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Introduction 
This evaluation provides a comparative analysis of the experiences, needs, and 
challenges of TRIO staff across the Northwest (Oregon, Washington, Idaho, and 
Alaska) and TRIO students within Oregon. Commissioned to inform the strategic 
planning of the Oregon TRIO Association (OTA) Board, the project's purpose was to 
identify areas of alignment, highlight significant disconnects between staff and student 
perspectives, and uncover actionable opportunities for program improvement. 
 
The findings are drawn from a mixed-methods analysis of two distinct datasets: a 2025 
regional survey of 135 TRIO staff members and a 2023 survey of 598 
Oregon-based TRIO students. This two-year gap between data collection, along with 
the student data being limited to Oregon, serves as a critical lens through which all 
comparisons must be viewed. 
 
Despite these limitations, the resulting analysis reveals a clear and compelling narrative. 
The data shows a program succeeding at its core mission due to the strength of its 
relational support, but it also highlights significant disconnects in perception and a 
foundational tension between growing student needs and strained staff resources. 
 

Key Findings at a Glance 
 
This report analyzes quantitative and qualitative data side-by-side, revealing several 
actionable insights. 
 

●​ Strong Alignment on the Core Mission: The data is unambiguous, both staff 
and students agree that Personalized Academic Advising is the single most 
valuable and impactful service TRIO provides. This high-touch, relational support 
is the undisputed foundation of the program's success. 

●​ Significant "Value Gaps" Emerge: The most dramatic findings lie in the 
disconnect between what staff perceive as impactful and what students report as 
valuable. 

○​ The FAFSA vs. Success Class Gap: Staff rank FAFSA Assistance as 
the #2 most impactful service they offer. Students, however, rank it near 
the bottom (#12) in value. Conversely, students rank Free Success 
Classes as the #2 most valuable service, while staff rank its impact near 
the bottom (#13). 

●​ Major Disconnects in "Perception vs. Reality": The data reveals several 
"blindspots" between staff perception and reported student behavior. 

○​ The "Hidden Gem" of Success Classes: The value gap is mirrored by a 
utilization gap. Staff perceive Free Success Classes as one of the least 
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utilized services (Rank #12). In reality, students report it as the #2 most 
utilized service, second only to advising. 

○​ The Email Blindspot: Staff underestimate the power of email as an 
outreach tool, ranking it #7. Students report email as a primary way they 
heard about TRIO, tied for Rank #2 with advisor referrals. 

○​ The "Underutilized = Unknown" Insight: The analysis confirms a critical 
hypothesis: services that staff identify as "underutilized" (e.g., Financial 
Literacy, Professional Development) are the exact same services students 
report the lowest awareness of. The problem is not student disinterest; it is 
a communication and marketing gap. 

 

The Core Narrative: A Central Conflict 
 
Qualitative analysis explains the "why" behind these numbers, revealing a central 
tension that defines the current state of TRIO programs. 
 
1. A Shared Foundation: Both students and staff agree that the "magic" of TRIO is its 
human element. Students praise the 1-on-1 support and sense of community, while staff 
identify this relational, holistic support as the most satisfying and impactful part of their 
job. 
 
2. A Central Conflict: The data shows two groups with competing needs. 

●​ Students are asking for more. They request an expansion of services beyond 
academics, specifically naming mental health support, career development, 
and more basic needs support (e.g., food, transportation). 

●​ Staff are reporting they have no more to give. The staff-side data is 
dominated by themes of systemic resource strain, including inadequate 
funding, high caseloads, and low pay. They report a critical lack of time, staff, and 
funding to meet current demands, let alone expand into new, specialized areas 
like mental health. 

 
This report details these findings to provide the OTA Board with a data-driven 
understanding of the program's core strengths, its most significant perceptual gaps, and 
the foundational conflict between student needs and staff resources that must be 
addressed for future growth and sustainability.  
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Methodology 
 

Purpose 
 
The purpose of this evaluation was to examine and compare experiences between 
TRIO staff across the Northwest region (Oregon, Washington, Idaho, and Alaska) and 
TRIO students in Oregon. The project aimed to identify shared successes and 
challenges, assess alignment between staff and student perspectives, and highlight 
opportunities for program improvement. In addition to the cross-group comparison, 
trends within the staff data alone were analyzed to better understand internal patterns 
and potential areas for professional development or structural support. Findings are 
intended to inform ongoing strategic planning and capacity-building efforts for the 
Oregon TRIO Association (OTA) Board and member programs. 
 
Design 
 
This evaluation used a mixed-methods, descriptive design, integrating both 
quantitative and qualitative approaches. The emphasis was on exploring patterns and 
themes rather than achieving statistical generalization. The design prioritized practical, 
actionable insights and reflected participatory and utilization-focused evaluation 
principles to ensure that findings would be relevant to TRIO leadership and staff across 
the region. 
 
Participants 
 
Two datasets were analyzed: 

●​ TRIO Staff Experience Survey (2025): Distributed regionally to TRIO staff in 
Oregon, Washington, Idaho, and Alaska. Respondents represented multiple 
TRIO programs, including Student Support Services (SSS), Upward Bound, and 
Educational Talent Search. 

●​ TRIO Student Experience Survey (2023): Collected from students in 
Oregon-based TRIO programs.​
 

Both surveys were administered using Google Forms, allowing for confidential 
participation and easy comparison of overlapping items related to engagement, 
belonging, and program impact. 
 
Data Collection 
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The Staff Experience Survey was developed and distributed in 2025. It included 
quantitative “select all that apply” questions, multiple-choice items, and qualitative 
open-ended questions. After initial data collection, one section originally designed as a 
ranking question was converted to “select all that apply” to improve clarity and ease of 
analysis. The final dataset was cleaned to remove irrelevant or incomplete responses. 
 
The Student Experience Survey data were collected in 2023 using a similar Google 
Form format. For this evaluation, only comparable items and relevant qualitative 
responses were included. Some student responses appeared to be duplicates, as 
several entries were submitted with nearly identical answers; these were noted but 
retained to avoid over-filtering the data. 
 
For both datasets, blank, nonsensical, or “N/A” answers were omitted from analysis. 
 
Data Analysis 
 
Data from each survey were organized and analyzed in Excel, with separate tabs used 
for different question types: 
 
For the Staff Survey: 

●​ Counts: Tallied responses for each closed-ended question. 
●​ Select All That Apply: Tally of each answer option; write-in responses were 

compiled, coded, and integrated into existing themes, with one comment counted 
per theme. 

●​ Qualitative Questions: All open-ended responses were reviewed, irrelevant or 
unclear entries removed, and the remaining comments coded and themed. 
Codes and themes were revised iteratively for accuracy and clarity. Individual 
comments could be coded into multiple themes when they contained more than 
one idea (e.g., “Yes, but only if it’s impactful”). 

●​ Omitted Answers: Included blanks, irrelevant or nonsensical text, and “N/A” 
entries.​
 

For the Student Survey: 
●​ Counts: Tallied responses for each closed-ended question. 
●​ Select All That Apply: Tally of each answer option; write-in responses were 

compiled, coded, and integrated into existing themes, with one comment counted 
per theme. 

●​ Qualitative Questions: Responses were reviewed, cleaned, coded, and themed 
following the same process as the staff data. 
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●​ Omitted Answers: Included blanks, irrelevant or nonsensical text, and “N/A” 
entries.​
 

Quantitative data were summarized using descriptive statistics (frequencies and 
percentages) to identify trends and highlight notable patterns between and within 
groups. Qualitative responses were analyzed through thematic coding, grouping 
comments into recurring themes and subthemes. Comments were sometimes coded 
into multiple themes, so frequencies do not always total the same number of individual 
comments. 
 
The analysis was conducted by a single evaluator (Bri Eck), who also utilized AI tools to 
assist with organizing data, checking thematic consistency, and refining written 
summaries. All interpretations and final coding decisions were made by the evaluator to 
ensure contextual accuracy. 
 

Limitations and Considerations 
 
Several limitations should be considered when interpreting the findings: 

●​ The student dataset reflects Oregon-only data collected two years earlier than 
the staff data, limiting direct comparability. 

●​ Possible duplicate responses were identified in the student data, which may 
slightly affect frequency counts. 

●​ Neither dataset reached statistical significance due to sample size and 
response variability. 

●​ The evaluation was conducted and analyzed by one evaluator, which may limit 
inter-rater validation, though AI tools were used to enhance reliability and 
accuracy. 

●​ A question format change occurred mid-collection in the staff survey (ranking 
→ select all that apply), introducing potential variation across early and later 
responses. 

●​ Qualitative comments were sometimes coded under multiple themes, 
meaning total theme frequencies may exceed the number of total comments.​
 

Despite these limitations, the evaluation provides meaningful insights into how TRIO 
services are experienced by both staff and students. The combination of staff trend 
analysis and cross-group comparison helps illuminate systemic strengths and 
opportunities for future improvement across the region. 
 

Ethical Considerations 
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Participation in both surveys was voluntary and confidential. No identifying information 
was required beyond optional program affiliation or role, and responses were stored 
securely in password-protected digital files. Data were aggregated for reporting to 
protect confidentiality, and no individual responses are identifiable in this report. The 
evaluation adhered to ethical standards of transparency, respect, and responsible data 
use consistent with the American Evaluation Association’s Guiding Principles for 
Evaluators.  

https://www.eval.org/About/Guiding-Principles
https://www.eval.org/About/Guiding-Principles
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Demographics 
 

Staff Demographics 
 
This data reflects a survey of 135 TRIO staff members from 47 different institutions, 
primarily located in the Pacific Northwest. 
 
Geographically, the largest group of respondents work in Oregon (65 staff), followed by 
Washington (36), Idaho (27), and Alaska (6). The staff represent a wide range of 
institutional affiliations, with the largest cohorts coming from the University of Idaho (11 
respondents), Boise State University (10), and Southwestern Oregon Community 
College (7). 
 
In terms of program focus, the vast majority of staff serve Student Support Services 
(SSS), which accounts for 72 respondents. The next most-represented program is 
Talent Search (28 respondents). 
 
The dataset shows a healthy mix of experience levels. The largest single group has 
been with TRIO for 2-5 years (45 staff). However, there is also a strong contingent of 
veteran staff, with a combined 54 members having worked in TRIO for 5 years or more 
(28 staff at 5-10 years and 26 staff at 10+ years). 
 
A notable finding is that the majority of staff (96 out of 135) are not TRIO alumni, while 
39 staff members reported being former TRIO program participants. 
 
Student Demographics 
 
This data provides a demographic overview of 598 students served by TRIO programs 
across 17 different institutions. 
 
Enrollment and Age: The student population is predominantly enrolled full-time, with 
525 students (88%) in this category, compared to 73 part-time students. The data 
reflects a diverse age range. While the largest group consists of traditional-aged 
students (18-24 years old, 281 students), a significant portion of the population is 
non-traditional. This includes 170 students aged 25-34 and 91 students aged 35-44. 
 
Personal & Financial Responsibility: A majority of the students (344, or 57%) 
reported having no dependents. However, a substantial minority of 255 students (43%) 
indicated that they are financially responsible for children or other family members. 
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Institutional and Program Representation: The students are distributed across 17 
institutions, with the largest groups attending Chemeketa Community College (123 
students), Portland State University (84), Oregon State University (63), and 
Southern Oregon University (62). By a large margin, SSS (Student Support 
Services) is the most common program, serving 473 students. Other 
highly-represented programs include McNair (91 students) and EOC/ROC (63 
students). 
 
Race & Ethnicity: Students were able to select multiple categories for race and 
ethnicity. The most frequently self-identified categories were European (245), 
Hispanic/Latino (213), and Native American (95). Other reported identities include 
Asian (52), African American (36), and Native Hawaiian (22).  
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Quantitative Findings 
 

Select All That Apply: Staff vs. Student Data 
 
Impact vs. Value  
 
We can directly compare what staff perceive as having the "most impact" with what 
students report as being the "most valuable." 
 
Key Takeaways at a Glance 

1.​ Massive Alignment on Advising: Both staff and students agree that 
Personalized Academic Advising is, by far, the #1 most impactful/valuable 
service. This is the clear cornerstone of the TRIO program's success. 

2.​ The FAFSA Gap: Staff perceive FAFSA Assistance as the #2 most impactful 
service they offer. Students, however, rank it as #12 in value. 

3.​ The Success Class Gap: This is the inverse of the FAFSA gap. Students rate 
Free Success Classes as the #2 most valuable service. Staff, however, rank it 
near the bottom for impact. 

4.​ Tangible vs. Experiential: Students place a high value on tangible, cost-saving 
services like Textbook/Calculator Rentals (#7) and School Supplies (#9). Staff 
rank the impact of these services very low (near the bottom of their list). 
Conversely, staff see high impact in University Campus Visits (#5), while 
students rank it very low in value (#17). 

 

Service Staff: "Most Impactful" Student: "Most Valuable" 

Personalized Academic Advising Rank: 1 (119 votes) Rank: 1 (178 votes) 

Free Success Classes Rank: 13 (23 votes) Rank: 2 (103 votes) 

Tutoring Rank: 6 (47 votes) Rank: 3 (99 votes) 

Mentoring Rank: 4 (77 votes) Rank: 4 (82 votes) 

Scholarship Assistance Rank: 3 (78 votes) Rank: 5 (79 votes) 

Tuition Assistance Rank: 10 (25 votes) Rank: 6 (59 votes) 

Textbook/Calculator Rentals Rank: 16 (13 votes) Rank: 7 (53 votes) 

School Supplies Rank: 15 (14 votes) Rank: 9 (49 votes) 

FAFSA Assistance Rank: 2 (80 votes) Rank: 12 (42 votes) 

University Campus Visits Rank: 5 (51 votes) Rank: 17 (21 votes) 
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The chart displays the vote counts for both "Staff: 'Most Impactful'" (blue) and "Student: 'Most Valuable'" 
(green) side-by-side for each service, making it easy to compare the two perspectives. Note: Not all 
services were included in the graph nor the table above. 
 
Detailed Analysis 
 
The alignment on Personalized Academic Advising, Mentoring, and Scholarship 
Assistance is exceptionally strong. Staff and students are in complete agreement that 
these core, high-touch services are fundamental to the program's value. The data 
strongly affirms that staff time spent on these activities is seen and valued by students. 
 
Key Disconnect 1: The "Transactional" vs. "Tangible" Gap 
 

●​ FAFSA: Staff see FAFSA Assistance as the #2 most impactful service (80 votes). 
This is likely because staff understand the massive downstream effect that 
securing financial aid has on a student's entire academic career. 
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●​ Students: Students rank FAFSA help very low (#12, 42 votes). They may view it 
as a simple, one-time transactional task ("they helped me fill out a form") rather 
than a high-value service. 

●​ The Other Side: In contrast, students place high value on Textbook/Calculator 
Rentals (#7) and School Supplies (#9). Staff rank these as having almost no 
impact (13 and 14 votes, respectively). 

 
Insight: Staff are focused on the long-term financial impact (FAFSA), while students are 
focused on the immediate financial relief (tangible supplies). Students feel the value of a 
free textbook or supplies right now, which may be more salient to them than the more 
abstract, complex FAFSA process. 
 
Key Disconnect 2: The "Classes" vs. "Visits" Gap 
 

●​ Free Success Classes: Students find immense value in these, ranking them #2 
(103 votes). 

●​ Staff: Staff rank their impact very low (#13, 23 votes). 
●​ Campus Visits: Staff believe University Campus Visits are a top 5 impactful 

service (51 votes). This is likely seen as a key "vision-building" activity to help 
students imagine their future. 

●​ Students: Students rank campus visits near the bottom (#17, 21 votes). 
 
Insight: This suggests a potential "hidden gem." The Free Success Classes are a 
massive value-add for students that staff may be under-appreciating. Conversely, the 
high-effort campus visits, while well-intentioned, are not registering as a top value for 
students. 
 
This analysis shows what students value. The next logical step is to see if what they 
value matches what they use. 
 
Utilization (Perception vs. Reality)  
 
We can compare what staff perceive as the "most utilized" services against what 
students say they actually "utilize." 
 
Key Takeaways at a Glance 

1.​ The "Hidden Gem" (Success Classes): The single biggest disconnect is Free 
Success Classes. Staff perceive this as one of the least utilized services (Rank 
#12). In reality, it is the #2 most utilized service by students. 
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2.​ The "Overperceived" Services (FAFSA & Campus Visits): Staff believe 
FAFSA Assistance (Staff: #2) and University Campus Visits (Staff: #5) are 
top-tier, highly-used services. In reality, students' reported use of both is much 
lower (Rank #10 and #17, respectively). 

3.​ The "Underestimated" Services (Tutoring & Tangibles): Staff significantly 
underestimate the utilization of Tutoring. They also underestimate the use of 
tangible, cost-saving services like School Supplies, Tuition Assistance, and 
Textbook/Calculator Rentals. 

4.​ Perfect Alignment (Advising & Mentoring): Just as in the "Value" analysis, 
both staff and students are in perfect agreement on the high utilization of 
Personalized Academic Advising (Rank #1 for both) and Mentoring (Rank #4 
for both). 

 

Service Student: "Actual Utilization" Staff: "Perceived Utilization" 

Personalized Academic Advising Rank: 1 (174 votes) Rank: 1 (132 votes) 

Free Success Classes Rank: 2 (120 votes) Rank: 12 (23 votes) 

Tutoring Rank: 3 (115 votes) Rank: 7 (55 votes) 

Mentoring Rank: 4 (94 votes) Rank: 4 (69 votes) 

Scholarship Assistance Rank: 5 (91 votes) Rank: 3 (101 votes) 

School Supplies Rank: 6 (65 votes) Rank: 15 (20 votes) 

Workshops Rank: 6 (65 votes) Rank: 9 (51 votes) 

Tuition Assistance Rank: 7 (66 votes) Rank: 13 (22 votes) 

Family/Community Events Rank: 9 (55 votes) Rank: 11 (29 votes) 

FAFSA Assistance Rank: 10 (52 votes) Rank: 2 (103 votes) 

Study Space Rank: 11 (52 votes) Rank: 5 (63 votes) 

Textbook/Calculator Rentals Rank: 12 (50 votes) Rank: 16 (18 votes) 

Computer Lab Rank: 13 (50 votes) Rank: 10 (37 votes) 

Professional Development Rank: 14 (45 votes) Rank: 16 (18 votes) 

Financial Literacy Rank: 15 (40 votes) Rank: 8 (52 votes) 

Employment Opportunities Rank: 16 (39 votes) Rank: 14 (21 votes) 

University Campus Visits Rank: 17 (28 votes) Rank: 5 (63 votes) 

Graduate School Campus Visits Rank: 18 (15 votes) Rank: 18 (8 votes) 



16 

 
The chart displays the vote counts for both "Staff: 'Perceived Utilization'" (blue) and "Student: 'Actual 
Utilization'" (green) side-by-side for each service, making it easy to compare the two perspectives. 
 
Detailed Analysis 
 
Key Disconnect 1: The "Hidden Gem" & The "Underestimated" 
 

●​ Free Success Classes: (Student Rank: #2, Staff Rank: #12) This is the biggest 
story in the data. Students are using this service in massive numbers, but staff 
perceive it as almost unused. 

●​ Tutoring: (Student Rank: #3, Staff Rank: #7) Staff are aware that tutoring is 
used, but they are underestimating its popularity by half. 

●​ School Supplies & Tuition Assistance: (Student Ranks: #6 & #7, Staff Ranks: 
#15 & #13) This mirrors the "Value" analysis. Staff are under-appreciating both 
the value and the actual utilization of these direct financial/material aids. 

 
Insight: There is a major opportunity to lean into the success of these services. The 
popularity of Free Success Classes, in particular, suggests a powerful, established 
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program feature that could be a central part of your marketing and recruitment, but staff 
may not even know it. 
 
Key Disconnect 2: The "Perception vs. Reality" Gap 
 

●​ FAFSA Assistance: (Student Rank: #10, Staff Rank: #2) This is the second time 
FAFSA has shown a major disconnect. Staff believe it's a top 2 service for both 
impact and utilization. Students rank it low in both. 

●​ University Campus Visits: (Student Rank: #17, Staff Rank: #5) Staff perceive 
this as a Top 5 service, but it is one of the least utilized by students. 

●​ Study Space: (Student Rank: #11, Staff Rank: #5) Staff also overestimate the 
use of the physical study space. 

 
Insight: Staff may be measuring "utilization" differently. They might count "utilization" as 
the effort they put into an event (like a campus visit) or the importance of the task (like 
FAFSA). Students, however, simply report what they actually do. This data suggests 
that high-effort services like campus visits may not be connecting with students, while 
(perhaps) lower-effort services like school supply distribution are. 
 
This shows us what is actually being used. The next step is to see if staff know what is 
being underutilized. 
 
Outreach (Perception vs. Reality) 
 
This is a perfect, direct comparison. We can see how staff think students learn about 
TRIO versus how students say they heard about it. 
 
Key Takeaways at a Glance 

1.​ Strong Alignment at the Top: Staff and students are in near-perfect agreement 
on the top ways students hear about TRIO. Both rank "Word of mouth" and 
"Advisor" as the #1 and #2 channels. Staff perception here is spot on. 

2.​ The Email Blindspot: The most significant disconnect is Email. Students report 
"Email" as the #2 most common source (tied with "Advisor"), with 164 votes. 
Staff, however, ranked it #7 (33 votes), wildly underestimating its effectiveness as 
a recruitment tool. 

3.​ Underestimation of Digital/Passive Channels: Staff also underestimate 
"Internet search" (Staff Rank 8 vs. Student Rank 6) and "Flyer" (Staff Rank 6 
vs. Student Rank 7, though vote counts are 39 vs. 70). This suggests that 
students are finding information through their own research and passive 
marketing more than staff realize. 
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Service Staff: "How students learn about TRIO" Student: "How I heard about TRIO" 

Word of mouth Rank: 1 (131 votes) Rank: 1 (171 votes) 

Advisor Rank: 2 (101 votes) Rank: 2 (164 votes) 

Email Rank: 7 (33 votes) Rank: 2 (164 votes) 

Instructor Rank: 4 (51 votes) Rank: 4 (112 votes) 

High School Rank: 3 (54 votes) Rank: 5 (100 votes) 

Internet search Rank: 8 (14 votes) Rank: 6 (72 votes) 

Flyer Rank: 6 (39 votes) Rank: 7 (70 votes) 

Orientation Rank: 5 (49 votes) Rank: 8 (38 votes) 

College Rank: 9 (0 votes) Rank: 9 (11 votes) 

 

 
The chart displays the vote counts for both "Staff: 'How students learn about TRIO" (blue) and "Student: 
'How I heard about TRIO'" (green) side-by-side for each advertisement, making it easy to compare the 
two perspectives. 

Detailed Analysis 
 
Your staff has an excellent pulse on your primary recruitment channels. The data 
confirms that "Word of mouth" and "Advisor" referrals are the bedrock of your 
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outreach. This strong alignment means your staff's anecdotal experience is backed up 
by the data. 

Key Disconnect 1: The Email “Blindspot”  
 

●​ This is the most critical, actionable insight from this comparison.  
●​ Staff perceive email as a minor, bottom-tier channel (Rank #7).  
●​ In reality, it is a top-tier channel (Rank #2), just as powerful as an advisor 

referral. 
 
Insight: This means your email campaigns are working far better than you think. This 
data strongly supports increasing or at-least maintaining email outreach efforts, as it is a 
primary pipeline for new students. 

Key Disconnect 2: Students' Self-Advocacy  
 

●​ Staff perceive "High School" (Rank 3) and "Orientation" (Rank 5) as more 
effective than passive channels.  

●​ Students, however, report that "Internet search" (Rank 6, 72 votes) and "Flyer" 
(Rank 7, 70 votes) are more common. 

 
Insight: Students are actively seeking you out. This suggests that ensuring your 
website is up-to-date, visible, and has good search engine optimization (SEO) is a 
high-value, low-cost activity. It also shows that traditional, passive marketing like flyers 
is still surprisingly effective. 
 
Underutilization vs. Awareness 
This is a key insight. We can check if the services staff marked as "underutilized" are 
the same services that students report in the "Which services do you know your TRIO 
program offers?" question. A high "underutilized" count and a low "awareness" count for 
the same service points to a clear marketing or communication issue. 
 
Key Takeaways at a Glance 

1.​ Hypothesis Confirmed: Your insight is 100% correct. The services staff ranked 
as most "Underutilized" are the same services students have the lowest 
"Awareness" of. 

2.​ The "To-Do List": The top of the staff "Underutilized" list is a clear marketing 
priority list. "Workshops" (Staff Rank 1), "Financial Literacy" (Staff Rank 3), 
"Family/Community Events" (Staff Rank 3), and "Professional Development" 
(Staff Rank 6) all have low corresponding student awareness ranks. 
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3.​ The "What's Working" List: The inverse is also true. Services staff ranked as 
least "Underutilized" (e.g., Personalized Academic Advising, Scholarship 
Assistance, FAFSA Assistance) all have high student awareness. This shows 
staff have a very accurate feel for which services are well-known. 

 
Service Staff: "Underutilized" Student: "Awareness" 

Workshops Rank: 1 (61 votes) Rank: 6 (60 votes) 

Tutoring Rank: 2 (57 votes) Rank: 2 (119 votes) 

Family/Community Events Rank: 3 (41 votes) Rank: 10 (52 votes) 

Financial Literacy Rank: 3 (41 votes) Rank: 16 (34 votes) 

Free Success Classes Rank: 5 (37 votes) Rank: 3 (101 votes) 

Professional Development Rank: 6 (34 votes) Rank: 14 (42 votes) 

Textbook and Calculator Rentals Rank: 7 (31 votes) Rank: 6 (60 votes) 

Study Space Rank: 7 (31 votes) Rank: 11 (49 votes) 

Employment Opportunities Rank: 9 (29 votes) Rank: 15 (38 votes) 

Mentoring Rank: 10 (26 votes) Rank: 4 (92 votes) 

Graduate School Campus Visits Rank: 11 (20 votes) Rank: 18 (21 votes) 

Personalized Academic Advising/Success Coach Rank: 12 (18 votes) Rank: 1 (175 votes) 

School Supplies Rank: 12 (18 votes) Rank: 9 (55 votes) 

Computer Lab Rank: 14 (17 votes) Rank: 12 (46 votes) 

University Campus Visits Rank: 15 (16 votes) Rank: 17 (26 votes) 

Scholarship Assistance Rank: 16 (14 votes) Rank: 5 (77 votes) 

FAFSA Assistance Rank: 17 (10 votes) Rank: 13 (44 votes) 

Tuition Assistance Rank: 18 (3 votes) Rank: 8 (57 votes) 

Not Sure/None Rank: 20 (0 votes) Rank: 19 (3 votes) 
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Detailed Analysis 

Your Hypothesis is Confirmed: The data provides a crystal-clear answer, what staff 
call "underutilized," students call "unknown." This table is the most actionable 
insight in the dataset. The problem is not that students are ignoring these services; it's 
that they likely don't know they exist. 

Your Marketing To-Do List  

This is your priority list. The services with the biggest gap between staff's 
"Underutilized" rank and student's "Awareness" rank are your top targets for marketing. 
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●​ Priority 1: Financial Literacy. (Staff Rank 3, Student Rank 16). This is the most 
glaring gap. Staff want students to use this, but almost no students are aware of 
it. 

●​ Priority 2: Professional Development. (Staff Rank 6, Student Rank 14). 
●​ Priority 3: Family/Community Events. (Staff Rank 3, Student Rank 10). 
●​ Priority 4: Workshops. (Staff Rank 1, Student Rank 6). Even though 

"Workshops" has middling awareness, the fact that it's the #1 most 
"underutilized" service in staff's opinion means it should be a key promotional 
focus. 

What's Working (And Doesn't Need Marketing): Staff do not think "Personalized 
Academic Advising" (Rank 12) or "Scholarship Assistance" (Rank 16) are 
underutilized. This perception is correct, as students rank these #1 and #5 for 
awareness, respectively. You don't need to spend time marketing these core services; 
students already know about them. You can instead focus all your marketing energy on 
the "To-Do List" items.  
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Qualitative Findings 

Shared Themes 

1. Strong Alignment: The Primacy of Relational Support 

There is overwhelming agreement from both students and staff that the individual, 
relational support from staff is the most valued and effective component of the TRIO 
program. 

●​ Student View: The single largest theme in the open-ended student feedback 
(Q3) is "Praise" (Total Count: 147). The most significant sub-theme of this 
praise is for "Staff" (Count: 38). Students value the community and the personal 
support they receive from staff above all else. 

●​ Staff View: Staff identify this relationship as the core of their work and the reason 
for the program's success. 

○​ When defining what students value most (Q20), the #1 theme is 
"Relational & Individualized Support" (Count: 94). 

○​ When asked what engagement strategy is most effective (Q6), the #1 
theme is "Relational & Individualized Support". 

○​ When asked what brings them the most satisfaction (Q21), the #1 theme 
is "Relational & Individualized Support" (Count: 88). 

Conclusion: Both groups agree that the human element—the 1-on-1 connection, trust, 
and genuine care—is the foundation of TRIO's impact. 

2. The Core Conflict: Student "Wants" vs. Staff "Resources" 

The data reveals a central tension: students are asking for an expansion of services, 
while staff are reporting they lack the foundational resources (time, funding, and people) 
to deliver them. 

●​ Student View: Students are asking for more. They want more "Academic 
Support" (Q1 Count: 47), more "Financial Support" (Q1 Count: 37), and new 
services like "Career Development" (Q1 Count: 16) and "Student Wellness 
Support" (Q1 Count: 15). They also want existing services like tutoring and 
scholarships expanded (Q2). 

●​ Staff View: Staff report being at a breaking point. Their feedback is dominated by 
a lack of resources. 
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○​ Time/Staffing: The most common "No" answer to having adequate 
support (Q12) is "Inadequate Time & Staffing" (Count: 45), citing high 
caseloads. 

○​ Funding: The most common suggestion for program improvement (Q17 & 
Q18) is "Increase Funding, Staffing, & Pay" (Count: 45 & 29). 

○​ Workload: Staff overwhelmingly see workload concerns as "Structural & 
Systemic Issues" (Q14 Count: 66), not individual ones. 

Conclusion: Students' desire for "more" (more services, more hours, more aid) is in 
direct conflict with the staff's reality of "not enough" (not enough time, staff, or funding). 

3. Shared Vision: The Need for Holistic & Specialized Support 

Both students and staff identify the same key areas for program growth, specifically 
moving beyond academics to support the "whole student." 

●​ Student View: Students explicitly request services related to: 
○​ "Student Wellness Support" (Q1 Count: 15), including "Mental Health" 

(Count: 3) and "Life Skills" (Count: 10). 
○​ "Childcare & Family Support" (Q1 Count: 7). 
○​ "Career Development" (Q1 Count: 16). 

●​ Staff View: Staff independently identify these exact gaps and are asking for the 
resources to fill them. 

○​ Training: The #1 professional development gap (Q16) is "Supporting 
Holistic Student Needs & Specific Populations" (Count: 23), 
specifically "mental health" and "trauma-informed care." 

○​ Staffing: A top staffing request (Q13) is for "Specialized Holistic & 
Programmatic Support" (Count: 33), naming "mental health counselors" 
and "basic needs/case managers." 

○​ New Services: A top suggestion for improvement (Q17) is to "Expand or 
Add Specific Student Services" (Count: 25), again naming "holistic 
support (mental health services...)" 

Conclusion: Both groups are pushing for the program to evolve by adding specialized 
support for mental health, career planning, and basic needs, but staff report needing 
new personnel and training to do so. 

4. The Communication & Awareness Mismatch 

Both groups agree that information about services is not reaching students effectively, 
but they perceive the problem from different angles. 



25 

●​ Student View: Students perceive a lack of information. They request 
"Communication & Awareness" (Q1 Count: 8) as if it were a new service and 
want existing "Communication and Awareness" (Q2 Count: 18) improved, 
especially regarding scholarships. 

●​ Staff View: Staff see this as a barrier and a strategy. 
○​ Barrier: Staff list "Lack of Awareness or Perceived Value" (Q3) as a 

primary reason students don't engage. 
○​ Strategy: Staff are actively trying to solve this. "Communication & 

Outreach" (Q5) is their most-used engagement strategy. 
○​ The Gap: Staff identify a need for "Enhanced Technology & 

Communication Tools" (Q9 Count: 26), specifically "mass texting" 
platforms. 

Conclusion: Students feel uninformed. Staff feel they are communicating constantly but 
are using methods that aren't working. Staff have identified a potential solution (better 
technology like texting apps) that aligns with the student-identified problem. 

5. Alignment on Barriers: Logistics, Time, & Basic Needs 

Both students and staff have a clear and aligned understanding of the practical, 
logistical barriers that prevent students from succeeding and engaging. 

●​ Student View: Students identify key logistical and financial barriers: 
○​ Access: They want to expand "Accessibility of Services" (Q2 Count: 

24), citing "Location/Remote" (Count: 11) and "Hours of Operation" 
(Count: 8). 

○​ Finances: They need "Financial Support" (Q1 Count: 37), specifically 
for "Transportation" (Count: 3) and "Food" (Count: 4). 

●​ Staff View: Staff see the exact same barriers preventing engagement: 
○​ Access: A top barrier (Q3) is "Logistical & Access Barriers", including 

"transportation" and "scheduling conflicts." 
○​ Priorities: The other top barriers (Q3) are "Lack of Time" and 

"Competing Priorities (Work, Family...)". 
○​ The "Blocked" Solution: Staff know that "Incentives & Tangible 

Goods" (Q6 Count: 3), specifically "food", is a highly effective 
engagement strategy. However, they repeatedly cite a lack of "Funding 
Flexibility" (Q18 Count: 23) and restrictions on "allowable costs" (like 
food) as a major policy barrier. 
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Conclusion: Students and staff are in perfect agreement on the logistical barriers. Staff 
have identified an effective strategy (food, transport stipends) to solve them, but report 
that federal policy and funding rules often prevent them from implementing that solution. 

Staff-Specific Themes 

This analysis synthesizes responses from 22 questions, revealing a clear and 
consistent narrative from TRIO staff. The findings are organized into four overarching 
meta-themes: the program's core value, the primary structural barriers, key student 
challenges, and a clear path for future improvement. 

1. The Core of TRIO: Relational and Holistic Support 

Across multiple questions, staff provided a unified definition of TRIO's value. The single 
most satisfying aspect of their work (Q21) and the element they believe students value 
most (Q20) is the Relational and Individualized Support they provide. 

This "human element"—acting as a trusted advocate, providing a safe space, and 
offering 1-on-1, genuine care—is seen as the foundation of all other success. Staff 
define impact not just by academic metrics (Q1) but by the holistic, personal growth of 
the student (Q1, Q21). They draw a sharp distinction between high-utilization services 
(like a computer lab) and high-impact services, identifying holistic advising and 
financial/navigational support (like FAFSA help) as the program's true, 
non-negotiable core (Q2, Q20). 

2. The Primary Challenge: Systemic Resource Strain 

The most significant and frequently cited barrier to program effectiveness is 
overwhelmingly structural and systemic. Staff are operating under a critical strain on 
resources, which they identify as the root cause of nearly all other challenges. 

This strain manifests in three interconnected ways: 

●​ Inadequate Funding and Pay: This was the most common theme for improving 
the program (Q17), enhancing effectiveness (Q18), and strengthening staff 
retention (Q19). Staff see low, non-competitive salaries as a primary cause of 
high turnover and burnout. 

●​ Inadequate Staffing and High Caseloads: Staff feel they lack adequate time 
(Q12) due to "unsustainably high" caseloads (Q13). This is compounded by staff 
shortages (Q12) and a lack of specialized staff (Q13). 
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●​ Administrative Burdens: Staff report that administrative duties, data entry, and 
paperwork take critical time away from direct student-facing work (Q12, Q15). 

An overwhelming majority of staff identify these workload concerns as structural and 
systemic (Q14), not as issues of individual performance. This resource strain directly 
threatens the "core" of TRIO, as it limits the time staff can dedicate to the high-impact, 
relational support they value most. 

3. Key Student-Side Barriers to Engagement 

While staff face internal barriers, they perceive the primary obstacles to student 
engagement as external and practical. The most-cited barrier is not student apathy, but 
that students lack time (Q3, Q7) due to competing priorities (Q3, Q7). 

Students, particularly those from low-income and first-generation backgrounds, must 
prioritize non-negotiable responsibilities like jobs and family care over TRIO activities. 
This is compounded by logistical barriers like a lack of transportation and technology 
access (Q3, Q4) as well as internal barriers like social anxiety or a perceived stigma in 
seeking help (Q3). 

4. Effective Strategies and Future Needs 

Staff have a clear understanding of what works and what they need to improve. The 
most effective engagement strategies (Q6) mirror the program's core values: 

1.​ Relational & Individualized Support (the foundational, "high-touch" connection) 
2.​ Incentives & Tangible Goods (overwhelmingly, food is cited as a critical tool) 
3.​ Group Programming & Events (college visits, workshops, and 

community-building) 

To address the challenges and better serve students, staff identified several critical 
needs: 

●​ Increase Foundational Resources: The top priority is increased funding to hire 
more core advisors (to lower caseloads) and provide competitive salaries to 
retain qualified staff (Q13, Q17, Q19). 

●​ Specialize Roles & Reassign Tasks: Staff strongly advocate for reassigning 
administrative, operational, and data-entry tasks to dedicated support staff. This 
would free up advisors to focus exclusively on student-facing, high-impact work 
(Q15). 

●​ Increase Funding Flexibility: A major structural change requested is to loosen 
restrictions on "unallowable costs" (Q18). Staff repeatedly identified items like 
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food as essential for engagement, not as "fluff," and feel current policy is a 
barrier. 

●​ Modernize Training & Support: Staff feel personally prepared to support 
students but request specific, advanced professional development in mental 
health (e.g., trauma-informed care) and supporting specific populations (Q16). 

●​ Enhance Technology: Staff requested specific tools to improve efficiency and 
outreach, most notably mass texting platforms (like Remind) and scheduling 
software (like Calendly) (Q9). 

●​ Modernize Federal Regulations: Staff suggested updating "outdated" federal 
rules on student eligibility (e.g., to include DACA or rural students) and income 
verification to better reflect modern student needs (Q17, Q18).  
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Synthesis of Findings 
The combined findings from the staff and student surveys tell a clear and compelling 
story. It is a story of a program succeeding at its core mission due to the deep, relational 
commitment of its staff, but one that is simultaneously at a critical crossroads. This 
success is threatened by a fundamental conflict between growing student needs and 
severe staff resource limitations, a problem compounded by significant, data-driven 
"perception gaps" between staff and students. 

This synthesis is organized into four key themes: 

1.​Alignment on the Core: The Primacy of Relational Support 

The data is unambiguous: Personalized Academic Advising is the bedrock of 
TRIO. It is the #1 most impactful service for staff and the #1 most valuable 
service for students. The qualitative data confirms this, with both groups 
identifying the 1-on-1, high-touch, human element of support as the program's 
most essential component. Staff satisfaction is highest when performing this 
work, and students praise it above all else. 

2.​The Central Conflict: "Student Wants" vs. "Staff Resources" 

This evaluation's most significant finding is a central tension that defines the 
program's future. 

○​ Students are asking for more. They are pushing for the program to 
evolve beyond its academic core, explicitly requesting new services in 
mental health, career development, and basic needs (like childcare 
and food support). 

○​ Staff are reporting they have no more to give. The staff data is 
dominated by themes of systemic burnout. Staff cite inadequate funding, 
unsustainable caseloads, and low pay as structural barriers. They are 
struggling to deliver the current high-impact advising and are in no position 
to expand into new, specialized service areas without foundational 
change. This is the core conflict: Students and staff share the same vision 
for a more holistic program, but staff report that the current resource 
model makes this vision an impossibility. 
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3.​The "Perception Gaps": Actionable Blindspots 

The quantitative data reveals several critical disconnects between staff 
perception and student reality. These "blindspots" represent major opportunities 
for improving efficiency and impact. 

○​ The "Hidden Gem": Free Success Classes. The single biggest 
disconnect is "Free Success Classes." Students rank them as the #2 
most valuable and #2 most utilized service. Staff, however, perceive 
them as having almost no impact (Rank #13) and low utilization (Rank 
#12). Staff are sitting on a massive, unrecognized success that could be a 
model for replication. 

○​ Over-Valued Efforts: Staff perceive high-effort services like FAFSA 
Assistance (Staff Impact Rank #2) and University Campus Visits (Staff 
Impact Rank #5) as far more impactful than students do (Student Value 
Rank #12 and #17, respectively). 

○​ Under-Valued Efforts: Staff underestimate the immense value students 
place on tangible, immediate aid like Textbook Rentals (Rank #7 value) 
and School Supplies (Rank #9 value), which staff rank near the bottom for 
impact. 

4.​The Communication Mismatch: "Underutilized" Means 
"Unknown" 

The data provides a clear diagnosis for "underutilized" services. The problem is 
not student disinterest; it is a communication and awareness gap. 

○​ The Proof: The "Underutilization vs. Awareness" data shows a 
near-perfect correlation. Financial Literacy, which staff rank as the #3 
most "underutilized" service, is simultaneously the service students are 
least aware of (Rank #16). 

○​ The "Blindspot" Solution: Staff are underestimating their most effective 
outreach channel. They rank Email as a low-impact tool (Rank #7). 
Students, however, report it as a top-tier channel (Rank #2), tied with 
advisor referrals, for how they heard about TRIO. 
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Recommendations 
These recommendations are designed to be actionable and are grounded directly in the 
evaluation findings. They are presented in three categories: 

1.​ Internal & Low-Cost (Addressing perception and communication gaps) 
2.​ Structural & High-Cost (Addressing the central resource conflict) 
3.​ Advocacy & External (Addressing policy barriers) 

1. Internal & Low-Cost: Close the Perception Gaps 

●​ Recommendation 1: Investigate and Champion the "Hidden Gem." 
○​ Action: Immediately investigate the "Free Success Classes" that students 

value so highly. Identify what makes them successful (e.g., content, 
instructor, format) and use them as a model for future programming. 

○​ Rationale: This is the program's #2 most-valued and #2 most-utilized 
service, yet it is completely off staff's radar. It is a major, unrecognized 
success story that must be understood, celebrated, and replicated. 

●​ Recommendation 2: Launch a Targeted "Awareness = Utilization" 
Campaign. 

○​ Action: Reallocate marketing efforts away from well-known services (like 
Advising and Scholarship Assistance) and create a targeted campaign 
focused only on the services with the largest awareness gaps. 

○​ Priority 1: Financial Literacy (Rank #16 Awareness) 
○​ Priority 2: Professional Development (Rank #14 Awareness) 
○​ Priority 3: Family/Community Events (Rank #10 Awareness) 
○​ Rationale: The data shows that "underutilization" is an awareness 

problem. This campaign directly addresses the gap identified by staff and 
students. 

●​ Recommendation 3: Optimize Outreach by Leveraging Confirmed 
Channels. 

○​ Action: Immediately increase the use of email for outreach and 
marketing. This is a primary channel for students, even though staff 
perceive it as ineffective. 

○​ Rationale: This is a zero-cost, high-ROI action. The "Email Blindspot" 
data (Student Rank #2 vs. Staff Rank #7) shows this tool is far more 
powerful than staff believe. 

●​ Recommendation 4: Re-frame the Value of "Transactional" Aid. 
○​ Action: In communications and advising, re-frame the narrative around 

financial services. 
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1.​ For FAFSA: Educate students on the long-term impact of FAFSA 
completion, connecting it to their ability to register for classes and 
receive grants. 

2.​ For Staff: Acknowledge that tangible aid (textbooks, supplies) is 
not "fluff" but a critical basic needs service that students value 
highly. 

○​ Rationale: This closes the "Transactional vs. Tangible" gap, helping 
students see the value in high-impact staff efforts (FAFSA) and helping 
staff see the value in high-impact student aid (supplies). 

2. Structural & High-Cost: Address the Core Resource 
Conflict 

●​ Recommendation 5: Free Advisors to Advise by Specializing Roles. 
○​ Action: Follow the direct staff recommendation to create dedicated 

administrative support roles (e.g., operations coordinators, data 
specialists). Reassign all non-advising tasks (paperwork, data entry, event 
logistics) to these roles. 

○​ Rationale: This is the only sustainable path to addressing the core 
conflict. It frees advisors from administrative burdens, lowers burnout, and 
creates the capacity for them to perform the high-impact relational work 
and begin to meet the student-requested need for holistic (mental health, 
career) support. 

●​ Recommendation 6: Invest in Efficiency-Building Technology. 
○​ Action: Purchase the specific technology staff requested to solve 

communication and scheduling barriers, such as mass-texting platforms 
(e.g., Remind) and scheduling software (e.g., Calendly). 

○​ Rationale: Staff have identified specific, low-cost tools that would save 
them time and directly address the "Communication Mismatch" identified 
by both them and students. 

3. Advocacy & External: Modernize Policy 

●​ Recommendation 7: Use This Data to Advocate for Foundational Funding 
and Policy Change. 

○​ Action: Present this report's findings to institutional and federal partners 
to advocate for two specific changes: 

1.​ Increased Foundational Funding: Use the staff burnout, high 
caseload, and low pay data as evidence that the TRIO relational 
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model, while successful, is at a breaking point and requires new 
investment to be sustainable. 

2.​ Increased Funding Flexibility: Use the "Alignment on Barriers" 
finding to advocate for loosening restrictions on "unallowable 
costs." 

○​ Rationale: The data provides a clear, evidence-based case that logistical 
barriers (transport, food) are real. Staff have identified a solution 
(incentives, food), but are blocked by policy. This data can be used to 
argue that food is not a "perk" but an essential engagement tool 
directly tied to student basic needs and program success. 
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