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BACKGROUND / DISCUSSION 

The South Dakota Jump Start program was funded in 2014 through a First in the World 

(FITW) grant from the Fund for the Improvement of Postsecondary Education (FIPSE) 

administered by the US Department of Education.  The Board of Regents announced their 

participation in a 2015 press release. The US Department of Education awarded the $3.6 

million grant to South Dakota as one of twenty-four such awards from more than 500 

proposals. The intent of the grant was to improve access and success for 900 American 

Indian and low-income students at seven institutions (all Board of Regents institutions and 

Oglala Lakota College). 

Jump Start provided in-depth services to low-income and American Indian students across 

South Dakota, in addition to studying the results of the program to generate momentum 

toward completion of a college degree. The program sought to support two cohorts of 

students: first time degree-seeking undergraduates for the 2015-16 and 2016-17 academic 

years. Components of the program included: 

 Access Advisors – Help navigate the path to college for program high school 

students. 

 Summer Bridge Program – Opportunity to earn five credits prior to start of 

freshman year. 

 Earn & Learn – Opportunities for free college credit in the summer after freshman 

and sophomore years and assistance in finding jobs or internships. 

 Living & Learning Communities – First-year students live in same residence halls 

to provide community support. 

 Retention Advisors – Student support and intrusive advising once enrolled in a 

postsecondary institution.  

 Lending Library – Stipends for textbooks and laptops as well lending opportunities 

to reduce textbook costs. 

https://www.sdbor.edu/mediapubs/Documents/documents/012915JumpStart.pdf
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SDSU contracted with ICF to serve as the external evaluator of the Jump Start program. 

ICF’s evaluation plan for Jump Start included comparing outcomes from Jump Start 

students with nonparticipants related to first-year retention and on-track for graduation 

credit accumulation.  

 

IMPACT AND RECOMMENDATION 

Highlights of the report’s findings are listed below. The full report is available in 

Attachment I. 

 Qualifications for participation in the program included South Dakota residency (or 

graduate of a South Dakota high school), and status as American Indian or low 

income.  

 Student persistence from freshman to sophomore year was 7% greater for program 

participants than the comparison group.  

 Students remaining on track to graduation in credit accumulation was 16% higher 

for program participants than the comparison group. 

 Participants cited the role of retention advisors as critical to success. Retention 

advisors maintained regular contact with participants throughout their freshman 

and sophomore years to monitor their progress, refer them to campus resources, 

and answer questions.  Some students continued to meet with their advisors after 

their sophomore year. 

 Participants also cited the lending libraries as critical to success. Jump Start 

campuses reserved $796 per student for purchasing laptops and textbooks that 

students could use during the year. Advisors said they typically accumulated 

several bookcases full of textbooks for lending out to students. Many first-

generation university students are not aware of the high cost of books until they 

reach campus for the first time. 

 Jump Start staff noted that American Indian students faced more challenges than 

non-American Indian students due to a variety of factors, and program data support 

this view. American Indian students had lower persistence rates to sophomore year 

due to factors ranging from the transition of students moving from a tribal 

community to a college campus to lack of understanding of American Indian norms 

and traditions on campuses. 

 Program evaluators recommend continuing elements of the program while 

acknowledging the difficulties of replicating the program without federal funds and 

in the state’s current fiscal environment. 
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I. Introduction 

1. Jump Start Project Overview 
Funded through a 2014 First in the World (FITW) 
grant from the Fund for the Improvement of 
Postsecondary Education (FIPSE), the South 
Dakota (SD) Jump Start program provides in-depth 
services to low-income and Native American 
students across South Dakota to help these 
students generate momentum toward completion of 
a college degree. Historically, only about half of 
Native American students and two-thirds of low-
income students starting at South Dakota public 
universities return for a second year. Jump Start 
seeks to address this issue by providing several core supports to two cohorts of students (i.e., the 
incoming classes of first-time degree-seeking undergraduates for the 2015–2016 and 2016–2017 
academic years). Supports are provided primarily from the senior year of high school through the 
summer after sophomore year, with some services also available to college juniors and seniors.  

The program began with access advisors employed by Jump Start visiting 50 low-income public 
and tribal high schools across the state, as well as other interested South Dakota high schools, 
to recruit eligible students for the program. After identifying and enrolling interested students, the 
participating institutions then provided a Summer Bridge experience designed to increase the 
likelihood of postsecondary success. This experience varied by campus, but included academic 
coursework and the opportunity for students to earn three to seven college credits. The 
experience also provided financial literacy, career development, and social activities to facilitate 
adjustment to campus.  

Those students who successfully completed Summer Bridge (key component 1) and enrolled in 
a participating institution were then offered supports from a grant-funded retention advisor on 
each campus to advise them and link them with textbook and laptop lending libraries1, peer 
mentors, and tutoring during their freshman year of college (key component 2). During the 
summer following freshman year, students were then offered Earn & Learn experience (amended 
on a pilot basis to be Serve & Learn programs on two campuses during one summer)2, which 

                                                 

1 In addition to books, libraries provided access to online textbooks, access codes, and related educational materials as well as 
transfers of textbooks between partner campuses. While originally available to serve students through the end of sophomore year, 
FIPSE approved a change allowing the library to support students the duration of the grant  
2 The goals of Earn & Learn were to offer students access to free college credit in the summer after freshman and sophomore years 
and to help them find jobs or internships linked to their majors. After some challenges in implementation, two institutions changed 
their program to Serve & Learn for summer 2017, during which students could take an elective course in community service that 
included having students volunteer at organizations in their communities. For summer 2018, they returned to an Earn & Learn 
model. This report refers to summer offerings after freshman and sophomore year as Earn & Learn, unless the findings are 
specifically about this small Serve & Learn pilot initiative. 

Jump Start Institutions 

South Dakota State University (Brookings, SD) 

Black Hills State University (Spearfish, SD) 

Dakota State University (Madison, SD) 

Northern State University (Aberdeen, SD) 

South Dakota School of Mines and Technology 
(Rapid City, SD) 

University of South Dakota (Vermillion, SD) 

Oglala Lakota College (Kyle, SD) 
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included academic courses and opportunities to earn money for college through employment or 
to participate in service learning (key component 3).  

The activities offered during the summer after freshman year were held on campus or in the 
student’s community through online classes, internships, and service learning opportunities. For 
the first cohort, employment opportunities included serving as peer mentors to students in the 
second cohort. Figure 1 presents the logic model for SD Jump Start, depicting the hypothesized 
linkages among program components and student outcomes. 

Figure 1. South Dakota Jump Start Program Logic Model 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Notably, the SD Jump Start program brought together all six public Board of Regents institutions 
in the state: South Dakota State University (SDSU), Black Hills State University (BHSU), Dakota 
State University (DSU), Northern State University (NSU), South Dakota School of Mines and 
Technology (SDSMT), and the University of South Dakota (USD); and one tribal college, Oglala 
Lakota College (OLC). SDSU served as the fiscal agent for the project. 

2. Jump Start Evaluation 
SDSU contracted with ICF to serve as the external evaluator of the Jump Start program. Based 
in Fairfax, Virginia, ICF has provided research and evaluation services to clients since 1969, 
leading syntheses of rigorous research on a variety of topics as a subcontractor to the What 
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Works Clearinghouse (WWC), facilitating the Mid-Atlantic Regional Educational Laboratory, and 
conducting randomized controlled trials of interventions such as Odyssey Math and Communities 
in Schools. ICF’s evaluation plan for Jump Start included annual implementation studies and a 
rigorous quasi-experimental impact study to compare Jump Start students with nonparticipants 
on the confirmatory outcome of persistence to second year of college. Exploratory analyses 
examined the outcomes of on-track credit accumulation during freshman and sophomore years, 
persistence and credit accumulation outcomes for Native American students, college enrollment 
and application outcomes from high schools targeted by Jump Start Access Advisors at 
recruitment sites, and historic persistence rates for Native American and low-income students at 
Jump Start institutions.  

II. Study Design and Methodology 

1. Impact Study 

1.1 Evaluation Questions 

The impact study of the Jump Start program includes four evaluation questions (EQs). The 
evaluation team used a quasi-experimental design (QED) employing propensity score matching 
(PSM) to address EQ1–EQ3. We analyzed extant data from participating institutions to address 
EQ4 and EQ5 (see Table 1). 

Table 1. South Dakota Jump Start Impact Evaluation Questions 

Evaluation question Category Design Analysis

EQ1. What is the effect of the offer of participation in the Jump Start 
program on low-income and/or Native American college freshmen’s 
persistence to sophomore year when compared with a matched 
comparison group of nonparticipating students in the business-as-
usual (BAU) condition? 

Confirmatory QED with 
PSM 

Binary 
Logistic 
Regression 

EQ2. What is the effect of the offer of participation in the Jump Start 
program on low-income and/or Native American college freshmen’s 
first year on-track credit accumulation when compared with a 
matched comparison group of nonparticipating students in the BAU 
condition? 

Exploratory QED with 
PSM 

Binary 
Logistic 
Regression 

EQ3. To what extent do students’ demographic characteristics 
moderate the relationships observed among treatment status and 
(1) freshman-to-sophomore year persistence and (2) first year  
on-track credit accumulation outcomes (e.g., race/ethnicity, 
socioeconomic status)? 

Exploratory QED with 
PSM 

Binary 
Logistic 
Regression 

EQ4. To what extent do college application and enrollment rates for 
Native American and/or low-income student subgroups in the 50 
high schools targeted by Jump Start access advisors improve 
during the period of time in which Jump Start is implemented as 
compared with historical trends? 

Exploratory Extant 
Data 
Analysis 

Descriptive 
Statistics 
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Evaluation question Category Design Analysis

EQ5. To what extent do freshman-to-sophomore year persistence 
rates for Native American and/or low-income student subgroups in the 
seven participating institutions of higher education improve during the 
period of time in which Jump Start is implemented as compared with 
historical trends? 
 

Exploratory Extant 
Data 
Analysis 

Descriptive 
Statistics 

1.2 Selection of Intervention and Comparison Group Students 

The evaluation team used a QED to address EQ1–EQ3. The Jump Start intervention is delivered 
to individual students rather than at the institution, faculty, or classroom level. As such, the 
selection of units to serve in the intervention and comparison groups occurred at the student level.  

The intervention group is a convenience sample of all students who volunteered for the Jump 
Start program during the summer before their freshman year, participated in Summer Bridge 
programming the year prior to their enrollment in college, and then subsequently enrolled in one 
of the seven participating institutions of higher education as first-time degree-seeking 
undergraduates during the 2015–2016 or 2016–2017 academic years (Cohorts 1 and 2, 
respectively). In addition, students must have met the following eligibility requirements: 

1. Residence: The student must live in South Dakota currently or be a graduate of a South 
Dakota high school. 

2. Demographic characteristics: The student must be identified as Native American and/or 
be low income. 

The number of intervention students varied by evaluation question due to data availability. For 
EQ1–EQ2, Cohort 1 included 134 treatment students and 397 comparison students, while  
Cohort 2 included 126 treatment students and 369 comparison students. The total sample size 
was 1,026. For EQ3, Cohort 1 included 152 treatment students and 461 comparison students, 
while Cohort 2 included 152 treatment students and 443 comparison students. The total sample 
size was 1,208.   

A matched comparison group of students was identified from a sampling frame including all other 
students who enrolled in the seven participating institutions of higher education as first-time 
degree-seeking undergraduates during the 2015–2016 and 2016–2017 academic years, but who 
were not participating in Jump Start. The comparison group instead received the business-as-
usual (BAU) condition—those services normally available to students at the participating 
institutions of higher education. The evaluation team used PSM with a 4:1 comparison-to-
treatment student ratio—that is, the model identified up to four comparison group students for 
each intervention group student. This was done to increase statistical power for final analyses, 
given lower than anticipated recruitment numbers for treatment students.  

ATTACHMENT I



South Dakota Jump Start  Final Evaluation Report 

 

 5 

1.3 Data Collection 

ICF negotiated separate data-sharing agreements with the South Dakota Board of Regents 
(SDBOR) and Oglala Lakota College (OLC). SDBOR is the state agency governing six of the 
seven participating institutions of higher education, while OLC is an independent agency 
maintaining governance of its institution’s data. The two agreements specified that SDBOR and 
OLC would provide ICF with all administrative data necessary to conduct PSM and impact 
analyses.  

Ultimately, SDBOR and OLC provided ICF with two person-level data files containing information 
for all first-time degree-seeking undergraduates enrolled in participating institutions during the fall 
semester of the 2015–2016 and 2016–2017 academic years. Each student was assigned a 
unique research identifier by SDBOR and OLC prior to transmission of data to ICF. SDBOR and 
OLC each maintained a record linking this research identifier to each student’s actual identity. 

Each data file included a variety of student-level demographic covariates gathered from existing 
administrative databases, including those variables to be used to establish baseline-equivalence 
prior to the final analysis (see Table 3 and Table 4). ICF used these data to conduct PSM analyses 
and identify the final analytic samples of treatment and comparison group students. 

Once the samples were identified, ICF requested the outcome data necessary to assess the 
program’s impact (see Table 2). These data were requested at the outset of the 2016–2017 and 
2017–2018 school years for cohort 1 and cohort 2, respectively. 

1.4 Administrative and Outcome Data 

Our impact study examined differences among the intervention and comparison groups on two 
outcomes, both of which reside within the WWC’s credit accumulation domain: 1) freshman-to-
sophomore year retention, operationalized as a binary outcome indicating whether or not students 
re-enrolled in any SD Jump Start-participating college at the beginning of their sophomore year, 
and 2) on-track credit accumulation rates from freshman to sophomore year, operationalized as 
a binary outcome indicative of whether or not students earned at least 30 credits prior to their 
sophomore year. Differences in these outcomes among the intervention and comparison groups 
were examined after one year of participation in the Jump Start program. The two cohorts of 
students were aggregated for a total analytic sample. These analyses were replicated to address 
EQ3 using a second research sample that was exactly matched on Native American race status. 

Table 2 illustrates the properties of those measures used as outcomes in the impact study,  
Table 3 provides information about those used by the research team to establish baseline-
equivalence, and Table 4 includes those used as predictors or covariates in final analytic models.
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Table 2. SD Jump Start Outcome Measures 

Name Description Construction 
Reliability 
and face 
validity 

Relevant baseline 
measures 

Freshman-to-
sophomore 
year 
persistence 

A binary indicator 
illustrating whether or 
not a student has  
re-enrolled in college at 
the beginning of the 
sophomore year. 

0 = Student does not  
re-enroll during fall of 
sophomore year;  
1 = Student re-enrolls 
during fall of 
sophomore year 

Established 
measure is 
assumed to be 
reliable and 
valid. 

No true pretest exists. 
We establish baseline-
equivalence using a 
measure of pre-college 
academic achievement 
and socioeconomic 
status. 

On-track credit 
accumulation 

A binary indicator 
illustrating whether or 
not a student has 
accumulated equal to or 
greater than 30 credits, 
when the first-year fall, 
spring, and summer 
courses are combined. 

0 = When the number 
of credits from first-year 
fall, spring, and 
summer courses are 
combined, the student 
has accumulated fewer 
than 30 credits;  
1 = 30 or more credits 

Established 
measure is 
assumed to be 
reliable and 
valid. 

No true pretest exists. 
We establish baseline-
equivalence using a 
measure of pre-college 
academic achievement 
and socioeconomic 
status. 

Note. Both outcomes reside in the credit accumulation domain, according to WWC, and were measured at the individual student 
level.  

 

 

Table 3. Measures Used to Establish Baseline-Equivalence 

Name Description Construction 
Reliability and 
face validity 

Measure usage 

Cumulative high 
school grade 
point average  

A continuous variable 
indicating a student’s end-of-
high-school grade point 
average. 

Continuous Established 
measure is 
assumed to be 
reliable and valid. 

Baseline-
equivalence:  
Pre-college 
academic 
achievement 

 

Expected family 
contribution 
(EFC) 

A continuous variable 
representing a student’s EFC 
as determined by the student’s 
Free Application for Federal 
Student Aid (FAFSA). 

Continuous Established 
measure is 
assumed to be 
reliable and valid. 

Baseline-
equivalence: 
Socioeconomic 
status 

 

Pell Grant 
recipient status 

A binary indicator illustrating 
whether or not the student 
received a Pell Grant during 
his or her first year of college. 

Binary Established 
measure is 
assumed to be 
reliable and valid. 

Baseline-
equivalence: 
Socioeconomic 
status 
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Table 4. Predictors and Covariates Used in Matching and/or Analysis 

Name Description Construction 
Measure 

usage 

Treatment status A binary variable constructed by the 
research team indicating a student’s 
membership in either the intervention 
or comparison group. 

1 = intervention; 0 = comparison Predictor 

Cohort A binary variable constructed by the 
research team indicating whether a 
student belongs to Cohort 1 (first 
enrolled in 2015–2016) or Cohort 2 
(first enrolled 2016–2017). 

1 = Cohort 2; 0 = Cohort 1 Covariate 

Sex A binary variable indicating a 
student’s biological sex. 

1 = male; 0 = female Covariate 

Race/ethnicity A series of binary variables indicating 
a student’s membership in six race 
groups. 

White = 1/0 
Black/African American = 1/0 
Asian = 1/0 
Native American/Alaska Native = 1/0 
Native Hawaiian/Pacific Islander = 1/0 
Two or more = 1/0 

Covariate  

First- generation 
college status 

Two binary variables indicating: (1) a 
student’s status as a first- generation 
college student, and (2) whether or 
not this status is known. 

Variable 1: 
1 = first- generation college student 
0 = non-first- generation college 
student 
 
Variable 2: 
1 = first- generation college student 
status known 
0 = first- generation college student 
status unknown 

Covariate 

Home institution 
sector 

A categorical variable indicating a 
student’s enrollment in either an 
SDBOR institution or at OLC. 

SDBOR = 1 
OLC = 2 

Covariate 

Home institution A series of categorical variables 
indicating a student’s enrollment in 
one of the seven participating 
institutions of higher education. 

SDSU = 1/0 
BHSU = 1/0 
DSU = 1/0 
NSU = 1/0 
SDSM&T = 1/0 
USD = 1/0 
OLC = 1/0 

Covariate 

Full/part time 
status 

A categorical variable indicating a 
student’s status as a full or part-time 
degree-seeking student. 

1 = Full time 
0 = Part time 

Covariate 

Alien status A categorical variable indicating the 
student’s status as an American 
citizen or citizen of another country. 

0 = Non-alien 
1 = Alien 

Covariate 

Note. SDSU = South Dakota State University, BHSU = Black Hills State University,  
DSU = Dakota State University, NSU = Northern State University, SDSMT = South Dakota School of Mines and 
Technology, USD = University of South Dakota, OLC = Oglala Lakota College 
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2. Implementation Study 

2.1 Implementation Research Design 

Along with an impact study on Jump Start’s effectiveness, ICF designed an implementation study 
to assess these basic questions: 

 Did colleges and universities implement the new program with fidelity? Why or why not? 

 What was the amount of variation in implementation fidelity? 
 What components of Jump Start appeared to be most or least effective? 
 How satisfied were students and stakeholders with the program? 
 What barriers or facilitators did colleges/universities face in implementation? 

These questions reflect priorities of the logic model (Figure 1) and focus primarily on fidelity of 
implementation, analyzing any deviation from original plans due to local circumstances and 
factors. The evaluation team designed annual surveys and interview and focus group protocols 
in line with these overarching questions. At the institutional level, staff members also used an 
implementation rubric to help assess their own progress, and the evaluation team reviewed these 
topics during annual semistructured interviews. Annual surveys, interviews, and focus groups 
reflected these priorities, and ICF provided Jump Start with an annual formative evaluation report 
examining progress.  

2.2 Data Collection 

ICF collected implementation study data at regular intervals throughout the academic year to 
ensure breadth of feedback from program staff, participating students, and project leaders. Key 
activities included: 

 Annual site visits: The evaluation team visited three to four Jump Start member 
campuses each spring or summer to observe programming, interview retention advisors, 
and conduct focus groups with participating students. ICF visited four sites in the eastern 
half of the state during Years 1 and 3 and visited the three sites in the state’s western half 
during Years 2 and 4. The visit to each site included up to two student focus groups at 
large sites and one student focus group for smaller campuses. The visits also included a 
face-to-face interview with the Jump Start project director at the fiscal agent, South Dakota 
State University, and with Jump Start retention advisors at each campus. ICF was 
responsible for developing protocols and interview guides for the site visit and secured 
Institutional Review Board approval. Jump Start staff assisted in logistical details for visits 
but played no part in the collection of data.  

 Document review: The evaluation team reviewed project reports, federal annual 
performance reports, and other material useful in assessing the implementation of the 
program.  

 Surveys: Students received a brief paper or web-based satisfaction survey near the end 
of their Summer Experience to assess the strengths and weaknesses of the summer 
programming. They also received a more in-depth survey in the spring of each year to 
record satisfaction with the retention advisor and Jump Start programming; this 
anonymous survey included questions on student perceptions of the college-going 
experience and whether and how they have used elements of Jump Start programming, 
including learning communities and lending libraries. Jump Start staff assisted in 
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administering these surveys by distributing a web link to students and encouraging their 
participation. ICF handled all tabulation and analysis of data. 

 
Response rates to the annual spring survey were consistent programwide, with rates of 66% in 
spring 2016 (89 of 134 students), followed by 69% in spring 2017 (154 of 224 students in two 
cohorts) and 70% (130 of 186 remaining students) in spring 2018. Typically, at least half of 
participants responded to the surveys at the SDBOR institutions. However, participation at OLC, 
the tribal college, was considerably lower. For example, of 28 students enrolled in the program, 
none returned the survey in 2017. Six OLC Jump Start students responded to the 2016 survey 
and seven responded to the 2018 survey. The geographic remoteness of this campus, as well as 
its decentralized nature, unreliable Internet access, and staff turnover, may have contributed to 
this low rate. One result is that Native American students may be underrepresented in the surveys, 
and Native American responses were often limited to those attending nontribal institutions. 

III. Impact Study Analysis and Results 

1. Evaluation Questions 1–2: Analytical Approach and Results 
Assessing the impact of the Jump Start program relies first on creating treatment and comparison 
groups that have equivalent pre-intervention outcomes. Most notably, according to the WWC 
Review Protocol for Studies of Interventions to Support Postsecondary Success, studies of 
postsecondary success programs such as SD Jump Start must establish that treatment and 
comparison groups are equivalent prior to intervention using a continuously scaled baseline 
measure of pre-college academic achievement and a baseline measure of socioeconomic status 
(Institute of Education Sciences, n.d.).  

The evaluation team used a technique known as propensity score matching (PSM) to identify 
treatment and comparison groups that were equivalent on these and other important  
pre-intervention outcomes. Our PSM models included the following variables:  

 Cumulative high school grade point average (HS GPA) 
 Expected Family Contribution (EFC)  
 Pell Grant recipient status 
 Sex  
 Race/ethnicity (Black, White, Native American) 
 Full/part time status 
 Alien status 
 First-generation college attendance status 

Matching was conducted within each academic year cohort and university campus. That is, 
treatment and comparison students could only be matched to one another if they were from the 
same cohort and campus. Matching was conducted explicitly to create two comparable groups to 
meet WWC evidence standards for baseline-equivalence. We prioritized achieving equivalence 
on HS GPA, EFC, and Pell Grant recipient status, as these variables were intended to meet the 
requirements specified in the WWC Review Protocol for Studies of Interventions to Support 
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Postsecondary Success. To complete matching, ICF used the MatchIt package for the  
R statistical software program (Ho, Imai, King, & Stuart, 2011). 

When the analytic sample addressing EQ1 and EQ2 was established, ICF conducted a 
multivariate statistical analysis to compare the treatment and comparison groups on two critical 
post-intervention outcomes—persistence and on-track credit accumulation. These outcomes 
being binary variables, the analysis team used logistic regression models. Predictors included 
pre-college HS GPA, demographic variables (gender and race and ethnicity), cohort (i.e., Cohort 
1 vs. Cohort 2), and campus. The statistical model included weights to account for the matching 
ratio (i.e., each treatment group subject was matched up to a maximum of four comparison 
students to increase statistical power due to lower than anticipated recruitment). 

1.1 Baseline equivalence 

As mentioned, ICF used PSM to create a comparison group sample that resembled the treatment 
group sample with respect to important pre-intervention characteristics, most notably HS GPA, 
EFC, and Pell Grant recipient status. Preparatory analysis revealed that the pre-matching 
sampling frame exhibited an imbalance of important student predictors between the treatment 
and comparison samples (see Appendix A, Table A1). The two groups were particularly different 
in terms of HS GPA (a standardized mean difference [SMD] of .36), EFC (SMD = 1.25), Pell Grant 
recipient status (SMD = 1.24; 81% of treatment group vs. 32% of comparison group). This was 
expected, as program participants were selected based partially on disadvantaged 
socioeconomic status. 

The ideal matching result would reduce the aforementioned differences while leaving the 
treatment group of students as intact as possible (i.e., without dropping students to improve 
matching results). As illustrated in Table 5, the matching for EQ1 and EQ2 was generally quite 
successful, as we retained 260 of the original 317 treatment students for whom data were 
available (82% of the original sample).  

 

Table 5. Number of Students in Pre-matching Sampling Frame vs. Final Post-matching 
Analytical Sample (EQ1 and EQ2) 

 All students Treatment group Comparison group

Pre-matching sampling frame 5,599 317 5,282 

Final post-matching analytic sample 1,026 260 766 

Percentage of students retained  
post-matching 

18% 82% 15% 

Note. The number of comparison students in the analysis sample is larger than the number of treatment students by design. 
A ratio of 4:1 was used to increase statistical power given the relatively small number of treatment students who were 
successfully recruited into the program. 

 

Table 6 reports the results of baseline equivalence analysis. As proposed, we focused our 
investigation on achieving equivalence on two continuous variables, HS GPA and EFC, and one 
binary variable, Pell Grant recipient status. After matching, the comparison and treatment groups 
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were found to be equivalent in terms of EFC and Pell Grant status, with a standardized mean 
difference smaller than 0.05. For HS GPA, the two groups were not perfectly equivalent, as there 
was a standardized difference of 0.07. Per WWC guidelines, we included this variable in the 
statistical models used to test program impacts. This is an acceptable approach for controlling for 
this level of remaining difference in pre-intervention outcomes.   

Table 6. Baseline Equivalence Results for Evaluation Questions 1 and 2 

Variable 

N Mean SD N Mean SD SMD WWC Test

Treatment group Comparison group  

Cumulative high 
school grade-point-
average (HS GPA) 

766 0.02 1.03 260 -0.06 0.91 0.08 Requires 
Statistical 
Adjustment (>0.05 
and ≤0.25) 

Expected Family 
Contribution (EFC) 

766 2,912.07 7,604.75 260 3,305.92 10,549.21 0.05 Satisfies Baseline 
Equivalence 
(≤0.05) 
 

Pell Grant recipient 
status (binary) 

766 0.84 0.36 260 0.83 0.37 0.05 Satisfies Baseline 
equivalence 
(≤0.05) 

 

Note. Following What Works Clearinghouse (WWC) practices, standardized mean difference (SMD) was derived by Hedge’s D 
for continuous variables (GPA and EFC) and by Cox Index for a binary variable (Pell Grant recipient). The results are weighted to 
account for oversampling in the comparison group. SD = standard deviation.  

1.2 Impacts on persistence rate and on-track credit accumulation 
outcomes 

Table 7 reports the results for persistence (EQ1) and on-track credit accumulation (EQ2) 
outcomes (descriptive statistics of the variables used are in Appendix A, Table A2). As described 
previously, the ICF team used multivariate logistic regression analysis to estimate the program 
impact on college persistence and on-track college credit accumulation outcomes. The program 
impact (expressed in logit) represents the estimated average likelihood difference of positive 
outcome occurrence between the treatment and comparison groups. The estimates are adjusted 
for all predictors included in the model, including cohort difference (i.e., cohort 1 vs. cohort 2),  
HS GPA, first-generation college status, gender, race and ethnicity, and campus differences.   

The program impact estimates for both outcomes were statistically significant. For the persistence 
outcome, the program impact was 0.36 (expressed in logic value; see the bolded row in Table 7), 
which corresponds to an odds ratio value of 1.43 and a WWC standardized effect size of 0.22. 
For the on-track credit accumulation outcome, the program impact was 0.68. In odds ratio, this 
would correspond to 1.98, which is 0.41 in WWC standardized effect sizes. The section that 
immediately follows Table 7 describes these results in a more intuitive manner by converting 
these statistics into percentages. 
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Table 7. Results of Analysis of Differences in Persistence and On-Track Credit Accumulation 
Outcomes (EQ1 and EQ2) 

 
EQ1: Persistence 

(n =1,026) 
EQ2: On-track credit accumulation 

(n =1,026) 

Effect Estimate Std. 
error 

Prob. Sig. Estimate Std. 
error 

Prob. Sig.

Intercept 0.91 0.22 0 *** -1.66 0.27 0 *** 

Treatment 0.36 0.17 0.04 * 0.68 0.19 0 ***

Cohort 2 -0.12 0.15 0.44 ns -0.06 0.17 0.75 ns 

GPA (z-score) 0.54 0.08 0 *** 1.66 0.13 0 *** 

Male -0.12 0.15 0.44 ns 0.28 0.18 0.12 ns 

Black 0.25 0.45 0.58 ns -0.96 0.64 0.13 ns 

Indian -1.10 0.18 0 *** -1.20 0.23 0 *** 

Other -0.18 0.4 0.64 ns 0.24 0.4 0.55 ns 

First-generation 
college status 

0.04 0.26 0.89 ns -0.03 0.39 0.94 ns 

BHSU 0.13 0.25 0.62 ns 0.37 0.31 0.23 ns 

DSU 0.66 0.27 0.01 * 0.89 0.3 0 ** 

NSU 0.49 0.34 0.15 ns 0.63 0.38 0.1 ns 

OLC 0.80 0.29 0.01 ** -0.72 0.79 0.36 ns 

SDSMT 0.51 0.38 0.19 ns -0.34 0.36 0.33 ns 

OLC 0.19 0.22 0.4 ns 0.81 0.26 0 ** 

 
Note. Statistical significance test: if p < .001 then ***, p <.01 then **, p < .005 *. Omitted categories (reference categories) are: 
white students and USD. The abbreviation “ns” means the percentage difference was not statistically significant. The number of 
students for treatment and comparison groups were, respectively, 260 and 766 (total n = 1,026). The analysis was weighted to 
account for the one-to-many matching technique utilized to create the analysis sample. See Appendix A, Table A2 for descriptive 
statistics of the variables used for this analysis. 

In Table 8, the results for the two outcomes are summarized as adjusted percentages derived 
from the multivariate logistic regression models. As reference, the table also reports 
corresponding simple descriptive percentages, which are unadjusted.  

For the persistence outcome, the regression-adjusted success percentages for the comparison 
and treatment groups were 66% and 73%, respectively. In persisting to second year of college, 
treatment group students were 7% ahead of comparison group students. This result was 
consistent with simple descriptive statistics derived from the analysis sample (the group difference 
was 6%).   

For the on-track credit accumulation outcome, the regression-adjusted success percentages for 
the comparison and treatment groups were 30% and 45%, respectively. Treatment group 
students were 16% ahead of comparison group students. This result from simple descriptive 
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statistics calculations was consistent in that treatment students performed better than comparison 
students; however, the simple descriptive percentage difference among groups was only 6%. The 
results from the statistical model (16%) should be understood as the final estimate, as it is 
adjusted for important predictors including pre-college HS GPA. 

Table 8. Percentage of Students Who Successfully Persisted to Sophomore Year and Who 
Achieved On-Track Credit Accumulation by Group 

 EQ1: Persistence
(n =1,026) 

EQ2: On-track credit accumulation
(n = 1,026) 

 Comparison 
group 

(n = 766) 

Treatment 
group 

(n = 260 

Difference
(treatment – 
comparison) 

Comparison 
group 

(n = 766) 

Treatment 
group 

(n = 260) 

Difference
(treatment – 
comparison) 

Adjusted 
percentages 
based on 
statistical model 

66% 73% +7% 30% 45% +16% 

Simple 
percentages as 
reference 

66% 72% +6% 30% 36% +6% 

       

Note. Percentage values are rounded. The results are adjusted using weights that account for the fact that a 4:1 ratio of 
comparison-to-treatment group students was used as part of the PSM model. The adjusted percentages are also adjusted such 
that they correspond to the predicted percentage of outcome success for a student whose values for predictors are of average 
values. Without this mathematical adjustment, the percentage values are of a student with a value of 0 on all predictors included 
in the regression model (e.g., female, white, average GPA). With this adjustment, the adjusted and simple percentages for 
comparison groups became the same (66% for persistence; 30% for on-track accumulation), allowing a direct comparison of 
adjusted percentages and simple percentages. 

2. Evaluation Question 3: Analytical Approach and Results 
Evaluation question 3 asked how student demographic characteristics, particularly Native 
American status, mediate the program impact. Addressing this question involved inspecting 
program impact estimates separately for Native and non-Native students. If the program was 
particularly effective for Native American students as hypothesized, we reasoned that we would 
observe a larger program impact estimate for the sample of Native students than for the sample 
of non-Native students.    

To test this question with statistical precision, we created a separate analysis sample using the 
same PSM model used to address EQ1 and EQ2, but with two important distinctions. First, in the 
EQ3 PSM model, Native American status was specified as an exact-matching criterion, meaning 
Native American students in the treatment group must always be matched to Native American 
students in the comparison group. Second, because there often was not a large number of Native 
American students at some participating campuses, we used institutional sector (i.e., Board of 
Regents vs. OLC) as an exact-matching criterion instead of campus. This relaxed the matching 
constraints to include more Native American students, but it may introduce some bias because 
students in one campus could be matched with those in other campuses, so long as the two 
campuses were in the same institutional sector.  
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The EQ3 analysis sample balanced the number of Native Americans across treatment and 
comparison groups (when weights were used) and optimized the number of Native Americans, 
helping to achieve the estimate precision required to test the statistical interaction test. As 
reported in the next section, the number of Native Americans in the EQ3 sample was larger than 
the EQ1 and EQ2 sample.   

The statistical interaction tests described below test whether the program impact for Native 
American students is greater or smaller than the program impact for non-Native students. As with 
EQ1 and EQ2, the results are presented in logit coefficient and are not immediately intuitive. To 
assist with interpretation, logit coefficients are converted into odds ratios, standardized effect 
sizes, and percentages. We show regression-adjusted percentages of students with successful 
outcomes for the treatment and comparison groups using graphics. 

2.1 Baseline Equivalence 

As noted previously with respect to EQ1 and EQ2, it is important to first assess how successful 
the PSM model is in retaining treatment group students after matching. Table 9 shows that the 
matching for EQ3 was successful, as the sample retained 304 of 317 treatment students, which 
is 96% of the original sample. As expected, the sample also included a larger number of Native 
Americans (n = 409) than the EQ1 and EQ2 sample (n = 264). 

 

Table 9. Number of Students in Pre-matching Sampling Frame vs. Final Post-matching 
Analytical Sample (EQ3) 

 All students Treatment group Comparison group

Pre-matching sampling frame 5,599 317 5,282 

Final post-matching analytic sample 1,208 304 904 

Percentage of students retained  
post-matching 

22% 96% 17% 

Number of Native American students in 
final post-matching analytic sample 

409 142 267 

Percentage of Native American students 
retained post-matching 

-- 84% 16% 

 

Note. The number of comparison students in the analysis sample is larger than the number of treatment students by design. 
A ratio of 4:1 was used to increase statistical power given the relatively small number of treatment students who were 
successfully recruited into the program. 

 

As shown in Table 10, the results of the baseline equivalence test for the EQ3 sample were 
consistent with the EQ1 and EQ2 sample. That is, after matching, the two groups were equivalent 
in terms of EFC and Pell Grant status, with a standardized difference value smaller than 0.05. For 
HS GPA, the two groups were not perfectly equivalent, as there was a standardized difference of 
0.07. Per WWC guidelines, we included this variable in the statistical models used to test program 
impacts.  
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Table 10. Baseline Equivalence Results for Evaluation Question 3 

Variable 

N Mean SD N Mean SD SMD WWC Test

Treatment group Comparison group  

Cumulative High 
School GPA 

904 0.02 1.03 304 -0.06 0.91 0.07 Requires statistical 
adjustment (SMD 
>0.05 and SMD 
≤0.25) 

Expected Family 
Contribution 
(EFC) 

904 3,535.96 10,026.15 304 3,544.37 10,238.49 0 Satisfies baseline 
equivalence (SMD 
≤0.05) 

Pell Grant 
recipient status 
(binary) 

904 0.81 0.39 304 0.8 0.4 0.05 Satisfies baseline 
equivalence (SMD 
≤0.05) 

 

Note. Following WWC practices, standardized difference was derived by Hedge’s D for continuous variables (GPA and EFC) and 
by Cox Index for a binary variable (Pell Grant recipient). SMD stands for standardized mean difference. The WWC test evaluates 
the SMD and determines whether the predictor should be included in the statistical model to correct for bias or whether the 
sample does not meet the standard. 

 

2.2 Results of statistical interaction between treatment status and Native 
American status for persistence and on-track credit accumulation 
outcomes 

Results for the persistence outcome, presented in Table 11 (See Appendix A, Table A3 for 
descriptive statistics), did not completely support the idea that the program impact depended upon 
Native American status. The coefficient for the interaction term (i.e., treatment status * Native 
American) was not statistically significant. However, the careful inspection of overall patterns in 
the result seem to suggest that the program impact is stronger for non-Native students. Because 
the results expressed in a series of coefficients are not intuitive, a graphical and intuitive 
representation of the results follows Table 11.    
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Table 11. Results of Statistical Interaction Models for Persistence and On-track Credit 
Accumulation Outcomes  

 
EQ1: Persistence 

(n = 1,208) 
EQ2: On-Track credit accumulation 

(n = 1,208) 

Effect Estimate Std. 
Error 

Prob. Sig. Estimate Std. 
Error 

Prob. Sig.

Intercept 0.94 0.18 0.00 *** -1.44 0.22 0.00 *** 

Treatment 0.44 0.24 0.07 ns 0.75 0.23 0.00 ** 

Cohort 2 -0.20 0.13 0.13 ns -0.28 0.16 0.09 ns 

GPA 0.60 0.07 0.00 *** 1.73 0.13 0.00 *** 

Male -0.27 0.14 0.05 * -0.22 0.17 0.19 ns 

Native American -0.95 0.16 0.00 *** -0.93 0.20 0.00 *** 

Treatment Status * 
Native American 

-0.36 0.31 0.26 ns -0.54 0.40 0.18 ns

First-generation 
college status 

-0.24 0.25 0.34 ns -0.90 0.43 0.04 * 

BHSU 0.24 0.20 0.24 ns 0.21 0.26 0.42 ns 

DSU 0.79 0.28 0.01 ** 0.97 0.32 0.00 ** 

NSU 0.08 0.26 0.76 ns 0.58 0.33 0.08 ns 

OLC 1.02 0.28 0.00 *** -0.70 0.77 0.37 ns 

SDSMT 1.21 0.40 0.00 ** 0.26 0.34 0.45 ns 

OLC 0.13 0.18 0.45 ns 0.73 0.22 0.00 *** 

 
Note. Statistical significance test: If p < .001 then ***, p <.01 then **, p < .005 *. Omitted categories (reference categories) are: 
white students and USD. The abbreviation “ns” means the percentage difference was not statistically significant. The number of 
students for treatment and comparison groups were, respectively, 304 and 904 (total n = 1,208). The analysis was weighted to 
account for the one-to-many matching technique utilized to create the analysis sample. See Appendix A, Table A2 for descriptive 
statistics of the variables used for this analysis. 

 

As shown in Table 12, we analyzed the persistence outcome results of statistical interaction 
models by converting the reported coefficients into subgroup-specific outcome success 
percentages. Figure 2 graphs the adjusted percentages.   

The general trend was that in both groups (Native and non-Native), treatment students had a 
higher percentage of outcome success. Native students in the treatment sample were 2.2% ahead 
of their peers in the comparison sample. Treatment non-Native students were 8% ahead of 
comparison non-Native students. These differences, however, were not statistically significant. 
The percentage difference here (2.2% vs. 8.1%) suggests that the program is most effective for 
non-Native students. Again, these results were not statistically significant and thus the 
interpretation is only suggestive. Simple descriptive statistics also suggest the same trend. 
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Table 12. Persistence: Percentages of Outcome Success by Native American and Group 
(Treatment vs. Control) Status 

 Adjusted % 
persisting 

(based on multivariate model) 

Descriptive % 
persisting  

(unadjusted) 

Treatment – Native American (n = 142) 52% 51% 

Comparison – Native American (n = 267) 50% 50% 

Difference (treatment – comparison) +2.2% ns +0.3% ns 

Treatment – non-Native American (n = 162) 80% 82% 

Comparison – non-Native American (n = 637) 72% ns 72% 

Difference (treatment – comparison) +8.1% ns +10.4%* 

Note. Weights from matching model were used to derive all percentages. The abbreviation “ns” means the percentage difference 
was not statistically significant. The statistical test for adjusted percentage difference came from the logistic regression model 
presented in Table 11. The test for unadjusted percentage change relied on a simple t-test for proportion comparison. 

 

 

Table 13 and Figure 3 interpreted the results for on-track college credit accumulation using 
intuitive percentage values. The general trend was that in both groups (i.e., Native and non-
Native), treatment students had a higher percentage of outcome success. Native students in the 
treatment group were 3.4% ahead of comparison group students, although this advantage was 
not statistically significant. Non-native students in the treatment group were 18.3% ahead of their 
peers in the comparison group, and this difference was statistically significant. The percentage 
difference here (i.e., 3.4% for Native students vs. 18.3% for non-Native students) again suggests 
that the program was most effective for non-Native American students. Simple descriptive 
statistics also suggest the same trend. 

 

52% 50%

80%
72%

0%

25%

50%

75%

100%

Native American -
Treatment (n=142)

Native American -
Comparison (n=267)

The rest - Treatment
(n=162)

The rest -
Comparison (n=673)

Figure 2. Persistence: Adjusted Percentages of Outcome 
Success by Native American and Group Status 

(Treatment vs. Control)
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Table 13. On-track Credit Accumulation: Percentages of Outcome Success by Native American 
and Group (Treatment vs. Control) Status 

 Adjusted % 
On-track 

(based on multivariate model) 

Descriptive % 
On-track 

(unadjusted) 

Treatment – Native American (n = 142) 22% 13% 

Comparison – Native American (n = 267) 18% 15% 

Difference (treatment – comparison) +3.4%ns -2.3% ns 

Treatment – non-Native American (n = 162) 55% 51% 

Comparison – non-Native American (n = 673) 36% 36% 

Difference (treatment – comparison) +18.3%** +14.2%** 

Note. Weights from matching model were used to derive all percentages. The abbreviation “ns” means the percentage difference 
is not statistically significant. “**” means the difference is statistically significant @ p<.001. The statistical test for adjusted 
percentage difference came from the logistic regression model presented in Table 11. The test for unadjusted percentage 
change relied on a simple t-test for proportion comparison. 

 

 

3. Evaluation Question 4 
Evaluation question 4 asked whether there were changes in the number of college applications 
submitted and in college enrollment rates for high schools that were identified as targeted 
recruitment sites for SD Jump Start. SDBOR provided ICF with data indicating, for each fall term, 
how many applicants and enrollees came from each SD high school. Data were provided from 
fall 2012 through fall 2017 for all high schools in the state for which Board of Regents institutions 
received applications and enrollees. Data were also provided for three subgroups of students  
(i.e., all students, Native American students, and low-income students). ICF’s analysis examined 
whether targeted recruitment high schools (hereafter treatment group schools) had increased 
numbers of applications submitted and increased enrollment rates when compared with a 
convenience sample of all remaining high schools (hereafter comparison group schools). 

22% 18%

55%

36%

0%

25%

50%

75%

100%

Native American -
Treatment (n=142)

Native American -
Comparison (n=267)

The rest - Treatment
(n=162)

The rest -
Comparison (n=673)

Figure 3. On-track Credit Accumulation: Adjusted Percentages 
of Outcome Success by Native American and Group Status 

(treatment vs. control)
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To monitor trends, data from 2012 to 2014 were combined and treated as pre-intervention data, 
as this time period corresponded to the three years prior to the implementation of Jump Start. 
Data from 2015 to 2017 were combined and treated as post-intervention data. The treatment and 
comparison groups’ raw numbers of college applications submitted and college enrollment rates 
(enrollees divided by applicants) were analyzed (see Table 14 for results). 

The overall trend was that both treatment and comparison group schools increased the number 
of college applications submitted during the intervention period. This was true for all students and 
Native American students. One notable difference was that the number of college applications 
from low-income students decreased over time in comparison group schools, but increased during 
the same time in treatment schools. 

However, we found that the treatment group of schools ultimately enrolled fewer students in 
SDBOR colleges than comparison group schools. For all students (Panel 1), the comparison 
group enrollment rate decreased from 50% prior to Jump Start to 47% during the intervention 
period, a difference of -4%. As a point of context, the treatment groups’ college enrollment rates 
also decreased from 45% to 39%, a difference of -7%. This difference widens when Native 
American students alone are considered (Panel 2). The difference between the treatment and 
comparison groups in enrollment rate change is 5%, in favor of comparison schools. The same 
was true for low-income students (Panel 3). The difference in enrollment rate change was 5%, 
again in favor of comparison schools. 

The overall result suggests that, while application rates improved for most groups of students 
across both groups of schools, college enrollment rates went down across the board, and the 
treatment group had a worse enrollment rate downward change for Native Americans and  
low-income students (when compared with all students).  

It is important to note that these data are purely descriptive in nature and that the number of 
schools with available data varied considerably by year. Moreover, no matching of schools was 
conducted, so differences in demographic makeup or historical academic achievement are not 
accounted for. It is also likely that treatment group schools had more significant obstacles to 
attaining positive outcomes than comparison group schools, as treatment schools were identified 
by virtue of their enrollment of high concentrations of Native American and low-income students.
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Table 14. Comparison of the Number of SDBOR College Applications and College Enrollment 
Rates Before and After Implementation of Jump Start, for Targeted Recruitment Schools and All 
Others 

4. Evaluation Question 5 
Evaluation question 5 examined the extent to which historical persistence rates for SDBOR 
campuses changed before and after the implementation of SD Jump Start. SDBOR provided 
aggregate data on the number of first-time undergraduate degree-seeking students who were 
enrolled each fall from 2011 through 2016 and the number of those students who subsequently 
returned to any SDBOR campus the following fall. Data were provided for all students, Native 
American students, and low-income students. By dividing the number of students who persisted 
by the total number of enrollees, we were able to calculate a persistence rate for each academic 
year and for each subgroup of students.  

 

Comparison schools
(i.e., sites not targeted 

for recruitment) 

Treatment schools 
(i.e., sites targeted for 

recruitment) 

 

# of 
students 

who applied 
to an 

SDBOR 
college 

% of 
applicants 

who 
enrolled in 
an SDBOR 

college 

# of 
students 

who applied 
to an 

SDBOR 
college 

% of 
applicants 

who 
enrolled in 
an SDBOR 

college 

Difference 
in college 
enrollment 

rates 
(absolute 

value) 

Panel 1: All Students

Pre-Jump Start (2012–2014) 9,848 50% 9,455 45%  

Post-Jump Start (2015–2017) 10,001 47% 10,414 39%  

Change over time +163 -3.7% +959 -6.6% 2.9% 

Panel 2: Native American Students
 

Pre-Jump Start (2012–2014) 180 52% 1,322 30%  

Post-Jump Start (2015–2017) 237 43% 2,366 16%  

Change over time +57 -9.1% +1,044 -13.9% 4.8% 

Panel 3: Low-Income Students
 

Pre-Jump Start (2012–2014) 2,838 57% 3,118 50%  

Post-Jump Start (2015–2017) 2,601 53% 3,348 41%  

Change over time -237 -3.7% +230 -8.6% 4.9% 

Note. The number of treatment and comparison schools represented varies by year. Three groups of students are not mutually 
exclusive. 

ATTACHMENT I



South Dakota Jump Start  Final Evaluation Report 

 

 21 

ICF’s analysis examined the change in persistence rates by student subgroup for the period prior 
to the implementation of Jump Start (i.e., 2011–2014) and the period during which the program 
was implemented (i.e., 2015–2016). 

The results shown in Table 15 indicate that the changes in persistence rates between the  
pre-intervention years (i.e., 2011–2014) and the intervention years (i.e., 2015–2016) were not 
large for all three subgroups, with a range of 0–2%. For all students (Panel 1), the persistence 
rate increased slightly from 76% to 78%. For Native American students (Panel 2), persistence 
rates stayed the same, at 53%. For low-income students (Panel 3), persistence rates went up 2% 
from 68% to 70%. Overall, these changes were small but provide useful context for interpreting 
the findings from our impact study, which found a persistence rate of 73% for treatment students 
and 66% for comparison group students (see Table 8).  

Table 15. Changes in Persistence Rates Before and After Jump Start Implementation for all 
SDBOR Institutions Combined by Student Subgroup (i.e., All Students, Native American Students, 
and Low-Income Students) 

  

 
# of first-time undergraduate degree-

seekers 
# who persisted to next 

fall 
Persistence 

rate 

Panel 1: All Students

Pre-Jump Start  
(fall 2011–fall 
2014) 

20,810 15,737 76% 

Post-Jump Start  
(fall 2015–fall 
2016) 

10,233 7,938 78% 

Change over time   2% 

Panel 2: Native American Students

Pre-Jump Start  
(fall 2011–fall 
2014) 

815 431 53% 

Post-Jump Start  
(fall 2015–fall 
2016) 

422 222 53% 

Change over time   0% 

Panel 3: Low-Income Students

Pre-Jump Start  
(fall 2011–fall 
2014) 

6,712 4,570 68% 

Post-Jump Start  
(fall 2015–fall 
2016) 

2,908 2,026 70% 

Change over time   2% 

Note. Three groups of students are not mutually exclusive.
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IV. Implementation Study Analysis and Results 
ICF has relied on four primary implementation study activities during each year of the grant. These 
are: 1) a satisfaction survey of participants every spring; 2) annual, semi-structured interviews 
with retention advisors, access advisors, and the project director; 3) annual site visits to 3–4 
colleges and universities to observe activities, conduct focus groups with students, and interview 
additional staff; and 4) review of project documents and data to provide additional context for the 
surveys and on-site work. During the project’s first two years, ICF also administered a  
late-summer survey to students participating in the four-week Jump Start Summer Bridge 
program. This section will examine the results from these qualitative data efforts. 

1. Findings From Student Surveys  
ICF administered an annual spring survey to Jump Start students from 2016 through 2018. 
Questions focused on topics such as student satisfaction with the program, student satisfaction 
with retention advisors, student attitudes toward college acclimation and college, perceptions of 
specific Jump Start services, and suggestions for improvement. This section provides a 
longitudinal analysis of these survey results.   

1.1 Student Satisfaction 

Jump Start students have expressed a steady, high level of satisfaction with the program since 
its inception. In the 2018 spring survey, 71% of students were “very satisfied” with the program 
and another 25% said they were “satisfied” with the program (Table 16). This reflects a small 
increase from the initial student survey in spring 2016, when 65% of students were “very satisfied” 
and 28% were “satisfied.” 

Table 16. How Satisfied Are You With the Jump Start Program?  

 N Very dissatisfied Dissatisfied Neutral Satisfied Very satisfied

Spring 2016 85 1% 1% 5% 28% 65% 

Spring 2017 148 1% 1% 1% 27% 70% 

Spring 2018 126 2% 1% 2% 25% 71% 

  

When asked about specific project components, students were satisfied with Summer Bridge, the 
first component of the Jump Start array of services. However, Cohort 1 students expressed 
greater satisfaction than Cohort 2 students (Table 17). For example, 58% of Cohort 1 students 
said they were “very satisfied” with Summer Bridge, compared with 48% of those in Cohort 2.
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Table 17. How Satisfied Were You With Summer Bridge?  

 N Very dissatisfied Dissatisfied Neutral Satisfied Very satisfied

Cohort 1 85 0% 1% 14% 27% 58% 

Cohort 2 141 0% 0% 13% 38% 48% 

 

Over the life of the grant, Jump Start students have shown greater confidence in their ability to 
succeed in college. Nearly two-thirds of respondents in spring 2018, or 64%, were “very confident” 
about their abilities, compared with 54% the previous year and only 40% during the project’s first 
year (Table 18). This finding is consistent with evidence from annual Jump Start student focus 
groups, where students said they had adjusted well to college even if they had some initial 
concerns about their ability to handle academic or social issues. 

Table 18. How Confident Are You About Your Abilities?  

 
N Not 

confident 
Somewhat 
confident 

Confident Very confident

Spring 2016 85 1% 16% 42% 40% 

Spring 2017 148 0% 9% 36% 54% 

Spring 2018 128 1% 4% 31% 64% 

1.2 Views on Project Components 

Jump Start students were overwhelmingly pleased with the academic advising provided through 
the program, as more than 90% of students were “satisfied” or “very satisfied” every year  
(Table 19). Personal advising and the lending library also drew strong endorsements from 2016 
through 2018. By comparison, the Earn & Learn initiative in the summers after freshman and 
sophomore years ranked lowest in satisfaction. Only 45% were “satisfied” or “very satisfied” with 
this program element in 2017, with more students (74%) expressing satisfaction with this service 
in the spring 2018 survey.  

These findings mirror the perceptions of Jump Start staff in interviews for the evaluation; Jump 
Start advisors and principal investigators generally ranked Earn & Learn below other program 
elements when asked to identify the strengths and weaknesses of the grant program. This finding 
is consistent with information from staff and administrator interviews, as professional staff 
believed Earn & Learn was a less successful component of the program. Earn & Learn was 
available to students in the summers after freshman and sophomore years, when they could enroll 
in free courses online or on campus. Staff indicated that many students preferred to work during 
the summer, and many also had difficulty with online classes.   
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Table 19. How Satisfied Are You With These Program Components? (% Satisfied or Very Satisfied)  

 
N Academic 

advising 
N Personal 

advising 
N Lending 

library 
N Earn & 

learn 

Spring 2016 85 92% 85 87% 84 85% NA* NA* 

Spring 2017 145 92% 147 92% 147 88% 108 45% 

Spring 2018 128 91% 128 89% 127 91% 128 74% 

*Did not start until summer after administration of this survey. 

 

In all surveys from 2016 through 2018, respondents expressed satisfaction with their advisors, 
with approximately three-fourths of students saying they were “very satisfied” in annual surveys 
(Table 20). Most also agreed that their advisor was knowledgeable about on-campus resources 
and general academic requirements and gave them as much time as needed during their 
meetings (Figure 4). The data also show that student views showed few differences year to year. 

Table 20. Student Satisfaction With Advisors  

 
N Very 

dissatisfied Dissatisfied 
Neutral Satisfied Very 

satisfied 

Spring 2016 81 0% 4% 1% 17% 78% 

Spring 2017 142 1% 1% 3% 17% 78% 

Spring 2018 123 1% 2% 2% 21% 73% 
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1.3 Satisfaction by Institution 

Satisfaction with Jump Start increased at five of the seven institutions over the life of the grant, 
with only OLC and Northern State experiencing a decrease (Figure 5). Notably, both institutions 
had experienced turnover of their Jump Start advisors during the course of the grant. BHSU had 
the highest satisfaction rates of any college in 2018, with nearly all respondents indicating they 
were “very satisfied” with the program. DSU and SDSMT were close behind for 2018. NSU had 
the highest satisfaction rate in 2016 and declined slightly during the following two years. OLC had 
the lowest satisfaction rate at the end of the grant among the seven participating institutions. 

4.58

4.66

4.63

4.63

4.72

4.69

1 2 3 4 5

My advisor is knowledgeable about general education
requirements (n=81 and 123 in 2016 and 2018,

respectively)

My advisor is knowledgeable about on-campus
resources (n=81 and 123 in 2016 and 2018,

respectively)

My advisor gives me as much time as I need (n=81
and 128 in 2016 and 2018, respectively)

Figure 4. Student Views 
on Advisors Programwide Averages

1 = "Very Unsatisfied" to 5 = "Very Satisfied"

2016 2018
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1.4 Satisfaction for Native American and Non-Native American Students 

The 2018 student survey asked students whether they identified as Native American or non-
Native American. Overall, Native and non-Native students both expressed high levels of 
satisfaction with the program (Table 21). Overall satisfaction was slightly higher among non-
Native students, although more than 90% of students in both groups were generally satisfied with 
the program. Overall, 50% of the Native respondents attended either Black Hills State University 
or the University of South Dakota. 

Table 21. Satisfaction Among Native and Non-Native Students, 2018  

 
N Very 

dissatisfied Dissatisfied 
Neutral Satisfied Very satisfied

Native students 40 2% 0% 5% 25% 68% 

Non-Native students 86 1% 1% 0% 24% 73% 

All students 126 1% 1% 2% 25% 71% 

 

As outlined in the following subsection, some Jump Start staff believed that Native American 
students faced significant challenges in attending the program due to economic and cultural 
issues. Native students also had a lower persistence rate than all other students. Despite those 
differences, Native students remaining in the program had a strongly positive view of the program. 

1 2 3 4 5

SDSMT

BHSU

DSU

OLC

NSU

USD

SDSU

SDSMT BHSU DSU OLC NSU USD SDSU
2016 4.33 4.8 4.67 4.67 4.88 4 4.45

2018 4.69 4.96 4.7 3.86 4.57 4.53 4.56

Figure 5. Student Satisfaction With Jump Start
Campus Averages Over Time

1 = "Very Dissatisfied" to 5 = "Very Satisfied"

2016 2018
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2. Findings From Focus Groups and Interviews 
For its annual site visits, ICF alternated each year between postsecondary institutions in the 
eastern and western parts of the state. In 2015 and 2017, we visited eastern region schools 
(SDSU, USD, DSU, and Northern); in 2016 and 2018, we visited School of Mines, Black Hills 
State, and OLC in the state’s western region. During the first three years, ICF conducted visits 
during the summer so that our team could more easily conduct focus groups with students who 
were on campus for Summer Bridge or Earn & Learn and related activities. Since there were few 
summer 2018 activities scheduled because there were no Summer Bridge programs and many 
students had aged out of Earn & Learn, the evaluator visited three campuses in April largely due 
to the ease in reaching participants and conducting student focus groups before the end of spring 
semester. 

In addition to students, all site visits included interviews with the retention advisor and, in some 
cases, the advisor’s direct campus supervisor. Most retention advisors were interviewed every 
year; if a college or university did not receive a site visit during the academic year, ICF contacted 
retention advisors by phone to conduct interviews. This policy ensured that the evaluation team 
collected data from advisors every year.  

Over the four-year period, ICF obtained in-person feedback from 106 students and 11 
administrators. Our team also conducted 27 interviews with retention advisors and five interviews 
with access advisors (Table 22). 

Table 22. ICF Interviews With Jump Start Stakeholders by Year  

 
Students Retention 

advisors Administrators 
Access

 advisors 

2015 44 7 2 2 

2016 33 7 4 2 

2017 23 6 3 1 

2018 10 7 2 NA* 

Total 106 27 11 5 

*Position only active in Years 1–3 of grant. 
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2.1 Major Findings From Focus Groups and Interviews 

ICF found that participating colleges and universities implemented the Jump Start program with 
fidelity, as every site implemented the four core program elements: 1) implementation of a 
Summer Bridge program prior to freshman year of college; 2) deployment of year-round retention 
advisors to help students and promote persistence; 3) establishment of a textbook and laptop 
lending library for students; and 4) establishment of the Earn & Learn and Serve & Learn programs 
for students after the freshman and sophomore years of college.  

For this sub-section, ICF has identified major themes evident from the four site visits. The 
evaluation team also analyzed this data alongside surveys and extant data to assess trends 
across the consortium. 

Retention advisors on each campus were critical to the program’s success. Stakeholders 
repeatedly identified retention advisors as a key success factor for the program and its day-to-
day operation. These advisors maintained regular contact with Cohort 1 and Cohort 2 students 
throughout their freshman and sophomore years to monitor their progress, refer them to campus 
resources, and answer questions. Many Cohort 1 students also continued to meet with these 
advisors during their junior year in 2017–2018. Advisors noted that they try to provide constructive 
assistance on personal as well as academic issues. Advisors sought biweekly or monthly 
meetings with students, although informal contact occurred more frequently, as students would 
drop in to advisors’ offices to ask questions. Advisors said they typically provided guidance on 
acclimation to college, academic requirements, financial aid, and summer activities. In some 
cases, however, students also looked to advisors to help with personal issues. As one advisor 
commented: 

Many have the academics down, but they have life questions. The main reason they came 
to college and continue to come is that someone is pushing them. They need someone 
who’s there to listen to them and help them. 

Some cited examples of working with students to teach them about credit cards, checking 
accounts, and student loans. One advisor even helped a student select an apartment and sign a 
lease; the same advisor also helped a student get a title for a purchased car.  

There’s a lot more personal counseling, and it’s not necessarily things I thought I’d be 
covering when I took the job. 

Because many Jump Start students need to earn money while in college, some advising focused 
on how students can balance academics and employment. 

I do intrusive advising. A lot of my students are low income, and they have a job or two 
jobs. I advise them about how to balance academics and their work schedule. 

As students progressed in their postsecondary study, all advisors cited texting and social media 
as the best ways to reach students. One advisor whose office was on the edge of campus relied 
heavily on texting, social media, and e-mail to stay in contact; this advisor also frequently visits 
the student center for quick check-ins with students. Another advisor counts a lengthy phone call 
as a meeting. In a few cases, advisors have logged a lengthy exchange of texts (totaling more 
than 15 minutes) as a meeting. 
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In addition to meeting with students, common retention advisor activities included: 

 Teaching all or part of a First-Year Experience course for Jump Start students; 
 Holding monthly group meetings with all Jump Start students to discuss issues and 

concerns or to have bonding activities; 
 Visiting dorms or other settings to meet with students who missed meetings or became 

hard to reach; and 
 Responding to academic warnings from professors when students missed assignments, 

were absent, or did not perform well on tests or did not complete assignments. In these 
cases, the advisor reaches out to students to see if they need tutoring or other assistance. 
As advisors commented: 

The minute they get a (early warning) flag, I make contact. But if they’re doing well, I back 
off and let them be students. 

One advisor tried to meet weekly with struggling students or those who came to college with 
lower-than-average grade point averages or ACT/SAT scores. Another advisor became more 
proactive with Cohort 2 students based on experience with the first cohort. 

With Cohort 1, I was a little like, I want to be there for them but I don’t want to bother them. 
With Cohort 2, I was trying to check in more. 

Beginning in Year 3 of the program, advisors noted that their workloads increased significantly 
as the program had both Cohort 1 and Cohort 2 students. However, the largest Jump Start 
caseloads—up to 50 students—were still well below that of non-grant-funded advisors on the 
same campuses, who may have been responsible for 300 students. With a caseload of 300, 
“You only have time to work with those who respond to you. But with Jump Start, you can keep 
trying to reach out until you make contact.”  

It also was not unusual for retention advisors to stay in touch with students who left their 
institutions. One advisor helped a former student with financial aid questions even though the 
student had transferred to a non-Jump Start institution. Another advisor provided transportation 
to a student who was interested in returning to school. 

You care about them and want them to do well. If they don’t respond, OK. But they’re still 
a part of the grant. I tell them they can still be part of Jump Start if they come back. 

Advisors also said the program’s flexible structure allowed them to design services as needed for 
their campus and students. For example, one campus conducted workshops on emotional 
intelligence to help students better understand themselves and their approach to college. Other 
advisors had students develop success plans at the start of college and conduct periodic reviews 
to refine and update them. Across campuses, students worked with their advisors to build 
portfolios and do career assessments. 

Advisors also received praise from other program stakeholders. The Jump Start director called 
retention advisors “the most essential Jump Start activity.” In focus groups, students described 
the advisors as essential to their success by answering questions on academics, financial aid, 
adding and dropping classes, and other issues. 
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He will help us as much as he can or send us to someone who can answer our questions.  

I don’t think anything would have worked out for us if it weren’t for [the advisor] and how 
approachable he is and how easy he is to talk to. 

Students said they received help with financial aid, time management, class registration, and 
preparing for summer courses. Several also said they gained self-confidence and had another 
major takeaway from their meetings with the advisors: They learned to ask questions and get help 
when needed. “I learned how to better communicate with people, especially teachers,” one 
student remarked. At sites where there was turnover among advisors, both students and project 
administrators said it took time to get the program fully up and running again. However, four of 
the seven colleges have had the same retention advisor since the program’s inception. 

In focus groups, some students believed that Jump Start was different from other programs in 
which they have been involved, chiefly because the advisors are typically recent college 
graduates who relate to today’s students. They also appreciated the advisors’ flexibility. Said one 
student: 

I like that they support students while also giving them freedom. Some of the other 
programs I am in are always in my face about certain things, and very demanding. I also 
like that anytime I cannot meet with my advisor or do some of the projects they want, 
they understand.  

 

Students and staff both cited the Jump Start lending libraries as an important element of 
success for Jump Start’s low-income students. Jump Start campuses reserved $796 per 
student for purchasing laptops and textbooks that students could use during the year. Advisors 
said they typically accumulated several bookcases full of textbooks for lending out to students. In 
interviews, advisors said that many first-generation students do not learn the high cost of books 
until they get to campus for the first time, when they quickly can feel overwhelmed by these costs. 
Typical comments included the following:  

The lending library is the biggest help in the student’s eyes, because so many of them are 
cash strapped. 

If not for the lending library, a lot of students wouldn’t even get the books. 

I heard it over and over from students, “It’s so important to have free textbooks. This 
helps me so much.”  

In interviews, retention advisors also said they saw the lending library as an incentive for students 
to stay in contact with their Jump Start advisors throughout the school year. This was particularly 
true in the 2017–2018 academic year for students who were starting their junior year. 

The lending library is effective because it brought every Cohort 1 student into my office 
this year. The lending library is an avenue to check up on them because they have to 
come in, and I might not seem them otherwise. 

Students in focus groups said they viewed the lending library as a vital service that helped keep 
them in school.  
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You have no idea how much that means to a low-income student.  

One challenge in implementing the lending library was the frequency in which professors change 
the editions of textbooks for introductory courses, making it difficult to pass books on to other 
students in the following years. Another concern is that some textbooks are bundled with other 
products, all having a special code that cannot be re-used. To address this issue, one advisor 
forged a close relationship with the university bookstore so she could return discontinued editions 
or special-code books at the end of each semester to claim a small credit toward future purchases. 
This advisor noted that bookstore staff also reach out to Jump Start if they know when an update 
is coming for a certain book.  

While students used the lending library for textbooks, few students at Board of Regents 
institutions used it to obtain loaner computers. “Most students like having their own laptop,” one 
advisor said, while another said that a few students used laptops in their freshman year but quickly 
saw the value in having their own. In focus groups, students said that they came to college with 
laptops or bought one shortly thereafter; a few used the laptop loans when they had an issue with 
their own computers. “Right away they gave me a loaner,” one student said. 

However, unlike the public colleges, the program’s tribal college, OLC, found several students 
asking for the loan of a laptop. Five students had taken loaned laptops in spring 2018 alone, the 
retention advisor said. Computer labs at OLC campus centers often have outdated equipment, 
and the labs typically close at 8 p.m. daily, the advisor said. “This becomes a challenge for 
students doing homework at night or on the weekend.”  

The advisor also believed that the lending library was the most successful activity. With a 90% 
poverty rate at the college, access to free books or a computer can be the deciding factor in 
whether Native American students pursue postsecondary education. Said the advisor: 

Instead of $1,500 a year for books and a laptop, they can use that money on a car or on 
food. 

Students in focus groups expressed strong support for the program. With student focus 
groups occurring on an annual basis, ICF had an opportunity to collect direct student views from 
more than 100 students over four years, and their feedback was uniformly positive. Regardless 
of the campus, these students said that Jump Start helped them adjust to college and provided 
continued support through textbook loans, regular advising, and opportunities to earn free college 
credit. This finding is consistent with the Jump Start annual student surveys, which found high 
levels of satisfaction with the program and a willingness of students to recommend the program 
to others. As one student noted: 

Most of my best friends at college are students I met in Jump Start. This was really helpful 
for me my freshman year because I don't make friends easily. My advisor and upperclass 
Jump Start students are also very helpful when it comes to scheduling classes and just 
figuring out general college stuff. Without Jump Start, I don't think I would have had the 
resources to succeed like I have. 
 

By positively reinforcing a college success message, Jump Start helps fuel student confidence 
that they can obtain a college education, said students in focus groups. By expressing support for 
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the program, students in the focus groups reinforced findings from annual surveys that showed 
high levels of satisfaction. Jump Start’s interest in students—before high school graduation and 
during early acclimation to college—provided an important motivating factor. Said one student:  

Up to [high school] graduation, I didn’t think I’d go to college. Jump Start helped me get to 
college and succeed. 

Staff expressed mixed views about the Earn & Learn component of the program, and most 
identified it as the least successful element of Jump Start. Both administrators and advisors 
described Summer Earn & Learn as the least successful part of the Jump Start program. Under 
Earn & Learn, students can take up to six credits free of charge in the summer after their freshman 
and sophomore years; in addition, universities were to help students obtain campus jobs or 
internships. These goals often proved elusive, as many students preferred to return home for 
summer employment. “Money and jobs are more attractive for students in the summer,” said one 
administrator. In western South Dakota, some students are from farmer and rancher families that 
need their help during the summer. Both advisors and students also concluded that most 
internships are geared toward college juniors and seniors rather than the first- and second-year 
students targeted by Jump Start.  

However, all Board of Regents institutions and OLC offered students free courses either online 
or on campus, with online being a popular choice as it could provide students with more flexibility 
with summer jobs. Nonetheless, most advisors said their students had difficulty completing online 
courses. One conclusion among both administrators and advisors was that Jump Start students 
—despite having proficiency in technology—often lacked the time, discipline, and study skills for 
online learning. In addition, most summer courses were just a month long, meaning that missing 
2–3 days of coursework would leave a student far behind. All advisors interviewed said that they 
had at least some students who enrolled in online classes but dropped them. One advisor’s 
comment summed up the views of many: 

Most who tried online classes failed or withdrew. It’s free so they said they’d try it. But I 
tell them it’s not easy. You have to be good with time management and treat it like a job. 
Then summer comes, and they’re working or meeting with friends and then say they can’t 
do it. That’s a problem because you only have a few days to add/drop courses in summer 
because the classes are so short.  

While describing the opportunity for free summer classes, advisors said they told students about 
the challenges. At most sites, interested students completed a summer learning plan in which 
they mapped out their schedule for balancing academics and jobs during the summer. In some 
cases, advisors discouraged students from taking classes if they thought they had unreliable or 
inconsistent Internet at home.  

A common issue is that students were late in starting their online classes, which put them behind 
quickly. Add/drop periods also came up within days, and some who wanted to leave did not drop 
the class in time. As a result, they received a “withdrawn” or a “W” on their academic record. 
Advisors said the process had frustrations for all involved. 

I think some of them were shocked at how difficult the summer courses were. 
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It was frustrating. They drop the class but we’ve already bought the books. We gave them 
the books before they left for the year. I can’t return them. There’s no way to hold them [to 
the summer commitment]. 

One administrator believed that many students wanted and needed a break from academics. 
While Jump Start’s core goal is to promote academic momentum among at-risk students, this 
administrator believed that constant year-round programming had its limits. 

Students went to Summer Bridge (before freshman year), then had a regular academic 
year and were encouraged to take summer classes afterward. But many of them end up 
hitting a wall and need a break. 

Regarding internships, most advisors also believed students were not ready for these 
opportunities and saw it as something for later in their college careers. For these students, 
advisors took students’ word that they had jobs waiting at home.  

We’re not asking them for W-2 forms. The “earn” part is based on what they tell us. 

Two institutions had few online classes during the summer, while others offered few on-campus 
course options during that time. “This was the weakest link in the Jump Start program,” one 
administrator said. 

Given their concern about Earn & Learn, two universities opted instead for a service learning 
summer academic component during summer 2017 (known as Serve & Learn). At these 
institutions, interested students enrolled in a two-credit elective that included online learning plus 
volunteer opportunities. At both sites, students in this course returned to their university a week 
early to participate in classroom and community service activities. At one site, students were to 
volunteer at least 15 hours prior to returning to campus. In focus groups, students said they 
volunteered with public schools, homeless shelters, Meals on Wheels, and other community 
programs. One student said of the experience: 

It puts you out of your comfort zone, learning about new things you wouldn’t ordinarily do, 
like prepare and serve food or work at a horse ranch. 

Overall, both advisors and students in Serve & Learn reported that they were satisfied with this 
opportunity, and advisors believed it provided a more structured approach for the summer 
learning component of the grant. However, staff at these two colleges did not believe it was worth 
replicating in future years because it is elective credit that does not help students in their academic 
majors. 

Most staff believed that Native American students faced more challenges than non-Native 
American students due to a variety of factors, and program data support this view, as 
Native American students had lower persistence rates to sophomore year. Several advisors 
commented that Native American students were the most likely to leave the Jump Start program 
on their campuses. These advisors cited the challenging transition of students moving from a 
tribal community to a college campus; others said some campuses should improve their outreach 
and support to these students. 

Native students can feel a loss of identity, especially if they are the only Native in a 
classroom. This topic comes up in the one-to-one meetings.  
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Two advisors cited lack of understanding of Native American norms and traditions among some 
individuals on their campuses. One advisor recommended that the university conduct mandatory 
professional development on culturally appropriate practices. Some students also have told 
advisors about correcting professors who made incorrect statements about Native American 
culture or history. At one university, the Jump Start advisor has monthly activities with its Native 
American program, but attendance is often spotty. 

The majority of my Native students have not continued and that is very frustrating to me. 
Students may leave to go back to help family or to make money. But they have so much 
potential. 

One advisor has sought to develop a broad range of academic and student support services to 
keep Native American students engaged and focused. Many of these students also benefited 
from regular contact with advisors.  

They’re not the average college student. They deal with more issues and more problems. 
I built my program around a holistic approach. I work with their personal as well as 
academic and professional concerns. 

It was more challenging for this group at first. They doubted themselves earlier, but those 
who continued are on track to graduate.  

But advisors said that challenges remain. These may range from lack of supports to lack of 
understanding about tribal customs among the majority-white institutions. One Native American 
retention advisor cited the example of Native American students who got in trouble for burning 
incense in campus housing. Such issues may be less likely to escalate into major problems if 
campuses had a better understanding of tribal norms and customs. Lack of Native American staff 
at public colleges is another concern.  

Since a number of students who left are predominantly Native American, I think it’s 
because of identity issues and not fitting in at a predominantly white institution. When you 
have an institution with a small group of people of color and it stays the same, it’s not 
going to change unless you have more staff of color. This all hasn’t changed since the 
past year. 

OLC, Jump Start’s participating tribal college, also faced some issues in arranging regular one-
to-one meetings with students in its program. With 11 academic centers scattered across OLC’s 
Pine Ridge Reservation service area, the advisor found it difficult to maintain regular contact with 
students. It also is not uncommon for students to hitchhike to class at one of the centers, because 
they lack transportation.  

I would go to centers to meet with students but they didn’t show up. E-mail has been much 
more productive. 

Annual persistence data on Jump Start participants support the finding that Native American 
students seemed to face significant struggles. Overall across the two cohorts, only 52.9% of 
Native American students in Jump Start returned for sophomore year, compared with 82.3% of 
non-Native American students from low-income families (Table 23). Cohort 2 Native American 
students had the lowest rate of persistence, with 47.7% moving on to the second year of college.   

ATTACHMENT I



South Dakota Jump Start  Final Evaluation Report 

 

 35 

Table 23. Persistence Among Native American and Non-Native American Students  

Cohort Group 
Total treatment 

students 
Total students who 

persisted 
Persistence rate 

Cohort 1 Native students 80 44 55.0% 

 Non-Native 
students 

82 68 82.9% 

Cohort 2 Native students 73 37 50.7% 

 Non-Native 
students 

82 67 81.7% 

Subtotal All Native students 153 81 52.9% 

Subtotal All Non-Native 
students 

164 135 82.3% 

Total, all students 317 216 68.1% 

Source: Unadjusted data on Jump Start students provided to ICF. 

Data by individual college or university also showed differences in progress among Native 
American students. Based on the unadjusted data, the persistence rate for Native American 
students ranged from a low of 36.6% at USD to a high of 68.2% at BHSU. OLC had the second 
highest persistence rate for Native American students, with 63.3%. 

Despite these concerns cited by staff, Native American students who have remained in the 
program expressed general satisfaction with Jump Start in surveys and focus groups. As noted 
in Section 1.1, 93% of Native American students were satisfied or very satisfied with Jump Start 
in the spring 2018 survey. Although this was slightly below the satisfaction level of white students 
and only includes students still enrolled in college, it still indicates strongly positive views of those 
who remain in the program.  

Said one Native American student: 

I really enjoy how everyone works with you and makes you feel comfortable. We are like 
a big family here in Jump Start, and I like that the most because it makes it easier to get 
through college—something that is scary in and of itself. 

Some staff members believed the program could have benefited from a longer planning 
period before beginning full operation. One concern cited by many staff was the challenge of 
beginning to implement a full program so soon after receipt of the First in the World grant. In the 
view of these staff members, a planning period or planning year might have helped avoid early 
challenges in implementation. After receiving notification for funding in late September 2014, it 
took time to hire key project staff, including a project director and access advisors who had 
responsibility to visit high-poverty high schools and recruit students. The South Dakota Board of 
Regents and SDSU hired a project director and two access advisors by early 2015, but these 
advisors had only a few months to crisscross the state to market the program to high school 
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seniors who were low income and/or Native American. One access advisor worked the east side 
of this geographically large rural state, while the other visited schools in the western region. In the 
meantime, all seven Jump Start postsecondary institutions began hiring retention advisors and 
making plans to offer Jump Start Summer Bridge program for July 2015. Said one administrator: 

There was a sense that we were building the plane as we’re flying it. 

Access advisors interviewed by ICF also noted that they had difficulty forging relationships with 
some schools so quickly. Depending on the school, advisors might make a presentation at an 
assembly or meet with a small prearranged group of students identified by guidance. These 
advisors also did not have a formal rubric or implementation plan to follow; some advisors and 
administrators said a rubric or plan might have helped these early efforts. With potential 
enrollment in danger of falling far below expectations, the newly hired retention advisors on each 
campus also became closely involved in recruiting for the program. Retention advisors used 
accepted student days to target students, often with success. However, most campuses did not 
meet their original enrollment targets for Year 1. Said one advisor: 

I think we could have done more with the right timing. There was no planning year to go 
out and do the recruitment.  

One result of the start-up challenges is that the program did not meet its original enrollment 
targets. It had an original goal of enrolling 900 low-income and Native American students; 
however, colleges and universities were able to recruit 317 students, or just over one-third of this 
target number. With a planning year, some stakeholders believed that grant-funded access 
advisors would have had more time to work with prospective students, build relationships with 
high schools, and provide more in-depth recruitment and college application support activities. 

Several staff and administrators said the fast start-up to the project also impacted some colleges 
due to the need to quickly reserve housing for Summer Bridge programs. One university rents out 
rooms for a major regional summer event, and offering Jump Start Summer Bridge meant they 
were forgoing expected income. “At times, it was a hard sell” on the campus, one advisor said. 
To help defer the housing costs for Summer Bridge, the Great Plains Foundation provided partner 
institutions with some funding. 

However, it is noteworthy that despite early implementation challenges, these initial students 
(Cohort 1) had a higher persistence rate to second year of college compared with students the 
following year (Cohort 2). With a 69.1% persistence rate, Cohort 1 students exceeded the 66.6% 
persistence rate for Cohort 2 students. In addition, via the annual student survey, 25% of  
Cohort 1 respondents said they had weekly contact with their retention advisor during freshman 
year, compared with only 6% of Cohort 2 respondents looking back on their freshman year. It is 
not surprising that staff did cite some challenges once the program served two cohorts. At all 
sites, retention advisors reported an increased workload, as at some sites their caseloads doubled 
with the addition of Cohort 2. Retention advisors at two universities also left their jobs as Cohort 
2 began to receive services, another factor that may be related to the lower persistence rate for 
these students.  

Staff interviews as well as persistence data showed some differences among the individual 
colleges and universities in the program. In their annual interviews, Jump Start retention 
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advisors cited different challenges at their schools. As noted earlier, OLC faced unique challenges 
among the seven institutions as a tribal college where students commute to a variety of classroom 
locations for class daily. Two of the six public higher education institutions had retention advisors 
depart during the four-year grant, while some Jump Start sites tried different ideas to spur greater 
involvement in Earn & Learn programs. Among the six Board of Regents institutions, some had 
programs of study related to Native Americans—thought to be a strong recruiting tool for Native 
American students—while some did not. The Board of Regents institutions included state flagship 
institutions as well as more specialized postsecondary institutions focused on STEM or high-tech 
careers. 

In addition, school-by-school data showed some stark differences in the share of Native American 
and non-Native American students. For example, Native American students accounted for all 
students at OLC and for 68.3% of all students at USD, which has an existing Native American 
studies program. NSU’s caseload was 51.6% Native American, and at Black Hills State the 
caseload was 45% Native American.  

This is significant because data in Table 7 showed a lower persistence rate for Native American 
students. At three other Board of Regents institutions, Native Americans represented less than 
one-third of participants (Table 24). 

Table 24. Native American Jump Start Enrollment by Campus  

Institution 
Native Americans as a percentage 

of Jump Start enrollment 

BHSU 45.0% 

DSU 32.2% 

NSU 51.6% 

OLC 100.0% 

SDSU 26.3% 

SDSMT 22.7% 

USD 68.3% 

Source: Unadjusted data on Jump Start students provided to ICF. 

Given these differences, school-by-school data also showed some major differences in the 
persistence rate of Jump Start participants, based on data provided to ICF by the South Dakota 
Board of Regents and OLC. Overall, SDSMT had the highest persistence rate of Jump Start 
students to sophomore year, with 86.4%, followed by DSU with 79.0% (Table 25). BHSU was 
next at 77.5%, which is noteworthy as it also posted the highest rate for Native American students. 
Fiscal agent SDSU was next in overall persistence, at 72.2%. USD had the lowest persistence 
rate, at 48.3%. However, this school had the highest percentage of Native American students 
among the six Board of Regents institutions.  

Table 25. Persistence of Jump Start Participants by Institution  
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Institution Group # Starting # Persisting Persistence rate

BHSU Non-Native students 18 16 88.9% 

  Native American students 22 15 68.2% 

 Total, BHSU 40 31 77.5% 

DSU Non-Native students 42 37 88.1% 

  Native American students 20 12 60.0% 

 Total, DSU 62 49 79.0% 

NSU Non-Native students 15 9 60.0% 

  Native American students 16 8 50.0% 

 Total, NSU 31 17 54.8% 

OLC Native American students (all)* 30 19 63.3% 

SDSU Non-Native students 53 43 81.1% 

  Native American students 19 9 47.7% 

 Total, SDSU 72 52 72.2% 

SDSMT Non-Native students 17 16 94.1% 

 Native American students 5 3 60.0% 

 Total, SDSMT 22 19 86.4% 

USD Non-Native students 19 14 73.7% 

  Native American students 41 15 36.6% 

 Total, USD 60 29 48.3% 

 
*This also is the total for OLC, as all Jump Start participants here were Native American. 

2.2 Other Implementation Issues 

Sustainability: Prior to release of this report, Jump Start received a no-cost extension to continue 
its work for an additional year to finish program-related work. As a result, it is premature to draw 
final conclusions about the sustainability of Jump Start program elements after the end of the 
grant. However, despite positive views of the program and its benefits, staff at most program sites 
do not believe their campuses can sustain Jump Start after the end of the grant. The major reason 
was funding, especially at small schools. “We probably won’t keep Jump Start. It’s a pretty 
expensive program and there is no money.” 

A few said they might scale up some type of Summer Bridge activity after seeing its success 
through Jump Start. In some cases, however, this may span only several days instead of weeks 
due to costs. One exception may be at SDSU, the grant’s fiscal agent. That institution has had 
talks about sustaining a Jump Start-like program focused on incoming Native American students. 
Northern State University also has used another federal grant to hire a student advisor to work 
specifically with Native students. 
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Project administrators believed there would be sustainable gains due to a stronger relationship 
that has evolved between public state colleges and tribal organizations. Before concluding their 
work, Jump Start access advisors publicized National College Application Week at tribal high 
schools. They also held listening sessions with tribal higher education offices across South 
Dakota to find out what South Dakota Board of Regents institutions can do to boost college 
enrollment and retention among Native Americans. Looking at application week and the tribal 
meetings, one access advisor believed that Jump Start was having a strong impact. “I think it’s 
helping to change the paradigm here.” 

Summer Bridge: Both during and after participation in their Jump Start Summer Bridge 
experience, both students and advisors viewed this program as a key element in promoting 
effective transition to college. “It gets students off to a good start before the chaos of the first 
weeks of school,” one administrator said. One student in a focus group noted that through 
Summer Bridge, “We bonded before school even started.” Some advisors believed that their 
campuses have an interest in continuing some type of Summer Bridge activity after the end of the 
grant. Adapting part of the Jump Start model, one university did a three-day mini-bridge program 
in summer 2017 for Native American and other high-risk students prior to the start of their 
freshman year.  

Partnerships: Some administrators and advisors believe that Jump Start is serving as a catalyst 
for greater communication and partnerships among Board of Regents institutions, tribes, and 
Native American students. At least three of the six Board of Regents institutions are expanding 
services for Native American students, from a major campuswide initiative to smaller efforts to 
create a Native American Program and carve out office space for it. As one administrator said, 
“Jump Start has provided an important nudge for these activities.” Discussions between Jump 
Start officials and tribal higher education offices also are breaking new ground. As one official 
noted: 

Historically, [Board of Regents] institutions and tribal governments have been silos. When 
I visited one tribal higher ed official, he said, “I’ve never seen anyone from the state come 
to visit us.” Hopefully, this program will change policies and procedures. 

Retention advisors also said they learned about effective strategies from each other. This group 
held monthly calls to exchange information, and periodic workshops provided a more detailed 
forum to learn about emerging best practices in working with students. 

Peer Mentors: Several Jump Start campuses used Cohort 1 students as peer mentors to work 
with the program’s younger component when they came to campus. Many students in focus 
groups found this policy useful, as the mentors provided near-peer guidance to help them 
acclimate to college courses and the college environment. Retention advisors on these campuses 
continued to have one-to-one meetings with Cohort 2 students, but the peer mentors provided an 
added layer of support so that new students might have access to 24/7 assistance, including on 
evenings and weekends. 
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V. Discussion and Recommendations 
The following section provides the ICF team’s interpretation of key findings and a series of  
data-informed considerations. We have integrated the analysis of impact and implementation data 
to compile findings on topics such as overall impact, differences between groups and cohorts, 
and satisfaction with the program and its components.  

The program has had a positive overall effect. ICF’s rigorous quasi-experimental study 
provides statistically significant evidence that Jump Start has had a positive effect on participants. 
Using adjusted percentages based on the impact study’s multivariate statistical model, 73% of 
students in the treatment group persisted to sophomore year of college compared with 66% of a 
well-matched comparison group. In addition, 45% of treatment students were “on track” in credit 
accumulation after freshman year, compared with only 30% of students in the comparison group. 
The latter finding provides some evidence that Jump Start students may be more likely to persist 
and ultimately graduate from college than those in the comparison group. In surveys as well as 
interviews and focus groups, stakeholders identified having a retention advisor as a key element 
of the project’s success. These retention advisors met one-to-one with students to monitor their 
progress and answer their questions; they also designed group activities to support adjustment 
to college.  

Stakeholders also viewed the lending library as significant for helping students defray the costs 
of textbooks, and they believed that the initial Summer Bridge programs helped students adjust 
to college life before most freshmen came to campus. This combination of services appeared to 
spur student success compared with those who received “business as usual” support during their 
first year in college. Overall, these results suggest that other states and postsecondary institutions 
may want to replicate the Jump Start program model for at-risk students to boost their success 
and persistence in postsecondary education. However, it is worth noting that there is still room for 
improving the program, as on-track credit accumulation was achieved by less than half of all 
students in the treatment group, and more than a quarter of treatment students did not persist 
from freshman to sophomore year. 

Jump Start had a greater Impact on Non-Native American students. While the program has 
had an overall positive impact, data show that the program had the strongest effects on low-
income, non-Native American students. Examining regression-adjusted percentages, we found 
that 52% of Native American participants persisted to sophomore year, compared with 50% of 
Native American students from the comparison group. While this finding indicates that treatment 
students were somewhat more successful, the difference was not practically or statistically 
significant—the latter issue owing potentially to low statistical power because Native American 
enrollment was below targets initially set for the program. By comparison, Jump Start did show 
promise in improving outcomes for low-income, non-Native American students in the program. 
These students showed an 80% rate of persistence to sophomore year, eight percentage points 
higher than the 72% rate for similar low-income students from the comparison group. We found 
similar results for on-track credit accumulation rates. Native American students in the treatment 
group achieved on-track credit accumulation at a rate of 22% vs. 18% in the comparison group. 
However, low-income, non-Native American students in the treatment group achieved a rate of 
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55% compared to 36% for the comparison group—this finding was statistically significant. As a 
result, there are clearly elements of the program that have a positive impact on participants, and 
Jump Start appears to have the potential to help improve education outcomes for students from 
lower socioeconomic backgrounds. This is an important finding, but given that South Dakota 
leaders have placed a high priority on improving outcomes for Native American students, these 
findings may suggest that more work needs to be done to refine interventions like Jump Start.  

Despite near-universal praise for retention advisors among students and administrators, most of 
these advisors were not Native American. At the program’s launch, two of seven advisors were 
Native American, a number that increased to three over the life of the grant. To boost Native 
American student success rates in the future, one strategy may be to assign Native American 
students to an advisor who also is Native American. Information from interviews and focus groups 
suggested that Native American students faced cultural barriers in adjusting to life at South 
Dakota public institutions, where white students are in the majority. Having a Native American 
mentor or advisor may ease the transition of Native American students in these environments. In 
addition, public universities may find it useful to conduct more cultural sensitivity training for 
administrators, faculty, and staff to support Native American student adjustment to all aspects of 
campus life, including living on a Board of Regents campus. 

Cohort 1 students fared somewhat better than those in Cohort 2. Despite a hurried start-up 
to the project, data show that Cohort 1 students were more likely to persist to sophomore year 
than Cohort 2 students (73% vs. 69%). This finding is somewhat surprising, as many 
administrators and staff believed that a planning year might have led to smoother implementation 
of the program on their campuses for Cohort 1. However, the lower persistence rate for Cohort 2 
may suggest that Jump Start faced an “implementation dip” that is common to many new 
education initiatives (Fullan, 2007). The idea is that new programs have a sense of optimism and 
buzz that later dissipates as stakeholders recognize the need for new skills and new 
understandings to continue and consolidate gains. To improve success rates, Fullan recommends 
not just adopting changes but ensuring that there is a culture that supports change. 

Another factor in the Cohort 2 decline may be related to the advisor workloads. Beginning in  
Year 2, retention advisors served up to twice as many students as in the previous year, given that 
both cohorts were in college at that time. Student survey data also showed that Cohort 1 students 
had more frequent meetings with their advisors during freshman year than Cohort 2 students. 
Cohort 1 students also reported somewhat greater satisfaction with their Summer Bridge 
experience (58% very satisfied) compared with Cohort 2 (48% very satisfied), which may reflect 
a more successful adjustment to college for the first cohort. All of these factors may contribute to 
the difference between the cohorts. For colleges that want to continue Jump Start after the end 
of the grant, these data may indicate a need to conduct additional training, professional 
development, and awareness efforts so that campus officials remain engaged in Jump Start 
success. 

Students were highly satisfied with the program and their advisors. In surveys conducted 
throughout the program, Jump Start students gave high marks to the program and most of its 
components. More than 90% of survey respondents each year expressed satisfaction with the 
program, and a similarly high percentage were satisfied with their retention advisors. For students 
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as well as staff, having regular access to a retention advisor was a factor in project success. 
Conducting regular check-ins, these advisors helped students access campus resources (such 
as tutoring) while linking them to other supports to promote an effective transition to college. In 
surveys, most students agreed that their advisor “gives me as much time as I need” and is 
knowledgeable about academic requirements and on-campus resources. Overall, retention 
advisors appeared to be a critical, perhaps the most important, success factor in the program. 

Students also believed that the textbook and laptop lending library was important, as it enabled 
students to defray the often high costs of books for their classes. Retention advisors typically 
housed this lending library in or near their offices; as a result, advisors could have informal  
check-ins with students when they came for textbooks to help monitor their progress. 

Overall during the grant, Jump Start students have shown greater confidence in their ability to 
succeed in college. In spring 2018, 64% were “very confident” about their abilities, compared with 
54% the previous year and only 40% during the project’s first year. Such data indicate that a large 
share of Jump Start students expect to graduate from college. 

Earn & Learn was a weak link. Of Jump Start’s four core activities—retention advisors, lending 
library, Summer Bridge, and Earn & Learn—the latter initiative continually drew the lowest rates 
of satisfaction among students, staff, and administrators. Earn & Learn was intended as a way for 
students to earn free credits in the summer after their freshman and sophomore years and 
potentially gain access to internships related to their majors. However, colleges and universities 
faced structural challenges with this initiative. Some campuses had few in-person classes 
available during the summer, prompting many students to take online courses for which they were 
unprepared or lacked time to participate. Many advisors noted that while students say they enjoy 
using technology, they may not have the skill set to take a fast-paced online summer course. 
Many also wanted to work in their home areas during the summer, adding to the challenge in 
squeezing in one or more online courses.  

Survey and interview data support this view of Earn & Learn. In the spring 2017 student survey, 
only 45% of students were satisfied with Earn & Learn, while other elements of the program had 
satisfaction rates above 90%. Several advisors also noted that, after Summer Bridge and the fall 
and spring semesters, many students wanted a break from academics. In addition, advisors found 
that most internships target seniors, while Earn & Learn was for rising sophomores and juniors. 
Based on feedback received by the evaluation team, it was clear that Earn & Learn was the weak 
link in the program, and those who replicate Jump Start may still have success without this 
element of the program. 

Partners should consider retaining the program. Given the success of the program, as 
evidenced by the higher rates of persistence and credit accumulation for participants, ICF 
recommends that SDBOR and OLC consider continuing the Jump Start initiative after federal 
funding ends. As the program is receiving a no-cost extension to use unspent funds for Year 5, 
Jump Start will continue in some form at all of the colleges and universities for the 2018–2019 
academic year. However, interviews with campus stakeholders indicated that few believe that the 
program and its key components—such as Summer Bridge programs and year-round retention 
advisors—can continue after conclusion of the grant. Reasons cited by administrators include the 
high cost of project services as well as the state’s uncertain fiscal climate that makes it difficult to 
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pick up a new program with institutional funds. Nonetheless, the Jump Start model has shown 
promise with disadvantaged students, particularly non-Native American low-income students, and 
continuing the program could spur higher enrollments, higher persistence, and, ultimately, higher 
revenues for universities. While young Native American adults did not experience as much 
success as their non-Native American counterparts, Native American students under the 
multivariate model still fared better in persistence and credit accumulation than Native American 
students not in Jump Start. With some tweaks—such as those recommended in this report, the 
initiative could show even greater gains if the state or colleges and universities continue the 
program. 
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Appendix A: Program Impact Analysis 
Table A1. Comparison of Treatment Group and Comparison Group Before Propensity Score 
Matching 

 
 Treatment 

group mean 
Comparison 
group mean 

Control  
Group SD 

Standardized   
mean 

difference 

Distance 0.20 0.05 0.08 0.90 

High school GPA 3.08 3.28 0.58 -0.36 

Estimated family contribution 3,447.42 16,015.42 21,595.84 -1.25 

Age 18.54 18.82 1.91 -0.28 

Gender—Female 0.58 0.54 0.50 0.08 

Gender—Male 0.42 0.46 0.50 -0.08 

White 0.47 0.87 0.34 -0.80 

Black 0.03 0.03 0.16 0.00 

Native American 0.48 0.07 0.26 0.81 

Full-time student 0.97 0.96 0.21 0.10 

Part-time student 0.03 0.04 0.21 -0.10 

First-generation college 
attendance 

0.35 0.21 0.41 0.28 

Pell Grant status 0.81 0.32 0.47 1.24 

NEFC 1.54 2.50 1.09 -1.29 

Year 1.49 1.50 0.50 -0.01 

Sector OLC 0.09 0.03 0.18 0.21 

Sector SDBOR 0.91 0.97 0.18 -0.21 

BHSU 0.13 0.12 0.33 0.01 

DSU 0.20 0.07 0.25 0.32 

NSU 0.10 0.07 0.25 0.11 

OLC 0.09 0.03 0.18 0.21 

SDSMT 0.07 0.07 0.25 0.01 

SDSU 0.23 0.38 0.49 -0.38 

USD 0.19 0.26 0.44 -0.18 
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Table A2. Descriptive Statistics for Variables Used for EQ1 and EQ2 Logistic Regression Models 
 

Total sample (n = 1,026) Comparison sample (n = 766) Treatment sample (n = 260)

Variable Min Max Mean STD Min Max Mean STD Min Max Mean STD

Persistence 0 1 0.67 0.47 0 1 0.66 0.47 0 1 0.72 0.5 

On-track credit accumulation 0 1 0.31 0.46 0 1 0.3 0.46 0 1 0.36 0.5 

Treatment 0 1 0.25 0.44 0 0 0 0 1 1 1 0 

Cohort 2 0 1 0.48 0.5 0 1 0.48 0.5 0 1 0.48 0.5 

High school GPA (z-score) -3.60 1.73 0.00 1.00 -3.60 1.73 0.02 1.03 -3.21 1.62 -0.06 0.91 

Male 0 1 0.47 0.5 0 1 0.49 0.5 0 1 0.42 0.5 

Black 0 1 0.03 0.17 0 1 0.03 0.17 0 1 0.03 0.2 

Native American 0 1 0.36 0.48 0 1 0.35 0.48 0 1 0.37 0.5 

Other race 0 1 0.04 0.19 0 1 0.04 0.19 0 1 0.03 0.2 

White 0 1 0.58 0.49 0 1 0.58 0.49 0 1 0.57 0.5 

First-generation college status 0 1 0.09 0.29 0 1 0.09 0.29 0 1 0.1 0.3 

BHSU 0 1 0.12 0.33 0 1 0.12 0.33 0 1 0.12 0.3 

DSU 0 1 0.18 0.38 0 1 0.18 0.38 0 1 0.18 0.4 

NSU 0 1 0.07 0.25 0 1 0.07 0.25 0 1 0.07 0.3 

OLC 0 1 0.11 0.31 0 1 0.11 0.31 0 1 0.11 0.3 

SDSMT 0 1 0.07 0.25 0 1 0.07 0.25 0 1 0.07 0.3 

SDSU 0 1 0.26 0.44 0 1 0.26 0.44 0 1 0.26 0.4 

USD 0 1 0.2 0.4 0 1 0.2 0.4 0 1 0.2 0.4 

EFC 0 100000 3012 8445 0 93624 2912 7605 0 100000 3306 10549.2 

Pell Grant recipient 0 1 0.84 0.36 0 1 0.84 0.36 0 1 0.83 0.4 

 

  

ATTACHMENT I



South Dakota Jump Start  Final Evaluation Report 

 

 47 

Table A3. Descriptive Statistics for Variables Used for EQ3 Logistic Regression Models 

 Total sample (n = 1,208) Comparison sample (n = 904) Treatment sample (n = 304)

Variable Min Max Mean STD Min Max Mean STD Min Max Mean STD 

Persistence 0 1 0.63 0.48 0 1 0.62 0.49 0 1 0.67 0.47 

On-track credit 
accumulation 

0 1 0.28 0.45 0 1 0.26 0.44 0 1 0.33 0.47 

Treatment 0 1 2 0 0 1 0 0 0 1 1 0 

Cohort 2 0 1 0.5 0.5 0 1 0.5 0.5 0 1 0.5 0.5 

High school GPA  
(z-score) 

-3.21155 1.831925 0 1 -3.2182 1.672447 0.02 1.03 -3.2182 1.8319
25 

-0.06 0.91 

Male 0 1 0.43 0.5 0 1 0.43 0.5 0 1 0.42 0.5 

Native American 0 1 0.47 0.5 0 1 0.47 0.5 0 1 0.47 0.5 

Native American 
*Treatment 

0 1 0.12 0.32 0 1 0 0 0 1 0.47 0.5 

First-generation 
college status 

0 1 0.09 0.28 0 1 0.08 0.27 0 1 0.1 0.29 

BHSU 0 1 0.16 0.37 0 1 0.17 0.38 0 1 0.13 0.34 

DSU 0 1 0.09 0.28 0 1 0.05 0.22 0 1 0.2 0.4 

NSU 0 1 0.08 0.27 0 1 0.07 0.26 0 1 0.1 0.3 

OLC 0 1 0.09 0.29 0 1 0.09 0.29 0 1 0.09 0.29 

SDSMT 0 1 0.05 0.23 0 1 0.05 0.22 0 1 0.07 0.25 

SDSU 0 1 0.28 0.45 0 1 0.3 0.46 0 1 0.23 0.42 

USD 0 1 0.25 0.43 0 1 0.27 0.44 0 1 0.19 0.39 

EFC 0 100000 3538.08 10075.75 0 100000 3535.96 10026.15 0 100000 3544.37 10238.49 

Pell Grant recipient 0 1 0.81 0.39 0 1 0.81 0.39 0 1 0.8 0.4 
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Appendix B: Site Visit Protocols for Interviews and 
Focus Groups 

Access Advisor Interview Protocol 

Interviewer Guidelines: 

 Briefly discuss the purpose of the interview:  ICF has contracted with South Dakota State 
University to conduct a comprehensive evaluation of the South Dakota Jump Start grant 
program to better understand strategies used to meet program goals. The initial 
purpose of this interview is to better understand your role as the access advisor for the 
project. Your contribution to the evaluation effort is extremely valuable and will give you 
the opportunity to share your perspective on the successes, benefits, and challenges 
associated with implementing Jump Start. Please know that ICF is an independent, 
external evaluator. We expect this interview to take approximately 45 minutes. 

 Convey to interview participant our confidentiality policy: (1) the interview is voluntary; 
(2) you can decline to answer any questions, or you can stop the interview at any time; 
(3) the information will be held in confidence by the evaluation team who have signed 
confidentiality agreements ensuring the protection of data; and (4) interview data will 
be maintained in secure areas.  

 Ask permission to record the interview: In order to capture the discussion, I would like to 
record the session. Only evaluation team members will have access to the recording.  If 
you choose not to have the interview recorded, we will be taking notes but will not 
include your name in reporting.  

 Ask if they have any questions for you before you begin. Please review and sign the 
consent form or, in the case of a phone interview, obtain verbal consent. 

Note to interviewer: Italicized questions are to be used as probes to encourage respondents to 
expand upon their responses. Consider prior responses to customize the inclusion, order, and 
language of questions as appropriate.  

 

1.  What are your roles and responsibilities in South Dakota Jump Start? 

a. What is your job title? 
b. How often do you visit high schools? 
c. What other Jump Start personnel do you interact with? 
d. How many schools are you responsible for? What challenges do they face? 
e. How, if at all has your role or your responsibilities changed this year when compared with 
past years of the project?   
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2. What have been the main Jump Start goals/objectives for access advisors this past year?  
a. Who was involved in the planning process (advisors, college administrators, teachers, 

principals)? Probe for: Preparing students for rigor of college; scheduling high school visits; 
help with financial aid forms and college applications, etc.) 

b. Have goals/objectives changed since last year?  If so, how?  
 
3. What student and family services have you conducted this academic year?  
Be sure coordinator thinks about range of activities (college information/assistance, 
application assistance, ACT preparation, support services, etc.).  

 
4. What school factors have facilitated the development of Jump Start services? What barriers 
have you encountered, and how have you addressed them?   
a. How could services be improved to better appeal to, and serve, targeted groups? 
b. What level of buy‐in have you received from your schools? From students/families? 
c. How do you maintain contact with students (e‐mail, phone, social media)? 

 
5.  How interested do you believe students are in attending college?  What barriers or 
facilitators do they cite?  

a. How knowledgeable do you believe students are about college admissions? 
b. How knowledgeable do you believe students are about financial aid? 
c. What student or family level barriers to college attendance do they cite? (Probe: how is 
Jump Start designed or not designed to address these barriers?) 

 
6. What activities/services do you believe have been most effective so far?  What 
activities/services have been least effective? (Probe for reasons why.) 
 
7. What lessons have you learned in how to conduct college outreach to Native American and 
low‐income students?  
 
8. With the grant nearing its end, what impact if any do you think Jump Start has had on its 
target high schools? On Board of Regents institutions? What services might be continued at 
these schools or colleges?  
 
9. Is there anything else you would like ICF to know about your work as an access advisor? 
 

Thank you for your time. 
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Retention Advisor Interview Protocol 

Interviewer Guidelines: 

 Briefly discuss the purpose of the interview:  ICF has contracted with South Dakota State 
University to conduct a comprehensive evaluation of the South Dakota Jump Start grant 
program to better understand strategies used to meet program goals. The initial 
purpose of this interview is to better understand your role as a retention advisor for the 
project. Your contribution to the evaluation effort is extremely valuable and will give you 
the opportunity to share your perspective on the successes, benefits, and challenges 
associated with implementing Jump Start. Please know that ICF is an independent, 
external evaluator. We expect this interview to take approximately 45 minutes. 

 Convey to interview participant our confidentiality policy: (1) the interview is voluntary; 
(2) you can decline to answer any questions, or you can stop the interview at any time; 
(3) the information will be held in confidence by the evaluation team who have signed 
confidentiality agreements ensuring the protection of data; and (4) interview data will 
be maintained in secure areas.  

 Ask permission to record the interview: In order to capture the discussion, I would like to 
record the session. Only evaluation team members will have access to the recording.  If 
you choose not to have the interview recorded, we will be taking notes but will not 
include your name in reporting.  

 Ask if they have any questions for you before you begin. Please review and sign the 
consent form or, in the case of a phone interview, obtain verbal consent. 

1.  What are your roles and responsibilities in South Dakota Jump Start? 
a. What is your job title? 
b. What other Jump Start personnel do you interact with? 
c. What training, if any, did you receive for this job? 
d. What is the size of your caseload?  
e. How, if at all, has your job changed during the past year? 
 

2. What were the main Jump Start goals/objectives for the past academic year?  
a. Who was involved in the planning process (advisors, college administrators, etc.)?  
Probe for: Objectives related to advising students, acclimation to college life, etc.) 
b. How would you assess overall implementation of the program?  

 
3. Typically, how did you interact with first‐year students (college freshmen in 2016–2017)?  

a. Did you have face‐to‐face meetings?  If so, what topics did you cover? 
b. How often did you interact with students? In what settings? 
c. What typical challenges do these students face? 
d. What were the best ways to reach students (texting, phone, e‐mail, etc.)?    
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4. Typically, how did you interact with second‐year students (college sophomores in  
2016–2017)?  
a. Did you have face‐to‐face meetings?  If so, what topics did you cover? 
b. How often did you interact with students? In what settings? 
c. What typical challenges do these students face? 
d. What were the best ways to reach students (texting, phone, e‐mail, etc.)?  

 
5. With the addition of a second cohort in summer 2016, how did that impact your day‐to‐day 
tasks?  How did it impact outreach with students? 

 
6. What were the key student and family services/activities you have conducted this academic 
year?  

a. What kind of tutoring/academic support has been available? 
b. What social/family activities, if any, have taken place? Do 1st and 2nd cohort students 

attend the same functions? 
c. When meeting with students, are there specific agendas/topic areas for each 

meeting?  
d. For group activities, has student attendance been in line with your expectations?  
e. What level of buy‐in have you received from your campus?  From students/families? 

Has this level of buy‐in improved since the start of the program? 
 
7. What activities/services do you believe have been most effective/least effective so far?  
(Probe for reasons why.) How might you change activities for next year? 
 
8. What have students in the two cohorts been doing this summer? What role, if any, did you 
play in setting up/organizing these activities? 

a. Were most of these activities on or off campus? 
b. Were student participation levels in line with what you expected? 
c. What differences did you see based on the cohort? 
d. If you changed summer programming in 2017, do you believe the new programming 
was more effective? Why or why not?  

 
9. How would you assess the success of these Jump Start program components? (Probe for 
perceptions and lessons learned) 

a. Summer Bridge (2015 and 2016) 
b. Advising during the regular academic year 
c. Textbook and laptop lending library 
d. Summer Earn and Learn/Serve and Learn 

 
10. How effective do you believe Jump Start components are for Native American students?  
For non‐Native students? (Probe for any suggestions for improvement in services for either 
group) 
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11. Looking to the future, are there any Jump Start activities that your university may continue 
after the end of the grant? 
 
12. Is there anything else you would like to add or share about your Jump Start experience? 

Thank you for your time. 
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Jump Start Director Interview Protocol 

Interviewer Guidelines: 

 Briefly discuss the purpose of the interview:  South Dakota State University has 
contracted with ICF to conduct a comprehensive evaluation of the South Dakota Jump 
Start grant program. The initial purpose of this interview is to better understand your 
role as the director of South Dakota Jump Start. Your contribution to the evaluation 
effort is extremely valuable and will give you the opportunity to share your perspective 
on the successes, benefits, and challenges associated with implementing Jump Start. 
Please know that ICF is an independent, external evaluator. We expect this interview to 
take approximately 45 minutes. 

 Convey to interview participant our confidentiality policy: (1) the interview is voluntary 
and all data collected will be kept confidential to the extent permitted by law; (2) you 
can decline to answer any questions, or you can stop the interview at any time; (3) the 
information will be held in confidence by the evaluation team who have signed 
confidentiality agreements ensuring the protection of data; and (4) interview data will 
be maintained in secure areas.  

 Ask permission to record the interview: In order to capture the discussion, I would like to 
record the session. Only evaluation team members will have access to the recording.  If 
you choose not to have the interview recorded, we will be taking notes but will not 
include your name or role in reporting.  

 Ask if they have any questions for you before you begin. Please review and sign the 
consent form or, in the case of a phone interview, obtain verbal consent. 

Note to interviewer: Italicized questions are to be used as probes to encourage respondents to 
expand upon their responses. Consider prior responses to customize the inclusion, order, and 
language of questions as appropriate.  
 
Interview Questions  

1) Please briefly describe your roles and responsibilities in South Dakota Jump Start. 
a. What types of compliance/monitoring, if any, do you engage in?  
b. How do you interact with the other postsecondary partners in this project? How 

often do you interact with them? 
c. Who do you report to? What type of information do you report to them? How often? 

 
2) How would you describe implementation of the program this past year? 

a. To what extent has the program met its objectives?  
b. How would you describe the level of program buy‐in from SDSU? The Board of 

Regents? Principal Investigators and other postsecondary partners?   
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c. What factors have facilitated Jump Start implementation this year? What factors 
have hindered implementation this year? How have you addressed these challenges? 
What unexpected issues have you encountered? 

d. What do you believe are the initiative’s major challenges/goals for the next year? 
 

3) Last fall, Jump Start began serving sophomores as well as freshmen. How did that 
change the program? What impact did it have on students/advisors/campuses? (Probe 
for frequency of one‐to‐one meetings, program activities, training and time commitment 
of staff). 

 
4) What are your perceptions about the effectiveness of Jump Start retention advisors? 

a. What role, if any, did you play in the selection of these advisors (such as providing 
job descriptions, helping identify candidates, providing training)?  

b. Other than training, what types of supports do you provide these advisors?  What 
type of oversight, if any, do you provide? 

c. How often do you speak/meet with these advisors?   
d. Is there a core set of activities that each advisor will conduct? What are they? 
e. What similarities/differences do you see in the way colleges are 

approaching/implementing the job of retention advisor? 
f. What factors facilitate your relationship with the retention advisors? Have you faced 

any barriers, and how have you overcome them?   
 

5) How satisfied are you with the Earn and Learn/Serve and Learn programs taking place 
on each campus? 
a. How different do these programs look from site to site? 
b. Has actual enrollment met expectations? Why or why not? 
c. What are the key activities/components of these programs? 
d. Were there any unexpected challenges in establishing/implementing the programs 

this summer?  If so, how did you (or campuses) address them? 
e. What lessons learned might you use when conducting similar programs in the 

future? 
 

6) How satisfied are you with the school‐year services provided by retention advisors? 
a. What strategies/activities appear to be most effective/least effective? 
b. What are the main challenges that retention advisors encounter with first‐year 

students?  
c. Is student persistence in Jump Start in line with your expectations?  

 
7) I’d like to talk about your work with access advisors. What was your role with these 

advisors during the past year? 
a. What types of supports/oversight do you provide?  
b. How often do you speak/meet with these advisors? How pleased are you with their 

work? What have they done well/not so well? 
 

ATTACHMENT I



South Dakota Jump Start  Final Evaluation Report 

 

 55 

8) How would you assess progress on the evaluation of Jump Start? Do you have any 
suggestions for improvement? 
 

9) With the end of the grant approaching in 2018, what Jump Start services do you think 
might be sustained on Jump Start member campuses? What lessons learned can 
colleges take from this experience? 

This concludes our discussion. Thank you so much for your ideas and your time. 
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Student Focus Group Guide 
Facilitator Guidelines: 

 Introduce yourself and/or leaders of the focus group as representatives of ICF and 
describe your roles in supporting the meeting (i.e., facilitator, note taker).  Students 
selected for the focus group should have experience with Jump Start activities, 
particularly the summer Serve and Learn program. 

 Briefly discuss the purpose of the focus group:  Explain to students that those funding the 
Jump Start program would like to know what it is like to be a part of the program.  
Particularly, they are interested in students’ experience with college awareness activities 
and summer programming. Explain that this is not an evaluation of the college or the 
advisors/instructors in your summer program. The purpose of this focus group is getting a 
variety of views about the program, so that we can gather information about activities to 
help plan for the future.  People can agree or disagree with comments, but only one 
person can speak at a time.  The session will take approximately 40‐60 minutes. 

 Convey to each participant our confidentiality policy:  (1) the focus group is voluntary; (2) 
you can decline to answer any questions, or you can stop participating in the focus group 
at any time – participation will not impact you at your college; (3) the information will be 
held in confidence by the evaluation team who have signed confidentiality agreements 
ensuring the protection of data; (4) focus group data will be maintained in secure areas; 
and (5) please respect others’ privacy by not sharing any information outside of the focus 
group.  

 Ask permission to record the focus group:  In order to capture the discussion, I would like 
to record the session.  Only evaluation team members will have access to the recording.  If 
at least one person chooses not to have the focus group recorded, we will not record the 
session but will take notes. We will not include your name(s) in these notes. Any 
information that can be used to identify a student will be removed from transcripts prior to 
being shared. 

 Ask if they have any questions before you begin.  Review and ask participants to sign the 
consent form.   

 Each focus group should have six to 10 participants. The focus group is open to any Serve 
& Learn student in summer 2017 who is at least 18 years of age. Ideally at least some will 
have participated in other activities/services during the 2016‐2017 academic year, but this 
is not required for participation in the focus group. 
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Materials  

 Pen for each participant 

 Paper or index card (to write down their thoughts)  
 

Time  Opening Questions   Aspects to be covered  Facilitator’s Activity 

2 min  
 

INTRODUCTION
Please introduce yourself, your name, 
your major if you have one.      

 

5 min  WHAT IS JUMP START? 
When someone mentions Jump Start, 
what do you think of? What activities, 
events, or programs do you think of?   

o Basic knowledge if available  List student ideas.

8‐10 
min  

EXPERIENCE WITH  
SUMMER SERVE & LEARN 
We would like to know the range of any 
activities/events you participated in this 
week. What did you do?  What did you 
like or dislike about these activities? Will 
this course help you in your future 
development or education/career goals? 

o When 
o Nature of activity  
o Content covered/goal of 

activity  
o Satisfaction with activity 
 

Probe for 
similarities/differences in 
student’s experiences. Probe 
for satisfaction level among the 
group and any differences 
between Native American 
students and non‐Native 
students. 

8‐10 
min  

EXPERIENCE WITH JUMP START 
During the past year, you have had access 
to a retention advisor, a lending library 
and other services. What did you think of 
these services? Did you use them and if 
so, how often? 
What did you like/dislike about these 
activities? (Probe for advisor meetings, use 
of book/computer lending program, views 
on other social/academic activities)  

o Nature of activity 
o Content covered/goal of 

activity  
o Satisfaction level 
  

Probe for extent of regular 
outreach by advisor. Probe for 
similarities/differences in 
student experiences and any 
differences between Native 
American students and non‐
Native students. 
 

5‐8 
min 

LESSONS LEARNED  
FROM JUMP START 
Take the index card in front of you. Write 
down things you learned from the Jump 
Start activities/events you attended or 
services you received during the past year.  
Write as many as possible.  (Note: Use list 
of activities created in the previous 
discussions if needed.) 
(after 2min)  
I’d like each of you to select the most 
valuable learning experience from your 
list. Please share with the group and talk 
about why you selected it.     

o Perceptions 
o Challenges and successes 

List perceptions. Ask if others 
in the group agree or disagree. 
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Time  Opening Questions   Aspects to be covered  Facilitator’s Activity 

5‐8 
min  

EFFECTIVENESS 
We also would like you to tell us what is 
“working well” in Jump Start and what 
issues might we want to look at to 
improve for the future? Use the 
paper/card before you to write down your 
thoughts. Please tell us what is working 
well and issues that could be improved.  

o Implementation issues 
o Outcome (change in 

attitude, views, knowledge)  
o Factors that shape 

implementation, learning 
and outcomes 

o Specific student or family 
barriers that are/are not 
addressed by Jump Start 

Prompt for academic support, 
mentoring, college visits if 
needed.  

3‐5 
min  

STUDENT SUGGESTIONS 
Do you have any suggestions to improve 
the Jump Start program? What 
opportunities would you like to 
have/information do you need to succeed 
in college?   
Possible follow up questions to their ideas: 
“Why is that important?” “How will it 
change the way you approach college?”  

o Implementation issues 
o Content  
o Delivery 
o Resource  
 

If no suggestions offered, focus 
on information needs and how 
to stay in contact with 
retention advisors. 

2 min   CLOSING 
Is there anything else we should know to 
understand how you are working with 
Jump Start staff and programs?  

 

 
Thank you very much for your time. 
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