Units) Categorical  Yes (will be the same for all records in file at single-
site colleges/college systems) 

2. Matching Variables 

id_num Student ID number Character   No (identifying) 

id_type Description of content in id_num field Categorical Student Number; Student Number 
(misspelled); SSN; SSN (last 4); Other 
Number; Invalid/Missing 

No (identifying) 

FirstName First Name Character   No (identifying) 

LastName Last Name Character   No (identifying) 

BirthDate Date of Birth Date   No (identifying) 

BirthDateQual Description of quality of BirthDate field Categorical -1 = Missing Data 
0 = High Quality 
1 = Low Quality 
2 = Reservations 

No (identifying) 

Phone1 Contact Phone # Character   No (identifying) 

Phone2 Contact Phone # Character   No (identifying) 

Phone3 Contact Phone # Character   No (identifying) 

EmailAddress Email Address Character   No (identifying) 

AddressStreet Address: Street Character   No (identifying) 

AddressStreet2 Address: Street (additional) Character   No (identifying) 

AddressApartment Address: Apartment Character   No (identifying) 

City Address: City Character   No (identifying) 

State Address: State Character   No (identifying) 

ZipCode Address: ZIP code Character   No (identifying) 

3. Single Stop Program Variables 

These will be provided in a file by Single Stop to the college.  
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D. Appendix 3: Detailed Description of Variables in the Student Data Files Shared by College  
 
Item  Name (in file) Name (natural) Data 

Level 

Expected number/range of 

values 

Defined for Notes 

ID VARIABLES  

ID.1 StudentKey Unique Student 

Identifier 

Student Integer or text All  Unique student identifier created by the college. The college may create 

an integer or a text/character variable as the unique student identifier. 

ID.2 CollegeName Name of Campus Student-

Session 

Text All  College/campus to which the sessionôs enrollment record refers.  

 

(This variable needs to be provided only if the data sharing is for multiple 

colleges/campuses. Otherwise, it is the same for all students.) 

VARIABLES RECORDING ACADEMIC PROGRESS  

A.1 sessionfirstenrolled First session enrolled in 

the college 

Student Categorical, e.g.,  

Format = year + season 

Spr = 10 

Sum = 35 

Fall = 40 

e.g. fall 2014 = 201440 

All  This is the session that the student first enrolled in the college. 

A.2 sessionfirstenrolled_cs First session enrolled in 

a college in the college 

system 

Student See A.1 All  This is the session that the student first enrolled in the college system. 

 

(This variable only needs to be provided if the data sharing is for multiple 

colleges/campuses. Otherwise, it is identical to A.1.) 

A.3 sessionfirstenrolled_ac First session enrolled in 

any college 

Student See A.1 All  This is the session that the student first enrolled in any college.  

  

B.1 fulltimeparttime Full-time/part-time 

enrollment 

Student-

Session 

1. Full-time 

2. Part-time  

All  We want this number to correspond to the collegeôs own definition (e.g., 

as used for financial aid purposes). 

 

We also want the college to share the # of credits required to be 

considered full-time and part-time, respectively (based on the collegeôs 

definition), with additional notes if 

- there are any exceptions (e.g., different cuts for summer 

session or for students with disabilities) 

- the reported full-time/part-time status is based on the # of 

credits before or after early course withdrawals  

B.2 academicprogram Type of academic 

program 

Student-

Session 

1. Degree Program 

2. Certificate or 

Diploma Program 

3. Non-matriculated 

All  If the college believes that they have students who do not fit into one of 

these categories, the college and Single Stop can discuss how they could 

be coded instead. 

B.3a major1 Major in academic 

program 

Student-

Session 

If possible, the college should 

report the majorôs CIP code 

All  This is the studentôs first (or primary) major for the current session.  
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Item  Name (in file) Name (natural) Data 

Level 

Expected number/range of 

values 

Defined for Notes 

(XX.XX) or CIP family (XX) 

using the CIP 2010 system.48 

B.3b major2 Second major in 

academic program 

Student-

Session 

See B.4a. All  This is the studentôs second major (where available) for the current 

session. 

 

If a student has two majors none of which can be deemed the ñprimaryò, it 

does not matter which major is reported in B.4a and which is reported in 

B.3b.  

B.4 sessionendstatus Session End / 

Graduation Status 

Student-

Session 

1. Still enrolled 

2. Not enrolled, 

graduated with 

associate degree 

3. Not enrolled, 

completed 

certificate or 

diploma program 

4. Not enrolled, 

transferred to other 

2-year college 

5. Not enrolled, 

transferred to 4-year 

college 

6. Not enrolled, other  

All  This variable indicates the enrollment/graduation/transfer status in the 

following session.  

 

Students who are on a ñleave of absenceò (not enrolled but planning on 

returning) should be coded in the ñnot enrolled, otherò category. If they 

eventually return, that would be captured in later data collection cycles. 

 

The college will need to obtain data from the National Student 

Clearinghouse (NSC) to distinguish between students in classes 4, 5, and 

6. Alternatively, the college may provide raw NSC data files after 

replacing identifying information with the Student Key variable.  

 

Depending on how the college calendar is set up, it may or may not be 

appropriate to count summer sessions (or other ñminorò sessions). The 

baseline should be that we collect data for each session during which 

college credit can be earned.  

C.1 gpas Current Session GPA Student-

Session 

Number; between 0 and 5  

To differentiate between no gpa 

and a ó0ô gpa 

 

¶ -9 = no gpa 

All  Current session GPA (as it would appear on studentsô transcript at the end 

of the session). The college should provide a note if 4.0 is not the 

maximum GPA, noting the maximum GPA at the college.  

C.2a creditsattempts Number of credits 

attempted during the 

session 

Student-

Session 

Number; 0 or above All  Include courses from which the student withdraws during the session, 

including developmental (remedial) and ESL courses. 

 

If the college does not officially assign credits to developmental and/or 

ESL courses, then assign credits as outlined in C.3a. 

 

- It is assumed that courses from which students withdraw still 

show on their transcript and that students do not have an 

incentive to register for more courses than they intend to 

complete. 

- If the college has a system where students can costlessly 

register for courses and later withdraw without penalty, then 

the college should discuss with Single Stop if there is a more 

appropriate way to measure the number of credits attempted.  

C.2b creditscompls Number of credits 

completed during the 

Student-

Session 

Number; 0 or above  All  This is the number of credits completed during the given session (i.e., all 

courses from which the student did not withdraw).  

                                                 
48 Refer to this page for more information on the CIP system: http://nces.ed.gov/ipeds/cipcode/Default.aspx?y=55  

http://nces.ed.gov/ipeds/cipcode/Default.aspx?y=55
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Item  Name (in file) Name (natural) Data 

Level 

Expected number/range of 

values 

Defined for Notes 

session  

This includes developmental (remedial) and ESL courses.  

 

This number must be less than or equal to the number in C.2a.  

 

C.2c creditspasseds Number of credits 

passed with a C or 

better during the session 

Student-

Session 

Number; 0 or above All  Report the total number of credits that the student passed (according to the 

collegeôs own definitions): 

- This would usually include grades of A, B, C and ñpassò, but 

exclude grades like D, F, ñfailò, ñwithdrawnò and ñrepeatò.  

- If the school uses different criteria (e.g., a grade of ñC-ñ is not 

considered a passing grade), then reporting according to the 

collegeôs definitions.  

 

Include developmental and ESL courses.  

 

This number must be less than or equal to the number in C.2b.  

C.3a devcreditsattempts Number of 

developmental 

(remedial) credits 

attempted during the 

session 

Student-

Session 

Number; 0 or above All  This number must be less than or equal to the number in C.2a.  

 

Include courses from which the student withdraws during the session.  

 

Developmental (remedial) reading/writing courses that are specifically 

targeted toward non-native English speakers should be accounted for in 

C.4 rather than in C.3. 

 

If the college does not officially assign credits to developmental courses, 

then assign credits as follows: 

1. If the developmental course counts towards a studentôs full-

time/part-time status, then assign the number of credits that the 

developmental course may replace 

2. If the developmental course does not count towards a studentôs 

full -time/part-time status, assign the number of credits of a 

similar course with similar number of hours (e.g., if college 

algebra meets 3 hours per week for 3 credits and 

developmental algebra meets 4 hours per week, then assign 4 

credits to developmental algebra) 
The college may consult with Single Stop if it considers neither of these 

two approaches appropriate. 
C.3b devcreditscompls Number of 

developmental 

(remedial) credits 

completed during the 

session 

Student-

Session 

Number; 0 or above All  A developmental (remedial) course is considered ñcompleteò if the 

student received a grade like ñpassò, ñfailò or ñrepeatò. It is considered 

incomplete if the student withdraws from the course before the end of the 

course.  

 

If the college does not officially assign credits to developmental courses, 

then assign credits as outlined in C.3a. 

C.3c  devcreditspasseds Number of 

developmental 

(remedial) credits 

passed during the 

Student-

Session 

Number; 0 or above 

 

 

All  A developmental (remedial) course is considered ñpassedò if the student is 

allowed to take on college level (or higher level remedial work) as a 

result. 
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Item  Name (in file) Name (natural) Data 

Level 

Expected number/range of 

values 

Defined for Notes 

session If the college does not officially assign credits to developmental courses, 

then assign credits as outlined in C.3a. 

C.4a eslcreditsattempts Number of ESL credits 

attempted during the 

session 

Student-

Session 

Number; 0 or above 

 

 

All  These are courses in English/reading/writing targeted toward non-native 

English speakers, and which cannot be counted toward a college degree, 

certificate or diploma.  

 

If the college does not officially assign credits to ESL courses, apply same 

logic as for developmental courses outlined in C.3a.  

C.4b eslcreditspasseds Number of ESL credits 

passed during the 

session 

Student-

Session 

Number; 0 or above All  An ESL course is considered ñpassedò if the student is allowed to take on 

college level (or higher level ESL courses) as a result. 

 

If the college does not officially assign credits to ESL courses, apply same 

logic as for developmental courses outlined in C.3a. 

D.1 gpac Cumulative GPA  Student-

Session 

Number; between 0 and 5 

To differentiate between no gpa 

and a ó0ô gpa 

¶ -9 = no gpa 

All  Cumulative GPA as it would appear on studentsô transcript at the end of 

the given session (i.e., including the current session). The college should 

provide a note if 4.0 is not the maximum GPA, noting the maximum GPA 

at the college. 

D.2a creditsattemptc Cumulative number of 

credits attempted 

Student-

Session 

Number; 0 or above 

 

All  Use same definitions as in C.2a (i.e., include all developmental and ESL 

courses). Include the current session.  

 

This number must be greater than or equal to the number in C.2a. 

D.2c creditspassedc Cumulative number of 

credits passed (earned) 

Student-

Session 

Number; 0 or above 

 

All  Use same definitions as in C.2c (i.e., include all developmental and ESL 

courses). Include the current session.  

 

Our recommendation is to report only credits passed at the own college 

and that transfer credits are reported in E.1. However, if the college 

cannot separate transfer credits from the overall number of credits, then 

report the overall number of credits here.  

 

This does not include credits transferred in from other colleges.  

D.3a devcreditsattemptc Cumulative number of 

developmental 

(remedial) credits 

attempted  

Student-

Session 

Number; 0 or above All  Use same criteria as in C.3a. Include the current session. 

 

This number must be less than or equal to the number in D.2a.  

D.3c devcreditspassedc Cumulative number of 

developmental 

(remedial) credits 

passed (earned)  

Student-

Session 

Number; 0 or above All  Use same definitions as in C.3c. Include the current session. 

 

This number must be less than or equal to the number in D.3a. 

D.4a eslcreditsattemptc Cumulative number of 

ESL credits attempted  

Student-

Session 

Number; 0 or above All  Use same criteria as in C.4a. Include the current session. 

 

This number must be less than or equal to the number in D.2a. 

D.4c eslcreditspassedc Cumulative number of 

ESL credits passed 

(earned)  

Student-

Session 

Number; 0 or above All  Use same definitions as in C.4a. Include the current session. 

 

This number must be less than or equal to the number in D.4a 

E.1 creditstransfc Credits taken elsewhere 

but which have been 

transferred to the 

Student-

Session 

Number; 0 or above All  Credits transferred from a different college (by the end of the session).  

 

If the college can provide this information, then make sure to report only 
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Item  Name (in file) Name (natural) Data 

Level 

Expected number/range of 

values 

Defined for Notes 

college credits earned at the own college in D.2c. 

VARIABLES CAPTURING BASELINE (ACA DEMIC, DEMOGRAPHIC, FINANCIAL AID) INFORMATION  

L.1 gender Gender Student 1. Female 

2. Male 

3. Other 

All  If the college has multiple values for the same student, use the most recent 

designation. 

L.2 countryofbirth Country of Birth Student If possible, we recommend that 

the college use one of the 

Census Bureau country coding 

conventions49. However, 

colleges may also report this as 

a free text field if that is how 

this information is stored 

internally.    

All  If this information is only collected for a subset of students (e.g., 

international students on a student visa), then indicate for whom data is 

collected. 

L.3 nativelanguage Native/first language Student If possible, we recommend that 

the college uses the 39 Census 

Bureau language groups 

outlined here50. However, 

colleges may also report this as 

a free-text field if that is how 

this information is stored 

internally.  

All  If this information is only collected for a subset of students (e.g., students 

enrolled in ESL courses), then indicate for whom data is collected. 

L.4 ethnrace Ethnicity or Race Student 1. Hispanic or Latino 

2. American Indian or 

Alaska Native 

3. Asian 

4. Black or African 

American 

5. Native Hawaiian or 

Other Pacific 

Islander 

6. White 

7. Unknown 

All  If the college collects information on multiple ethnicities for each student, 

we recommend that this item be split into 6 indicator variables OR that a 

category for ñtwo or more races/ethnicitiesò is added 

L.5 yearofbirth Year of Birth Student Integer between 1900 and 2000 

¶ -9 = no gpa 

All  If the college prefers, they may also report the studentôs age. However, 

that variable would need to be at the Student-Session level.  

L.6 immigration Immigration/citizenship 

Status 

Student 1. Citizen (or National) 

2. Permanent Resident 

3. Student visa  

4. Other lawful 

immigration status 

5. Undocumented 

6. Unknown 

99     No information 

All  If the college has multiple values for the student, use the most recent 

designation. 

 

ñStudent visaò includes visa categories F-1 and M-1. ñOther lawful 

immigration statusò includes DACA, asylum seekers and refugees, and 

non-student visas. 

                                                 
49 See https://www.census.gov/foreign-trade/schedules/c/country.txt for a full list of country codes.  
50 See https://www.census.gov/hhes/socdemo/language/about/index.html for a list of the 39 language groups.  

https://www.census.gov/foreign-trade/schedules/c/country.txt
https://www.census.gov/hhes/socdemo/language/about/index.html
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Item  Name (in file) Name (natural) Data 

Level 

Expected number/range of 

values 

Defined for Notes 

M.1 admqual Admissions 

Qualification 

Student 1. High School 

Diploma 

2. GED 

3. Other as designated 

by the college 

99     No information 

All  This is the qualification that formed the basis for admission to the college. 

 

If there are other bases for admissions to the college, these should be 

coded as appropriate (one or multiple values).   

M.2 gpahs High School GPA Student Number, between 0 and 5 

99     No information 

All  Report HS GPA when available for student. We expect this to be 

available at least for students who were admitted to the college on the 

basis of a HS diploma. 

M.3a admscoresat SAT score Student Number, between 400 and 1600 

99     No information 

All  Studentôs SAT score (when available). Report the sum of the Math and 

Critical Reading sections. If the college has more than one set of scores 

for the student, report the higher overall score.   

M.3b admscoreact ACT score Student Number, between 1 and 36 

99     No information 

All  Studentôs ACT score (when available). If the college has more than one 

score available, report the higher score.  

M.4a -

- 

M.4.* 

admscore1, 

admscore2, é  

Other 

admissions/standardized 

test scores 

Student Number 

99     No information 

All  Scores from other standardized tests taken before enrolling in college, 

including state level standardized examinations (e.g., Keystone exams in 

Pennsylvania).  

 

For all test scores reported, also report any cut-offs used by the college 

(e.g., minimum required for admission, minimum required for certain 

course exemptions) as applicable.  

 

If the college collects a large number of different scores and is unsure 

about which should be reported, then this can be determined in 

collaboration with Single Stop.  

M.5 hsid NCES School ID 

OR State School ID 

OR Character 

Student Numeric or Character 

CEEB Codes 

All  Report the high school that the student reported to have attended most 

recently. We expected this to be available at least for students who were 

admitted to the college on the basis of a HS diploma.  

 

While we ask that colleges to report NCES or State School IDs where 

available, the college may also provide the high school name if that is 

how information is stored in the collegeôs system.  

N.1 fafsafiling FAFSA filing status Student-

Session 

1. Filed FAFSA 

2. Did not file FAFSA 

All  ñFiled FAFSAò here means ñthe college has a record that the student filed 

a FAFSAò applicable to the session under consideration.  

N.2 finaidreceipt Financial Aid Receipt Student-

Session 

1. Received financial 

aid 

2. Did not receive 

financial aid 

¶ 67 Students received 

financial aid and did not 

complete a FAFSA 

¶ Verified these are local 

grants or scholarships 

¶ E.g.Grants:  National 

Guard Edu Assistance, 

Americorps, Foundation 

Grants 

All  This includes all sources of student financial aid known to the college, 

including but not limited to 

¶ Federal Work Study 

¶ Loans (federal, private) 

¶ Grants (federal, state, college, private) 
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Item  Name (in file) Name (natural) Data 

Level 

Expected number/range of 

values 

Defined for Notes 

¶ E.g. Scholarchips: Nurses 

for Tomorrow, US 

airways Scholarship 

N.3 finaidamount Financial Aid Amount 

Received 

Student-

Session 

$ Amount 

-9     No aid 

Financial 

Aid 

Recipients 

This is the sum across all sources in N.2 

N.4að

N.4* 
finaidtype1, 

finaidtype2, 

é 

Type of financial aid 

received (source) 

Student-

Session 

1. Received this type 

of financial aid 

2. Did not receive this 

type of financial aid 

3. N4a: grant 

4. N4b: Loan 

5. N4c: Scholarship 

6. N4d: Workstudy 

Financial 

Aid 

Recipients 

These are binary indicators for different financial aid sources.  

 

Colleges can report these at a level breakdown that is convenient given 

how they store this information, but should provide ï at minimum ï the 

following three broad classes: 

¶ Federal Work Study 

¶ Loans (federal, private) 

¶ Grants (federal, state, college, private) 

The college can apply any further divisions to these groups as they deem 

appropriate. 

P.1 fafsadepstatus FAFSA dependency 

status 

Student-

Session 

1. Financially 

dependent 

2. Financially 

independent 

3. 99: No FAFSA filed 

FAFSA 

filers 

Indicator for whether student is deemed financially dependent or not on 

the FAFSA form 

P.3 fafsapersonalinc Personal Income Student-

Session 

$ Amount 

-9     No information 

FAFSA 

filers 

This is the studentôs own income (from FAFSA). 

P.4 fafsahholdinc Household Income Student-

Session 

$ Amount 

-9     No information 

FAFSA 

filers 

Household income (from FAFSA). 

 

This includes the studentôs spouse (if independent) or parents (if 

dependent) 

P.5 fafsahholdsize Household size Student-

Session 

Integer, >=1 

99: No information available 

FAFSA 

filers 

Household size (from FAFSA) 

 

This includes the student and  

- the studentôs spouse and children (if independent) 

- parents and other peopleôs in parentsô household (if dependent) 

P.6 fafsanodep Number of dependents Student-

Session 

Integer, >=0 

99: No information available 

Independent 

FAFSA 

filers 

Number of dependents (from FAFSA). 

 

Students who are deemed dependent cannot have dependents. 

Q.1 

 
Parenteduc 

 

Q1a: Mother Edu 

Q1b: Father Edu 

Parentsô highest level of 

education 

Student-

Session 

1. Did not complete 

HS 

2. HS Diploma or 

GED 

3. Some college 

4. Associateôs degree 

5. Bachelorôs degree 

6. Graduate or 

professional degree 

1: Highest Level ï Middle 

School 

2: Highest Level ï High School 

All  If college collects any information in this area, then discuss with Single 

Stop on how this information can be coded. 
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Item  Name (in file) Name (natural) Data 

Level 

Expected number/range of 

values 

Defined for Notes 

3: College and Beyond 

99: No information available 

 

Q.2 parentoccup Parentsô occupation  Student-

Session 

TBD 

99: No information available 

All  If college collects any information in this area, then discuss with Single 

Stop on how this information can be coded. 

Q.3 collegefirstgen First in family to attend 

college 

Student 1. First in family to 

attend college 

2. Not first in family to 

attend college 

99: No information available 

Not sure exactly what you are 

looking for. First generation 

can be computed from Q1a and 

Q1b based on motherôs and 

fatherôs education. If this is 

asking for first among parents 

and siblings that information is 

not available 

All  This status is often phrased ñfirst generationò to attend college. 

R.1 maritalstatus Marital Status Student-

Session 

1. Married 

2. Not married / 

widowed / divorced 

99: No information available 

All  Indicator for whether the student is married at the beginning of the 

session. If student collects this information for all students, then report for 

all students. Otherwise report only for FAFSA filers. 

S.1a ï 

S.1* 
placetestscore1, 

placetestscore2, 

é. 

(Most Recent) 

Placement Test Score(s) 

Student-

Session 

Number. 

 

Special values (e.g., -9999) 

should be used for students who 

were exempt to distinguish 

them from students who should 

have taken the test but having 

missing data. 

-9: No placement information 

available 

All  ñPlacement testsò refer to tests usually taken by students when they first 

enroll at the college (although they may also be taken later on, usually by 

students completing developmental courses). It may be necessary for the 

college to create multiple variables for different subjects (e.g., one for the 

reading placement test and one for the math placement test). 

 

Test scores for placement tests that are given in subjects other than math, 

reading or writing need not be reported unless they are taken by more than 

50% of students.  

 

If the college administers tests in the same subject at different levels (e.g., 

elementary and advanced levels), then the college should generally report 

scores from the test used to determine if a student is in need of 

developmental courses. If this is not the most commonly administered 

placement test, then the college may either discuss with Single Stop which 

test to report OR report scores from all levels of the test.  

 

For each test that data is provided for, the college should provide any 

applicable cut scores (usually, what score constitutes a pass).  

 

If the college have switched placement tests, they should to provide 

additional guidance on score equivalence/conversions between tests. 

 

Each score should represents the most recent test score in the current 

session:  

- For example: Suppose a student scores 51 in fall 2012, does 
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Item  Name (in file) Name (natural) Data 

Level 

Expected number/range of 

values 

Defined for Notes 

not take the test in spring 2013, but retakes test and scores 85 

(pass) in summer 2013. Their scores would be reported as 

o Fall 2012: 51 

o Spring 2013: 51 

o Summer 2013: 85 

o All subsequent sessions (assuming no re-takes): 85 

S.2.a ï 

S.2* 
engprofscore1, 

engprofscore2, 

é. 

(Most Recent) English 

Proficiency Score 

Student-

Session 

Number. All  The college may find it necessary to create multiple variables (1, 2, etc.) if 

they use multiple tests (e.g., TOEFL + internally administered test).  
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Table B.1: Counts and matching rates for semester-to-semester persistence outcome  

Group 

Potential 

Comparison Total 

Count 

(with Outcome) 

Single Stop 

Total Count 

(with 

Outcome) 

Single Stop 

1st Round 

PSM  

Single Stop 

2nd Round PSM 

Total Matching 

Rate 

Non-FTIC 12,142 785 512/512 133/133 
100.00% 

(645/645) 

FTIC 5,520 367 285/285 20/20 
100.00% 

(305/305) 

Total 17,662 1,152 797/797 153/153 
100.00% 

(950/950) 

 

 

Table B.2: Counts and matching rates for degree bearing credit pass rate outcome  

Group 

Potential 

Comparison Total 

Count 

(with Outcome) 

Single Stop 

Total Count 

(with 

Outcome) 

Single Stop 

1st Round 

PSM  

Single Stop 

2nd Round PSM 

Total Matching 

Rate 

Non-FTIC 11,837 767 511/511 130/130 
100.00% 

(641/641) 

FTIC 4,847 329 274/274 17/17 
100.00% 

(291/291) 

Total 16,684 1,096 785/785 147/147 
100.00% 

(932/932) 

 

 

Table B.3: Counts and matching rates for grade point average outcome  

Group 

Potential 

Comparison Total 

Count 

(with Outcome) 

Single Stop 

Total Count 

(with 

Outcome) 

Single Stop 

1st Round 

PSM  

Single Stop 

2nd Round PSM 

Total Matching 

Rate 

Non-FTIC 11,449 747 498/498 124/124 
100.00% 

(622/622) 

FTIC 4,780 296 239/239 20/20 
100.00% 

(259/259) 

Total 16,229 1,043 737/737 144/144 
100.00% 

(881/881) 
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Table B.4: Baseline covariate balance before and after matching: Non-FTIC students, 

semester-to-semester persistence outcome 

Matching Variable 

Single Stop vs. Comparison 

Before Matching After Matching 

Comparison Single Stop Comparison Single Stop 

Count 12,142 785 645 645 

Treated cases with complete matching 

and outcome data 
   645 

N treated lost after matching    0 

%treated lost after matching    0.0% 

Femalea 

   Malea 

64.4% 64.5% 66.7% 65.6% 

35.6% 35.4% 33.3% 34.4% 

Hispanica 

   Blacka 

   White and othera, b 

10.5% 9.8% 11.6% 9.9% 

44.3%*** 54.4%*** 59.7% 61.2% 

45.2%*** 35.8%*** 28.7% 28.9% 

Full Timea 

   Part Timea 

22.5%*** 33.4%*** 33.5% 33.6% 

77.5% 66.6% 66.5% 66.4% 

Marrieda 

   Not Marrieda 

8.7% 7.0% 5.3% 5.4% 

91.3% 93.0% 94.7% 94.6% 

Filed FAFSAa 

   Not Filed FAFSAa 

77.1%*** 92.9%*** 100.0% 100.0% 

22.9%*** 7.1%*** 0.0% 0.0% 

FAFSA_Financially_Dependenta 

   FAFSA_Financially_Independenta 

36.9%*** 25.9%*** 25.4% 25.9% 

63.1%*** 74.1%*** 74.6% 74.1% 

Received Financial Aida 

   Not Received Financial Aida 

72.8%*** 91.0%*** 97.4% 97.7% 

27.2%*** 9.0%*** 2.6% 2.3% 

Received Student Loansa 

   Not Received Student Loansa 

43.4%*** 58.1%*** 68.8% 68.1% 

56.6%*** 41.9%*** 31.2% 31.9% 

First in Family to Attend Collegea 

   Not First in Family to Attend Collegea 

33.9%* 38.1%* 40.5% 40.0% 

66.1%* 61.9%* 59.5% 60.0% 

High School GEDa 

   High School Diplomaa 

39.4%*** 50.3%*** 46.0% 45.4% 

60.6%*** 49.7%*** 54.0% 54.6% 

Enrolled in Remediationa 

   Not Enrolled in Remediationa 

76.5%*** 89.7%*** 89.3% 89.3% 

23.5%*** 10.3%*** 10.7% 10.7% 

Academic Majora 

   Occupational Majora 

93.6% 93.8% 93.5% 92.9% 

6.4% 6.2% 6.5% 7.1% 

Liberal Studiesa  

   Business & Technology Majora 

   Math, Science & Health Careersa 

75.0%* 71.0%* 73.2% 73.6% 

17.6%* 18.5%* 17.1% 15.7% 

7.4%* 10.5%* 9.7% 10.7% 

Age at Baselinec 
28.33***  

(9.73) 

30.26***  

(10.49) 

30.43  

(10.87) 

30.57  

(10.69) 

Number of Years Since First Enrolled at 

Collegec 

4.36***  

(6.11) 

3.52***  

(5.52) 

3.78  

(5.07) 

3.67  

(5.66) 

Placement Test Scorec 
8.30***  

(2.83) 

7.88***  

(2.80) 

7.81  

(2.67) 

7.77  

(2.75) 

FAFSA Personal Incomec  

(Round 1 only, 512 matched pairs) 

9780.84*** 

(13575.36) 

7211.05*** 

(9509.53) 

7055.35 

(10960.18) 

7211.05 

(9509.53) 

FAFSA Household Incomec  

(Round 1 only, 512 matched pairs) 

24833.92*** 

(30201.06) 

12954.75*** 

(16430.13) 

12791.36 

(17332.06) 

12954.75 

(16430.13) 

Prior Cumulative GPAc  

(Round 1 only, 512 matched pairs) 

2.87** 

(0.71) 

2.97** 

(0.71) 

2.98 

(0.63) 

2.97 

(0.71) 

Prior Cumulative Number of Creditsc 

Passed (Round 1 only, 512 matched pairs) 

28.44** 

(17.57) 

30.69** 

(18.62) 

31.54 

(18.33) 

30.69 

(18.62) 
a
 For the categorical matching variables, column percentage for each group is presented. 

b
 Other include those who were Asian, American Indian/Alaska Native, Native Hawaiian/Other Pacific Islander, multiracial, or unknown. 

c
 For the continuous matching variables, group mean is presented first, followed by the corresponding standard deviation in the parentheses. 

*** < .001, ** < .01, * < .05, chi-square test or independent-samples t-test two-tailed 
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Table B.5: Baseline covariate balance before and after matching: Non-FTIC students, degree 

bearing credit pass rate outcome 

Matching Variable 

Single Stop vs. Comparison 

Before Matching After Matching 

Comparison Single Stop Comparison Single Stop 

Count 12,142 785 641 641 

Treated cases with complete matching 

and outcome data 
   641 

N treated lost after matching    0 

%treated lost after matching    0.0% 

Femalea 

   Malea 

64.4% 64.5% 66.9% 65.7% 

35.6% 35.4% 33.1% 34.3% 

Hispanica 

   Blacka 

   White and othera, b 

10.5% 9.8% 8.4% 9.8% 

44.3%*** 54.4%*** 65.1% 61.3% 

45.2%*** 35.8%*** 26.5% 28.9% 

Full Timea 

   Part Timea 

22.5%*** 33.4%*** 35.3% 33.9% 

77.5% 66.6% 64.7% 66.1% 

Marrieda 

   Not Marrieda 

8.7% 7.0% 5.1% 5.5% 

91.3% 93.0% 94.9% 94.5% 

Filed FAFSAa 

   Not Filed FAFSAa 

77.1%*** 92.9%*** 100.0% 100.0% 

22.9%*** 7.1%*** 0.0% 0.0% 

FAFSA_Financially_Dependenta 

   FAFSA_Financially_Independenta 

36.9%*** 25.9%*** 26.1% 25.9% 

63.1%*** 74.1%*** 73.9% 74.1% 

Received Financial Aida 

   Not Received Financial Aida 

72.8%*** 91.0%*** 97.2% 97.7% 

27.2%*** 9.0%*** 2.8% 2.3% 

Received Student Loansa 

   Not Received Student Loansa 

43.4%*** 58.1%*** 67.6% 68.3% 

56.6%*** 41.9%*** 32.4% 31.7% 

First in Family to Attend Collegea 

   Not First in Family to Attend Collegea 

33.9%* 38.1%* 40.6% 39.9% 

66.1%* 61.9%* 59.4% 60.1% 

High School GEDa 

   High School Diplomaa 

39.4%*** 50.3%*** 45.9% 45.2% 

60.6%*** 49.7%*** 54.1% 54.8% 

Enrolled in Remediationa 

   Not Enrolled in Remediationa 

76.5%*** 89.7%*** 89.9% 89.4% 

23.5%*** 10.3%*** 10.1% 10.6% 

Academic Majora 

   Occupational Majora 

93.6% 93.8% 93.6% 92.8% 

6.4% 6.2% 6.4% 7.2% 

Liberal Studiesa  

   Business & Technology Majora 

   Math, Science & Health Careersa 

75.0%* 71.0%* 72.1% 73.8% 

17.6%* 18.5%* 17.3% 15.8% 

7.4%* 10.5%* 10.6% 10.4% 

Age at Baselinec 
28.33***  

(9.73) 

30.26***  

(10.49) 

30.31 

(10.78) 

30.56 

(10.71) 

Number of Years Since First Enrolled at 

Collegec 

4.36***  

(6.11) 

3.52***  

(5.52) 

3.71 

(5.07) 

3.69 

(5.68) 

Placement Test Scorec 
8.30***  

(2.83) 

7.88***  

(2.80) 

7.73 

(2.65) 

7.79 

(2.75) 

FAFSA Personal Incomec  

(Round 1 only, 511 matched pairs) 

9780.84*** 

(13575.36) 

7211.05*** 

(9509.53) 

7534.11 

(11619.52) 

7155.82 

(9436.30) 

FAFSA Household Incomec  

(Round 1 only, 511 matched pairs) 

24833.92*** 

(30201.06) 

12954.75*** 

(16430.13) 

13822.06 

(18162.98) 

12910.77 

(16416.02) 

Prior Cumulative GPAc  

(Round 1 only, 511 matched pairs) 

2.87** 

(0.71) 

2.97** 

(0.71) 

2.96 

(0.63) 

2.97 

(0.71) 

Prior Cumulative Number of Creditsc 

Passed (Round 1 only, 511 matched pairs) 

28.44** 

(17.57) 

30.69** 

(18.62) 

31.25 

(18.33) 

30.73 

(18.61) 
a
 For the categorical matching variables, column percentage for each group is presented. 

b
 Other include those who were Asian, American Indian/Alaska Native, Native Hawaiian/Other Pacific Islander, multiracial, or unknown. 

c
 For the continuous matching variables, group mean is presented first, followed by the corresponding standard deviation in the parentheses. 

*** < .001, ** < .01, * < .05, chi-square test or independent-samples t-test two-tailed 
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Table B.6: Baseline covariate balance before and after matching: Non-FTIC students, grade 

point average outcome 

Matching Variable 

Single Stop vs. Comparison 

Before Matching After Matching 

Comparison Single Stop Comparison Single Stop 

Count 12,142 785 622 622 

Treated cases with complete matching 

and outcome data 
   622 

N treated lost after matching    0 

%treated lost after matching    0.0% 

Femalea 

   Malea 

64.4% 64.5% 62.2% 65.9% 

35.6% 35.4% 37.8% 34.1% 

Hispanica 

   Blacka 

   White and othera, b 

10.5% 9.8% 11.6% 9.8% 

44.3%*** 54.4%*** 60.8% 61.1% 

45.2%*** 35.8%*** 27.6% 29.1% 

Full Timea 

   Part Timea 

22.5%*** 33.4%*** 35.9% 34.1% 

77.5% 66.6% 64.1% 65.9% 

Marrieda 

   Not Marrieda 

8.7% 7.0% 6.3% 5.5% 

91.3% 93.0% 93.7% 94.5% 

Filed FAFSAa 

   Not Filed FAFSAa 

77.1%*** 92.9%*** 100.0% 100.0% 

22.9%*** 7.1%*** 0.0% 0.0% 

FAFSA_Financially_Dependenta 

   FAFSA_Financially_Independenta 

36.9%*** 25.9%*** 25.1% 26.2% 

63.1%*** 74.1%*** 74.9% 73.8% 

Received Financial Aida 

   Not Received Financial Aida 

72.8%*** 91.0%*** 97.4% 97.6% 

27.2%*** 9.0%*** 2.6% 2.4% 

Received Student Loansa 

   Not Received Student Loansa 

43.4%*** 58.1%*** 67.0% 68.5% 

56.6%*** 41.9%*** 33.0% 31.5% 

First in Family to Attend Collegea 

   Not First in Family to Attend Collegea 

33.9%* 38.1%* 42.4% 39.1% 

66.1%* 61.9%* 57.6% 60.9% 

High School GEDa 

   High School Diplomaa 

39.4%*** 50.3%*** 44.9% 46.0% 

60.6%*** 49.7%*** 55.1% 54.0% 

Enrolled in Remediationa 

   Not Enrolled in Remediationa 

76.5%*** 89.7%*** 89.9% 89.5% 

23.5%*** 10.3%*** 10.1% 10.5% 

Academic Majora 

   Occupational Majora 

93.6% 93.8% 92.9% 92.9% 

6.4% 6.2% 7.1% 7.1% 

Liberal Studiesa  

   Business & Technology Majora 

   Math, Science & Health Careersa 

75.0%* 71.0%* 73.3% 73.5% 

17.6%* 18.5%* 17.2% 15.8% 

7.4%* 10.5%* 9.5% 10.7% 

Age at Baselinec 
28.33***  

(9.73) 

30.26***  

(10.49) 

30.41 

(10.91) 

30.54 

(10.71) 

Number of Years Since First Enrolled at 

Collegec 

4.36***  

(6.11) 

3.52***  

(5.52) 

3.73 

(4.97) 

3.66 

(5.66) 

Placement Test Scorec 
8.30***  

(2.83) 

7.88***  

(2.80) 

7.77 

(2.60) 

7.79 

(2.73) 

FAFSA Personal Incomec  

(Round 1 only, 498 matched pairs) 

9780.84*** 

(13575.36) 

7211.05*** 

(9509.53) 

6806.23 

(10093.13) 

7284.74 

(9596.28) 

FAFSA Household Incomec  

(Round 1 only, 498 matched pairs) 

24833.92*** 

(30201.06) 

12954.75*** 

(16430.13) 

12858.70 

(17099.34) 

13120.57 

(16572.02) 

Prior Cumulative GPAc  

(Round 1 only, 498 matched pairs) 

2.87** 

(0.71) 

2.97** 

(0.71) 

3.00 

(0.64) 

2.98 

(0.69) 

Prior Cumulative Number of Creditsc 

Passed (Round 1 only, 498 matched pairs) 

28.44** 

(17.57) 

30.69** 

(18.62) 

30.27 

(18.13) 

30.87 

(18.58) 
a
 For the categorical matching variables, column percentage for each group is presented. 

b
 Other include those who were Asian, American Indian/Alaska Native, Native Hawaiian/Other Pacific Islander, multiracial, or unknown. 

c
 For the continuous matching variables, group mean is presented first, followed by the corresponding standard deviation in the parentheses. 

*** < .001, ** < .01, * < .05, chi-square test or independent-samples t-test two-tailed 
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Table B.7: Baseline covariate balance before and after matching: FTIC students, semester-

to-semester persistence outcome 

Matching Variable 

Single Stop vs. Comparison 

Before Matching After Matching 

Comparison Single Stop Comparison Single Stop 

Count 5,520 367 305 305 

Treated cases with complete matching 

and outcome data 
   305 

N treated lost after matching    0 

%treated lost after matching    0.0% 

Femalea 

   Malea 

58.1% 56.1% 54.8% 54.1% 

41.9% 43.9% 45.2% 45.9% 

Hispanica 

   Blacka 

   White and othera, b 

12.3%* 8.7%* 7.5% 9.2% 

43.9%*** 62.7%*** 74.4% 70.2% 

43.8%*** 28.6%*** 18.1% 20.6% 

Full Timea 

   Part Timea 

29.2%** 36.8%** 39.3% 40.3% 

70.8%** 63.2%** 60.7% 59.7% 

Marrieda 

   Not Marrieda 

5.4% 6.5% 3.6% 4.3% 

94.6% 93.5% 96.4% 95.7% 

Filed FAFSAa 

   Not Filed FAFSAa 

79.5%*** 92.4%*** 100.0% 100.0% 

20.5%*** 7.6%*** 0.0% 0.0% 

FAFSA_Financially_Dependenta 

   FAFSA_Financially_Independenta 

56.5%*** 35.1%*** 37.4% 35.4% 

43.5%*** 64.9%*** 62.6% 64.6% 

Received Financial Aida 

   Not Received Financial Aida 

74.3%*** 91.3%*** 99.0% 99.0% 

25.7%*** 8.7%*** 1.0% 1.0% 

Received Student Loansa 

   Not Received Student Loansa 

39.1%*** 58.9%*** 67.9% 68.5% 

60.9%*** 41.1%*** 32.1% 31.5% 

First in Family to Attend Collegea 

   Not First in Family to Attend Collegea 

32.2% 32.7% 35.4% 35.1% 

67.8% 67.3% 64.6% 34.9% 

High School GEDa 

   High School Diplomaa 

66.7% 68.1% 59.0% 64.9% 

33.3% 31.9% 41.0% 35.1% 

Enrolled in Remediationa 

   Not Enrolled in Remediationa 

0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 

100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 

Academic Majora 

   Occupational Majora 

93.7% 94.3% 92.5% 93.8% 

6.3% 5.7% 7.5% 6.2% 

Liberal Studiesa  

   Business & Technology Majora 

   Math, Science & Health Careersa 

80.1% 79.0% 82.3% 79.0% 

16.7% 16.3% 14.4% 16.4% 

3.2% 4.7% 3.3% 4.6% 

Age at Baselinec 
23.38*** 

(7.47) 

26.27*** 

(8.68) 

25.68 

(9.30) 

26.47 

(8.93) 

Number of Years Since First Enrolled at 

Collegec 

0.00 

(0.00) 

0.00 

(0.00) 

0.00 

(0.00) 

0.00 

(0.00) 

Placement Test Scorec 
8.27** 

(2.94) 

7.79** 

(2.64) 

7.59 

(2.78) 

7.71 

(2.58) 

FAFSA Personal Incomec  

(Round 1 only, 285 matched pairs) 

5015.17 

(10192.19) 

5282.61 

(9863.57) 

4930.17 

(9476.31) 

5535.79 

(10294.46) 

FAFSA Household Incomec  

(Round 1 only, 285 matched pairs) 

24087.81*** 

(32212.22) 

11446.16*** 

(15673.33) 

11098.08 

(15693.23) 

11804.91 

(16292.94) 

Prior Cumulative GPAc      

Prior Cumulative Number of Creditsc      
a
 For the categorical matching variables, column percentage for each group is presented. 

b
 Other include those who were Asian, American Indian/Alaska Native, Native Hawaiian/Other Pacific Islander, multiracial, or unknown. 

c
 For the continuous matching variables, group mean is presented first, followed by the corresponding standard deviation in the parentheses. 

*** < .001, ** < .01, * < .05, chi-square test or independent-samples t-test two-tailed 
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Table B.8: Baseline covariate balance before and after matching: FTIC students, degree 

bearing credit pass rate outcome 

Matching Variable 

Single Stop vs. Comparison 

Before Matching After Matching 

Comparison Single Stop Comparison Single Stop 

Count 5,520 367 291 291 

Treated cases with complete matching 

and outcome data 
   291 

N treated lost after matching    0 

%treated lost after matching    0.0% 

Femalea 

   Malea 

58.1% 56.1% 54.3% 54.6% 

41.9% 43.9% 45.7% 45.4% 

Hispanica 

   Blacka 

   White and othera, b 

12.3%* 8.7%* 9.6% 8.9% 

43.9%*** 62.7%*** 75.3% 70.1% 

43.8%*** 28.6%*** 15.1% 21.0% 

Full Timea 

   Part Timea 

29.2%** 36.8%** 42.6% 42.3% 

70.8%** 63.2%** 57.4% 57.7% 

Marrieda 

   Not Marrieda 

5.4% 6.5% 3.8% 4.5% 

94.6% 93.5% 96.2% 95.5% 

Filed FAFSAa 

   Not Filed FAFSAa 

79.5%*** 92.4%*** 100.0% 100.0% 

20.5%*** 7.6%*** 0.0% 0.0% 

FAFSA_Financially_Dependenta 

   FAFSA_Financially_Independenta 

56.5%*** 35.1%*** 37.8% 34.4% 

43.5%*** 64.9%*** 62.2% 65.6% 

Received Financial Aida 

   Not Received Financial Aida 

74.3%*** 91.3%*** 99.7% 99.0% 

25.7%*** 8.7%*** 0.3% 1.0% 

Received Student Loansa 

   Not Received Student Loansa 

39.1%*** 58.9%*** 70.8% 69.4% 

60.9%*** 41.1%*** 29.2% 30.6% 

First in Family to Attend Collegea 

   Not First in Family to Attend Collegea 

32.2% 32.7% 36.1% 34.4% 

67.8% 67.3% 63.9% 65.6% 

High School GEDa 

   High School Diplomaa 

66.7% 68.1% 63.2% 64.9% 

33.3% 31.9% 36.8% 35.1% 

Enrolled in Remediationa 

   Not Enrolled in Remediationa 

0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 

100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 

Academic Majora 

   Occupational Majora 

93.7% 94.3% 91.8% 94.2% 

6.3% 5.7% 8.2% 5.8% 

Liberal Studiesa  

   Business & Technology Majora 

   Math, Science & Health Careersa 

80.1% 79.0% 81.4% 80.1% 

16.7% 16.3% 15.5% 15.5% 

3.2% 4.7% 3.1% 4.4% 

Age at Baselinec 
23.38*** 

(7.47) 

26.27*** 

(8.68) 

25.68  

(9.55) 

26.63  

(8.95) 

Number of Years Since First Enrolled at 

Collegec 

0.00 

(0.00) 

0.00 

(0.00) 

0.00 

(0.00) 

0.00 

(0.00) 

Placement Test Scorec 
8.27** 

(2.94) 

7.79** 

(2.64) 

7.66 

(2.74) 

7.77 

(2.61) 

FAFSA Personal Incomec  

(Round 1 only, 274 matched pairs) 

5015.17 

(10192.19) 

5282.61 

(9863.57) 

5558.38 

(11439.19) 

5704.84 

(10431.92) 

FAFSA Household Incomec  

(Round 1 only, 274 matched pairs) 

24087.81*** 

(32212.22) 

11446.16*** 

(15673.33) 

12500.48 

(19215.91) 

12144.93 

(16498.49) 

Prior Cumulative GPAc      

Prior Cumulative Number of Creditsc      
a
 For the categorical matching variables, column percentage for each group is presented. 

b
 Other include those who were Asian, American Indian/Alaska Native, Native Hawaiian/Other Pacific Islander, multiracial, or unknown. 

c
 For the continuous matching variables, group mean is presented first, followed by the corresponding standard deviation in the parentheses. 

*** < .001, ** < .01, * < .05, chi-square test or independent-samples t-test two-tailed 
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Table B.9: Baseline covariate balance before and after matching: FTIC students, grade point 

average outcome 

Matching Variable 

Single Stop vs. Comparison 

Before Matching After Matching 

Comparison Single Stop Comparison Single Stop 

Count 5,520 367 259 259 

Treated cases with complete matching 

and outcome data 
   259 

N treated lost after matching    0 

%treated lost after matching    0.0% 

Femalea 

   Malea 

58.1% 56.1% 50.2% 53.3% 

41.9% 43.9% 49.8% 46.7% 

Hispanica 

   Blacka 

   White and othera, b 

12.3%* 8.7%* 7.7% 9.7% 

43.9%*** 62.7%*** 71.8% 70.7% 

43.8%*** 28.6%*** 20.5% 19.6% 

Full Timea 

   Part Timea 

29.2%** 36.8%** 41.7% 42.5% 

70.8%** 63.2%** 58.3% 57.5% 

Marrieda 

   Not Marrieda 

5.4% 6.5% 3.1% 4.2% 

94.6% 93.5% 96.9% 95.8% 

Filed FAFSAa 

   Not Filed FAFSAa 

79.5%*** 92.4%*** 100.0% 100.0% 

20.5%*** 7.6%*** 0.0% 0.0% 

FAFSA_Financially_Dependenta 

   FAFSA_Financially_Independenta 

56.5%*** 35.1%*** 40.9% 37.1% 

43.5%*** 64.9%*** 59.1% 62.9% 

Received Financial Aida 

   Not Received Financial Aida 

74.3%*** 91.3%*** 98.8% 98.8% 

25.7%*** 8.7%*** 1.2% 1.2% 

Received Student Loansa 

   Not Received Student Loansa 

39.1%*** 58.9%*** 69.9% 67.6% 

60.9%*** 41.1%*** 30.1% 32.4% 

First in Family to Attend Collegea 

   Not First in Family to Attend Collegea 

32.2% 32.7% 31.7% 34.4% 

67.8% 67.3% 68.3% 65.6% 

High School GEDa 

   High School Diplomaa 

66.7% 68.1% 64.9% 64.1% 

33.3% 31.9% 35.1% 35.9% 

Enrolled in Remediationa 

   Not Enrolled in Remediationa 

0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 

100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 

Academic Majora 

   Occupational Majora 

93.7% 94.3% 93.4% 94.6% 

6.3% 5.7% 6.6% 5.4% 

Liberal Studiesa  

   Business & Technology Majora 

   Math, Science & Health Careersa 

80.1% 79.0% 81.5% 78.8% 

16.7% 16.3% 14.7% 16.6% 

3.2% 4.7% 3.8% 4.6% 

Age at Baselinec 
23.38*** 

(7.47) 

26.27*** 

(8.68) 

25.3  

(8.74) 

26.3  

(8.89) 

Number of Years Since First Enrolled at 

Collegec 

0.00 

(0.00) 

0.00 

(0.00) 

0.00 

(0.00) 

0.00 

(0.00) 

Placement Test Scorec 
8.27** 

(2.94) 

7.79** 

(2.64) 

7.54  

(2.67) 

7.88  

(2.63) 

FAFSA Personal Incomec  

(Round 1 only, 239 matched pairs) 

5015.17 

(10192.19) 

5282.61 

(9863.57) 

5706.92 

(11179.14) 

5475.20 

(10576.80) 

FAFSA Household Incomec  

(Round 1 only, 239 matched pairs) 

24087.81*** 

(32212.22) 

11446.16*** 

(15673.33) 

12479.09 

(18116.73) 

12670.09 

(17194.51) 

Prior Cumulative GPAc      

Prior Cumulative Number of Creditsc      
a
 For the categorical matching variables, column percentage for each group is presented. 

b
 Other include those who were Asian, American Indian/Alaska Native, Native Hawaiian/Other Pacific Islander, multiracial, or unknown. 

c
 For the continuous matching variables, group mean is presented first, followed by the corresponding standard deviation in the parentheses. 

*** < .001, ** < .01, * < .05, chi-square test or independent-samples t-test two-tailed 
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Appendix C: Confirmatory Impact Analyses 
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Linear Regression Model for Confirmatory Impact Analyses 
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where 

iY  represents the selected outcome for subject i; 

0b represents the mean score for subject i adjusted for the covariates; 

1bð 17b  represent the regression coefficients associated with various covariates for subject i; 

18b  represents the regression coefficient associated with the treatment indicator ð it quantifies 

the treatment impact (the mean difference in the outcome between treatment and comparison 

subjects);  

ierepresents the random error associated with subject i. 

 
 

Logistic Regression Model for Confirmatory Impact Analyses 
The logistic regression model is given in terms of the logits of probabilities of the selected outcome 
equal to 1, i.e., 
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where 

iY  represents the selected outcome for subject i; 
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ihrepresents the logits of ( )1Pr =iY  

0b represents the mean logit for subject i adjusted for the covariates; 

1bð 17b  represent the logistic regression coefficients associated with various covariates for 

subject i; 

18b  represents the logistic regression coefficient associated with the treatment indicator ð it 

quantifies the treatment impact (the difference in the log-odds-ratio associated with being a 
treatment subject, as opposed to a comparison subject); 

ierepresents the random error associated with subject i. 

 

Table C.1: Logistic regression results of semester-to-semester persistence for non-FTIC 

students (confirmatory analysis) 

Parameter Estimate SE 
Wald Chi-

Square 
p-value 

Effect Size 

in Cox 

Index 

Intercept 2.044 0.127 259.968 <.0001 -- 

TRT 0.368 0.184 4.009 0.0452 1.444 

Female 0.029 0.199 0.021 0.8849 1.029 

Hispanic 0.256 0.346 0.547 0.4595 1.292 

Black 0.028 0.214 0.017 0.8977 1.028 

Full Time 0.439 0.216 4.110 0.0426 1.551 

Married -0.291 0.381 0.583 0.4451 0.747 

FAFSA_Financially_Dependent 0.289 0.255 1.278 0.2583 1.335 

Received Financial Aid 0.837 0.434 3.718 0.0538 2.310 

Received Student Loan 0.374 0.203 3.420 0.0644 1.454 

First in Family to Attend 

College 

0.128 0.191 0.452 0.5015 1.137 

High School GED -0.059 0.195 0.093 0.7607 0.943 

Enrolled in Remediation 1.045 0.235 19.756 <.0001 2.843 

Academic/Occupational Major 0.263 0.343 0.585 0.4445 1.300 

Liberal Studies Major -0.920 0.413 4.978 0.0257 0.398 

Business & Technology Major -0.787 0.465 2.863 0.0906 0.455 

Age at Baseline 0.014 0.012 1.472 0.2251 1.014 

Number of Years Since First 

Enrolled at College 

-0.018 0.019 0.901 0.3426 0.982 

Placement Test Score -0.035 0.034 1.010 0.3149 0.966 

 

Table C.2: Logistic regression results of semester-to-semester persistence for FTIC 

students (confirmatory analysis) 

Parameter Estimate SE 
Wald Chi-

Square 
p-value 

Effect Size 

in Cox 

Index 

Intercept 1.615 0.162 98.980 <.0001 -- 

TRT 0.528 0.238 4.938 0.0263 1.696 

Female 0.119 0.241 0.244 0.6212 1.126 

Hispanic 0.231 0.528 0.192 0.6614 1.260 

Black -0.087 0.305 0.082 0.7750 0.917 

Full Time 0.020 0.257 0.006 0.9379 1.020 

Married 1.917 1.050 3.329 0.0681 6.798 

FAFSA_Financially_Dependent 1.068 0.309 11.919 0.0006 2.910 
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Parameter Estimate SE 
Wald Chi-

Square 
p-value 

Effect Size 

in Cox 

Index 

Received Financial Aid 1.352 0.914 2.189 0.1390 3.865 

Received Student Loan 1.106 0.253 19.179 <.0001 3.023 

First in Family to Attend 

College 
0.153 0.249 0.380 0.5375 1.166 

High School GED 0.013 0.253 0.003 0.9601 1.013 

Academic/Occupational Major -0.737 0.561 1.726 0.1890 0.478 

Liberal Studies Major 0.211 0.612 0.119 0.7298 1.235 

Business & Technology Major -0.317 0.658 0.232 0.6300 0.728 

Age at Baseline 0.005 0.015 0.117 0.7328 1.005 

Placement Test Score 0.014 0.045 0.093 0.7611 1.014 

 

Table C.3: Linear regression results of degree bearing credit passing rate for non-FTIC 

students (confirmatory analysis) 

Parameter Estimate SE t-ratio p-value 

Effect Size 

in Hedgesõ 

g 

Intercept 0.690 0.012 56.220 <.0001 -- 

TRT 0.049 0.017 2.830 0.0047 0.156 

Female -0.027 0.019 -1.430 0.1520 -0.085 

Hispanic -0.027 0.033 -0.800 0.4234 -0.085 

Black -0.087 0.021 -4.140 <.0001 -0.274 

Full Time 0.013 0.019 0.690 0.4879 0.042 

Married 0.054 0.040 1.340 0.1792 0.170 

FAFSA_Financially_Dependent -0.005 0.024 -0.220 0.8259 -0.017 

Received Financial Aid -0.060 0.057 -1.050 0.2949 -0.189 

Received Student Loan -0.035 0.020 -1.740 0.0824 -0.112 

First in Family to Attend 

College 

-0.002 0.018 -0.140 0.8900 -0.008 

High School GED -0.004 0.018 -0.200 0.8402 -0.012 

Enrolled in Remediation 0.081 0.030 2.730 0.0065 0.256 

Academic/Occupational Major 0.014 0.035 0.410 0.6811 0.045 

Liberal Studies Major -0.062 0.029 -2.120 0.0343 -0.195 

Business & Technology Major -0.063 0.035 -1.810 0.0702 -0.201 

Age at Baseline 0.003 0.001 2.500 0.0126 0.008 

Number of Years Since First 

Enrolled at College 

0.000 0.002 0.090 0.9267 0.001 

Placement Test Score 0.001 0.003 0.190 0.8459 0.002 

 

Table C.4: Linear regression results of degree bearing credit passing rate for FTIC students 

(confirmatory analysis) 

Parameter Estimate SE t-ratio p-value 

Effect Size 

in Hedgesõ 

g 

Intercept 0.517 0.022 23.510 <.0001 -- 

TRT 0.072 0.031 2.300 0.0217 0.187 

Female 0.038 0.032 1.190 0.2353 0.099 

Hispanic 0.040 0.064 0.630 0.5310 0.104 

Black -0.032 0.042 -0.770 0.4415 -0.084 

Full Time 0.007 0.033 0.200 0.8412 0.017 

Married 0.193 0.080 2.410 0.0162 0.502 
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Parameter Estimate SE t-ratio p-value 

Effect Size 

in Hedgesõ 

g 

FAFSA_Financially_Dependent 0.097 0.040 2.450 0.0146 0.252 

Received Financial Aid 0.180 0.190 0.950 0.3440 0.468 

Received Student Loan -0.047 0.036 -1.310 0.1894 -0.122 

First in Family to Attend 

College 

0.003 0.033 0.100 0.9231 0.008 

High School GED -0.072 0.033 -2.160 0.0311 -0.186 

Academic/Occupational Major -0.136 0.061 -2.210 0.0274 -0.352 

Liberal Studies Major 0.091 0.083 1.100 0.2709 0.237 

Business & Technology Major 0.099 0.091 1.090 0.2781 0.258 

Age at Baseline 0.008 0.002 3.740 0.0002 0.020 

Placement Test Score 0.025 0.006 4.140 <.0001 0.065 

 

Table C.5: Linear regression results of grade point average for non-FTIC students 

(confirmatory analysis) 

Parameter Estimate SE t-ratio p-value 

Effect Size 

in Hedgesõ 

g 

Intercept 2.453 0.047 52.010 <.0001 -- 

TRT 0.185 0.067 2.770 0.0056 0.153 

Female -0.044 0.072 -0.610 0.5404 -0.036 

Hispanic 0.077 0.121 0.640 0.5242 0.064 

Black -0.266 0.080 -3.340 0.0009 -0.220 

Full Time 0.150 0.073 2.050 0.0401 0.124 

Married 0.276 0.147 1.870 0.0619 0.227 

FAFSA_Financially_Dependent -0.041 0.092 -0.450 0.6520 -0.034 

Received Financial Aid 0.122 0.224 0.540 0.5859 0.101 

Received Student Loan -0.173 0.078 -2.230 0.0259 -0.143 

First in Family to Attend 

College 
0.045 0.068 0.660 0.5074 0.037 

High School GED -0.005 0.071 -0.070 0.9431 -0.004 

Enrolled in Remediation 0.645 0.115 5.620 <.0001 0.533 

Academic/Occupational Major -0.138 0.131 -1.060 0.2915 -0.114 

Liberal Studies Major -0.353 0.114 -3.090 0.0020 -0.292 

Business & Technology Major -0.312 0.137 -2.270 0.0235 -0.257 

Age at Baseline 0.007 0.004 1.760 0.0795 0.006 

Number of Years Since First 

Enrolled at College 
0.004 0.007 0.590 0.5561 0.004 

Placement Test Score 0.006 0.013 0.450 0.6546 0.005 

 

Table C.6: Linear regression results of grade point average for FTIC students (confirmatory 

analysis) 

Parameter Estimate SE t-ratio p-value 

Effect Size 

in Hedgesõ 

g 

Intercept 1.882 0.084 22.520 <.0001 -- 

TRT 0.247 0.119 2.080 0.0376 0.176 

Female 0.176 0.121 1.450 0.1479 0.126 

Hispanic -0.589 0.242 -2.440 0.0152 -0.420 

Black -0.745 0.152 -4.890 <.0001 -0.531 

Full Time 0.120 0.125 0.950 0.3402 0.085 
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Parameter Estimate SE t-ratio p-value 

Effect Size 

in Hedgesõ 

g 

Married 0.580 0.325 1.780 0.0752 0.413 

FAFSA_Financially_Dependent 0.238 0.149 1.600 0.1107 0.169 

Received Financial Aid 0.509 0.566 0.900 0.3691 0.363 

Received Student Loan 0.202 0.135 1.500 0.1354 0.144 

First in Family to Attend 

College 

-0.080 0.128 -0.620 0.5330 -0.057 

High School GED -0.212 0.127 -1.670 0.0959 -0.151 

Academic/Occupational Major -0.453 0.252 -1.800 0.0726 -0.323 

Liberal Studies Major 0.093 0.299 0.310 0.7558 0.066 

Business & Technology Major -0.128 0.329 -0.390 0.6980 -0.091 

Age at Baseline 0.021 0.008 2.520 0.0120 0.015 

Placement Test Score 0.078 0.023 3.370 0.0008 0.056 
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Appendix D: Service Dosage and Confirmation Analyses 
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Full Linear Regression Model for Service Dosage and Confirmation Analyses 
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where 

iY  represents the selected outcome for subject i; 

0b represents the mean score for subject i adjusted for the covariates; 

1bð 17b  represent the regression coefficients associated with various covariates for subject i; 

18bð 27b represent the regression coefficients associated with the dosage measures and 

outcome confirmation indicators for the five major services; 

ierepresents the random error associated with subject i. 

 
 

 

Full Logistic Regression Model for Service Dosage and Confirmation Analyses 

The logistic regression model is given in terms of the logits of probabilities of the selected outcome 
equal to 1, i.e., 
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The full model can be specified as follows: 
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where 

iY  represents the selected outcome for subject i; 

ihrepresents the logits of ( )1Pr =iY  

0b represents the mean logit for subject i adjusted for the covariates; 

1bð 17b  represent the logistic regression coefficients associated with various covariates for 

subject i; 

18bð 27b represent the logistic regression coefficients associated with the dosage measures and 

outcome confirmation indicators for the five major services; 

ierepresents the random error associated with subject i. 

 

Table D.1: Logistic regression results of semester-to-semester persistence for non-FTIC 

students (dosage and confirmation analysis, full model) 

Parameter Estimate SE 
Wald Chi-

Square 
p-value 

Intercept -3.705 1.537 5.815 0.0159 

Female 0.064 0.333 0.037 0.8474 

Hispanic 0.869 0.619 1.973 0.1601 

Black 0.378 0.359 1.108 0.2924 

Full Time 0.429 0.358 1.436 0.2308 

Married -0.213 0.599 0.126 0.7224 

FAFSA_Financially_Dependent 0.181 0.415 0.189 0.6639 

Received Financial Aid 2.396 0.715 11.217 0.0008 

Received Student Loan 0.433 0.351 1.525 0.2168 
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Parameter Estimate SE 
Wald Chi-

Square 
p-value 

First in Family to Attend 

College 
0.119 0.323 0.135 0.7131 

High School GED -0.073 0.323 0.051 0.8220 

Enrolled in Remediation 0.671 0.454 2.183 0.1396 

Academic/Occupational Major 1.109 0.531 4.369 0.0366 

Liberal Studies Major -0.961 0.662 2.108 0.1465 

Business & Technology Major -1.030 0.748 1.898 0.1683 

Age at Baseline 0.031 0.022 2.026 0.1547 

Number of Years Since First 

Enrolled at College 
0.003 0.036 0.005 0.9429 

Placement Test Score -0.052 0.057 0.814 0.3668 

Benefits Eligibility Screening 

Events 
0.721 0.197 13.438 0.0002 

Benefit Eligibility Screening 

Outcome Confirmation 
-1.389 0.489 8.059 0.0045 

Additional Services Events 0.141 0.350 0.162 0.6872 

Additional Services Outcome 

Confirmation 
-1.845 1.065 3.002 0.0832 

Financial Counseling Events -0.027 0.588 0.002 0.9627 

Financial Outcome 

Confirmation 
0.808 1.164 0.482 0.4876 

Legal Counseling Events 1.718 0.975 3.106 0.0780 

Legal Outcome Confirmation -3.266 1.980 2.720 0.0991 

Tax Preparation Events -0.083 0.451 0.034 0.8544 

Tax Outcome Confirmation 2.452 0.779 9.915 0.0016 

 

Table D.2: Logistic regression results of semester-to-semester persistence for non-FTIC 

students (dosage and confirmation analysis, final model) 

Parameter Estimate SE 
Wald Chi-

Square 
p-value 

Intercept -3.774 1.370 7.587 0.0059 

Hispanic 0.927 0.604 2.360 0.1245 

Black 0.475 0.338 1.969 0.1605 

Received Financial Aid 2.802 0.668 17.588 <.0001 

Enrolled in Remediation 0.624 0.424 2.164 0.1413 

Academic/Occupational Major 1.081 0.520 4.324 0.0376 

Liberal Studies Major -0.941 0.651 2.090 0.1483 

Business & Technology Major -0.989 0.726 1.856 0.1731 

Age at Baseline 0.022 0.016 2.012 0.1561 

Benefits Eligibility Screening 

Events 
0.734 0.195 14.119 0.0002 

Benefit Eligibility Screening 

Outcome Confirmation  
-1.422 0.482 8.718 0.0032 

Additional Services Events 0.075 0.340 0.049 0.8258 

Additional Services Outcome 

Confirmation  
-1.631 1.048 2.421 0.1198 

Financial Counseling Events -0.122 0.580 0.044 0.8332 
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Parameter Estimate SE 
Wald Chi-

Square 
p-value 

Financial Outcome 

Confirmation 
1.001 1.156 0.749 0.3868 

Legal Counseling Events 1.750 0.991 3.116 0.0775 

Legal Outcome Confirmation -3.318 2.017 2.706 0.1000 

Tax Preparation Events -0.153 0.439 0.121 0.7278 

Tax Outcome Confirmation 2.542 0.758 11.255 0.0008 

 

Table D.3: Logistic regression results of semester-to-semester persistence for FTIC 

students (dosage and confirmation analysis, full model) 

Parameter Estimate SE 
Wald Chi-

Square 
p-value 

Intercept -0.155 2.276 0.005 0.9458 

Female -0.139 0.460 0.091 0.7624 

Hispanic 0.059 0.821 0.005 0.9424 

Black -0.464 0.539 0.740 0.3898 

Full Time 0.234 0.428 0.300 0.5839 

Married 1.200 1.202 0.998 0.3178 

FAFSA_Financially_Dependent 0.344 0.509 0.458 0.4984 

Received Financial Aid 2.546 1.583 2.588 0.1077 

Received Student Loan 0.702 0.430 2.670 0.1022 

First in Family to Attend 

College 
-0.236 0.419 0.317 0.5737 

High School GED -0.547 0.448 1.493 0.2217 

Academic/Occupational Major -0.170 0.858 0.040 0.8425 

Liberal Studies Major 0.452 0.907 0.248 0.6183 

Business & Technology Major -0.463 0.992 0.218 0.6409 

Age at Baseline -0.028 0.029 0.971 0.3245 

Placement Test Score -0.058 0.082 0.496 0.4815 

Benefits Eligibility Screening 

Events 
0.163 0.274 0.355 0.5514 

Benefit Eligibility Screening 

Outcome Confirmation  
0.166 1.033 0.026 0.8721 

Additional Services Events -0.102 0.344 0.088 0.7671 

Additional Services Outcome 

Confirmation  
9.859 94.767 0.011 0.9171 

Financial Counseling Events 0.090 0.912 0.010 0.9218 

Financial Outcome 

Confirmation 
-0.085 1.938 0.002 0.9650 

Legal Counseling Events 1.116 1.177 0.899 0.3429 

Legal Outcome Confirmation  -2.722 2.341 1.352 0.2449 

Tax Preparation Events 10.910 109.800 0.010 0.9209 

Tax Outcome Confirmation  -18.041 219.700 0.007 0.9345 
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Table D.4: Logistic regression results of semester-to-semester persistence for FTIC 

students (dosage and confirmation analysis, final model) 

Parameter Estimate SE 
Wald Chi-

Square 
p-value 

Intercept -1.286 1.735 0.549 0.4586 

Received Financial Aid 2.366 1.692 1.955 0.1620 

Received Student Loan 0.577 0.381 2.298 0.1295 

Benefits Eligibility Screening 

Events 
0.028 0.241 0.014 0.9073 

Benefit Eligibility Screening 

Outcome Confirmation 
0.553 0.982 0.317 0.5734 

Additional Services Events -0.361 0.312 1.338 0.2474 

Additional Services Outcome 

Confirmation 
10.732 98.899 0.012 0.9136 

Financial Counseling Events 0.054 0.839 0.004 0.9491 

Financial Outcome 

Confirmation  
0.075 1.746 0.002 0.9656 

Legal Counseling Events 0.595 1.101 0.292 0.5888 

Legal Outcome Confirmation  -1.753 2.220 0.624 0.4297 

Tax Preparation Events 10.461 124.800 0.007 0.9332 

Tax Outcome Confirmation  -17.841 249.600 0.005 0.9430 

 

Table D.5: Linear regression results of degree bearing credit pass rate for non-FTIC 

students (dosage and confirmation analysis, full model) 

Parameter Estimate SE t-ratio p-value 

Intercept 0.783 0.123 6.350 <.0001 

Female -0.010 0.026 -0.400 0.6912 

Hispanic 0.003 0.044 0.080 0.9389 

Black -0.083 0.029 -2.860 0.0043 

Full Time 0.025 0.026 0.970 0.3322 

Married 0.029 0.055 0.530 0.5940 

FAFSA_Financially_Dependent -0.027 0.032 -0.840 0.4026 

Received Financial Aid -0.055 0.082 -0.670 0.5048 

Received Student Loan -0.015 0.028 -0.540 0.5915 

First in Family to Attend 

College 
-0.001 0.025 -0.050 0.9634 

High School GED 0.023 0.025 0.920 0.3572 

Enrolled in Remediation 0.055 0.041 1.320 0.1883 

Academic/Occupational Major 0.001 0.047 0.020 0.9870 

Liberal Studies Major -0.082 0.040 -2.060 0.0396 

Business & Technology Major -0.118 0.048 -2.430 0.0152 

Age at Baseline 0.002 0.001 1.440 0.1495 

Number of Years Since First 

Enrolled at College 
-0.001 0.002 -0.370 0.7118 

Placement Test Score -0.005 0.004 -1.030 0.3041 

Benefits Eligibility Screening 

Events 
0.021 0.012 1.740 0.0828 

Benefit Eligibility Screening -0.072 0.041 -1.770 0.0780 
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Parameter Estimate SE t-ratio p-value 

Outcome Confirmation  

Additional Services Events -0.002 0.034 -0.070 0.9460 

Additional Services Outcome 

Confirmation  
-0.105 0.101 -1.050 0.2956 

Financial Counseling Events -0.013 0.044 -0.290 0.7716 

Financial Outcome 

Confirmation  
0.043 0.086 0.500 0.6154 

Legal Counseling Events -0.039 0.052 -0.740 0.4578 

Legal Outcome Confirmation  0.056 0.115 0.490 0.6246 

Tax Preparation Events 0.008 0.031 0.250 0.8041 

Tax Outcome Confirmation  0.092 0.054 1.710 0.0872 

 

Table D.6: Linear regression results of degree bearing credit pass rate for non-FTIC 

students (dosage and confirmation analysis, final model) 

Parameter Estimate SE t-ratio p-value 

Intercept 0.683 0.069 9.960 <.0001 

Hispanic -0.004 0.044 -0.090 0.9279 

Black -0.097 0.027 -3.560 0.0004 

Enrolled in Remediation 0.057 0.040 1.430 0.1543 

Liberal Studies Major -0.081 0.040 -2.040 0.0415 

Business & Technology Major -0.114 0.047 -2.410 0.0163 

Age at Baseline 0.003 0.001 2.320 0.0209 

Benefits Eligibility Screening 

Events 
0.020 0.012 1.670 0.0946 

Benefit Eligibility Screening 

Outcome Confirmation  
-0.069 0.040 -1.710 0.0876 

Additional Services Events -0.004 0.034 -0.110 0.9099 

Additional Services Outcome 

Confirmation 
-0.106 0.100 -1.060 0.2884 

Financial Counseling Events -0.015 0.043 -0.340 0.7349 

Financial Outcome 

Confirmation 
0.045 0.085 0.530 0.5993 

Legal Counseling Events -0.040 0.051 -0.770 0.4404 

Legal Outcome Confirmation 0.058 0.114 0.510 0.6076 

Tax Preparation Events 0.003 0.030 0.110 0.9111 

Tax Outcome Confirmation 0.099 0.053 1.860 0.0631 

 

Table D.7: Linear regression results of degree bearing credit pass rate for FTIC students 

(dosage and confirmation analysis, full model) 

Parameter Estimate SE t-ratio p-value 

Intercept -0.045 0.293 -0.160 0.8769 

Female 0.047 0.048 0.980 0.3269 

Hispanic -0.028 0.090 -0.300 0.7608 

Black -0.070 0.057 -1.230 0.2192 

Full Time 0.071 0.047 1.500 0.1354 
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Parameter Estimate SE t-ratio p-value 

Married 0.148 0.111 1.330 0.1837 

FAFSA_Financially_Dependent 0.067 0.060 1.120 0.2623 

Received Financial Aid 0.285 0.220 1.300 0.1953 

Received Student Loan -0.040 0.051 -0.780 0.4364 

First in Family to Attend 

College 
0.008 0.048 0.170 0.8620 

High School GED -0.083 0.048 -1.720 0.0864 

Academic/Occupational Major -0.109 0.094 -1.160 0.2473 

Liberal Studies Major 0.111 0.110 1.010 0.3141 

Business & Technology Major 0.119 0.123 0.970 0.3338 

Age at Baseline 0.007 0.003 2.150 0.0328 

Placement Test Score 0.025 0.009 2.730 0.0068 

Benefits Eligibility Screening 

Events 
-0.015 0.024 -0.630 0.5306 

Benefit Eligibility Screening 

Outcome Confirmation  
0.063 0.104 0.600 0.5464 

Additional Services Events -0.052 0.041 -1.270 0.2063 

Additional Services Outcome 

Confirmation  
0.252 0.152 1.650 0.0993 

Financial Counseling Events 0.201 0.085 2.360 0.0189 

Financial Outcome 

Confirmation  
-0.403 0.175 -2.300 0.0220 

Legal Counseling Events -0.015 0.107 -0.140 0.8901 

Legal Outcome Confirmation  -0.023 0.224 -0.100 0.9199 

Tax Preparation Events 0.135 0.123 1.100 0.2736 

Tax Outcome Confirmation  -0.153 0.244 -0.630 0.5308 

 

Table D.8: Linear regression results of degree bearing credit pass rate for FTIC students 

(dosage and confirmation analysis, final model) 

Parameter Estimate SE t-ratio p-value 

Intercept 0.299 0.106 2.810 0.0053 

Full Time 0.082 0.046 1.790 0.0748 

Married 0.148 0.108 1.370 0.1704 

High School GED -0.090 0.047 -1.920 0.0563 

Age at Baseline 0.004 0.003 1.580 0.1157 

Placement Test Score 0.022 0.009 2.490 0.0134 

Benefits Eligibility Screening 

Events 
-0.011 0.024 -0.470 0.6384 

Benefit Eligibility Screening 

Outcome Confirmation  
0.058 0.104 0.560 0.5772 

Additional Services Events -0.049 0.040 -1.240 0.2152 

Additional Services Outcome 

Confirmation  
0.228 0.150 1.520 0.1286 

Financial Counseling Events 0.195 0.084 2.340 0.0201 

Financial Outcome 

Confirmation  
-0.414 0.171 -2.420 0.0163 

Legal Counseling Events -0.033 0.104 -0.320 0.7482 
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Parameter Estimate SE t-ratio p-value 

Legal Outcome Confirmation  0.018 0.219 0.080 0.9363 

Tax Preparation Events 0.152 0.122 1.250 0.2119 

Tax Outcome Confirmation -0.165 0.242 -0.680 0.4955 

 

Table D.9: Linear regression results of grade point average for non-FTIC students (dosage 

and confirmation analysis, full model) 

Parameter Estimate SE t-ratio p-value 

Intercept 2.708 0.467 5.800 <.0001 

Female -0.166 0.098 -1.690 0.0917 

Hispanic -0.106 0.169 -0.630 0.5310 

Black -0.373 0.109 -3.410 0.0007 

Full Time 0.147 0.099 1.490 0.1366 

Married 0.134 0.209 0.640 0.5209 

FAFSA_Financially_Dependent -0.228 0.123 -1.850 0.0652 

Received Financial Aid 0.085 0.309 0.280 0.7829 

Received Student Loan -0.124 0.105 -1.170 0.2408 

First in Family to Attend 

College 
0.067 0.094 0.720 0.4748 

High School GED 0.063 0.097 0.650 0.5184 

Enrolled in Remediation 0.478 0.158 3.030 0.0025 

Academic/Occupational Major -0.105 0.182 -0.580 0.5650 

Liberal Studies Major -0.437 0.150 -2.920 0.0037 

Business & Technology Major -0.374 0.183 -2.040 0.0415 

Age at Baseline 0.005 0.006 0.860 0.3902 

Number of Years Since First 

Enrolled at College 
-0.001 0.009 -0.060 0.9509 

Placement Test Score -0.012 0.017 -0.730 0.4685 

Benefits Eligibility Screening 

Events 
0.071 0.047 1.510 0.1323 

Benefit Eligibility Screening 

Outcome Confirmation  
-0.291 0.155 -1.880 0.0607 

Additional Services Events -0.029 0.131 -0.220 0.8230 

Additional Services Outcome 

Confirmation  
-0.329 0.392 -0.840 0.4009 

Financial Counseling Events -0.207 0.165 -1.260 0.2094 

Financial Outcome 

Confirmation  
0.479 0.327 1.470 0.1429 

Legal Counseling Events -0.055 0.206 -0.270 0.7910 

Legal Outcome Confirmation  0.168 0.454 0.370 0.7117 

Tax Preparation Events -0.027 0.117 -0.230 0.8193 

Tax Outcome Confirmation  0.387 0.205 1.890 0.0597 
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Table D.10: Linear regression results of grade point average for non-FTIC students (dosage 

and confirmation analysis, final model) 

Parameter Estimate SE t-ratio p-value 

Intercept 2.733 0.238 11.490 <.0001 

Female -0.176 0.097 -1.820 0.0700 

Hispanic -0.123 0.167 -0.740 0.4614 

Black -0.395 0.104 -3.780 0.0002 

Full Time 0.128 0.097 1.320 0.1886 

FAFSA_Financially_Dependent -0.279 0.104 -2.670 0.0078 

Enrolled in Remediation 0.502 0.152 3.300 0.0010 

Liberal Studies Major -0.423 0.149 -2.840 0.0046 

Business & Technology Major -0.346 0.180 -1.920 0.0557 

Benefits Eligibility Screening 

Events 
0.063 0.046 1.350 0.1765 

Benefit Eligibility Screening 

Outcome Confirmation  
-0.266 0.153 -1.740 0.0829 

Additional Services Events -0.027 0.130 -0.200 0.8380 

Additional Services Outcome 

Confirmation  
-0.342 0.389 -0.880 0.3797 

Financial Counseling Events -0.192 0.164 -1.170 0.2415 

Financial Outcome 

Confirmation  
0.449 0.324 1.390 0.1665 

Legal Counseling Events -0.032 0.203 -0.160 0.8749 

Legal Outcome Confirmation  0.120 0.448 0.270 0.7893 

Tax Preparation Events -0.025 0.115 -0.220 0.8298 

Tax Outcome Confirmation  0.383 0.202 1.890 0.0589 

 

Table D.11: Linear regression results of grade point average for FTIC students (dosage and 

confirmation analysis, full model) 

Parameter Estimate SE t-ratio p-value 

Intercept -0.267 1.063 -0.250 0.8016 

Female 0.264 0.178 1.480 0.1407 

Hispanic -0.647 0.329 -1.970 0.0502 

Black -0.695 0.220 -3.150 0.0018 

Full Time 0.344 0.176 1.950 0.0522 

Married 0.769 0.427 1.800 0.0730 

FAFSA_Financially_Dependent 0.054 0.221 0.240 0.8080 

Received Financial Aid 1.621 0.774 2.090 0.0373 

Received Student Loan -0.025 0.188 -0.130 0.8949 

First in Family to Attend 

College 
-0.092 0.177 -0.520 0.6023 

High School GED -0.219 0.179 -1.230 0.2208 

Academic/Occupational Major -0.661 0.375 -1.760 0.0795 

Liberal Studies Major 0.539 0.401 1.340 0.1806 

Business & Technology Major 0.529 0.442 1.200 0.2323 

Age at Baseline 0.024 0.012 2.000 0.0470 

Placement Test Score 0.078 0.034 2.280 0.0232 

Benefits Eligibility Screening -0.025 0.094 -0.270 0.7885 
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Parameter Estimate SE t-ratio p-value 

Events 

Benefit Eligibility Screening 

Outcome Confirmation  
0.504 0.392 1.280 0.2002 

Additional Services Events -0.340 0.168 -2.020 0.0441 

Additional Services Outcome 

Confirmation 
1.418 0.618 2.290 0.0226 

Financial Counseling Events 0.427 0.342 1.250 0.2128 

Financial Outcome 

Confirmation  
-0.777 0.709 -1.100 0.2739 

Legal Counseling Events 0.028 0.391 0.070 0.9431 

Legal Outcome Confirmation  -0.486 0.816 -0.600 0.5521 

Tax Preparation Events 0.198 0.432 0.460 0.6474 

Tax Outcome Confirmation  -0.083 0.857 -0.100 0.9227 

 

Table D.12: Linear regression results of grade point average for FTIC students (dosage and 

confirmation analysis, final model) 

Parameter Estimate SE t-ratio p-value 

Intercept -0.288 1.015 -0.280 0.7769 

Female 0.292 0.173 1.680 0.0937 

Hispanic -0.652 0.327 -2.000 0.0471 

Black -0.686 0.218 -3.150 0.0018 

Full Time 0.356 0.174 2.050 0.0416 

Married 0.794 0.421 1.890 0.0602 

Received Financial Aid 1.598 0.758 2.110 0.0359 

Academic/Occupational Major -0.711 0.369 -1.930 0.0550 

Liberal Studies Major 0.526 0.394 1.330 0.1836 

Business & Technology Major 0.514 0.435 1.180 0.2384 

Age at Baseline 0.020 0.010 2.000 0.0467 

Placement Test Score 0.079 0.033 2.380 0.0181 

Benefits Eligibility Screening 

Events 
-0.028 0.093 -0.300 0.7623 

Benefit Eligibility Screening 

Outcome Confirmation  
0.508 0.389 1.310 0.1924 

Additional Services Events -0.354 0.164 -2.160 0.0321 

Additional Services Outcome 

Confirmation  
1.468 0.612 2.400 0.0172 

Financial Counseling Events 0.386 0.336 1.150 0.2527 

Financial Outcome 

Confirmation  
-0.671 0.693 -0.970 0.3339 

Legal Counseling Events 0.016 0.387 0.040 0.9670 

Legal Outcome Confirmation  -0.431 0.810 -0.530 0.5947 

Tax Preparation Events 0.199 0.430 0.460 0.6442 

Tax Outcome Confirmation -0.099 0.852 -0.120 0.9080 
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Appendix E: Exploratory Impact Analyses 
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Linear Regression Model (Main Effects) 
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where 

iY  represents the selected outcome for subject i; 

0b represents the mean score for subject i adjusted for the covariates; 

1bð 17b  represent the regression coefficients associated with various covariates for subject i; 

18b  represents the regression coefficient associated with the treatment indicator ð it quantifies 

the treatment impact (the mean difference in the outcome between treatment and comparison 

subjects);  

ierepresents the random error associated with subject i. 

 
 

Logistic Regression Model (Main Effects) 
The logistic regression model is given in terms of the logits of probabilities of the selected outcome 
equal to 1, i.e., 
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where 

iY  represents the selected outcome for subject i; 



 

83 

 

ihrepresents the logits of ( )1Pr =iY  

0b represents the mean logit for subject i adjusted for the covariates; 

1bð 17b  represent the logistic regression coefficients associated with various covariates for 

subject i; 

18b  represents the logistic regression coefficient associated with the treatment indicator ð it 

quantifies the treatment impact (the difference in the log-odds-ratio associated with being a 
treatment subject, as opposed to a comparison subject); 

ierepresents the random error associated with subject i. 

 

 
Linear Regression Model with Interactions for Differential Impact Analyses 
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where 

iY  represents the selected outcome for subject i; 

0b represents the mean score for subject i adjusted for the covariates; 

1bð 17b  represent the regression coefficients associated with various covariates for subject i; 

18b  represents the treatment impact for financially independent students; 

19b  represents the differential treatment impact on financially dependent subjects as compared 

to financially independent subjects; 

ierepresents the random error associated with subject i. 

 
 

Logistic Regression Model with Interactions for Differential Impact Analyses 

The logistic regression model is given in terms of the logits of probabilities of the selected outcome 
equal to 1, i.e., 
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84 

 

iiii

ii

ii

ii

ii

ii

ii

ii

iiii

ebb

bb

bb

bb

bb

bb

bb

bb

bbbbh

+++

-+-+

-+-+

-+-+

-+-+

-+-+

-+-+

-+-+

-+-+-+=

)Dependency*(TRT)TRT(

.)TestPlacement_TestPlacement_(.)t_EnrolledYears_First_EnrolledYears_Firs(

.)AgeAge(.)Busi_TechBusi_Tech(

.)udiesLiberal_StudiesLiberal_St(.)ajorAcademic_MajorAcademic_M(

.)nRemediationRemediatio(.)HS_GEDHS_GED(

.)rationFirst_GenerationFirst_Gene(.)ansStudent_LoansStudent_Lo(

.)AidFinancial_AidFinancial_(.)ndencyFAFSA_DependencyFAFSA_Depe(

.)tusMaritalStatusMaritalSta(.)_Time Full_Time Full(

.)BlackBlack(.)HispanicHispanic(.)FemaleFemale(

1918

1716

1514

1312

1110

98

76

54

3210

 

 
 
where 

iY  represents the selected outcome for subject i; 

ihrepresents the logits of ( )1Pr =iY  

0b represents the mean logit for subject i adjusted for the covariates; 

1bð 17b  represent the logistic regression coefficients associated with various covariates for 

subject i; 

18b  represents the treatment impact in the log-odds-ratio for financially independent students; 

19b  represents the differential treatment impact on financially dependent subjects as compared 

to financially independent subjects; 

ierepresents the random error associated with subject i. 

 

Table E.1: Logistic regression results of semester-to-semester persistence for benefits 

eligibility screening only (service combination analysis) 

Parameter Estimate SE 
Wald Chi-

Square 
p-value Effect Size 

Intercept 1.782 0.186 91.852 <.0001 -- 

TRT -0.092 0.251 0.136 0.7127 0.912 

FTIC 0.870 0.445 3.822 0.0506 2.387 

Female -0.471 0.292 2.595 0.1072 0.625 

Hispanic 0.590 0.497 1.411 0.2350 1.804 

Black -0.036 0.279 0.016 0.8987 0.965 

Full Time 0.252 0.274 0.842 0.3587 1.286 

Married -0.102 0.506 0.041 0.8396 0.903 

FAFSA_Financially_Dependent 0.149 0.319 0.218 0.6408 1.161 

Received Financial Aid 0.220 0.803 0.075 0.7841 1.246 

Received Student Loan 0.346 0.279 1.545 0.2140 1.414 

First in Family to Attend 

College 
0.161 0.261 0.380 0.5374 1.174 

High School GED -0.025 0.266 0.009 0.9267 0.976 

Enrolled in Remediation 0.809 0.399 4.112 0.0426 2.245 

Academic/Occupational Major 0.243 0.517 0.220 0.6387 1.275 
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Parameter Estimate SE 
Wald Chi-

Square 
p-value Effect Size 

Liberal Studies Major -1.240 0.623 3.957 0.0467 0.289 

Business & Technology Major -1.714 0.677 6.413 0.0113 0.180 

Age at Baseline -0.002 0.017 0.012 0.9114 0.998 

Number of Years Since First 

Enrolled at College 
0.005 0.031 0.028 0.8666 1.005 

Placement Test Score -0.029 0.048 0.369 0.5435 0.972 

 

Table E.2: Logistic regression results of semester-to-semester persistence for benefits 

eligibility screening and tax preparation (service combination analysis) 

Parameter Estimate SE 
Wald Chi-

Square 
p-value Effect Size 

Intercept 2.902 22.560 0.017 0.8977 -- 

TRT 3.187 1.143 7.780 0.0053 24.225 

FTIC -0.199 1.652 0.015 0.9041 0.819 

Female 0.019 0.732 0.001 0.9796 1.019 

Hispanic 12.930 279.700 0.002 0.9631 412421.020 

Black 1.016 0.710 2.049 0.1523 2.762 

Full Time 0.137 0.739 0.034 0.8528 1.147 

Married -2.506 2.654 0.892 0.3449 0.082 

FAFSA_Financially_Dependent 2.226 1.036 4.617 0.0316 9.259 

Received Financial Aid 6.102 2.053 8.838 0.0030 446.884 

Received Student Loan 0.577 0.732 0.623 0.4301 1.781 

First in Family to Attend 

College 
-0.697 0.667 1.090 0.2965 0.498 

High School GED 0.246 0.694 0.125 0.7236 1.278 

Enrolled in Remediation 0.375 1.470 0.065 0.7988 1.455 

Academic/Occupational Major -1.780 1.634 1.186 0.2761 0.169 

Liberal Studies Major -2.291 2.540 0.813 0.3671 0.101 

Business & Technology Major -1.863 2.572 0.525 0.4689 0.155 

Age at Baseline 0.054 0.042 1.701 0.1922 1.056 

Number of Years Since First 

Enrolled at College 
0.156 0.165 0.903 0.3420 1.169 

Placement Test Score 0.022 0.113 0.038 0.8465 1.022 

 

Table E.3: Logistic regression results of semester-to-semester persistence for benefits 

eligibility screening and financial counseling (service combination analysis) 

Parameter Estimate SE 
Wald Chi-

Square 
p-value Effect Size 

Intercept 3.858 26.412 0.021 0.8839 -- 

TRT -0.504 0.616 0.668 0.4138 0.604 

FTIC 1.418 1.181 1.441 0.2300 4.127 

Female 0.367 0.635 0.334 0.5634 1.443 

Hispanic 12.570 421.100 0.001 0.9762 287822.716 

Black 0.666 0.705 0.894 0.3444 1.947 

Full Time -0.538 0.683 0.620 0.4310 0.584 

Married 12.805 284.500 0.002 0.9641 364069.477 

FAFSA_Financially_Dependent 1.380 0.724 3.630 0.0568 3.974 

Received Financial Aid -11.874 639.800 0.000 0.9852 0.000 

Received Student Loan 0.437 0.595 0.540 0.4624 1.549 
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Parameter Estimate SE 
Wald Chi-

Square 
p-value Effect Size 

First in Family to Attend 

College 
0.441 0.614 0.517 0.4723 1.554 

High School GED -0.044 0.603 0.005 0.9423 0.957 

Enrolled in Remediation 1.190 1.018 1.367 0.2423 3.287 

Academic/Occupational Major -0.152 0.902 0.028 0.8664 0.859 

Liberal Studies Major 0.790 1.053 0.563 0.4529 2.204 

Business & Technology Major 2.390 1.301 3.373 0.0663 10.908 

Age at Baseline 0.056 0.044 1.665 0.1969 1.058 

Number of Years Since First 

Enrolled at College 
-0.067 0.141 0.226 0.6345 0.935 

Placement Test Score 0.298 0.145 4.229 0.0397 1.347 

 

Table E.4: Logistic regression results of semester-to-semester persistence for tax 

preparation only (service combination analysis) 

Parameter Estimate SE 
Wald Chi-

Square 
p-value Effect Size 

Intercept 2.654 0.558 22.646 <.0001 -- 

TRT -0.033 0.682 0.002 0.9612 0.967 

Full Time 2.106 1.102 3.655 0.0559 8.219 

High School GED 1.143 0.749 2.331 0.1268 3.136 

Academic/Occupational Major  1.865 1.048 3.167 0.0751 6.457 

Placement Test Score -0.213 0.123 2.992 0.0837 0.808 

 

Table E.5: Logistic regression results of semester-to-semester persistence for benefits 

eligibility screening and additional services (service combination analysis) 

Parameter Estimate SE 
Wald Chi-

Square 
p-value Effect Size 

Intercept 2.468 9.867 0.063 0.8025 -- 

TRT 0.147 0.609 0.058 0.8093 1.158 

FTIC -0.395 1.348 0.086 0.7693 0.673 

Female 0.894 0.637 1.972 0.1603 2.445 

Hispanic -0.171 1.399 0.015 0.9028 0.843 

Black -0.588 0.801 0.539 0.4630 0.555 

Full Time -0.157 0.657 0.057 0.8116 0.855 

Married -0.441 1.748 0.064 0.8008 0.643 

FAFSA_Financially_Dependent 0.733 0.816 0.806 0.3694 2.081 

Received Student Loan 2.340 0.712 10.808 0.0010 10.385 

First in Family to Attend 

College 
-1.332 0.674 3.906 0.0481 0.264 

High School GED 0.417 0.697 0.357 0.5500 1.517 

Enrolled in Remediation 0.997 1.217 0.671 0.4128 2.710 

Academic/Occupational Major -1.068 1.184 0.813 0.3673 0.344 

Liberal Studies Major -12.049 171.800 0.005 0.9441 0.000 

Business & Technology Major -13.651 171.800 0.006 0.9367 0.000 

Age at Baseline -0.054 0.038 2.047 0.1525 0.947 

Number of Years Since First 

Enrolled at College 
-0.063 0.115 0.297 0.5856 0.939 

Placement Test Score 0.039 0.106 0.138 0.7107 1.040 
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Table E.6: Logistic regression results of semester-to-semester persistence for benefits 

eligibility screening and legal counseling (service combination analysis) 

Parameter Estimate SE 
Wald Chi-

Square 
p-value Effect Size 

Intercept 4.502 35.740 0.016 0.8998 -- 

TRT 1.093 0.872 1.573 0.2097 2.984 

FTIC 0.844 1.440 0.344 0.5576 2.326 

Female 0.116 1.040 0.012 0.9113 1.123 

Hispanic 2.786 1.956 2.029 0.1543 16.223 

Black 1.074 1.396 0.592 0.4417 2.928 

Full Time -1.883 1.315 2.052 0.1520 0.152 

Married 0.386 4.508 0.007 0.9318 1.470 

FAFSA_Financially_Dependent 11.753 221.900 0.003 0.9578 127096.256 

Received Student Loan 2.676 1.277 4.390 0.0361 14.523 

First in Family to Attend 

College 
-1.022 1.053 0.943 0.3315 0.360 

High School GED -0.178 0.959 0.034 0.8532 0.837 

Enrolled in Remediation 6.077 2.056 8.739 0.0031 435.720 

Academic/Occupational Major -9.559 394.200 0.001 0.9807 0.000 

Liberal Studies Major 2.534 1.442 3.088 0.0789 12.608 

Business & Technology Major 2.159 1.891 1.304 0.2535 8.659 

Age at Baseline -0.101 0.061 2.754 0.0970 0.904 

Number of Years Since First 

Enrolled at College 
-0.247 0.133 3.468 0.0626 0.781 

Placement Test Score -0.036 0.147 0.059 0.8090 0.965 

 

Table E.7: Linear regression results of degree bearing credit pass rate for benefits eligibility 

screening only (service combination analysis) 

Parameter Estimate SE t-ratio p-value Effect Size 

Intercept 0.651 0.023 28.840 <.0001 -- 

TRT -0.010 0.032 -0.320 0.7505 -0.028 

FTIC -0.090 0.066 -1.360 0.1761 -0.246 

Female 0.007 0.035 0.210 0.8331 0.020 

Hispanic 0.012 0.057 0.210 0.8318 0.033 

Black -0.084 0.037 -2.270 0.0238 -0.231 

Full Time 0.015 0.034 0.440 0.6606 0.041 

Married 0.110 0.066 1.680 0.0934 0.302 

FAFSA_Financially_Dependent 0.006 0.042 0.130 0.8943 0.015 

Received Financial Aid -0.158 0.123 -1.280 0.2009 -0.431 

Received Student Loan -0.057 0.038 -1.510 0.1323 -0.156 

First in Family to Attend 

College 
-0.013 0.033 -0.400 0.6922 -0.036 

High School GED -0.008 0.034 -0.250 0.8059 -0.023 

Enrolled in Remediation 0.050 0.061 0.820 0.4107 0.136 

Academic/Occupational Major 0.146 0.070 2.080 0.0379 0.400 

Liberal Studies Major -0.003 0.059 -0.060 0.9553 -0.009 

Business & Technology Major 0.047 0.071 0.650 0.5137 0.128 

Age at Baseline 0.004 0.002 1.590 0.1116 0.010 

Number of Years Since First 

Enrolled at College 
-0.003 0.004 -0.800 0.4227 -0.009 

Placement Test Score 0.020 0.006 3.300 0.0011 0.055 
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Table E.8: Linear regression results of degree bearing credit pass rate for benefits eligibility 

screening, financial counseling and tax preparation (service combination analysis) 

Parameter Estimate SE t-ratio p-value Effect Size 

Intercept 0.673 0.023 29.750 <.0001 -- 

TRT 0.092 0.032 2.840 0.0048 0.291 

FTIC -0.080 0.070 -1.150 0.2515 -0.255 

Female -0.005 0.034 -0.140 0.8860 -0.015 

Hispanic 0.009 0.065 0.140 0.8886 0.029 

Black -0.067 0.041 -1.650 0.0993 -0.214 

Full Time 0.036 0.035 1.040 0.2986 0.115 

Married 0.096 0.086 1.120 0.2636 0.305 

FAFSA_Financially_Dependent 0.042 0.042 1.010 0.3141 0.133 

Received Financial Aid -0.084 0.118 -0.710 0.4782 -0.267 

Received Student Loan -0.003 0.037 -0.070 0.9440 -0.008 

First in Family to Attend 

College 
0.010 0.033 0.290 0.7729 0.030 

High School GED -0.028 0.034 -0.830 0.4068 -0.090 

Enrolled in Remediation 0.035 0.064 0.550 0.5835 0.111 

Academic/Occupational Major -0.037 0.059 -0.630 0.5298 -0.117 

Liberal Studies Major -0.051 0.067 -0.760 0.4470 -0.162 

Business & Technology Major -0.072 0.074 -0.980 0.3298 -0.229 

Age at Baseline 0.005 0.002 2.180 0.0298 0.015 

Number of Years Since First 

Enrolled at College 
-0.003 0.004 -0.780 0.4350 -0.010 

Placement Test Score -0.003 0.006 -0.430 0.6700 -0.008 

 

Table E.9: Linear regression results of degree bearing credit pass rate for benefits eligibility 

screening and tax preparation (service combination analysis) 

Parameter Estimate SE t-ratio p-value Effect Size 

Intercept 0.634 0.033 19.440 <.0001 -- 

TRT 0.093 0.047 1.980 0.0499 0.287 

FTIC 0.091 0.116 0.790 0.4321 0.281 

Female -0.031 0.050 -0.630 0.5327 -0.096 

Hispanic -0.058 0.090 -0.650 0.5164 -0.180 

Black -0.059 0.057 -1.030 0.3039 -0.182 

Full Time 0.105 0.050 2.100 0.0373 0.324 

Married -0.002 0.127 -0.020 0.9866 -0.007 

FAFSA_Financially_Dependent 0.041 0.065 0.620 0.5348 0.126 

Received Financial Aid -0.089 0.193 -0.460 0.6454 -0.274 

Received Student Loan -0.053 0.059 -0.900 0.3712 -0.163 

First in Family to Attend 

College 
0.004 0.048 0.090 0.9319 0.013 

High School GED -0.050 0.050 -1.000 0.3208 -0.153 

Enrolled in Remediation 0.186 0.104 1.780 0.0769 0.572 

Academic/Occupational Major -0.124 0.091 -1.360 0.1764 -0.381 

Liberal Studies Major -0.020 0.084 -0.240 0.8129 -0.061 

Business & Technology Major -0.175 0.099 -1.770 0.0783 -0.541 

Age at Baseline 0.007 0.002 3.000 0.0031 0.022 

Number of Years Since First 

Enrolled at College 
0.010 0.007 1.330 0.1861 0.030 

Placement Test Score 0.013 0.009 1.470 0.1422 0.041 
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Table E.10: Linear regression results of degree bearing credit pass rate for benefits eligibility 

screening and financial counseling (service combination analysis) 

Parameter Estimate SE t-ratio p-value Effect Size 

Intercept 0.588 0.040 14.570 <.0001 -- 

TRT 0.024 0.060 0.410 0.6847 0.067 

FTIC -0.193 0.126 -1.530 0.1274 -0.526 

Female 0.096 0.062 1.530 0.1277 0.260 

Hispanic 0.238 0.182 1.310 0.1938 0.648 

Black 0.098 0.074 1.320 0.1898 0.267 

Full Time -0.171 0.066 -2.580 0.0110 -0.466 

Married 0.472 0.137 3.440 0.0008 1.285 

FAFSA_Financially_Dependent 0.127 0.077 1.660 0.1001 0.346 

Received Financial Aid 0.053 0.240 0.220 0.8260 0.144 

Received Student Loan -0.046 0.063 -0.730 0.4679 -0.126 

First in Family to Attend 

College 
0.044 0.061 0.720 0.4744 0.119 

High School GED -0.040 0.062 -0.650 0.5167 -0.109 

Enrolled in Remediation 0.112 0.120 0.940 0.3515 0.305 

Academic/Occupational Major -0.272 0.111 -2.460 0.0152 -0.741 

Liberal Studies Major 0.019 0.135 0.140 0.8876 0.052 

Business & Technology Major 0.158 0.146 1.080 0.2802 0.430 

Age at Baseline -0.001 0.004 -0.320 0.7510 -0.004 

Number of Years Since First 

Enrolled at College 
-0.006 0.013 -0.480 0.6290 -0.017 

Placement Test Score 0.015 0.012 1.240 0.2179 0.041 

 

Table E.11: Linear regression results of degree bearing credit pass rate for tax preparation 

only (service combination analysis) 

Parameter Estimate SE t-ratio p-value Effect Size 

Intercept 0.745 0.036 20.470 <.0001 -- 

TRT 0.015 0.053 0.290 0.7761 0.052 

Female -0.069 0.057 -1.210 0.2304 -0.239 

Hispanic -0.061 0.107 -0.570 0.5712 -0.211 

Black -0.125 0.070 -1.780 0.0786 -0.433 

Full Time -0.059 0.058 -1.020 0.3117 -0.204 

Married 0.098 0.149 0.660 0.5117 0.341 

FAFSA_Financially_Dependent 0.011 0.072 0.150 0.8808 0.038 

Received Financial Aid 0.321 0.130 2.470 0.0153 1.113 

Received Student Loan 0.029 0.062 0.470 0.6374 0.102 

First in Family to Attend 

College 
-0.034 0.055 -0.630 0.5306 -0.119 

High School GED 0.016 0.058 0.280 0.7787 0.057 

Enrolled in Remediation -0.276 0.281 -0.980 0.3287 -0.955 

Academic/Occupational Major 0.304 0.108 2.810 0.0060 1.054 

Liberal Studies Major -0.027 0.076 -0.350 0.7249 -0.093 

Business & Technology Major 0.005 0.102 0.050 0.9610 0.017 

Age at Baseline 0.003 0.004 0.720 0.4703 0.009 

Number of Years Since First 

Enrolled at College 
0.005 0.005 0.900 0.3698 0.017 

Placement Test Score 0.002 0.010 0.220 0.8270 0.007 
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Table E.12: Linear regression results of degree bearing credit pass rate for benefits eligibility 

screening and additional services (service combination analysis) 

Parameter Estimate SE t-ratio p-value Effect Size 

Intercept 0.569 0.049 11.520 <.0001 -- 

TRT 0.083 0.073 1.140 0.2560 0.219 

FTIC -0.073 0.151 -0.480 0.6288 -0.193 

Female 0.013 0.073 0.170 0.8637 0.033 

Hispanic 0.139 0.136 1.020 0.3098 0.365 

Black -0.051 0.102 -0.500 0.6191 -0.134 

Full Time 0.070 0.079 0.890 0.3757 0.185 

Married 0.340 0.201 1.690 0.0933 0.894 

FAFSA_Financially_Dependent -0.071 0.103 -0.680 0.4950 -0.186 

Received Financial Aid -0.245 0.298 -0.820 0.4119 -0.646 

Received Student Loan -0.084 0.084 -1.000 0.3194 -0.220 

First in Family to Attend 

College 
0.005 0.073 0.080 0.9401 0.014 

High School GED -0.127 0.083 -1.530 0.1282 -0.334 

Enrolled in Remediation -0.020 0.139 -0.150 0.8849 -0.053 

Academic/Occupational Major -0.141 0.160 -0.880 0.3816 -0.370 

Liberal Studies Major -0.213 0.135 -1.570 0.1186 -0.560 

Business & Technology Major -0.328 0.164 -2.000 0.0483 -0.862 

Age at Baseline -0.001 0.005 -0.120 0.9073 -0.001 

Number of Years Since First 

Enrolled at College 
0.008 0.010 0.800 0.4241 0.021 

Placement Test Score 0.002 0.013 0.170 0.8674 0.006 

 

Table E.13: Linear regression results of degree bearing credit pass rate for benefits eligibility 

screening and legal counseling (service combination analysis) 

Parameter Estimate SE t-ratio p-value Effect Size 

Intercept 0.560 0.061 9.120 <.0001 -- 

TRT 0.052 0.093 0.560 0.5758 0.145 

FTIC -0.215 0.200 -1.070 0.2876 -0.597 

Female 0.062 0.093 0.670 0.5071 0.172 

Hispanic -0.153 0.205 -0.750 0.4566 -0.426 

Black -0.158 0.131 -1.210 0.2314 -0.438 

Full Time 0.039 0.092 0.420 0.6734 0.109 

Married 0.116 0.257 0.450 0.6524 0.323 

FAFSA_Financially_Dependent 0.083 0.133 0.620 0.5362 0.231 

Received Student Loan -0.080 0.111 -0.720 0.4717 -0.223 

First in Family to Attend 

College 
-0.030 0.107 -0.280 0.7793 -0.083 

High School GED -0.105 0.096 -1.090 0.2783 -0.292 

Enrolled in Remediation -0.120 0.186 -0.650 0.5210 -0.333 

Academic/Occupational Major 0.014 0.244 0.060 0.9561 0.038 

Liberal Studies Major -0.061 0.135 -0.450 0.6538 -0.169 

Business & Technology Major -0.028 0.174 -0.160 0.8723 -0.078 

Age at Baseline 0.007 0.007 1.020 0.3109 0.020 

Number of Years Since First 

Enrolled at College 
-0.014 0.017 -0.800 0.4272 -0.039 

Placement Test Score 0.000 0.018 -0.010 0.9941 0.000 
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Table E.14: Linear regression results of degree bearing credit pass rate for financial 

counseling and tax preparation (service combination analysis) 

Parameter Estimate SE t-ratio p-value Effect Size 

Intercept 0.640 0.044 14.660 <.0001 -- 

TRT 0.198 0.067 2.970 0.0040 0.727 

FTIC -0.147 0.254 -0.580 0.5631 -0.540 

Female -0.088 0.066 -1.350 0.1823 -0.324 

Hispanic -0.147 0.111 -1.320 0.1894 -0.540 

Black -0.091 0.070 -1.310 0.1959 -0.333 

Full Time -0.051 0.064 -0.800 0.4263 -0.187 

Married 0.316 0.175 1.800 0.0762 1.156 

FAFSA_Financially_Dependent 0.081 0.080 1.000 0.3184 0.296 

Received Financial Aid -0.225 0.182 -1.230 0.2213 -0.824 

Received Student Loan -0.028 0.075 -0.380 0.7060 -0.103 

First in Family to Attend 

College 
0.066 0.062 1.070 0.2900 0.242 

High School GED 0.026 0.066 0.390 0.6958 0.095 

Enrolled in Remediation -0.029 0.211 -0.140 0.8895 -0.108 

Academic/Occupational Major -0.003 0.155 -0.020 0.9852 -0.011 

Liberal Studies Major 0.027 0.094 0.290 0.7734 0.100 

Business & Technology Major -0.084 0.123 -0.680 0.4961 -0.307 

Age at Baseline 0.006 0.004 1.360 0.1770 0.022 

Number of Years Since First 

Enrolled at College 
-0.003 0.007 -0.430 0.6700 -0.011 

Placement Test Score 0.001 0.013 0.040 0.9664 0.002 

 

Table E.15: Linear regression results of grade point average for benefits eligibility screening 

only (service combination analysis) 

Parameter Estimate SE t-ratio p-value Effect Size 

Intercept 2.217 0.083 26.850 <.0001 -- 

TRT 0.153 0.117 1.300 0.1949 0.116 

FTIC 0.071 0.244 0.290 0.7727 0.054 

Female -0.264 0.130 -2.030 0.0432 -0.201 

Hispanic 0.147 0.204 0.720 0.4714 0.112 

Black -0.572 0.135 -4.240 <.0001 -0.435 

Full Time -0.159 0.126 -1.260 0.2088 -0.121 

Married 0.224 0.239 0.940 0.3498 0.170 

FAFSA_Financially_Dependent -0.003 0.152 -0.020 0.9839 -0.002 

Received Financial Aid -0.452 0.385 -1.170 0.2413 -0.344 

Received Student Loan 0.001 0.135 0.010 0.9952 0.001 

First in Family to Attend 

College 
0.184 0.124 1.480 0.1396 0.140 

High School GED -0.033 0.125 -0.260 0.7934 -0.025 

Enrolled in Remediation 0.428 0.216 1.980 0.0481 0.326 

Academic/Occupational Major 0.454 0.237 1.910 0.0562 0.346 

Liberal Studies Major -0.267 0.213 -1.250 0.2113 -0.203 

Business & Technology Major -0.201 0.255 -0.790 0.4303 -0.153 

Age at Baseline 0.013 0.008 1.720 0.0869 0.010 

Number of Years Since First 

Enrolled at College 
-0.022 0.016 -1.380 0.1675 -0.017 

Placement Test Score 0.019 0.023 0.850 0.3942 0.015 
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Table E.16: Linear regression results of grade point average for benefits eligibility screening, 

financial counseling, and tax preparation (service combination analysis) 

Parameter Estimate SE t-ratio p-value Effect Size 

Intercept 2.322 0.087 26.790 <.0001 -- 

TRT 0.451 0.124 3.650 0.0003 0.371 

FTIC -0.303 0.274 -1.110 0.2683 -0.250 

Female 0.191 0.131 1.460 0.1456 0.157 

Hispanic -0.071 0.235 -0.300 0.7613 -0.059 

Black -0.439 0.156 -2.810 0.0053 -0.361 

Full Time 0.276 0.134 2.060 0.0400 0.227 

Married 0.597 0.357 1.670 0.0957 0.491 

FAFSA_Financially_Dependent -0.122 0.163 -0.750 0.4550 -0.100 

Received Financial Aid 0.364 0.393 0.930 0.3550 0.300 

Received Student Loan -0.148 0.141 -1.050 0.2945 -0.122 

First in Family to Attend 

College 
-0.001 0.128 -0.010 0.9912 -0.001 

High School GED -0.118 0.136 -0.870 0.3853 -0.097 

Enrolled in Remediation 0.193 0.243 0.790 0.4273 0.159 

Academic/Occupational Major -0.657 0.237 -2.770 0.0059 -0.541 

Liberal Studies Major -0.201 0.236 -0.850 0.3941 -0.166 

Business & Technology Major -0.134 0.277 -0.480 0.6285 -0.110 

Age at Baseline 0.006 0.008 0.700 0.4838 0.005 

Number of Years Since First 

Enrolled at College 
0.002 0.014 0.130 0.8945 0.002 

Placement Test Score 0.008 0.024 0.320 0.7484 0.006 

 

 

Table E.17: Linear regression results of grade point average for benefits eligibility screening 

and tax preparation (service combination analysis) 

Parameter Estimate SE t-ratio p-value Effect Size 

Intercept 2.266 0.131 17.250 <.0001 -- 

TRT 0.334 0.190 1.760 0.0811 0.263 

FTIC 1.239 0.494 2.510 0.0132 0.977 

Female 0.092 0.196 0.470 0.6397 0.073 

Hispanic -0.107 0.359 -0.300 0.7661 -0.084 

Black -0.123 0.222 -0.550 0.5816 -0.097 

Full Time 0.274 0.199 1.380 0.1703 0.216 

Married 0.242 0.429 0.560 0.5730 0.191 

FAFSA_Financially_Dependent 0.473 0.261 1.810 0.0718 0.373 

Received Financial Aid 0.099 0.619 0.160 0.8732 0.078 

Received Student Loan -0.392 0.243 -1.610 0.1085 -0.309 

First in Family to Attend 

College 
-0.299 0.196 -1.520 0.1295 -0.236 

High School GED -0.192 0.202 -0.950 0.3434 -0.151 

Enrolled in Remediation 1.339 0.455 2.940 0.0037 1.056 

Academic/Occupational Major -0.466 0.322 -1.450 0.1499 -0.368 

Liberal Studies Major -0.557 0.360 -1.550 0.1240 -0.439 

Business & Technology Major -0.778 0.410 -1.900 0.0595 -0.614 

Age at Baseline 0.022 0.010 2.200 0.0293 0.017 

Number of Years Since First 

Enrolled at College 
0.025 0.025 1.010 0.3127 0.020 

Placement Test Score 0.055 0.037 1.480 0.1409 0.044 
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Table E.18: Linear regression results of grade point average for benefits eligibility screening 

and financial counseling (service combination analysis) 

Parameter Estimate SE t-ratio p-value Effect Size 

Intercept 2.083 0.165 12.660 <.0001 -- 

TRT 0.079 0.246 0.320 0.7497 0.058 

FTIC 0.281 0.640 0.440 0.6615 0.209 

Female 0.213 0.251 0.850 0.3968 0.159 

Hispanic -0.519 0.678 -0.770 0.4455 -0.387 

Black -0.220 0.346 -0.630 0.5267 -0.164 

Full Time 0.078 0.264 0.290 0.7694 0.058 

Married 1.719 0.626 2.750 0.0070 1.280 

FAFSA_Financially_Dependent -0.078 0.306 -0.260 0.7982 -0.058 

Received Financial Aid 0.853 0.948 0.900 0.3701 0.635 

Received Student Loan -0.162 0.262 -0.620 0.5367 -0.121 

First in Family to Attend 

College 
0.073 0.240 0.310 0.7606 0.055 

High School GED -0.164 0.246 -0.670 0.5061 -0.122 

Enrolled in Remediation 1.077 0.576 1.870 0.0640 0.802 

Academic/Occupational Major -0.438 0.454 -0.970 0.3362 -0.326 

Liberal Studies Major -0.537 0.557 -0.960 0.3373 -0.400 

Business & Technology Major -0.558 0.614 -0.910 0.3652 -0.416 

Age at Baseline -0.014 0.015 -0.940 0.3514 -0.010 

Number of Years Since First 

Enrolled at College 
-0.023 0.041 -0.560 0.5775 -0.017 

Placement Test Score 0.083 0.049 1.700 0.0922 0.062 

 

Table E.19: Linear regression results of grade point average for tax preparation only 

(service combination analysis) 

Parameter Estimate SE t-ratio p-value Effect Size 

Intercept 2.519 0.167 15.040 <.0001 -- 

TRT 0.187 0.240 0.780 0.4392 0.153 

Female 0.097 0.273 0.360 0.7225 0.080 

Hispanic -0.045 0.467 -0.100 0.9238 -0.037 

Black -0.352 0.297 -1.180 0.2393 -0.288 

Full Time 0.143 0.281 0.510 0.6133 0.117 

Married 0.192 0.575 0.330 0.7386 0.158 

FAFSA_Financially_Dependent -0.446 0.343 -1.300 0.1962 -0.366 

Received Financial Aid -0.061 0.796 -0.080 0.9389 -0.050 

Received Student Loan 0.034 0.281 0.120 0.9040 0.028 

First in Family to Attend 

College 
0.238 0.256 0.930 0.3549 0.195 

High School GED -0.117 0.271 -0.430 0.6670 -0.096 

Enrolled in Remediation 0.405 0.991 0.410 0.6833 0.332 

Academic/Occupational Major -0.063 0.452 -0.140 0.8903 -0.051 

Liberal Studies Major -0.155 0.398 -0.390 0.6980 -0.127 

Business & Technology Major -0.535 0.514 -1.040 0.3005 -0.438 

Age at Baseline 0.008 0.015 0.530 0.5941 0.006 

Number of Years Since First 

Enrolled at College 
0.031 0.024 1.270 0.2068 0.025 

Placement Test Score 0.084 0.049 1.700 0.0916 0.069 
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Table E.20: Linear regression results of grade point average for benefits eligibility screening 

and additional services (service combination analysis) 

Parameter Estimate SE t-ratio p-value Effect Size 

Intercept 0.569 0.049 11.520 <.0001 -- 

TRT 0.083 0.073 1.140 0.2560 0.219 

FTIC -0.073 0.151 -0.480 0.6288 -0.193 

Female 0.013 0.073 0.170 0.8637 0.033 

Hispanic 0.139 0.136 1.020 0.3098 0.365 

Black -0.051 0.102 -0.500 0.6191 -0.134 

Full Time 0.070 0.079 0.890 0.3757 0.185 

Married 0.340 0.201 1.690 0.0933 0.894 

FAFSA_Financially_Dependent -0.071 0.103 -0.680 0.4950 -0.186 

Received Financial Aid -0.245 0.298 -0.820 0.4119 -0.646 

Received Student Loan -0.084 0.084 -1.000 0.3194 -0.220 

First in Family to Attend 

College 
0.005 0.073 0.080 0.9401 0.014 

High School GED -0.127 0.083 -1.530 0.1282 -0.334 

Enrolled in Remediation -0.020 0.139 -0.150 0.8849 -0.053 

Academic/Occupational Major -0.141 0.160 -0.880 0.3816 -0.370 

Liberal Studies Major -0.213 0.135 -1.570 0.1186 -0.560 

Business & Technology Major -0.328 0.164 -2.000 0.0483 -0.862 

Age at Baseline -0.001 0.005 -0.120 0.9073 -0.001 

Number of Years Since First 

Enrolled at College 
0.008 0.010 0.800 0.4241 0.021 

Placement Test Score 0.002 0.013 0.170 0.8674 0.006 

 

Table E.21: Linear regression results of grade point average for benefits eligibility screening 

and legal counseling (service combination analysis) 

Parameter Estimate SE t-ratio p-value Effect Size 

Intercept 0.560 0.061 9.120 <.0001 -- 

TRT 0.052 0.093 0.560 0.5758 0.145 

FTIC -0.215 0.200 -1.070 0.2876 -0.597 

Female 0.062 0.093 0.670 0.5071 0.172 

Hispanic -0.153 0.205 -0.750 0.4566 -0.426 

Black -0.158 0.131 -1.210 0.2314 -0.438 

Full Time 0.039 0.092 0.420 0.6734 0.109 

Married 0.116 0.257 0.450 0.6524 0.323 

FAFSA_Financially_Dependent 0.083 0.133 0.620 0.5362 0.231 

Received Student Loan -0.080 0.111 -0.720 0.4717 -0.223 

First in Family to Attend 

College 
-0.030 0.107 -0.280 0.7793 -0.083 

High School GED -0.105 0.096 -1.090 0.2783 -0.292 

Enrolled in Remediation -0.120 0.186 -0.650 0.5210 -0.333 

Academic/Occupational Major 0.014 0.244 0.060 0.9561 0.038 

Liberal Studies Major -0.061 0.135 -0.450 0.6538 -0.169 

Business & Technology Major -0.028 0.174 -0.160 0.8723 -0.078 

Age at Baseline 0.007 0.007 1.020 0.3109 0.020 

Number of Years Since First 

Enrolled at College 
-0.014 0.017 -0.800 0.4272 -0.039 

Placement Test Score 0.000 0.018 -0.010 0.9941 0.000 
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Table E.22: Linear regression results of grade point average for financial counseling and tax 

preparation (service combination analysis) 

Parameter Estimate SE t-ratio p-value Effect Size 

Intercept 0.640 0.044 14.660 <.0001 -- 

TRT 0.198 0.067 2.970 0.0040 0.727 

FTIC -0.147 0.254 -0.580 0.5631 -0.540 

Female -0.088 0.066 -1.350 0.1823 -0.324 

Hispanic -0.147 0.111 -1.320 0.1894 -0.540 

Black -0.091 0.070 -1.310 0.1959 -0.333 

Full Time -0.051 0.064 -0.800 0.4263 -0.187 

Married 0.316 0.175 1.800 0.0762 1.156 

FAFSA_Financially_Dependent 0.081 0.080 1.000 0.3184 0.296 

Received Financial Aid -0.225 0.182 -1.230 0.2213 -0.824 

Received Student Loan -0.028 0.075 -0.380 0.7060 -0.103 

First in Family to Attend 

College 
0.066 0.062 1.070 0.2900 0.242 

High School GED 0.026 0.066 0.390 0.6958 0.095 

Enrolled in Remediation -0.029 0.211 -0.140 0.8895 -0.108 

Academic/Occupational Major -0.003 0.155 -0.020 0.9852 -0.011 

Liberal Studies Major 0.027 0.094 0.290 0.7734 0.100 

Business & Technology Major -0.084 0.123 -0.680 0.4961 -0.307 

Age at Baseline 0.006 0.004 1.360 0.1770 0.022 

Number of Years Since First 

Enrolled at College 
-0.003 0.007 -0.430 0.6700 -0.011 

Placement Test Score 0.001 0.013 0.040 0.9664 0.002 

 

Table E.23: Summary of logistic regression results for non-FTIC group ð semester-to-

semester persistence (interaction model) 

Subgroup 

Sample Size 

(Matched 

Pairs x 2) 

Unadjusted Means Regression-Adjusted 

Means 
Effect Size in Odds 

Ratio or Multiplicative 

Inverse of Odds Ratio p-value Comparison Treatment Comparison Treatment 

Financially Independent 

645 x 2 

5.971 9.622 6.782 11.181 1.649 0.017 

Financially Dependent 9.933 9.438 11.877 10.892 0.917-1 = 1.091 0.823 

Financially Dependent 

vs. Financially 

Independent 

1.664 0.981 1.751 0.974 0.556-1 = 1.799 0.185 

 

Table E.24: Summary of logistic regression results for FTIC group ð semester-to-semester 

persistence (interaction model) 

Subgroup 

Sample Size 

(Matched 

Pairs x 2) 

Unadjusted Means Regression-Adjusted 

Means 
Effect Size in Odds 

Ratio or Mul tiplicative 

Inverse of Odds Ratio p-value Comparison Treatment Comparison Treatment 

Financially Independent 

305 x 2 

3.152 6.296 3.107 6.591 2.122 0.008 

Financially Dependent 8.500 8.000 12.797 12.299 0.961-1 = 1.041 0.929 

Financially Dependent 

vs. Financially 

Independent 

2.697 1.271 4.119 1.866 0.453-1 = 2.208 0.136 
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Table E.25: Summary of linear regression results for non-FTIC group ð degree bearing 

credit pass rate (interaction model) 

Subgroup 

Sample Size 

(Matched 

Pairs x 2) 

Unadjusted Means Regression-Adjusted 

Means Estimated 

Impact 

Effect Size 

in Hedgeôs 

g p-value Comparison Treatment Comparison Treatment 

Financially 

Independent 

641 x 2 

0.691 0.753 0.689 0.742 0.053 0.168 0.009 

Financially Dependent 0.681 0.706 0.692 0.730 0.038 0.120 0.269 

Financially Dependent 

vs. Financially 

Independent 

-0.010 -0.047 0.013 -0.013 -0.015 -0.048 0.702 

 

Table E.26: Summary of linear regression results for FTIC group ð degree bearing credit 

pass rate (interaction model) 

Subgroup 

Sample Size 

(Matched 

Pairs x 2) 

Unadjusted Means Regression-Adjusted 

Means Estimated 

Impact 

Effect Size 

in Hedgeôs 

g p-value Comparison Treatment Comparison Treatment 

Financially 

Independent 

291 x 2 

0.508 0.587 0.481 0.555 0.073 0.190 0.063 

Financially Dependent 0.527 0.597 0.580 0.650 0.070 0.181 0.181 

Financially Dependent 

vs. Financially 

Independent 

0.019 0.010 0.099 0.095 -0.003 -0.009 0.957 

 

Table E.27: Summary of linear regression results for FTIC group ð grade point average 

(interaction model) 

Subgroup 

Sample Size 

(Matched 

Pairs x 2) 

Unadjusted Means Regression-Adjusted 

Means Estimated 

Impact 

Effect Size 

in Hedgeôs 

g p-value Comparison Treatment Comparison Treatment 

Financially 

Independent 

259 x 2 

1.836 2.190 1.763 2.063 0.299 0.213 0.051 

Financially Dependent 1.907 2.071 2.064 2.230 0.167 0.119 0.383 

Financially Dependent 

vs. Financially 

Independent 

0.071 -0.119 0.300 0.167 -0.133 -0.095 0.589 

 

Table E.28: Logistic regression results of semester-to-semester persistence for non-FTIC 

students (interaction model) 

Parameter Estimate SE 
Wald Chi-

Square 
p-value Effect Size 

Intercept 1.914 0.143 178.376 <.0001 -- 

TRT 0.500 0.210 5.657 0.0174 1.649 

Female 0.033 0.199 0.027 0.8701 1.033 

Hispanic 0.251 0.347 0.522 0.4700 1.285 

Black 0.048 0.215 0.050 0.8228 1.049 

Full Time 0.430 0.217 3.940 0.0472 1.537 

Married -0.285 0.382 0.557 0.4557 0.752 

FAFSA_Financially_Dependent 0.560 0.336 2.778 0.0956 1.751 

Received Financial Aid 0.870 0.436 3.983 0.0460 2.388 

Received Student Loan 0.371 0.203 3.341 0.0676 1.448 
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Parameter Estimate SE 
Wald Chi-

Square 
p-value Effect Size 

First in Family to Attend 

College 
0.117 0.191 0.374 0.5406 1.124 

High School GED -0.068 0.195 0.120 0.7288 0.935 

Enrolled in Remediation 1.048 0.236 19.828 <.0001 2.853 

Academic/Occupational Major 0.249 0.344 0.525 0.4686 1.283 

Liberal Studies Major -0.930 0.413 5.076 0.0243 0.395 

Business & Technology Major -0.786 0.465 2.857 0.0910 0.456 

Age at Baseline 0.014 0.012 1.472 0.2251 1.014 

Number of Years Since First 

Enrolled at College 
-0.018 0.019 0.953 0.3290 0.982 

Placement Test Score -0.035 0.034 1.064 0.3022 0.965 

FAFSA_Financially_Dependent 

x TRT 
-0.587 0.442 1.760 0.1846 0.556 

 

Table E.29: Logistic regression results of semester-to-semester persistence for FTIC 

students (interaction model) 

Parameter Estimate SE 
Wald Chi-

Square 
p-value Effect Size 

Intercept 1.134 0.186 37.183 <.0001 -- 

TRT 0.752 0.284 7.022 0.0081 2.122 

Female 0.120 0.241 0.247 0.6194 1.127 

Hispanic 0.201 0.530 0.144 0.7045 1.223 

Black -0.057 0.306 0.035 0.8517 0.944 

Full Time -0.003 0.258 0.000 0.9917 0.997 

Married 1.922 1.052 3.336 0.0678 6.834 

FAFSA_Financially_Dependent 1.416 0.399 12.591 0.0004 4.119 

Received Financial Aid 1.324 0.907 2.131 0.1443 3.759 

Received Student Loan 1.110 0.254 19.111 <.0001 3.035 

First in Family to Attend 

College 
0.158 0.250 0.403 0.5255 1.172 

High School GED -0.018 0.255 0.005 0.9449 0.983 

Academic/Occupational Major -0.734 0.561 1.708 0.1912 0.480 

Liberal Studies Major 0.190 0.617 0.095 0.7578 1.209 

Business & Technology Major -0.363 0.663 0.300 0.5837 0.695 

Age at Baseline 0.005 0.015 0.087 0.7685 1.005 

Placement Test Score 0.014 0.045 0.091 0.7635 1.014 

FAFSA_Financially_Dependent 

x TRT 
-0.792 0.531 2.221 0.1361 0.453 

 

Table E.30: Linear regression results of degree bearing credit pass rate for non-FTIC 

students (interaction model) 

Parameter Estimate SE t-ratio p-value Effect Size 

Intercept 0.689 0.015 46.820 <.0001 -- 

TRT 0.053 0.020 2.620 0.0088 0.168 

Female -0.026 0.019 -1.410 0.1595 -0.084 

Hispanic -0.027 0.033 -0.800 0.4241 -0.085 

Black -0.086 0.021 -4.110 <.0001 -0.273 

Full Time 0.013 0.019 0.680 0.4958 0.041 

Married 0.054 0.040 1.340 0.1790 0.170 




