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I.

Executive Summary
A. Background and Purpose of the Evaluation

The purpose of this report is to provide the South Carolina General
Assembly, the South Carolina Department of Education (SCDE) and the
Education Oversight Committee (EOC) with an update on the current status
of the SCVSP. All data for this report were collected over the course of the
2009-2010 academic year from August 2009 to August 2010. The following
sections will address the background and structure of the SCVSP as well as
detail the progress of the SCVSP from 2007 to 2009 and provide an analysis
of the 2009-2010 academic year. Finally, a series of conclusions and
recommendations will be made based upon the analysis provided.
The findings presented here are the result of (a) an empirical analysis
of the effectiveness and correlates of success in the SCVSP, and (b) an
analysis of student, parent/guardian and sponsor satisfaction with the
SCVSP.
The SCVSP was put into regulation in May 2007 under H.R. 3097 and
began offering courses in 2007-08. It was designed under the advisement of
the SCDE and the South Carolina General Assembly after a 2006-2007 pilot
program. The objectives of the SCVSP are to augment the traditional high
school curriculum by offering standards based online classes; to allow access
to advanced and specialized courses which may not be offered in the
traditional “brick and mortar” school; and to provide content recovery options
for students throughout the state. This includes supplementing the
curriculum in some areas of the state where particular classes may not be
offered as well as providing non-traditional learners with another option to
earn their high school diplomas. Included in this designation of “nontraditional” are those who may need flexible schedules to complete their high
school education, i.e. students with children, students with mitigating work
schedules/circumstances, etc. These objectives are directed towards the
singular goal of increasing the graduation rate in South Carolina.
The SCVSP is one of 45 state-sponsored online learning programs
throughout the United States (US). In 2009 Center for Digital Education
(CDE) ranked the SCVSP as the number two online learning program in the
country. These rankings were based on six criteria: funding, number of
students served, course loads offered, enrollment trends, K-20 ventures and
licensure reciprocity. This recognition by the CDE illuminates a reality in
education in the US in general, and South Carolina in particular. The realities
of K-12 education and K-20 ventures, as they relate to funding equity and
service provision, should facilitate greater attention to online education
ventures. A meta-analysis conducted by the US Department of Education
(USDOE) in 2008 found a significant positive correlation between online
education programs and student success versus control groups of traditional
face-to-face classrooms (USDOE, 2008)
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B. Methods
Data were collected from the SCVSP Virtual School Administrator System
(VSA) from September 19, 2009 to August 16, 2010. These data included
variables of District, School, Student and course specific information. Five
forms of analytics were used to address nine statutory items and four
research questions. Descriptive statistics were used to describe the main
features of the SCVSP. These include the number of students, schools and
districts served, as well as their corresponding rates of success and pertinent
financial data. A series of surveys were used to gauge program satisfaction
and stated need from SCVSP students, sponsors and parents/guardians.
These surveys were used to increase the qualitative validity of this
evaluation. The formal statistical analysis was conducted using a data set
provided by the SCVSP from data stored in the VSA. The statistical analyses
include an Analysis of Variance in successful completion rates using a oneway ANOVA to measure differences in subjects and grade levels. A KruskalWallis test was used to examine differences between Successful Completion
(Completion), Course Level (Level) and Grade Level (Grade L) based on
school and district poverty indices (SPI and DPI). Finally, Exploratory Factor
Analysis was run on external and internal factors. Factor Analysis was used
because certain explanatory variables were considered unobserved or the
relationship between two or more explanatory variables had an impact not
noted within a linear relationship. This is preferred to a regression analysis
because the data are not longitudinally aligned to the state‟s SUNS ID
system.
C. Findings
The SCVSP offered courses in seven subject areas: Career and Technology
(CATE), Fine Arts, World Language, English, Health/Physical Education,
Mathematics, Science and Social Studies. Social Studies was the most
popular subject overall, with specific courses from English, Mathematics and
CATE also demonstrating high popularity in enrollment. The most popular
courses were Economics CP; Government CP; English 4 CP; Computer
Applications CP; SCVS English 3 CP; SCVS Statistics CP; Physical Education 1
CP; Keyboarding CP; Child Development 1 CP; Algebra 2 CP. For a complete
listing of courses and enrollments, see Appendix I.
The SCVSP served 14,024 out of 16,383 enrollment requests in 85 Districts:
80 public school and state run school districts (15,489 requests, 276
schools); Governor‟s Schools (44 requests); Charter Schools (330 requests,
13 schools); Adult Education (696 requests) then Private Schools (207
requests, 31 schools) and Home School Associations (55 requests, 13
schools). Each of these groups is coded as its own separate district. For a
complete list of districts, please see Appendix II.
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85
Districts

Measures
Schools
Enrolled
Served

Public
276
15,489
13,263

Private
31
207
166

Adult Ed
1
696
350

Charter
13
328
289

Gov S
1
44
43

Home
13
56
44

Note – Public includes Adult Education and Gov S

Of the 14,024 enrollments with the SCVSP, 8,570 (61%) remained in the
class for at least 10 days and 7,262 completed their course of study. Of the
7,262 who enrolled, 6,332 successfully completed their course with a 70 or
above for successful completion rate of 87%. For those who remained in the
course past the 10-day drop period there was a successful completion rate of
75.5%. Of these, the courses with the highest successful completion rate,
weighted for enrollments, were Economics CP; Government CP; English 4 CP;
Physical Education 1 CP; English 3 CP; Computer Applications CP;
Keyboarding CP; Geometry CP; Algebra 2 CP; Statistics CP. For a complete
list, please refer back to Appendix I. With regards to students served, the
SCVSP enrolled 5,739 seniors, 6,055 juniors, 3,055 sophomores, 1,640
freshmen and 436 middle school students.
The most active period for the SCVSP in terms of enrollment y was the
summer enrollment period with 7,080 activations out of 8,300 requests. This
accounts for over half of all student activations throughout the academic
year. For this enrollment period, 4,230 enrollments stayed in their class(s)
beyond the ten-day drop period, with 3,396 successfully completing the
course with a grade of 70 or above. The January/February enrollment
periods saw 3,893 student activations out of 4,640 requests, with 2,424
staying beyond the ten-day drop period and 1,714 successfully completing
their course of study. The September/October enrollment periods saw 3,084
student activations out of 3,798 requests. Of these activations, 1,811 stayed
in the class beyond the ten-day drop period, with 1,325 successfully
completing their course of study. These figures yield an Average Successful
Completion Rate of 82%.
In 2009-10, 5,454 students withdrew without penalty (Withdrawn No Grade
– WNG), while 1,129 withdrew with a failing grade (Withdrawn Failing –
WF). The top five reasons given for withdrawal were: Not Enough Time
(39%); Found the class too difficult (19%); Access to Technology (10%);
Already enrolled in the course (8%); and Already Completed the Course
(7%). It should be noted that because completion of the withdrawal survey
was completely voluntary and not enforceable, the reasons given cannot be
considered an accurate reflection of the student population which chose to
withdraw from coursework.
At the end of the 2010 summer enrollment session, the SCVSP had a Waitlist
of 1,609 for the entire year. There was significant spillover from September
through the January enrollment periods. It should be noted that enrollment
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requests from previous enrollment periods are given preference in the
opening the next enrollment period.
External factors which contributed to the successful completion of SCVSP
classes were the poverty index of the sponsoring school (SPI), the level of
the course in which the student was enrolled (Level), the grade level of the
student Grade L), and the student‟s enrollment period (Period). Of these,
the factor with the most explanatory value was SPI, which had almost double
the explanatory value of any other factors. Internal factors which correlated
well to students‟ successful completion were the use of specific online
technologies including Jing videos and course specific E-Books. It is most
likely that this is not endemic of the technology used but of other previously
mentioned factors. This is most likely the case since these tools were used in
almost every course so these relationships would be expected.
The timing of enrollments played a role in successful course completion.
More students successfully completed courses during the January, February
and summer enrollment periods. This refers specifically to CP and CR since
Honors courses, which are confined to upper level language courses, and AP
courses both last two enrollment periods. The significance of this factor is
tied to the fact that more students enrolled for more courses during these
enrollment periods than in the September or October periods.
The SCVSP used 11 fulltime instructors for the September through February
sessions and only 10 fulltime instructors for the summer session after a
World Languages instructor resigned at the end of the February enrollment
period. In addition to fulltime instructors, the SCVSP used 54 adjunct
instructors over five enrollment periods. The largest group of adjuncts
(primarily new adjuncts) was in the summer session. This coincided with the
significant increase in enrollment during the summer session (45% of all
SCVSP enrollments came in the summer session). The use of adjuncts was
distributed as follows: n=16 (60%) for September 2009, n= 21 (68%) for
October 2009, n=19 (63%), for January 2010, n=18 (62%) for February
2010 and n=44 (81%) for Summer 2010. In addition to the use of adjunct
instructors, the experience of adjuncts is of some question. At any one time,
not including summer, there were an average of three new adjuncts. In the
summer enrollment period, there were 29 new adjuncts. Each teacher is
responsible for at least one class with at least one section (n students = 45)i
per class, with an enrollment cap of 150 students per teacher after the 10day drop period. Some of the more popular courses (Economics,
Government, etc.) require more than one teacher teaching multiple sections.
Session
Full Time
Adjunct
Teacher/Student
Ratio

September
11
16
1:54 Start
1:37 Finish

October
11
21
1:54 Start
1:39 Finish

January
11
19
1:49 Start
1:33 Finish

February
11
18
1:59 Start
1:44 Finish

Summer
10
44
1:132 Start*
1:76 Finish

N Sections

1.24

1.79

1

2.08

2.38
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% Total Enr.

21.2%

16.4%

9.7%

1.7%*

51.0%

Teacher/Student Ratio Start=n teachers/n students pre 10-day drop; Finish=n teachers/n students post
10-day drop

*The January/February and September/October Enrollment Periods overlap. Additionally, this
is the overall T/S ratio. The actual ratio has a max capacity of 1:45 per section, with teachers
teaching multiple sections of the same class.

The SCVSP expended $878,427 in K12 Technology Funds for FY2009-10.
The breakdown of these funds is as follows: Virtual School Administrator =
$158,427; Online Web Portals, Web 2.0 Tools and Interfaces = $185,000;
Adult Education = $125,000; Content Recovery Software (PLE 2.0) =
$140,000; AP Course Offerings = $175,000; CATE Course Offerings =
$95,000.
Additionally, $1.2 Million was allotted for salaries from General Funds to
cover the cost of 11 full time teachers, 35 adjunct instructors, 5 full time
Administrative staff and one Administrative Assistant hired from a temporary
employment agency. Additionally, $200,000 was allocated to the SCVSP by
the Deputy Director of Standards and Learning. This money was allocated to
pay for the salaries of adjuncts and to serve an additional 3,600 students.
Conclusion
The SCVSP appears to be progressing towards its goals of improving the
graduation rate and providing access to courses which may be unavailable
due to limited access and/or availability. This statement is validated by the
fact that the most popular courses in the SCVSP are those mandated for
graduation in South Carolina. Additionally, the high proportion of juniors and
seniors taking the full spectrum of courses is an indication that the
population being served is taking courses not only to obtain credits needed
for graduation but also to make up credits needed for on time graduation.
This is in line with the fact that the largest enrollment period is the summer
session. The specific impact cannot be stated due to the lack of access to
available data, primarily the SUNS/State ID number for student in South
Carolina. It can be stated that the service provided by the SCVSP is
impacting the graduation rate to the extent that it is providing low incidence
courses and offering options for obtaining or recovering credits. However,
the degree of this impact cannot be stated in relation to other programs or as
general statement. Measurements to identify commonalities among
successful adjunct instructors are murky at best and must be relegated to
qualitative evaluations, i.e. surveys and the like. This is because the
unrestrictive use of new adjuncts prevents accurate evaluations and
measurements of the commonalities of successful adjunct instructors.
The efforts of the SCVSP at improving graduation rates included expanding
access to schools which do not currently offer a wide variety of Advanced
Placement classes; schools with limited access to a specific array initial credit
courses (courses which may only be offered one time per academic year);
and providing access to Content Recovery courses which may only be offered
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once a year in some districts. In all these aspects the SCVSP has provided a
means of expanding access to students who may not have access or may be
in danger of dropping out or failing due to family situations, lack of
resources, etc. While this is normatively a good outcome for education this
must be kept in context.
The factors which have traditionally accounted for differences in brick and
mortar schools also account for differences in the SCVSP. Included in these
factors are school and district poverty. School and District Poverty Indices
(SPI and DPI) were the highest rated factors in explaining the successful
completion of a course. While other factors including the level of the course
(Content Recovery, Initial Credit, etc.), the student‟s grade level and their
enrollment period had some explanatory value, they did not meet the same
level of explanatory power as poverty. Both district poverty indices (DPI)
and school poverty indices (SPI) had the strongest correlations to successful
completion for the program, but were not significant in individual course
completion, i.e., poverty explains a great deal about whether a student stays
in the course or drops within the first 10 days but is not a significant factor in
successful completion once the 10 day drop period has ended. Additionally,
the population dynamic shifts after the first 10 days, with students from the
poorest districts dropping first.
That stated, the explanatory power of all of these factors together did not
account for a large amount of the variance in successful completion rates.
This indicates that there are external factors which cannot or have not been
measured that account for the largest proportion of student success. This
may also be an indication that when measuring students based upon the
district and school poverty indices, that the students being measured are not
representative of those indices, i.e. because the population is self selecting,
school poverty indices do not necessarily reflect student poverty level. This
leads to concerns regarding management of expectations at participating
schools. Results indicate that the increased technological capacity of wealthy
districts leads to more at-risk students from those districts enrolling. In this
case, attribution problems occur on the part of the sponsoring schools, i.e.
students are being enrolled who lack the technical ability to be successful
because beliefs about their abilities are being attributed to the schools‟
technical capacities.
This point of capacity must be stressed both internally and externally. The
SCVSP has continued to expand its capacity in serving students in South
Carolina. This can be considered a normatively good thing. In doing this
though, the program has had difficulty defining a specific focus or mission. It
is difficult to define or describe qualities of an effective online teacher due to
the fact that the population of adjunct instructors has changed so often.
Moreover, due to the expansive enrollments and course offering, it is difficult
to identify commonalities between successful online learners – aside from
descriptive information. Externally, SCVSP Sponsors have not demonstrated
a high level of understanding of the scope or purpose of the SCVSP. Whether
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this is an issue of expectation management of ineffective promotion cannot
be stated with any certainty. These issues are in the process of being
remedied by setting limitations on enrollments in order to better study the
SCVSP and define protocols to define and increase program success.
While access to technology was an issue for some schools and some
students, the use of specific technologies does not appear to play a role in
student success. Certain technologies are correlated to student success in
specific subject areas, but their usage overall does not correlate to the
aggregate successful completion rate. Access and provision of technology is
an area of some concern. Specifically, the use of VS Messenger as a
communication tool with parents and sponsoring schools is called into
question. Through a natural experiment it was determined that more
traditional methods of online communication, such as e-mail, have a higher
usage and response rate than VS Messenger.
While the use of specific technologies does not play a role in success, de
facto access to technology appears to influence the type of student the
SCVSP is serving. Low enrollment from high poverty districts, coupled with
indicators that students being served are not indicative of their schools‟
poverty indices indicates that, while the SCVSP is providing a valuable
service to the students of South Carolina, the population of students which is
being served can not readily be defined based on demographic factors
associated with brick and mortar schools. This is not an issue in achieving
the goal of increasing graduation rates; however, it is an indication that
technological capacities in terms of both access and how courses are offered
must be expanded beyond traditional technology offerings in order to expand
access to more students.
II.
A.
1.

Introduction
Organizational and Technical Framework
Organizational

The SCVSP is a program within the Office of e-Learning in the Division of
Standards and Learning. In providing its services, the SCVSP collaborates
with other programs in the Office of E-Learning and the SCDE: Instructional
Technology, South Carolina Educational Television (SCETV), Enhancing
Education Through Technology (E2T2) and the South Carolina Online
Professional Development Program. Each of these collaborations is focused
on specific outcomes for the SCVSP. Instructional Technology supports the
platforms used by the SCVSP in its course delivery. This will be discussed
more in the next section. SCETV provides video services for the SCVSP
including videos for several classes. The SC Online Professional Development
program provides the pre-service and in-service professional development
services for the SCVSP. The curriculum for these professional development
sessions is determined by the SCVSP staff in response to and in collaboration
with the SCVSP faculty.
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The SCVSP course structure includes at least one full time instructor
augmented by several adjunct instructors who provide instruction in both
core classes as well as a variety of electives (see Appendix B). In addition to
the faculty, the administrative staff includes a Technical Program Manager,
an Instructional Program Manager, a Webmaster, a Student Services
Coordinator, a Curriculum Coordinator, a Planning and Research Coordinator
and an Administrative Assistant.
To ensure that course offerings are aligned with the SC Academic Standards
and the state assessments, such as the state-mandated End-of-Course
Assessments, SCVSP teachers review their courses on an ongoing basis using
a standard alignment tool. Ideally, the goal is that each course be 100%
aligned; however, 90% alignment is accepted. That being said, 45% of the
courses are aligned at 100%; 39% of the courses are aligned at at-least
95%; and 13% of the courses are aligned at at-least 90%. One course was
aligned at 86% at the time of this report and is currently being revised. To
ensure the quality of the materials, the SCVSP evaluates a minimum of two
courses per year in each subject area (see Appendix C). Exceptions to this
are the Advanced Placement courses which are administered in accordance
with the College Board‟s AP Course Audit procedures:
“While it‟s the responsibility of the online providers to submit
materials to the AP Course Audit to be reviewed for authorization, it
is that school‟s responsibility to ensure that the AP courses listed on
students‟ transcripts, in course catalogs, and on the school's Web
site are authorized and annually renewed through the AP Course
Audit process,” (College Board, AP Course Audit, retrieved February
3, 2010).
All academic courses in the SCVSP are licensed for designated fees per
negotiated contracts, i.e. online textbooks, licensing feeds, etc. Savings in
the per pupil expenditure are passed on to the students‟ sponsoring districts
(see chapter III, § f for fiscal information). Unless specified, all courses are
provided free of charge. Courses are taught in five academic enrollment
periods: September, October, January, February and Summer.
Courses at the SCVSP are taught by fulltime SCVSP teachers or adjuncts. All
teachers are state certified, while one has an emergency certificate with
expertise in his field. All teachers employed by the SCVSP have received
state sponsored training for teaching online courses. All full time teachers
are rated as “Highly Qualified” in their subject area by the SCDE and have an
average of 14 years of teaching experience. In addition to their credentials,
all full time instructors and adjuncts must participate in pre-service and inservice online professional development courses before being allowed to
teach at the SCVSP. Several instructors hold professional degrees: two (8%)
hold Doctoral degrees, seven (29%) hold Master‟s degrees and three (13%)
hold a National Board Certification.
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2.

Technical

The technical infrastructure of the SCVSP is comprised of four primary
components: 1) a Student Information System (SIS), including a registration
platform; 2) a Learning Management System (LMS); 3) Access Tools and 4)
Instructional Materials and Delivery.
1. Student Information System: The registration component of the
SCVSP was provided via a contract with the Florida Virtual School
for Virtual School Administrator (VSA). This contract was
proprietary, allowing the SCVSP to make changes to the system as
needed. The VSA system provides the SCVSP with a centralized
registration system, accessible remotely from any computer with
internet access. VSA provides course monitoring tools including
progress reports, enrollment data and final grade calculation.
While open accessibility is a benefit of the system, changes to the
system often have unintended consequences. An area where this is
particularly the case is student registration and password requests.
VSA does not communicate well with external email servers so
student password retrieval, while nominally automated, actually
increases the number of man-hours spent on addressing student
technical issues. VSA was intended to easily facilitate the transfer
of information from the SCVSP to the SCDE to ensure alignment
with stated goals and regulations. The reality of the situation is
that because student identification data (SUNS/State ID numbers)
are reported by the student, alignment with the state‟s student
database through SASI/Powerschool is not yet possible. Questions
of the capabilities of VSA have been raised in previous reports.
These questions will be addressed in chapter III, § E,2.
2. Learning Management Systems: The SCVSP runs and supports a
Moodle platform for the majority of its courses, including AP,
honors and college preparatory courses. Originally running on a
Blackboard platform, the SCVSP was forced to switch to Moodle due
to budget constraints. The Moodle server is located at and
maintained by the SCDE. Moodle provides an array of
administrative capabilities to the SCVSP including monitoring
progress and mastery of material. The content on the Moodle
platform is comprised of state-approved materials from a variety of
sources. Prior to this year, Moodle and VSA presented
communication problems in that signing into both systems was
required using two individual actions. This year the SCVSP,
working with Macro programmers, implemented a single sign-on
format so that signing onto VSA also provides the students direct
access to their courses in Moodle.
In addition to Moodle, the SCVSP uses PLATO to provide both
content and delivery for its credit recovery courses and some initial
SCVSP Evaluation, FY 2009-2010 Page 9

credit courses with Adult Education students. This includes
curriculum as well as the delivery system. Both PLATO and Moodle
provide administrative capabilities to the SCVSP staff but have yet
to be fully integrated with the VSA Data Management System. This
lack of integration is a weakness of the current system. With
Moodle specifically, the monitoring and reporting of progress is
done bimonthly on a cumulative as opposed to a running average.
Because the Moodle LMS and VSA DMS ostensibly do not
communicate, the progress reflected in VSA does not necessarily
reflect progress reported in Moodle. An element of human error is
also present in this result since the cumulative progress for each
student is calculated bimonthly by a teacher. More reliable
information could be provided if the two systems communicated
effectively. It should be noted that the SCVSP has resolved some
issues of communicating between Moodle and VSA but has yet to
find a fix for the issue of reporting on progress.
With regards to PLATO, due to the nature of Content Recovery
classes, i.e. students review and test only in those areas in which
they do not demonstrate mastery, the issue of calculating specific
progress is a relatively moot point since progress is specific to each
individual and is reported by PLATO. However, the reporting of
progress in VSA still allows room for human error. It should be
noted that due to a recent upgrade, the SCVSP experienced
extreme difficulty with PLATO during the summer enrollment
session. As a result of these difficulties, the SCVSP has
discontinued use of PLATO for its content recovery options.
3. Access Tools: SCVSP currently utilizes Elluminate, Web 2.0 and
Video Conferencing as media platforms for teachers, students,
faculty and staff. The Elluminate online meeting service has a
variety of capabilities including, but not limited to, video
conferencing, remote computer access and running a variety of
user to user interactions. A key feature of Elluminate is the ability
of the teacher to address a variety of students in Voice Over IP
(VOIP) or to provide recorded sessions for students to view and
respond to later. Elluminate is utilized not only in classroom
meetings, but also in faculty meetings and online professional
development.
Included under Elluminate are V-Room and Learn Central. V-Room
is a video conferencing service allowing teachers and students to
conference individually or go on “Virtual Field Trips,” which is a
simulated interactive field trip, which allows students to, interact, in
a live event, with a remotely located field trip host (Cole, Ray,
Zanetis, 2004).
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Learn Central is an educational social networking site which allows
teachers to interact with other teachers from similar fields. They
are able to share ideas and experiences in order to facilitate a more
effective learning environment.
Web 2.0 is a general term associated with asynchronous
communication tools, facilitating collaboration, interoperability,
blogs, wikis, etc. In the context of the SCVSP this encompasses
message boards for interaction between teachers and students and
other Application Programming Interfaces for updating course
specific blogs or message boards.
4. Instructional Materials and Delivery: The SCVSP relies on a variety
of instructional materials for content delivery.
• Course Specific eBooks - Online, interactive textbooks that are state

adopted and standard aligned.
•StreamlineSC and Knowitall.org
•Gizmos-Virtual Math and Science labs
• TypingMaster - web based Keyboarding instruction with analysis
and WAM reporting.
•Speech recording for foreign language courses; student’s record
enunciation for teacher to review.
•USA TestPrep-online test preparation program for courses requiring
an EOCE.
•OneCall - calling, polling, and messaging for student, sponsors, staff,
etc.
•Atomic Learning Videos-web-based software training and curriculum
resources for more than 110 applications.
• Tutorials used by SCVSP include Microsoft Office Products, E-Mail,
Blackboard, Moodle, Internet, Adobe InDesign, Dreamweaver, etc.
of the aforementioned technologies to deliver course materials.
The e-Learning website is available 24 hours a day, allowing a student to
access and work on assignments or projects and to submit work to be graded
at any hour of the day. Rather than being self-paced, these courses require
the meeting of specific deadlines, i.e. students complete coursework on their
own time but must meet benchmarks. Students submit material to be
graded and receive feedback from instructors through a variety of mediums
including phone call, Skype, Instant Messenger (IM), e-mail, Moodle and
Elluminate.
According to a report by the USDOE, this ability to work at one‟s own pace is
a key determinate of success of online learning programs as compared to
traditional classrooms (USDOE, 2008). Students may work ahead and
complete all assignments early if they wish. However, they are required to
maintain a defined rate of progress to remain in the course. Students are
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expected to finish all coursework in a maximum of 20 weeks (eight weeks in
the summer) or longer if extenuating circumstances provide that a waiver
may be granted (i.e., Home Bound, Hospitalized, etc.). Prior to beginning
coursework, each student receives a welcome phone call from the instructor.
In this call the instructor details to the student and the parent, the
expectations of the course including the pace of the course, online meeting
requirements and required materials. Additionally, parents are provided with
24 hour access to their student‟s grades and progress throughout the course.
B.

Findings from Previous Evaluations

Previous reports from 2006 to 2008 made several recommendations
regarding the practices of the SCVSP. These recommendations included the
enhanced use of the technology components of the program, VSA and
Blackboard (currently Moodle); creating tools to enhance stakeholder
involvement; enhancing teacher performance evaluations; taking strides to
increase local district buy-in for online learning; and data collection with
regards to student success.
With regards to the first recommendation, the SCVSP is currently contracted
with private consultants for technical assistance with VSA. Initial findings
advised that four remedial actions be taken: remove incorrect entries to
increase the accuracy of reporting; automate the database as a means of
facilitating more accurate data; utilize the data collection feature in VSA to
gauge student teacher interactions.
Steps have been taken to implement each of these recommendations. The
VSA database is updated every three hours. Additionally, the SCVSP has
worked with Macro ™ to make the VSA system more automated and
streamlined with regards to student information, student counts, course
enrollment data and course progress and completion data. Teachers are still
required to verify contact information; however, this is no longer done during
the enrollment period but rather after the assignment of students to virtual
classrooms. This cut down significantly on the amount of incorrect data
entry, i.e. students being listed as Active who had never been activated or
had withdrawn from the course.
The second recommendation specified three suggested actions: collect data
on dropped courses and make changes accordingly with regards to local
school outcomes; evaluate stakeholder satisfaction; provide a mechanism for
students to give feedback to the SCVSP with regards to their instructors and
the courses they would like to see offered.
With regards to the second recommendation, surveys are currently used to
determine the satisfaction of stakeholders with the SCVSP including
sponsors, parents/guardians and students. Additionally, needs analyses
were conducted in 2008, 2009 and is currently underway for 2010. The
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purpose of these analyses was to address the needs of sponsoring districts
with regards to course offerings and technology capacity. When deciding on
course offerings, the SCVSP currently does course reviews using weighted
successful completion rates to examine courses by popularity and successful
completion. Courses with an inordinately high number of drops (outside two
standard deviations) are subjected to content reviews.
The third recommendation advised that teachers be rewarded based upon
the quality of the teacher student interaction. This recommendation was
implemented in the summer enrollment session for adjunct instructors,
although merit pay for full-time staff has yet to be implemented. Adjuncts
were paid $2,000 per section they taught (a section is equal to 45 students)
and were offered a $500 bonus per section (n=45 students) if they
successfully completed 80% of their students (not including those who
dropped within the first ten days). This measure of successful completers:
Complete/(Complete + Complete Failing + Withdrawn Failing) was chosen
because these measures are indicative of the quality of interaction between
the teacher and student. Withdrawn No Grade was not included because
external factors such as difficulty of content, registering for the wrong
course, change of mind, etc. are key factors in the decision to drop within the
first ten days.
The SCVSP has taken strides to enhance stakeholder involvement and buy-in
of online learning as well as to assist districts with technical difficulties. This
recommendation had several caveats. The SCVSP has since taken steps, via
the Sponsor Survey and Needs Analysis, to determine the availability of
technology in specific districts which wish to utilize the SCVSP. The SCVSP
has also created a repository, via surveys of those individuals responsible for
registering students, and ensuring that credit is granted for courses taken
from each school. The SCVSP has not developed a system of rewarding
these individuals, since the great majority of checks ensuring the accuracy of
registration details are handled by the Student Services Coordinator and
Administrative Assistant, making any incentive for school and district level
individuals pointless. It would be preferable if this were not the case;
however, the training of Sponsors is necessary before any system of reward
can be implemented. This is currently underway. The SCVSP held two
sponsor training sessions in 2009-2010 with 42 Sponsors attending.
The SCVSP has begun the process of collecting data to analyze the correlates
of student success, specifically those in At-Risk Communities. This is
addressed to a degree in chapter III, § d. However, the development of a
valid evaluation to determine covariates of successful completion is needed
before specific practices can be addressed. The SCVSP has recently hired a
Research and Analysis Coordinator, via a federal grant to address these
issues and provide recommendations for data collection and evaluation.
C.

National Comparison
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This comparison uses the same criteria as that used by the Center for Digital
Education (CDE). These criteria were chosen as opposed to other criteria,
such as those used by the International Association for K-12 Online Learning
(iNACOL) because the CDE criteria are more comprehensive. They
encompass not only online learning but also online professional development
and funding. This comparison will generally not encompass all state online
learning programs throughout the US but will focus specifically on state
sponsored programs as opposed to online charter schools. The reason for this
is the specific requirements mandated to schools provides for various criteria
not required in programs. As a result any measurements grouping schools
and programs together decrease the validity of the measure.
1.

National Growth v. SC Growth

The SCVSP has grown at an average rate of 55% since being put into
regulation1, with 26.4% growth from 2008-09 to 2009-10. This is accounted
for by serving 1,116 students in 2006-07; 6,159 students in 2007-08;
11,232 in 2008-09 and 14,024 students in 2009-10. This rate of growth
places the SCVSP in the 80th percentile among online learning programs
nationally (iNACOL, 2009). Over the life of the SCVSP, the average national
growth rate for similar virtual schools was 28%. For schools within the
SREB, the rate is 12.2%. According the Center for Digital Education, 89% of
all online education programs (supplemental and full-time) offer courses year
round. The SCVSP is among one of these programs since it offers five
enrollment periods: January, February, September, October and summer.
Mean Growth
2009-2010

SCVSP
26.4%

SREB
12.2%

National
28%

Anecdotally, a significant growth area nationally has been K-20 ventures.
This involves the ability of high school students to take college level
coursesin an online environment. According to data from the Southern
Regional Education Board, the majority of virtual schools and programs in the
southeast have seen enrollments increase or decrease in relation to their
funding. An exception to this is South Carolina which has seen a seven fold
increase in service with no increase in funding. According to a report
published by the SREB in November 2008, this type of growth is
unsustainable without a reliable funding source.
2.

Percentage of Students Served

As a percentage of the student population, SCVSP enrollment accounted for
1.5% of all students in SC in 2007-08, 3% in 2008-09 and 4.2% in 2009-10.
This 4.2% service is within the 68th percentile for all online education
1

Note that this does not include growth from the pilot to the first year of regulation. The program grew by
450% from pilot to the first year of regulation: 1,116 to 6,159.
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programs in the US. Throughout the US, the average population served by
online courses was 7.7% of eligible students. Because of the lack of
coherent definitions in terms with regards to what accounts for “usage” or
“eligible” across the US, the reliability of this number is questionable. This
percentage was accounted for largely by Alabama, Mississippi and Louisiana,
all of which experienced significant growth in enrollment over this time
period (Evergreen Education Group, 2009; National Center for Education
Statistics, 2008, NCES). The median population served among responding
online education programs/districts was 3.7% for 2008-2009.
In 2007-08, 98% (n = 6,235) of the student served in the SCVSP were in
11th or 12th grade. In 2008-09 this percentage decreased to 71.2% (n =
6,251) as enrollment in all grades increased. This trend has continued into
2009-10 with 70% of the enrollments coming from 11th and 12th grade
because of an overall increase in enrollments.
3.

Enrollment Trends

In 2008-09 six states experienced growth of 50% or more; six states
experienced growth between 25% and 50%; ten states experienced up to
25% growth and five states experienced no growth at all (CDE, 2009). The
SCVSP experienced 85% growth between years 2007-08 and 2008-09,
decreasing to 26% growth from 2008-09 to 2009-10. This is not an
indication of service decrease since rollover (those left un-served) increased.
As such it is an indication that the SCVSP is fluctuating around its capacity.
If all else remains equal and this trend continues, then the growth rate
should level off as the SCVSP reaches carrying capacity. Note: The SCVSP
will begin limiting enrollments to 3,000 Activations per Enrollment Period
beginning in 2010-2011 in an effort to establish measures of commonalities
for students and online instructors. The probability of not achieving 3,000
successful completions per year with this new requirement is 0.1%.

Chart 1: The Logs of SCVSP growth indicate that, all else equal, it is nearing its
maximum service capacity – all funding and FTEs remaining equal. Once this is equal
to 1 Maximum capacity will have been reached. Theoretically, there could be negative
capacity (<1) as use outpaces manpower and infrastructure needs.
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D.

Organization of the Report

Chapter III describes the method of data collection and the analysis
conducted in response to questions and information desired per chapter I §
a. Chapter IV presents the findings from this analysis in plain language and
provides exemplars for these findings. Chapter V concludes the report with
conclusions drawn from the findings and makes recommendations for
planning and achieving both short-term and long-term goals.
III.
A.

Methodology
Evaluation Questions

Per S.C. 59-16-6 this report seeks to address eight statutory items and
answer four research questions. The statutory items as as follows:
1. Courses being offered through the SCVSP during the current school year
2. Number of local school districts participating and the number of the district
students participating
3. Number of private schools participating and the number of theprivate
school students participating
4. Number of home school students participating
5. Success rates for students by courses
6. Number of students who withdraw from a course and the reason for each
student‟s withdrawal
7. Number of students who were prevented from enrolling in a course
because of space limitations
8. Total monies expended by the SCVSP
The research questions are as follows:
What, if any, are the differences in successful completion for District? Poverty
Level? Course Level? Subject?
What factors influence student, parent and sponsor satisfaction with the
SCVSP?
What is the relationship between sponsor school environment and success in
the SCVSP? (From Needs Analysis – Are Virtual Classroom outcomes a
corollary of traditional classroom outcomes?)
What factors influence a school‟s/District‟s decision to utilize the SCVSP?
B.

Research Design

To address the eight statutorily-mandated questions, descriptive statistics
are presented based on the performance of the SCVSP for 2009-10 from
September 2009 through August 2010. Results of the mandated surveys are
presented in terms of response rate, the viability of the responses based on
response rates and comparisons to previous responses. Students were
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coded on variables of n Progress Reports (Interval); School Poverty
(Interval); District Poverty Index (Interval); Subject (Nominal); Grade Level
(Ordinal); Course Level (Ordinal); and Successful Completion (Ordinal).
Additionally, a Dummy Variable for At-Risk was used which is a multiplicative
of two variables: if the Poverty Index is above the state average (66.15+);
and if the student is in a Content Recovery Course (1=Yes; 0=No).
The research questions, which are being addressed for planning purposes
and program effectiveness, were answered through a variety of methods. To
address the first question, What, if any, are the differences in successful
completion for District? Poverty Level? Course Level? Subject?, data were
drawn from VSA and from the SCDE Poverty Indices for 2006-2009. A oneway ANOVA was used to examine the differences based on the
aforementioned factors. Because the data are extremely skewed, a KruskalWallis test was used for ranked data.
To determine the impact of individual factors on program success,
Exploratory Factor Analysis was used to determine the impact of poverty
(endogenous to districts), School Poverty, Course Level, Subject, Grade
Level, n progress reports issued (a means of measuring instructor contact)
and a Dummy Variable for At-Risk. This is preferable to a Logit Model due to
the fact that the data were not aligned with state data so a variety of the
traditional performance predictors were unmeasured.
For the remaining two questions, qualitative data were used from surveys.
These surveys will be conducted using the select survey system and will be
sent to stakeholders using the VS Messenger system.
C.

Data Sources

Descriptive statistics were taken from the 2009-2010 VSA Data file to
address the primary features of the program. These features include:
courses being offered; number of local school districts participating and the
number of students participating; number of private schools participating and
the number of students participating; number of home schools and students
participating; success rates for students by course; number of students who
withdrew from a course; and number of students who were prevented from
enrolling in a course because of space limitations. This information is
presented in a cumulative format in Chapter IV. It is available by enrollment
period in Appendix II.
Qualitative data which were gathered through surveys, administered via the
internet (VS Messenger, the messaging component of the Virtual School
Administrator), were used to address reasons for student withdrawal. These
surveys were to be filled out as the student dropped the course. Due to a
lack of fidelity in this requirement, the responses to this survey were a small
percentage of the actual dropped classes. For this reason these responses
cannot be generalized to the entire population which withdrew from courses.
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Surveys were sent to Sponsors and to Parents/Guardians using the VS
Messenger system. These surveys asked for responses to questions in two
batteries: attitudinal and managerial. The attitudinal questions were rated
on a five point Likert-type scale from Strongly Agree to Strongly Disagree.
The managerial questions asked for responses to items specific to the
functioning of the SCVSP. The Surveys are available in Appendices III and
IV.
Additional data have been drawn from reports from three outside
organizations. These include Blackboard‟s Speak Up Survey; Evergreen
Research Group‟s Annual Review of State Policy in Practice in K-12 online
learning; and the Southern Regional Education Board‟s Technology
Cooperative, 2009 Review of Virtual Schools.
D.

Coding

Data were coded as nominal, ordinal or interval variables as follows:
Successful Completion2
Never Assigned = 1; Withdrawn No Grade = 2; Withdrawn Failing = 3;
Complete Failing = 4; Complete = 5
Course Level
HSAP = 1; Credit Recovery = 2; Initial Credit = 3; Honors = 4;
Advanced Placement = 5
Grade Level
7th Grade = 1; 8th Grade = 2; 9th Grade = 3; 10th Grade = 4; 11th
Grade = 5; 12th Grade = 6
Subject
CATE = 1; English = 2; Fine Arts = 3; Foreign Language = 4;
Health/PE = 5; Mathematics = 6; Science = 7; Social Studies = 8
District – By District Name
School – By School Name
District Poverty Index
Per the SC Department of Education Poverty Indices for 2007-09
2

Complete: Student completed the coursework and achieved a grade of 70 or above;
Complete Failing: Student completed at least 50% of the coursework and received a grade
of 69 or below; Withdrawn Failing: student did not complete at least 50% of the coursework
or withdrew from the course after the 10-day drop period while having a failing grade – coded
as a 61 per the Uniform Grading Policy; Withdrawn No Grade: student withdrew within the
10-day drop period; Never Assigned: Denotes students were in non-credit HSAP Review
Classes
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School Poverty
Per SC Department of Education Poverty Indices for 2007-09
Percent Complete
A percentage of the completion of all course materials
n Progress Reports
The number of progress reports issued by the teacher to the student
E.
1.

Data Analysis
Descriptive Statistics

Course Requests
The total number of seats requested for the SCVSP for 2009-2010 was
16,622. The seat request is not unique to each student, as a student may
enroll in more than one course. The total number of students requesting
courses for 2009-2010 was 10,227.This accounts for a 41.6% increase in the
number of seat requests over 2008-2009 and a 91% increase in the number
of students requesting courses. This indicates that it is not simply a case of
more students enrolling but of more students enrolling in more classes. In
2008-09 there was an average of 1.5 seats per enrollments. In 2009-10
there was an average of 1.6 seats per enrollment. Most notable are the
increases in summer course requests. Summer course requests accounted
for 47% of all course requests for the SCVSP. While summer course requests
are typically high, averaging 33% of all requests with 5 enrollment periods,
2009-10 saw a particularly large increase in summer enrollments.
Courses Offered
The SCVSP enrolled students in 65 Courses in 2009-10. The SCVSP offers
four levels of courses: Content Recovery (CR), College Preparatory (CP),
Honors (Honors), and Advanced Placement (AP). Additionally, HSAP
Preparation courses are offered as non-credit courses. CP courses account
for the bulk of enrollments (54%), followed by Content Recovery (43%),
HSAP (1.3%), AP(1.1%) and Honors (.3%).
The most popular courses in the SCVSP for 2009-10 were: Economics CP;
Government CP; English 4 CP; Computer Applications CP; English 3 CP;
Physical Education 1 CP; Algebra 2 CP; Keyboarding CP; Statistics CP; and
Child Development 1 CP. The courses with the highest success rates,
adjusted for enrollment size were: Government CP; Economics CP; English 4
CP; Physical Education 1 CP; Statistics CP; English 3 CP; Computer
Applications CP; Desktop Publishing CP; Child Development 1 CP; and US
History & Constitution CP. For a full list see Appendix I.
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The greatest success rates were confined to grades 11 and 12. This is due to
the fact that these have the largest enrollments. Even in the context of high
poverty indices these grade levels appear to perform well. The high rates of
enrollments per these grade levels are not confined to any single district or
school.
The highest level of student success for the median initial credit classes,
regardless of subject or grade level, were in classes with the highest rate of
contacts, i.e., students in a class in which the teacher maintained consistent
contact with the student. This was especially true when contact came within
a 24 hour period (which is SCVSP policy). Of note is the comparison between
the number of progress reports and the percentage of completion for
students in the WF category. While the Mean n Progress Reports are almost
equal to the Complete category, the percent complete is, on average over
80% less. This raises a potential question of student self management – see
Charts 2 and 3.

Chart 2: Mean Progress Reports per Status: WNG =3.4; WF =7.7;
CF =8.1; C =7.9
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Chart 3: Percent Completeii: WNG =14.8; WF =26.6; CF =100; C =100

As with previous evaluations, accounting for the reasons a student dropped a
class was difficult to accurately measure. This is because the student cannot
be compelled to complete the Exit Survey when they wish to drop the class.
It is purely voluntary. Out of 6,583 drops, 1,129 were WF and 5,454 were
WNG. Of this 6,583, only 941 completed the drop survey. Therefore, the
results are not robust to explain why a student drops a course. That stated,
the reasons given for dropping a course were Not Enough Time (37%);
Found the class too difficult (19%); Access to Technology (10%); Already
enrolled in the course (8%); and Already Completed the Course (6%).

Chart 4: Reasons for dropping course
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Enrolling in a course with the SCVSP is a two-stage process. Initially, the
students create an account through the SCVSP‟s VSA system. Information is
gathered to associate them with their physical school, district and guidance
counselor. Next, they select the course they wish to enroll in. This
encompasses a single stage. The next stage, the approval stage, is an area
where the SCVSP has encountered problems with sponsoring schools.
Among these are counselors‟ lack knowledge about sponsor‟s requirements
in terms of approvals and technical support; counselors who approve classes
which are not to be taken in unison per the South Carolina Uniform Grading
Policy, and counselors who approve students to take courses for which they
are academically unprepared. Specific examples include approving a student
to take Keyboarding and Computer Applications at the same time and
enrolling students in Advanced Placement courses when they their previous
coursework was in Content Recovery. Because the information provided on
this was qualitative, the percentage of these occurrences cannot be
tabulated. However, according to information from the Student Services
Coordinator, certain schools are using the program correctly, while others are
simply allowing students to take whatever courses they wish without regards
to their technical proficiency or academic preparedness. The SCVSP relies on
the sponsoring school to provide proper information with regards to students.
Since the SCVSP is a program, rather than a school, it does not perform
transcript reviews. In that respect, its place as an option for education is
deeply reliant upon properly managing the expectations of both students and
their sponsoring schools.
When enrolling in a course, weighting is supposed to be given to students of
a higher grade level since the SCVSP is tasked with increasing the graduation
rate in South Carolina. and improving the on time graduation rate. While this
practice should logically decrease the number of students in lower grades
who may enroll in classes traditionally taken by juniors and seniors, this is in
fact not the case. The weighting method is ineffective since students are
assigned to classes over a period of time rather than as a group. For this
reason, the weighting is effectively non-existent and students are enrolled
first-come, first-served. This means that realistically, a freshman could be
placed before a senior based on a matter of seconds.
Students who are not enrolled due to space limitation are given preference
during the next enrollment period. As a result, the drop off per enrollment
period is absorbed by the next enrollment period, with the largest yearly
drop off coming in summer.
The number of students who were not enrolled due to space limitations for
2009-2010 was 495. Of these 436 were juniors (n=77) or seniors (n=359).
This number would have been higher, approximately 5,125, were it not for
the addition of a $200,000 appropriation to hire more staff for the summer.
The drop off is also related to the timing of enrollments. Although juniors
and seniors are supposed to receive a higher weight when enrolling, there is
a tendency among students, especially in the January, February and summer
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enrollment periods to enroll late in classes which are required for graduation.
For this reason, the proportion of juniors and seniors who do not get placed
in classes typical for their grade level increases as the end of the year
approaches. This is an issue of managing expectations on the part of the
SCVSP and of being proactive on the part of the sponsors.
Typically CR courses peak in the January, February and summer enrollment
sessions, with CP courses required for graduation peaking in this same period
(excepting those requiring End of Course Exams in the summer). Among the
reasons offered for taking online courses, “Needed the course to graduate”
(28%) was the highest rated. These reasons appear to peak in the January,
February and summer enrollment periods. Discretionary reasons such as “I
heard positive things about online courses,” (11%) or “The course was not
offered at my school,” (12%) appear to peak in the September and October
enrollment periods.
It should be noted that this year the NCAA took up the issue of online
learning for college recruits. The NCAA will not accept CR courses for college
entry, i.e. the standards for entrance into a NCAA program do not align with
standards for graduation which are more rigorous. The impact of this is not
yet known. Further analysis will be needed to determine the impact of this
decision on the types of SCVSP classes being taken, as well as the nature of
the SCVSP population. It should be noted that all CP and AP courses
currently offered by the SCVSP are currently approved for credit by the
NCAA.
In terms of Level, the most successful courses were honors courses with
97%, followed by Advanced Placement with 95%. It should be noted that
the number of course offerings in honors and AP is extremely low compared
to CP and CR classes – two courses in honors (Latin 3 and Spanish 3) and
four classes in AP (English Literature and Composition, English Language and
Composition, Statistics and US History and Constitution). Therefore, they
are much more sensitive to fluctuations; completion rates are subsequently
less statistically reliable. These courses were followed by CP courses with
71%, CATE courses with 66% and CR courses with 62%.
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Populations Served

Chart 5: School Type

For the 2009-2010 academic year, the SCVSP enrolled 14,024 out of 16,383
enrollment requests in 85 Districts: 80 public school and state-run school
districts (15,489 requests, 276 schools); Adult Education (696 requests);
Charter Schools (330 requests, 13 schools); Governor‟s Schools (44
requests) then Private Schools (207 requests, 31 schools) and Home School
Associations (55 requests, 13 schools). Each of these groups is coded as its
own separate district. As with previous years, the majority of these
enrollments came from low to median poverty level districts. The
enrollments per school poverty level were much broader than that of
districts.

Chart 6: Count of High School Poverty Indices per
SC Department of Education, 2009
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Chart 7: Enrollments per Poverty Index at SCVSP

A majority of enrollments (63.5%) are from schools which are below the
state‟s average school poverty index of 66.15%. The average poverty index
for the SCVSP is 54.17%. Because SUNS ID numbers are not available, a
completely accurate measure of At-Risk students is not available. However,
an accounting of students in high poverty schools who are enrolled in at least
one Content Recovery course indicates that 11.6% of SCVSP registrants
meet this criteria for At-Risk. The median School Poverty Index for the SCVP
among all registrants was 58.38% (according to the SCDE the state median
is 63.5%); after the 10 day drop period the mean School Poverty Index
dropped to 52.1% and the median dropped to 52.68. This dramatic shift
indicates that a preponderance of students from high poverty districts
accounted for a large majority of the withdrawals.
Of the students served, 7,788 (55.5%) identified themselves as White NonHispanic; 4,846 (34.5%) identified themselves as African American; 572
(4%) identified themselves as Hispanic; 339 (2.4%) identified themselves as
Multi-Ethnic; 215 (1.5%) indicated that their Ethnic Origin was Not Listed;
185 (1.3%) identified themselves as Asian; and 79 (<1%) identified
themselves as Native American.
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Chart 8: Ethnic Origin

Student Success
The successful completion rate for the SCVSP was 82%. All enrollments
cannot be considered in the successful completion formula because up to
50% of registrants are never assigned to a classroom. For the 2009-2010
Academic year, 495 students (3.5%) were unable to register due to space
limitations in their requested classes; 1,030 students were unable to enroll
due to incomplete registrations from their school (n=280) or did not
complete the registration process (n=750). Of the 16,383 registrants, only
14,024 (86%) were activated. Of this group, 7,262 went on to complete the
course (Complete or Complete Failing, C/CF); 6,332 completed with a 70 or
higher; 5,454 withdrew from the course before the 10 day drop period
(Withdrawn No Grade, WNG); and 1,129 withdrew from the course with a
failing grade (Withdrawn Failing, WF). Taking these factors together this
gives a formula for determining successful completion for the program of:

C /(C  CF  WF  WNG )
This formula gives a successful completion rate for all assigned (including
those who dropped within the 10-day drop period) of 45.7%. This rate of
45.7% is not significantly different than the 46% rate which has been
demonstrated in independent studies examining retention rates in distance
education (Dupin-Bryant, 2004). It should be noted that this rate is not
indicative of the program‟s content delivery abilities and cannot be compared
to a brick and mortar school. Rather it is indicative of how well the SCVSP is
managing the expectations of both its sponsors and students enrolling in
classes. This is preferable to simply utilizing the percentage of those who
made a 70+ out of those who completed because it speaks to the ability of
the program to retain students within the class. In other words, simply
looking at C/(C+CF) may be a good way of looking at student abilities;
unfortunately, it excludes other factors which are indicative of how well
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expectations are being managed, i.e., why do students choose to drop a
class?
Because student success is an interaction between the teacher, student and
the culture of the school, it is not reasonable to include those students who
withdrew during the first ten days in the student success formula. This is
because there are various mitigating circumstances for the students
dropping, including incorrect registration, difficulty attribution (the course is
more difficult than they believed it would be), and lack of time management
skills. For this reason the determination of successful completion at the
student : teacher level consists of:

C /(C  CF  WF )
The rate of successful completion, in terms of student success for core areas
– those required for graduation, (75%) was lower than the average
successful completion rate. The courses with the highest successful
completion rates, weighted for enrollments, were Economics CP; Government
CP; English 4 CP; Physical Education 1 CP; English 3 CP; Computer
Applications CP; Keyboarding CP; Geometry CP; Algebra 2 CP; and Statistics
CP. These courses were weighted by enrollment since in some instances only
two students stayed in a course after the ten day drop period and both
completed. Providing equal weighting to courses given this information
would not have provided an accurate measure of overall student success.
Student withdrawal rates increased relative to past years. The SCVSP saw
6,538 withdrawals over 65 courses for a withdrawal rate of 40%. This is
compared to 35% for 2008-09 and 33% for 2007-08. The increased number
of drops would be expected given the increases in enrollments.
Subsequently, the percentage of students who are WNG increased
proportionally to the enrollment increase so the increased total drops are
accounted for by increases in enrollment. Data for withdrawals was gathered
on a qualitative survey with the top ten reasons listed as: Not Enough Time
(39%); Found the class too difficult (19%); Access to Technology (10%);
Already enrolled in the course (8%); and Already Completed the Course
(7%).
As previously stated, the SCVSP has seen increased enrollment despite
decreased funding. As a result, the number of students turned away for lack
of space has increased. Additionally, the budget cuts to local districts mean
that more students are requesting the services for the SCVSP, especially for
summer offering.
Incomplete Registrations
An issue which has contributed to the lack of enrollment by high poverty
students is incomplete enrollments. This means the students are not
receiving either Guidance Counselor approval or parental approval to take a
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course. While the majority of districts are maintaining the proper approvals,
the few which are not are from high poverty areas and typically enroll under
ten students – Cherokee, Jasper and Marion 2. As for specific schools, the
majority of schools with CR3 rates which were outside the norm also had only
a single enrollment request and were from high poverty areas. However,
schools accounting for the greatest proportion of CR4 students were not
representative of any particular level of poverty. Rather they were indicative
of schools where additional Counselor training may be needed. These
schools included Andrews High School, Easley High School, Lexington High
School, South Florence High School, Spring Valley High School and Sumter
High School.
2.

Qualitative Analysis

A series of surveys were administered to stakeholders in the SCVSP including
teachers, parents, students and guidance counselors. These surveys were
developed on the Select Survey™ system and were administered via VS
Messenger and e-mail.
Student Survey Results
Surveys were sent to students via VSA Messenger. Of the 1,600+ students
to whom the survey was sent, 439 responded for a response rate of 27%.
The survey served to gauge the students‟ perceptions of the SCVSP. Items
concerned satisfaction with the course, how the student learned about the
course, the expected versus experienced level of difficulty as well as items
concerning how the student operated within the class and their perceptions
of their instructor(s).
Among the reasons given for enrolling in the SCVSP, “Need” was the most
common theme. This includes needing the course to graduate, needing to
make up the course, needing a more flexible schedule, etc. This was
followed by discretionary reasons such as the course not being offered at the
current school or hearing good things about online courses.

3
4

Course Requested – meaning Guidance Counselor approval has not been received
ibid 3
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Why did you choose to take a course through the
SCVSP?

Chart 9: Why student chose to take a course through SCVSP?

Student evaluations about their instructors was largely positive with 72%
agreeing or strongly agreeing that their instructor presented information in a
way that helped them understand the material; 78% agreed or strongly
agreed that the instructor returned assignments in a timely manner, with
12% being neutral.
The most common answer for “What did you enjoy most about the course?”
was the students‟ ability to work at their own pace (75%). On the opposite
end, the most common response for what students disliked about the course
were, “No „face‟ to the Instructor” (34%) and “Technical Difficulties” (32%).
“Too fast paced” and “Content too difficult” accounted for 24% of the
responses.
The provision of technical assistance is required by sponsoring schools;
however, 58% of students report going to a parent or guardian for technical
assistance instead of the school. Only 12% of students report going to their
school for technical assistance. At first glance this may appear to indicate
that parents are the first choice; however, in a survey of SCVSP sponsors,
only 55% reported offering technical assistance in the school. This is an
indication that sponsors are taking advantage of SCVSP courses but are not
providing the assistance necessary for students to be successful. Additionally,
it is an indication that the SCVSP needs to do a better job of managing
expectations within sponsoring schools.
Following is an e-mail from a student who completed the survey:
During my four years of high school I have taken classes on both
Virtual School and Apex Learning, each of which are different forms
of on-line learning. While both are very different from regular
classroom learning, I feel that they both adequately taught me the
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material in order to be more prepared and successful for college.
On-line learning gives students the opportunity to complete the
work at his or her own pace. There are no designated classes to
attend which allows the work to be fit into individual schedules.
However, this also requires students to complete the quizzes and
readings on their own since someone is not constantly standing
over their shoulder enforcing them. I feel that this method of
learning has created many skills that will be beneficial in the rest of
my life; my college career along with other endeavors will be much
easier because of the efficiency I have developed and also the new
"harder-working" attitude I have. One of the main impacts in my
everyday life that AP Statistics has had is my reluctance to believe
every single poll or statistic that I see portrayed in the media.
There are many different factors that I will now look for before
deciding a survey, etc. is credible. Also, something that differed in
Virtual School from Apex is the interactive teacher-student
discussions on Elluminate. This was very helpful because it was
able to answer individual questions that I had. And finally, I would
like to say thank you to Dr. Neal because no matter when I called
her, whether a Tuesday afternoon or a late Sunday night, she
always had time to answer my questions and seemed very eager to
help me.
With regards to technical assistance, the primary issue addressed by
students was recovering passwords after registration. Students expressed
frustration that they were unable to receive and email of their passwords
after registration although it is presented to them immediately after
registration. Upon further examination it was determined that this was
primarily the case with specific e-mail servers, such as AOL, Yahoo, and
sc.rr.com. Students are encouraged to write down their user name and
password upon completing registration; however, few follow through with
this, preferring instead to have the username and password emailed to them.
This is an area which the SCVSP needs to examine in an effort to streamline
the registration process and increase the ease of use by students.
Specifically, the SCVSP is working with its consultants to resolve the issue
and has uploaded steps for recovering passwords to the website. These
steps are specific to the email server, which has resulted in a reduction of
complaints regarding passwords. Additionally, password questions are
channeled through a chat feature for immediate access to SCVSP personnel
during business hours.
Sponsor Survey Results
A survey was sent to 601 SCVSP Sponsors via VS Messenger. Only one
sponsor responded. To remedy this, the same survey was sent to sponsors
using their school email addresses. The responses jumped from one to 61
for a response rate of 10%. The response rate is artificially low because
individual accounts are not regularly updated by the sponsoring schools so
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multiple individuals will be listed for the same school. For this reason the
response rate is realistically closer to 29%. This is still unacceptably low but
lends more validity to responses than the 10% rate. Upon examination of VS
Messages in Sponsors‟ VS Messenger Inbox, this low response rate is not
related to the survey itself. Over 80% of respondents had a significant
amount of unread VS Messages (68% +).
According to the survey, 82% of sponsors believe the SCVSP is a good
alternative for students to gain high school credit. Additionally, 74% of
respondents stated that they believed online courses were a good option for
students who are struggling to finish school. The reaction to the SCVSP was
largely positive with 95% of respondents stating that they believe the SCVSP
benefits students and 75% of respondents stating that they actively
encourage students to seek out classes through the SCVSP. A disturbing
statistic is the provision of computers and technical assistance in schools. Of
those who responded, 75% stated that they provided some form of computer
access to students in the school while 25% stated that they did not. In a
follow up survey, 55% of the respondents stated that they did not offer any
form of technical assistance to students.
Following are some examples of negative responses that were submitted:
No. SCVS is considered independent study.
No. Online learning is considered an independent study.
The above responses accounted for 55% of respondents.

Following are some examples of positive responses:
We have afterschool tutoring 3 days a week in foreign languages,
English, math, science, social studies+ free bus ride home @ 4:40.
If students have difficulty with the technology aspect I assist them
before/after school and during my planning block.
Yes. We are an online, virtual, school therefore our students have
the full support of their teachers, guidance counselor, learning
coaches, and administration.
The above responses accounted for 43% of responses with 2% not responding
to the question.

While computers are being provided, the majority of schools are not
providing assistance on technical issues. It cannot be stated whether this is
caused by budgetary issues, a lack of understanding of the requirements for
participation in the SCVSP, or whether the initial responses were due to
attribution (giving the response they knew the surveyor wanted). However,
the trend seen in the lack of provision of technical assistance does not
facilitate the achievement of success in an online environment.
In addition, some sponsors volunteered that:
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The on-line school experience as been much better than I thought.
It gives students the opportunity to take classes that are not
available at our school and to get caught up if they are behind in
units. The staff have done a great job keeping me informed about
student progress. It is much better and easier than I thought it
would be.
Virtual school has met our needs for students who need classes
that are not available at a particular time but are required. VS
teachers have been excellent communicators. We have some
students who miss deadlines. VS teachers keep me informed so
that I can "encourage" students who need it.
Due to the nature of these previous responses, the validity of responses
concerning technical issues is questionable. Of the respondents, 69% stated
that technical problems are never an issue or only occur rarely. Because of
information gleaned from the follow up survey, the respondents‟ knowledge
of this issue is questionable.
When questioned on their concerns about taking classes through the SCVSP,
the number one response dealt with student motivation. Sponsors were
concerned that students would not be successful in SCVSP courses due to the
lack of a physical teacher and the increased responsibility placed on the
student to complete assignments and stay on track.
Online learning helps students graduate on time. Our observation
has been that students who are internally motivated can be
successful on online courses. Struggling students do not tend to do
well with online courses. – SCVSP Sponsor
Taken as a whole, the lack of technical assistance on the part of the
sponsors, coupled with the questions surrounding student motivation – while
continuing to enroll students despite these questions – provides an indication
that the SCVSP needs to do more to manage expectations and behaviors of
sponsors in order to facilitate student success.
Parent Survey Results
A survey was sent to parents and guardians via VSA Messenger. Survey
items included qualitative information concerning the SCVSP. Of the 1,600+
parents to whom the survey was sent, only 61 responded for a response rate
of 3%. This is unacceptably low and does not enable the results to be
generalized to any degree. Because of the nature of respondents, i.e., those
who check the VS Messages, which they are instructed to do when their child
enrolls in the course, this sample of respondents is more likely to take an
active role in their students‟ learning.
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Internal Survey Results
Overall SCVSP fulltime instructors and adjuncts are satisfied with the level of
technical and managerial support they receive from the SCVSP staff. In
internal questionnaires the most common complaint was about
interconnectivity of online software, specifically VSA and Moodle. This is an
issue which the SCVSP is in the process of addressing. The programming
changes to address interconnectivity are an area where the SCVSP is leading
the country as a whole. Prior to the SCVSP‟s dealings with these systems,
there was no interoperability between the two. Currently, interoperability
has been established at a basic level, but not to a level which is necessary for
easy use by instructors and adjuncts.
Results from an internal survey regarding the use of specific technologies
reveal that SCVSP teachers use a variety of technologies in their courses
offerings and they are happy with these technologies within their specific
media, i.e. PC or laptop based classes. 100% of respondents stated that
they agreed or strongly agreed that the SCVSP provided an appropriate array
of technologies to teach their course(s). However, 52% stated that they
often had to rely on external technologies to effectively deliver their courses.
This question was parsed out qualitatively in a later interview and was
further explained to mean that teachers used outside images or videos for
teaching purposes, rather than seeking out specific technologies. Despite the
large variety of technologies available to the instructors, primary usage is
limited to a few specific pieces of software. Specifically, these are Jing
videos, course specific E-books, E-TV Streamline SC and Discovery
Education.
The use of the VSA Messenger has been called into question for two groups,
parents/guardians and sponsors. To test the impact of VS Messenger
separate blanket emails were sent to both parents and sponsors. These
emails were labeled urgent and contained the links to their respective
surveys along with instructions for linking to and filling out the survey. The
response rates for sponsors increased from 5.8% to 9.6% while the
parent/guardian survey increased from 1.9% to 3.9%. A t-test was
conducted with a 95% confidence interval of 5.7 and 10.1% for sponsors and
1.7% and 4.2% for parents. The results indicated that the increase in
responses to the survey were not significant. Therefore the conclusion must
be that parents/guardians and sponsors are not checking VS Messenger.
That these groups are not matched in any other ways than having a
relationship with the Virtual School, the only logical conclusions are that they
are not aware of the necessity to check VS Messenger or are unaware of how
to check VS Messenger, or that they are aware and are simply not
responding.
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3.

Budget Data

Budget data were collected from the 2009-2010 SCVSP allotments from K12
Technology Funds and General Fund expenditures. On the subject of
funding, the SCVSP received $878,427 for FY 2009-10. This is accounted for
as follows: Virtual School Administrator = $158,427; Online Web Portals,
Web 2.0 Tools and Interfaces = $185,000; Adult Education = $125,000;
Content Recovery Software (PLE 2.0) = $140,000; AP Course Offerings =
$175,000; CATE Course Offerings = $95,000. An additional $1.2 Million
went to salaries which included 11 full time teachers, 54 adjunct instructors,
a full time Administrative staff of five employees and one Administrative
Assistant hired from a temporary employment agency.
Full time teachers are paid an average salary of $50,000 per year. Full time
teachers are expected to work 7.5 hours per day and teach between 16 and
23 classes. The class threshold for Full time instructors is higher than for
adjuncts with some full time teachers having classes of 200 students. This
200 figure is in place because the average class has a drop rate of 25-30%
leading to the previously mentioned 150 students per teacher. This is the
case nationally and is also the case in the SCVSP. Adjunct instructors are
paid a stipend of $2,000 for each class they teach, with a class consisting of
45 students. This leads to an adjunct pay range of between $2,000 and
$40,000 with a mean of $8,000 and the majority of adjuncts making $2,000.
The salary for full time teachers is comparable to highly qualified staff in a
traditional school district. The base expenditure for adjuncts is below the
average for other online education programs.

Chart 9: Overall Budgetary Expenditures, FY 2009-2010

Relative to other programs this amounts to $415 per student. If one includes
the discounted proportion of technology budgets to districts as a proportion
of real costs (per Sct. 1-009-22), this amounts to $502 per student, still well
below the state average per pupil ratio.
SCVSP Evaluation, FY 2009-2010 Page 34

4.

Analysis of Differences (data are over the life of the program)

A Kruskal-Wallis Test was used to examine differences within Status; Level
and Grade Level, per School and District Poverty Indices. Test Statistics are
as follows:

Chi-sq

Chi-Sq

Kruskal-Wallis test outputs
School Poverty (df=84)
Status
Level
Grade Level
661.97**
2656.42**
903.21**
District Poverty (df=46)
Status
Level
Grade Level
568.31**
714.6**
1025.58**

*=significant at a=.05; **=significant at a=.01

There are significant differences in Status, Level and Grade Level based on
the School‟s Poverty Index. This does not indicate a direction of the
differences. Further analysis will help to indicate the role the factors of Level
and Grade Level play in successful completion. There are also significant
differences in Status, Level and Grade Level based on the District‟s Poverty
Index. Again this does not indicate a direction.
A Single Factor ANOVA was used to examine differences between Successful
Completion (Status) based on Subject and Grade Level.
ANOVA: Status F-Critical = 2

Between
Groups

Subject
Sum of
Sq
df
461.30
7.00

Within Groups

12330.87

6954.00

Total

12792.17

6961.00

Between
Groups

Grade Level
Sum of
Sq
df
43.74
5.00

Within Groups

12748.43

6956.00

Total

12792.17

6961.00

Between
Groups

Course Level
Sum of
Sq
df
123.31
3

Within Groups

12668.86

6958

Total

12792.17

6961

 Sq
65.90

F
37.16**

1.77

 Sq
8.75

F
4.77**

1.83

 Sq
41.104

F
22.57**

1.82

*=significant at a=.05; **=significant at a=.01
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As indicated by the above three ANOVAs there are significant differences in a
completion status based upon Subject, Grade Level and Course Level. The
direction of these differences will be looked at using a regression model.
5.

Exploratory Factor Analysis

Factor analysis was used to examine the factors and interactions between
factors to explain a student‟s status. So while individual factors may not
explain a great deal of the variance in successful completion, interactions
among factors may impact individual statuses, i.e. C, CF, WNG, WF, as
opposed to C and all other statuses.
Exploratory factor analysis was relied upon because variables are not
randomly assigned. After all, courses are not enrolled in at random and
poverty is not randomly assigned to people. For this reason, Factor Analysis
was used to determine impacts on Complete, Complete Failing, Withdrawn
Failing and Withdrawn No Grade. Never Assigned was not used since no
output is issued, i.e. courses are self paced so students have no opportunity
to complete or not complete. Factors computed were Grade Level; School
Poverty; District Poverty; Gender; Race; Subject; Enrollment Period. Grade
was not used because HSAP courses do not receive a grade and it is
essentially endogenous to Status.
Success in a course was related to four factors: Poverty (both school and
district), Level, Grade L and Period. Lack of success in a course was also
related to these factors. This is an indication that the same factors which
influence success in a traditional classroom also influence success in a virtual
classroom. This raises a question of preparedness for the rigor of online
classes in high poverty communities.
The factors explained were as follows:
1.
2,
3,
4,
5,

Poverty – interaction of District Poverty and School Poverty
Timing of enrollment in higher level classes
The relationship between Gender and Grade Level
Subject and course level
Grade Level

IV.

Findings

1.

The most popular courses in the SCVSP are those which are required
for graduation and which are typically taken during the junior and
senior years of high school.

2.

The majority of classes offered by the SCVSP are initial credit, followed
by Content Recovery and Advanced Placement.
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3.

Poverty, course level and grade level and enrollment period all have a
significant impact on whether or not a student is successful in the
SCVSP program. Of these, poverty has the largest impact. However,
this does not explain a great deal of variance in the rates of successful
completion. For this reason, it is likely that those students who are
most representative of these poverty indices, i.e. At-Risk students are
not the students enrolling for the courses.

4.

Sponsors do not indicate a significant understanding of the
requirements of success in the SCVSP. Analysis indicates that the
current SCVSP messaging system is not being adequately employed to
manage expectations of sponsors.

5.

There is significant drop off amongt juniors and seniors for courses
which are required for graduation. This is especially true as the need
for these courses arises. This drop off is not arbitrary but rather is
seen predominately in students who register late and therefore do not
receive the benefit of their higher rating due to the course being full.

6.

Technologies used by teachers vary based on subject level and do not
have a significant impact on the success of the student. Rather,
students in a class where teachers maintain regular contact tend to do
better and successfully complete their courses.

7.

Communication mediums are an issue with the SCVSP. Insistence on
using the VS Messenger system attempts to mandate conformity
without providing external inducements for participants to use the VS
Messenger system.

8.

The VSA System‟s proprietary nature enables the SCVSP to manipulate
the system to fit its needs; however, this has also been associated
with unintended consequences. Chief among these is the issues are
issues with password recovery.

V.

Discussion and Recommendations

Based on these findings, the following recommendations are offered to help
the SCVSP achieve its mission and to better measure its achievement:
1.
Decrease the number of enrollment periods from five to three.
This recommendation has already been undertaken for next year. This will
allow teachers to identify those students who are not actively participating
and free up their seats for other students. This will in turn allow those
students who registered late to have a greater probability of being enrolled in
a class, thus decreasing the drop off from enrollment period to enrollment
period.
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2.

Reduce the use of VSA Messenger as a means of communication with
sponsors.
Sponsors and parents are not checking their VSA Messages with the same
regularity as their traditional emails. In fact, at times, it appears they do not
check them at all. If the SCVSP wishes facilitate contact with these
individuals, as opposed to forcing them to adapt to the messaging system, it
is suggested that the SCVSP utilize traditional email addresses as opposed to
relying on the VS Messaging System.
3.
Provide additional training for Sponsors.
The necessity for additional training of Sponsors cannot be understated.
From interviews with staff as well as sponsors it is apparent that there is a
major disconnect in the understanding of the mission, capacity and skills
needed to be successful in the SCVSP. According to a survey 55% of
sponsors indicated that they did not feel training was necessary; however,
over 55% indicated that they did not provide technology assistance in the
school – something which is required in order to participate in the SCVSP.
Additionally, high poverty districts demonstrated a major lack of interest in
advanced course offerings through the SCVSP, indicating either a lack of
understanding of the capacity of the SCVSP – focusing singularly on
increasing graduation rates without an eye to enhancing achievement; or an
ecological issue of unpreparedness for the increased rigors of online learning.
(Jonathan, I‟m not sure if I really understand what the recommendation is
here. I took a stab at it, but I may have missed your point._
4.

Increase the participation of districts with the hightest At-Risk student
populations.
At-Risk students who enroll in the SCVSP do not appear to perform as well as
students who do not have identifiers for At-Risk. However, the population of
At-Risk within the SCVSP is not a good representation of the At-Risk
population in the state of South Carolina. The idea that technology, when
properly utilized, can help to advance At-Risk students has a sound body of
evidence behind it. However, this evidence also comes with a warning – that
ignoring previous student capacity in an effort to move technology forward
only serves to widen the digital divide as well as the achievement gap. In
the case of the South Carolina, indications are that students who are taking
advantage of the SCVSP are, for the most part, not at risk students. Also,
because participation is voluntary, it would make sense that those students
who do participate have some form of intrinsic or extrinsic motivation –
reward. However, the perception of this reward is very different depending
upon one‟s background.
In a nominal sense the SCVSP is achieving its goals of increasing graduation
rates. They are offering courses needed for graduation and increasing access
to some of the poorest districts in the state. This cannot said to be a
statement of fact since the students cannot be tracked. Therefore, no
analysis can be run to examine the impacts of the SCVSP on graduation
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rates. However, it is highly unlikely that a student who takes the time to
enroll in and complete a course outside of the traditional school environment
can be equated with one who is at a more serious risk of dropping out, i.e.
the students who are enrolling are of a different population than those
students who are at greatest risk for dropping out.
Population considerations aside, students who enroll in a class with the
SCVSP and work through the material successfully complete their courses at
a rate of over 80%. In national studies from the USDOE, the ability of
students to work at their desired time, as opposed to having a set schedule
has been deciding factor in student success. Taken as a whole, time factors
accounted for over 50% of the reasons given for taking a class with the
SCVSP. While it cannot be definitively stated that this is a cause for success,
it is a marker of a larger thematic factor, i.e. that students who complete
SCVSP are motivated either extrinsically or intrinsically to complete the
courses. While this is certainly a noble statement, it is indicative of a longextant dichotomy between students who are At-Risk and students who are
not At-Risk.
The increase in enrollment, and consequently in successful completions, is
primarily seen in districts with lower poverty rates and higher performance
and enhanced offering in traditional classes. While there are some outliers,
this trend is the norm. This is a further indication that those students
traditionally considered At-Risk are enrolling in lower proportion to traditional
students. While the mission of the SCVSP does not pay mention to At-Risk
students specifically, if increasing the graduation rate is the goal then it
would behoove the SCVSP to attempt to recruit more students who are AtRisk. Achieving this is requires much more than simply getting the word out
to At-Risk populations – technological capacity, home support and prior
knowledge tend to be lower in At-Risk populations than in populations not
considered At-Risk.
5.
Expand the technological capacity of the program.
In terms of technological capacity, the SCVSP must expand. While there is a
significant correlation between specific software and student success, this
correlation most likely exists because the choice of software options is so low
– with choices among delivery options (those devices other than personal
computers or laptops) are far less robust. This lack of options in delivery
corresponds to findings from national surveys from Blackboard and regional
surveys from SREB. While many students‟ access to laptops or personal
computers, moreover internet access is limited to the school day, a much
larger proportion have access to other means of communication: cell phones,
MP3 players, etc. South Carolina lags behind other online programs in terms
of using these technologies to supplement the use of personal computers and
laptops and must catch up.
In managerial terms, significant improvements have been made in the
SCVSP. Technical and Instructional Management have both seen improved
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efficiencies with the technological capacity in terms of software applications
adding seven new programs and doing away with programs which were
redundant or ineffective. This has led to greater interoperability between
subject areas instead of a single subject area relying on a single technology.
The fulltime instructors, who continue to have numbers above desired levels,
have worked beyond capacity. Adjunct instructors have shown marked
improvement in primarily the core areas, while improvements continue to be
made in the electives in terms of efficiency (number of students successfully
completing a course). The SCVSP Staff has enrolled four times its mandated
capacity of 3,000 students and has successfully completed 6,332. While
operating at what amounts to a per pupil allotment of $502.
VI.

Summary

The data confirm that the SCVSP is ostensibly contributing to increasing the
graduation rate in South Carolina. Statistics aside, this is a normatively good
outcome. If this program is to continue to contribute in this way, it must
continue to refine itself with an eye to improvement. Additionally, it must
bear in mind that effective collaboration between students, teachers,
sponsors and the SCVSP is necessary to facilitate success.
Message received from Guidance Counselor:
The on-line school experience as been much better than I thought. It gives
students the opportunity to take classes that are not available at our school
and to get caught up if they are behind in units. The staff have done a great
job keeping me informed about student progress. It is much better and
easier than I thought it would be.
Message received from School Principal:
The Virtual School has been a very positive experience. The staff is always
helpful. The program has helped our student earn credits for graduation. I
don‟t know what we would do without it.
Message received from Parent:
I wish to thank you for giving your time to the Virtual school program.
Without this program my son would have been forced to go to school another
full year for just 2 classes, though he would have been forced to take 4
classes which makes no sense. I wish to thank you for the help provided to
my son during the course. Thanks again and God bless!
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VIII. Appendices
Appendix I:

Course
SCVS Algebra 1 CP
SCVS Algebra 2 CP
SCVS AP Art History
SCVS AP English Language/Composition
SCVS AP English Literature/Composition
SCVS AP Statistics
SCVS AP US History
SCVS Art History CP
SCVS Biology CP
SCVS Calculus CP
SCVS Chemistry CP
SCVS Child Development 1 CP
SCVS Computer Applications CP
SCVS CR Algebra 1
SCVS CR Algebra 2
SCVS CR Biology
SCVS CR Chemistry
SCVS CR Economics
SCVS CR English 1
SCVS CR English 2
SCVS CR English 3
SCVS CR English 4
SCVS CR Geometry
SCVS CR Government
SCVS CR Physical Science
SCVS CR US History
SCVS Desktop Publishing CP
SCVS Earth Science CP
SCVS Economics CP
SCVS English 1 CP
SCVS English 2 CP
SCVS English 3 CP
SCVS English 4 CP
SCVS Family Life Education 1 CP
SCVS Forensic Science CP
SCVS Geography CP
SCVS Geometry CP
SCVS Government CP
SCVS Health Science 1
SCVS HSAP English Language Arts Learning
Path
SCVS HSAP Mathematics Learning Path
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C
62
192

CF
9
43

WF
9
41

3
8
12
14
106
104

1
2

6
13

17
26

19
137
259
80
82
73
57
42
87
75
157
88
168
50
62
58
117
24
571
8
125
356
447
98
22

9
16
22
25
27
15
16
7
7
8
21
21
32
6
14
11
35
5
61
2
13
45
22
10
4

22
37
27
32
54
11
11
17
16
17
20
21
11
18
17
13
19
4
102
4
16
80
30
29
6

193
539
56

32
72
3

22
60
4

Succesul
%
1%
3%
0%
0%
0%
0%
0%
1%
1%
0%
0%
2%
4%
1%
1%
1%
1%
1%
1%
1%
2%
1%
2%
1%
1%
1%
2%
0%
8%
0%
2%
5%
6%
1%
0%
0%
3%
7%
1%

Successful
%
78%
70%
0%
75%
80%
100%
100%
82%
73%
0%
38%
72%
84%
58%
50%
74%
68%
64%
79%
75%
79%
68%
80%
68%
67%
71%
68%
73%
78%
57%
81%
74%
90%
72%
69%
0%
78%
80%
89%

0%
0%

0%
0%

Course
SCVS Integrated Business Applications CP
SCVS Intro to Health Science CP
SCVS Keyboarding CP
SCVS Latin 1 CP
SCVS Latin 2 CP
SCVS Latin 3 Honors
SCVS Law Education CP
SCVS Medical Terminology CP
SCVS Music History CP
SCVS Music Theory CP
SCVS Oracle Programming in SQL CP
SCVS Personal Finance CP
SCVS Personal Health CP
SCVS Physical Education 1 CP
SCVS Physical Science CP
SCVS Sociology CP
SCVS Spanish 1 CP
SCVS Spanish 2 CP
SCVS Spanish 3 Honors
SCVS Statistics CP
SCVS US History & Constitution CP
SCVS Web Design CP

C
11
75
214
40
9
16
33
141
63
7

CF
3
1
30
2
1

68
121
397
47
101
61
27
4
187
90
34

28
10
31
34
11
7
7

13
21
15
1

32
8
28

WF
1
12
26
6
3
1
3
13
14
4
13
8
21
13
16
32
17
1
69
8
10

Succesul
%
0%
1%
3%
1%
0%
0%
0%
2%
1%
0%
0%
1%
2%
5%
1%
1%
1%
0%
0%
3%
1%
0%

COURSES, C, CF, WF, WNG, Succ% (C/(CF+WF), % Enroll,
Succ%*%Enroll
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Successful
%
73%
85%
79%
83%
69%
94%
67%
81%
68%
58%
0%
62%
87%
88%
50%
79%
61%
53%
80%
65%
85%
47%

Appendix II:
District
Abbeville

Abbeville Total
Adult Ed

Adult Ed Total
Aiken

School
ABBEVILLE COUNTY ADULT EDUCATION
Abbeville High School
Dixie High School
Allendale Adult Learning Center
Beaufort County Adult Ed
Berkeley County Adult Education
Charleston County Adult Education
CHEROKEE ADULT EDUCATION PROGRAM
Chester Adult Education
Clarendon County Adult Education
DARLINGTON ADULT EDUCATION
DILLON ADULT ED.
Dorchester County
Edgefield County Adult Education
FLORENCE ADULT EDUCATION
Georgetown Adult Ed.
GREENWOOD COUNTY ADULT ED.
Kershaw County Adult Education
Lancaster County Adult Education
Lexington / Richland 5 Adult Education
Lexington 1 Adult Education
Lexington 2 & 4 Adult Education
Lexington 3 Lifelong Learning Center
Marion County Adult Ed.
Marlboro County Adult Education
Myrtle Beach Family Learning
Newberry Adult Education
Oconee County Adult Education
Orangeburg County Adult Education
Poynor Adult Ed
Richland One Adult Education
Richland Two Adult Education
SALUDA ADULT EDUCATION
SPARTANBURG ADULT EDUCATION
Sumter-Lee Adult Ed.
Tri-District Adult Ed
Aiken High
Aiken Performing Arts Academy (Charter)
Midland Valley High
North Augusta High
Ridge Spring-Monetta High
Silver Bluff High
SOUTH AIKEN BAPTIST CHRISTIAN SCHOOL
South Aiken High
Wagener-Salley High
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n
2
2
56
60
3
48
2
35
4
11
2
44
23
20
3
11
6
9
33
62
2
2
5
7
43
9
52
14
11
17
62
11
24
1
55
29
36
696
93
11
97
125
45
36
1
402
31

District
Aiken Total
Allendale
Allendale Total
Anderson 1

Anderson 1 Total
Anderson 2
Anderson 2 Total
Anderson 3
Anderson 3 Total
Anderson 4
Anderson 4 Total
Anderson 5

Anderson 5 Total
Bamberg 1
Bamberg 1 Total
Bamberg 2
Bamberg 2 Total
Barnwell 19
Barnwell 19 Total
Barnwell 29
Barnwell 29 Total
Barnwell 45
Barnwell 45 Total
Beaufort

Beaufort Total
Berkeley

School
Allendale-Fairfax High School
Anderson School District One
Palmetto High
Powdersville Middle School
Wren High School
Belton-Honea Path High School
Crescent High School
Gateway to College
Pendleton High School
McCants Middle School
T.L. Hanna High
Westside High
Bamberg-Ehrhardt High School
Denmark-Olar High
Blackville-Hilda High School
Williston-Elko High
Barnwell High
Battery Creek High
Beaufort High School
Beaufort Jasper Academy for Career Excellence
BLUFFTON HIGH SCHOOL
Hilton Head High
Hilton Head Middle School
SCVS Test
Berkeley Alternative School
Berkeley County Middle College
Berkeley High
Cane Bay High School
Cross High
Goose Creek High
Hanahan High School
Home School
Stratford High
Timberland High

Berkeley Total
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n
841
156
156
2
108
1
165
276
36
36
44
44
50
39
89
3
76
118
197
21
21
36
36
27
27
12
12
258
258
12
96
77
207
206
1
16
615
17
4
183
44
27
167
87
1
178
57
765

District
Calhoun
Calhoun Total
Charleston

Charleston Total
Charter

Charter Total
Cherokee
Cherokee Total
Chester

Chester Total
Chesterfield

Chesterfield Total
Clarendon 3
Clarendon 3 Total
Colleton

School
Calhoun County High
Baptist Hill High School
Burke High
CE WILLIAMS MIDDLE SCHOOL
Charleston Charter School for Math and Science
Charleston County School of the Arts
Coastal Christian Preparatory School
Greg Mathis Charter High School
Haut Gap Middle School
James Island Charter High
Lincoln High
Military Magnet Academy
Moultrie Middle School
North Charleston High
R B Stall High
Septima Clark Corporate Clark Academy
St Johns High
ST. ANDREW'S MIDDLE SCHOOL
Wando High
West Ashley High
West Ashley Middle
Calhoun Falls Charter School
Felton Laboratory School
Langston Charter Middle School
Midlands Math & Business Academy Charter 316
Palmetto State E-Cademy
Provost Academy South Carolina
South Carolina Calvert Academy
South Carolina Connections Academy
South Carolina Virtual Charter School
Gaffney High School
Chester Senior High
Great Falls High School
Lewisville High School
The Academy for Teaching and Learning
Central High School
Cheraw High School
Chesterfield High School
McBee High School
East Clarendon High School
Colleton County High
Forest Circle Middle
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n
24
24
1
7
28
114
47
6
132
14
12
5
1
1
5
24
56
4
36
291
197
2
983
45
25
1
11
142
2
5
53
48
332
2
2
32
1
3
10
46
11
157
2
76
246
8
8
311
1

District
Colleton Total
Darlington

Darlington Total
Dillon 1
Dillon 1 Total
Dillon 2
Dillon 2 Total
Dillon 3
Dillon 3 Total
Dorchester 2

Dorchester 2 Total
Dorchester 4
Dorchester 4 Total
Edgefield
Edgefield Total
Fairfield
Fairfield Total
Florence 1

Florence 1 Total
Florence 3
Florence 3 Total
Florence 4
Florence 4 Total
Florence 5
Florence 5 Total
Georgetown

School
Thunderbolt Career & Technology Center
Darlington County Intervention School
Darlington High
Hartsville High School
Mayo High School for Math, Science, and Technology
Lake View High
Dillon High School
Latta High School
Ashley Ridge High School
Dorchester Career & Technology Center
Fort Dorchester High
Givhams Alternative School
Gregg Middle School
Summerville High
Woodland High School
FOX CREEK HIGH SCHOOL
Strom Thurmond High School
Fairfield Central High School
HENRY L. SNEED MIDDLE SCHOOL
South Florence High
West Florence High
Wilson Senior High
Lake City High
Timmonsville High
Johnsonville High School
Andrews High School
Carvers Bay High School
Georgetown High
Waccamaw High

Georgetown Total
Governor's Schools
Governor's Schools Total
Greenville

South Carolina Governor's School for the Arts and
Humanities
Beck Middle
Berea High
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n
32
344
5
1
177
41
224
12
12
23
23
1
1
127
88
159
27
1
406
808
18
18
126
6
132
2
2
1
209
125
89
424
31
31
32
32
1
1
51
63
10
22
146
44
44
1
11

District

Greenville Total
Greenwood 50
Greenwood 50 Total
Greenwood 52
Greenwood 52 Total
Hampton 1
Hampton 1 Total
Hampton 2
Hampton 2 Total
Home Schools

Home Schools Total
Horry

School
Blue Ridge High
Brashier Middle Charter
Carolina High School and Academy
Eastside High
Greenville District User
Greenville Senior High
Greenville Technical Charter High School
Greer High
Greer Middle College Charter High School
Hillcrest Senior High
J L Mann High
Lifelong Learning
Mauldin High School
Mauldin Middle School
Riverside High
Southside High
Travelers Rest High
Wade Hampton High
Woodmont High School
Emerald High
Greenwood High
Ninety Six High School
Wade Hampton High
Estill High
Foothills Accountability Association
Homeward Education Association
Insights on Education (I.O.E.)
Oconee County Third Option Group (OCTOG)
Option1: District Approved Home School
Our Lady of Perpetual Help
PACESC: Parent's Association for Christian Education in
South Carolina
Palmetto Home School Association, Inc.
Palmetto Independent Educators
Palmetto State Association of Home Schools
Piedmont Home Educators' Association
South Carolina Association of Independent Home Schools
Vine and Branches Home School Association
Academy for Technology and Academics
Academy for the Arts, Science & Technology
Aynor High
Aynor Middle School
Carolina Forest High School
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n
40
21
34
155
1
131
4
40
2
80
144
17
172
2
386
46
104
113
77
1581
110
17
127
7
7
23
23
24
24
3
10
9
1
1
4
10
3
5
4
4
4
1
59
20
77
47
1
339

District

Horry Total
Jasper
Jasper Total
Kershaw

Kershaw Total
Lancaster

Lancaster Total
Laurens 55

Laurens 55 Total
Laurens 56
Laurens 56 Total
Lexington 1

Lexington 1 Total
Lexington 2
Lexington 2 Total
Lexington 3
Lexington 3 Total
Lexington 4
Lexington 4 Total

School
Conway High
Early College High School
Forestbrook Middle School
Green Sea Floyds High School
Horry County Schools
Loris High School
LORIS MIDDLE SCHOOL
Myrtle Beach High School
North Myrtle Beach High
Scholars Academy
Scholars Academy c/o Coastal Carolina University
Socastee High School
St. James High
Ridgeland High School
Camden High School
Lugoff-Elgin High
LUGOFF-ELGIN MIDDLE SCHOOL
North Central High
Andrew Jackson High
Buford High
Eastside Academy Alternative
Indian Land High
Lancaster High
Gray Court-Owings School
Laurens District 55 High
Laurens Middle School
SANDERS MIDDLE SCHOOL
Clinton High
Gilbert High School
Lexington High School
Lexington One Alternative Learning Center
Midlands Middle College
Pelion High School
Pleasant Hill Middle School
White Knoll High School
Airport High School
Brookland-Cayce High School
Batesburg-Leesville High School
Swansea High School
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n
112
8
5
41
2
25
2
51
106
5
24
112
54
1031
14
14
45
216
1
13
275
18
38
4
57
99
216
16
124
40
1
181
61
61
31
120
1
49
60
2
80
343
97
39
136
9
9
209
209

District
Lexington 5

Lexington 5 Total
Marion 1
Marion 1 Total
Marion 2
Marion 2 Total
Marlboro
Marlboro Total
McCormick
McCormick Total
Newberry

Newberry Total
Not Listed
Not Listed Total
Oconee

Oconee Total
Orangeburg 3
Orangeburg 3 Total
Orangeburg 4
Orangeburg 4 Total
Orangeburg 5

Orangeburg 5 Total
Pickens

Pickens Total
Private Schools

School
Chapin High School
Dutch Fork High
Dutch Fork Middle School
Irmo High
Marion High School
Mullins High School
Marlboro County High School
McCormick High
Mid-Carolina High
Newberry High
Newberry Middle School
Whitmire Community School
South Carolina Adult Education
Seneca Senior High
Tamassee-Salem High
Walhalla Middle School
Walhalla Senior High
West-Oak Senior High
LAKE MARION HIGH SCHOOL
Branchville High School
Edisto High
Bethune-Bowman Middle High
New Vision Alternative Program
North Middle/High School
Orangeburg-Wilkinson High School
D. W. Daniel High School
Easley High School
Liberty High School
Pickens High School
Richard H. Gettys Middle School
AIKEN PREPARATORY SCHOOL
ANDERSON CHRISTIAN SCHOOL
ARCHIBALD RUTLEDGE ACADEMY
ASHLEY HALL
BEN LIPPEN HIGH SCHOOL
CARDINAL NEWMAN HIGH SCHOOL
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n
95
455
1
421
972
3
3
1
1
61
61
18
18
102
55
9
4
170
1
1
56
1
12
51
35
155
37
37
14
35
49
1
2
1
83
87
78
283
29
203
4
597
12
10
11
3
44
23

District

Private Schools Total
Richland 1

Richland 1 Total
Richland 2

Richland 2 Total
Rock Hill
Rock Hill Total
Saluda
Saluda Total
Spartanburg 1
Spartanburg 1 Total
Spartanburg 2

School
CAROLINA ACADEMY
CHARLESTON COLLEGIATE SCHOOL
CHRISTIAN ACADEMY
COVENANT CHRISTIAN SCHOOL
DILLON CHRISTIAN SCHOOL
DORCHESTER ACADEMY
GREENWOOD CHRISTIAN SCHOOL
HAMPTON PARK CHRISTIAN SCHOOL
Hilton Head Preparatory School
LAURENS ACADEMY
LOWCOUNTRY DAY SCHOOL
MASON PREPARATORY SCHOOL
NEW HOPE TREATMENT CENTER
NORTH WALTERBORO CHRISTIAN ACAD
NORTHWOOD ACADEMY
OAKWOOD CHRISTIAN SCHOOL
PEE DEE ACADEMY
SPARTANBURG DAY SCHOOL
ST FRANCIS XAVIER HIGH SCHOOL
TABERNACLE CHRISTIAN SCHOOL
THOMAS SUMTER ACADEMY
W WYMAN KING ACADEMY
WESTMINSTER/CATAWBA SCHOOL
A C Flora High
C A Johnson Prepatory Academy
Columbia High
Dreher High
Eau Claire High
Heyward Career and Technology Center
Lower Richland High
Richland One Middle College
Blythewood High School
Blythewood Middle School
Dent Middle School
Richland Northeast High
Ridge View High
Spring Valley High
Applied Technology Center
Saluda High School
Chapman High School
Boiling Springs High School
Chesnee High

Spartanburg 2 Total
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n
7
1
5
1
2
25
7
1
1
4
3
1
1
1
3
2
11
1
4
1
19
2
1
207
58
3
60
40
1
2
138
102
404
21
2
4
212
29
110
378
46
46
76
76
15
15
61
3
64

District
Spartanburg 3
Spartanburg 3 Total
Spartanburg 5
Spartanburg 5 Total
Spartanburg 6
Spartanburg 6 Total
Spartanburg 7
Spartanburg 7 Total
Sumter 17
Sumter 17 Total
Sumter 2
Sumter 2 Total
Williamsburg

Williamsburg Total
York 1
York 1 Total
York 2
York 2 Total
York 3

York 3 Total
York 4

York 4 Total
(blank)
(blank) Total
Grand Total

School
Broome High School
James F. Byrnes High School
Dorman High Freshman Campus
Dorman High School
Myles W Whitlock Junior High
Spartanburg Senior High School
Sumter High School
Crestwood High School
Lakewood High
C E Murray High
Hemingway High
Kingstree Senior High
York Comprehensive High School
Clover High School
Northwestern High School
PHOENIX ACADEMY
Rock Hill High
South Pointe High School
Fort Mill Academy
Fort Mill High School
Nation Ford High School

n
61
61
33
33
1
75
76
2
20
22
247
247
12
1
13
16
2
2
20
4
4
338
338
34
2
12
7
55
9
18
77
104

(blank)
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Appendix III.
SCVSP Parent/Guardian Survey
Respondents:

70 displayed, 70 total

Status:

Open

Launched
Date:

01/20/2010

Closed Date:

12/25/2029

Response Response
Total
Percent
Daily

6

9%

2 - 3 times per week

35

50%

2 - 3 times per month

22

31%

only when notified by
email

6

9%

Never

1

1%

Total Respondents

70

Average

3.56

Weighted Average

3.56

2. My student's SCVSP instructor met with the class regularly.

Response Response
Total
Percent
Strongly Agree

23

33%

Agree

28

41%

Neutral

15

22%

Disagree

1

1%

Strongly Disagree

2

3%

Total Respondents

69

Average

4

Weighted Average
(skipped this question)

3.94
1

3. It was easy to contact my student's SCVSP instructor.

Response Response
Total
Percent
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Strongly Agree

31

44%

Agree

31

44%

Neutral

6

9%

Disagree

1

1%

Strongly Disagree

1

1%

Total Respondents

70

Average

4.29

Weighted Average

4.29

4. My student was provided with adequate resources to complete his/her assignments?

Response Response
Total
Percent
Strongly Agree

27

39%

Agree

30

43%

Neutral

5

7%

Disagree

8

11%

Strongly Disagree

0

0%

Total Respondents

70

Average

4.09

Weighted Average

4.09

5. The SCVSP handled my questions in a timely manner?

Response Response
Total
Percent
Strongly Agree

26

37%

Agree

29

41%

Neutral

12

17%

Disagree

2

3%

Strongly Disagree

1

1%
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Total Respondents

70

Average

4.1

Weighted Average

4.1

6. It was easy locate the SCVSP staff contact information on the SCVSP website?

Response Response
Total
Percent
Strongly Agree

21

30%

Agree

30

43%

Neutral

13

19%

Disagree

6

9%

Strongly Disagree

0

0%

Total Respondents

70

Average

3.94

Weighted Average

3.94

7. My student's sponsoring school effectively communicated with me about the SCVSP.

Response Response
Total
Percent
Strongly Agree

17

24%

Agree

23

33%

Neutral

19

27%

Disagree

9

13%

Strongly Disagree

2

3%

Total Respondents

70

Average

3.63

Weighted Average

3.63

8. The SCVSP was an effective way for my student to gain school credit?

Response Response
Total
Percent
Strongly Agree

42

60%

Agree

20

29%

Neutral

6

9%

Disagree

2

3%

Strongly Disagree

0

0%

Total Respondents
Average
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70
4.46

Weighted Average

4.46

9. Online education should be an option available to all students?

Response Response
Total
Percent
Strongly Agree

49

70%

Agree

16

23%

Neutral

3

4%

Disagree

1

1%

Strongly Disagree

1

1%

Total Respondents

70

Average

4.59

Weighted Average

4.59

10. I would recommend the SCVSP to other parents across the state?

Response Response
Total
Percent
Strongly Agree

45

64%

Agree

16

23%

Neutral

5

7%

Disagree

3

4%

Strongly Disagree

1

1%

Total Respondents

70

Average

4.44

Weighted Average

4.44

11. I would allow my student to take another course through the SCVSP?

Response Response
Total
Percent
Strongly Agree

45

64%

Agree

16

23%

Neutral

7

10%

Disagree

1

1%
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Strongly Disagree

1
Total Respondents

1%
70

Average

4.47

Weighted Average

4.47

12. On a scale of 1 to 10, how would you rate your overall experience with the SCVSP?

Response Response
Total
Percent
10

18

26%

9

18

26%

8

15

21%

7

7

10%

6

5

7%

5

3

4%

4

2

3%

3

1

1%

2

1

1%

1

0

0%

Total Respondents

70

Average

8.13

Weighted Average

8.13

1. How often do you check your VSA messages?

Appendix IV:

SCVSP Sponsor Survey
Respondents:

62 displayed, 62 total

Status:

Open

Launched
Date:

11/23/2009

Closed Date:

06/03/2029

1. The SCVSP answers my questions in a timely manner.

Response Response
Total
Percent
Strongly Agree

26

42%

Agree

33

53%
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Neutral

3

5%

Disagree

0

0%

Strongly Disagree

0

0%

Total Respondents

62

Average

4.37

Weighted Average

4.37

2. The SCVSP staff is professional in addressing my questions.

Response Response
Total
Percent
Strongly Agree

36

59%

Agree

24

39%

Neutral

1

2%

Disagree

0

0%

Strongly Disagree

0

0%

Total Respondents

61

Average

4.57

Weighted Average

4.5

(skipped this question)

1

3. I can easily locate the SCVSP's staff contact information on the E-Learning web page?

Response Response
Total
Percent
Strongly Agree

23

37%

Agree

30

48%

Neutral

5

8%

Disagree

4

6%

Strongly Disagree

0

0%

Total Respondents

62

Average

4.16

Weighted Average

4.16

4. The SCVSP provides students with adequate resources to complete their courses.
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Response Response
Total
Percent
Strongly Agree

15

24%

Agree

35

56%

Neutral

9

15%

Disagree

2

3%

Strongly Disagree

1

2%

Total Respondents

62

Average

3.98

Weighted Average

3.98

5. I receive regular progress reports on students' work?

Response Response
Total
Percent
Strongly Agree

17

27%

Agree

21

34%

Neutral

8

13%

Disagree

14

23%

Strongly Disagree

2

3%

Total Respondents

62

Average

3.6

Weighted Average

3.6

6. The reports I recieve are useful for addressing students' progress.

Response Response
Total
Percent
Strongly Agree

13

22%

Agree

25

42%

Neutral

14

24%

Disagree

6

10%

Strongly Disagree

1

2%

Total Respondents

59

Average

3.73

Weighted Average

3.55
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(skipped this question)

3

7. The SCVSP is an effective alternative for your students to gain credits?

Response Response
Total
Percent
Strongly Agree

27

44%

Agree

23

37%

Neutral

9

15%

Disagree

2

3%

Strongly Disagree

1

2%

Total Respondents

62

Average

4.18

Weighted Average

4.18

8. Online courses are a good option to help struggling students finish school.

Response Response
Total
Percent
Strongly Agree

16

26%

Agree

24

39%

Neutral

15

24%

Disagree

4

6%

Strongly Disagree

3

5%

Total Respondents

62

Average

3.74

Weighted Average

3.74

9. Online education should be available to all students?

Response Response
Total
Percent
Strongly Agree

23

37%

Agree

16

26%

Neutral

6

10%

Disagree

14

23%

Strongly Disagree

3

5%
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Total Respondents

62

Average

3.68

Weighted Average

3.68

10. How often do you check your VSA messages?

Response Response
Total
Percent
Daily

9

15%

2 -3 times per week

24

39%

2 -3 times per month

16

26%

Only when I am prompted.

13

21%

Never

0

0%

Total Respondents

62

Average

3.47

Weighted Average

3.47

11. What reasons do your students give for taking a course through the SCVSP?

Response Response
Total
Percent
To take a class of interest
that was not offered at our
school

25

40%

To make up missing credits

56

90%

To fill his/her schedule

3

5%

Senior needed the course
to graduate on time

48

77%

Friends had taken online
courses

8

13%

Believed the course would
be easier if taken online

15

24%

Other, please specify

4

6%

Total Respondents

62

12. For what percentage of students at your school is the SCVSP made available?
Response Response
Total
Percent
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Less than 10%

13

21%

10-25%

10

16%

26-50%

5

8%

51-75%

3

5%

More than 75%

31

50%

Total Respondents

62

Average

3.47

Weighted Average

3.47

13. What resources are available at your school to help students learn about the SCVSP?
Response Response
Total
Percent
Mailings

5

8%

School newspaper
advertisements

6

10%

Posters

7

11%

Web Resources

23

37%

Other Virtual School
students

41

66%

Other, please specify

26

42%

Total Respondents

62

14. Does your school encourage students to take courses with the SCVSP?
Response Response
Total
Percent
Yes

48

77%

No

14

23%

Total Respondents

62

15. To your knowledge, what percentage of your school's SCVSP students have access to a home
computer?
Response Response
Total
Percent
Under 10%

0

0%

10-25%

5

8%

26-50%

15

25%

51-75%

19

31%

More than 75%

22

36%

Total Respondents

61

Average

3.95

Weighted Average

3.89
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(skipped this question)

1

16. How often are students made aware of the option of taking virtual classes?
Response Response
Total
Percent
At least once a month

9

15%

2 -3 times per semester

18

29%

2 - 3 times per year.

22

35%

Once per year.

10

16%

Students are not made
aware of virtual classes.

3

5%

Total Respondents

62

Average

3.32

Weighted Average

3.32

17. What percent of your SCVSP students have indicated a serious desire to drop out of school?
Response Response
Total
Percent
Less than 10%

44

71%

10-30%

7

11%

31-50%

8

13%

51-70%

1

2%

71-90%

1

2%

Greater than 90%

1

2%

Total Respondents

62

18. Does your school place any specific course limitations on students regarding access to SCVSP courses?
Response Response
Total
Percent
Yes

30

48%

No

32

52%

Total Respondents

62

19. If you answered yes to the above question, what sort of limitations are in place?
Total Respondents

29

(skipped this question)

33

20. Does the school readily make a computer available to SCVSP students?
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Response Response
Total
Percent
Yes

46

74%

No

16

26%

Total Respondents

62

21. Please rate the frequency of technical problems experienced by students in their SCVSP courses:
Response Response
Total
Percent
Never

5

8%

Sometimes

38

61%

Often

7

11%

Very often

7

11%

Don't know

5

8%

Total Respondents

62

Average

3.5

Weighted Average

3.5

22. Has lack of school technology been a barrier for some students in accessing SCVSP courses?
Response Response
Total
Percent
Yes

15

24%

No

47

76%

Total Respondents

62

23. Do you feel the SCVSP benefits your students?
Response Response
Total
Percent
Yes

59

95%

No

3

5%

Total Respondents

62

24. Please rate the quality of your experience with the SCVSP.
Response Response
Total
Percent
Excellent

23

37%

Good

24

39%

Neutral

8

13%

Fair

6

10%
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Poor

1

2%

Total Respondents

62

Average

4

Weighted Average

4

25. Please write a breif description explaining your above answer.
Total Respondents

62

26. What recomendations do you have for the SC Virtual School Program?
Total Respondents

33

(skipped this question)

29
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Appendix V:

Respondents:

454 displayed, 454
total

Status:

Open

Launched
Date:

N/A

Closed Date:

12/24/2029

Response Response
Total
Percent
1

331

73%

2

92

20%

3

20

4%

4 or more

8

2%

Total Respondents
(skipped this question)

451
3

2. Why did you choose to take a course online?
Response Response
Total
Percent
The course was not offered
at my school.

55

12%

I have heard positive things
about online courses and
wanted to try one for myself.

49

11%

Senior in high school and
need this course to
graduate.

128

28%

Need the course online due
to scheduling conflicts.

88

19%

I thought the course would
be easier if I took it online.

35

8%

Need a more flexible
schedule to allow me to work
and take classes for high
school credit.

63

14%

Need flexible accomodations
due to homebound or
hospital stays.

6

1%

Unsuccessful in the regular
classroom and need
remediation.

30

7%

Total Respondents

454

3. The course instructor(s) was available to talk to me when I was confused on an assignment or homework.
Response Response
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Total

Percent

Strongly Agree

204

45%

Agree

156

34%

Neutral

62

14%

Disagree

22

5%

Strongly Disagree

10

2%

Total Respondents

454

4. If you needed assistance with an assignment or homework and your instructor was unavailable, where did
you go for help?
Response Response
Total
Percent
Asked a parent/guardian for
help

91

20%

Asked a teacher at my school
for help

124

27%

I took the initiative to do a
little research

77

17%

I waited until the instructor
was available to help me

43

9%

Figured it out on my own

119

26%

Total Respondents

454

5. The SCVSP instructor(s) presented information in a way that helped me to understand the material.
Response Response
Total
Percent
Strongly Agree

126

28%

Agree

202

44%

Neutral

93

20%

Disagree

27

6%

Strongly Disagree

6

1%

Total Respondents

454

6. The instructor(s) returned graded assignments in a timely manner.
Response Response
Total
Percent
Strongly Agree

184

41%

Agree

171

38%

Neutral

56

12%

Disagree

31

7%

Strongly Disagree

12

3%

Total Respondents
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454

7. The instructor(s) provided valuable feedback to help me understand how to improve my work.
Response Response
Total
Percent
Strongly Agree

149

33%

Agree

165

36%

Neutral

95

21%

Disagree

38

8%

Strongly Disagree

7

2%

Total Respondents

454

8. I learned alot by taking this course with the SCVSP.
Response Response
Total
Percent
Strongly Agree

157

35%

Agree

183

40%

Neutral

86

19%

Disagree

20

4%

Strongly Disagree

8

2%

Total Respondents

454

9. The SCVSP course was challenging.
Response Response
Total
Percent
Strongly Agree

132

29%

Agree

172

38%

Neutral

113

25%

Disagree

23

5%

Strongly Disagree

14

3%

Total Respondents

454

10. The textbooks and other materials used in this course were useful in helping me understand the concepts I
needed to learn.
Response Response
Total
Percent
Strongly Agree

137

30%

Agree

179

39%

Neutral

98

22%

Disagree

24

5%

Strongly Disagree

16

4%

Total Respondents
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454

11. Please tell us what you enjoyed most about taking a course online with the SCVSP.
Response Response
Total
Percent
Work at my own pace.

344

76%

Instructor was friendly and
helpful.

57

13%

Course content was
challenging.

17

4%

Technology and web
connectivity while
completing a course online.

28

6%

Interaction with classmates
in an online environment.

7

2%

Total Respondents

454

12. Please tell us what you disliked about taking an online course.
Response Response
Total
Percent
Too fast paced.

59

13%

No "face" to my teacher. Felt
disconnected.

156

34%

Content too difficult.

36

8%

Technical difficulties.

149

33%

I could not communicate
that well online.

54

12%

Total Respondents

454

13. My school provides students with information on the SCVSP by (you may select more then one answer):
Response Response
Total
Percent
Mailing information to
students

52

11%

Posting information on
school website

116

26%

Flyers throughout the school

29

6%

Flyers in the guidance
counselor's office

137

30%

Announcements in the school
paper

25

6%

Announcements over the
intercom

59

13%

Other

275

61%

Total Respondents
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454

14. How did you find out about the SCVSP? (you may select more than one answer):
Response Response
Total
Percent
A guidance counselor

344

76%

A teacher

87

19%

Parent/Guardian

46

10%

A friend

109

24%

Other

35

8%

Total Respondents

454

15. My guidance counselor was very helpful when I approached him/her to learn about the SCVSP.
Response Response
Total
Percent
Strongly Agree

251

55%

Agree

120

26%

Neutral

59

13%

Disagree

11

2%

Strongly Disagree

13

3%

Total Respondents

454

16. Where did you take your SCVSP course? (You may select more then one answer):
Response Response
Total
Percent
Home

219

48%

School

63

14%

Both Home and School

202

44%

Total Respondents

454

17. I did not have any major technical computer problems during the time I was taking a virtual course with
the SCVSP.
Response Response
Total
Percent
Strongly Agree

110

24%

Agree

139

31%

Neutral

105

23%

Disagree

58

13%

Strongly Disagree

42

9%

Total Respondents

454

18. If I had computer problems, it was easy for me to get assistance.
Response Response
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Total

Percent

Strongly Agree

85

19%

Agree

171

38%

Neutral

114

25%

Disagree

30

7%

Strongly Disagree

19

4%

N/A

35

8%

Total Respondents

454

19. If you needed computer support, where did you go most often to get help?
Response Response
Total
Percent
Parent, sibling, or other
family member.

246

54%

Technical support through
my school.

58

13%

Called a technical support
help line.

17

4%

Technical support through
SCVSP.

25

6%

Called my teacher.

83

18%

Called a friend that knows a
lot about computers.

25

6%

Total Respondents

454

20. Would you take another course with the SCVSP?
Response Response
Total
Percent
Yes

372

82%

No

48

11%

If No, please explain why.

34

7%

Total Respondents

454

21. Overall, how would you rate the experience you had with the SCVSP?
Response Response
Total
Percent
Very Satisfied

167

37%

Satisfied

202

44%

Neutral

62

14%

Dissatisfied

17

4%

Very Dissatisfied

6

1%
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SCVSP Student Survey
1. How many online classes are you currently enrolled in this semester through the South Carolina Virtual School
Program?
Total Respondents

Data are available per request from the SC Virtual School Program.
Contact Jonathan Rauh, Planning/Research Administrator at (803) 7345901.
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454

Appendix: VI:
ADDITIONAL TABLES
The data were extremely skewed as would be expected when over 80% of
those completing score 70 or above. A square transformation was attempted
but still could not approximate a normal distribution. For this reason, the
data were broken into two groups, those who completed and those who did
not complete. A logit regression analysis was then run examining factors of
District Poverty, School Poverty, Course Level, Grade Level, Number of
Progress Reports Issued and Enrollment Period. A variable for “At-Risk” was
also used. This is multiplicative of School Poverty*Dummy, Content
Recovery. At-Risk students are those in danger of not finishing high school.
According to national data they are disproportionately minority males who
live in poverty. Rather than appeal to nominal labels of race, we chose to
focus on factors of underperformance and poverty. We did this because the
demographic make up of South Carolina in terms of race and poverty by
geographic region do not overlap well so simply going by race and poverty
would fail to count a significant number of students who truly are At-Risk.
This was chosen as a means of measuring At-Risk because race and gender
are used as
As seen in the output, the factors which have the largest change is seen in
the Course Level and Grade Level. For every one unity increase in Course
Level, the 95% likelihood of successfully completing increases by .208. For
every one unit increase in Grade Level, the likelihood of successfully
completing decreases by -.193. Both of these statements seem spurious,
however it must be considered that the SCVSP is serving over 80% juniors
and seniors, so the increased likelihood is a function of an increased
population size. The same is true for Course Level as well, the higher
enrollments in CP courses automatically mean that more failures are likely to
occur in CP than in CR.
School Poverty is significant whereas District poverty is not. This could have
been expected since a district‟s poverty index can encompass a variety of
school poverty indexes. From this data it can be stated that while School
Poverty is significant, other factors are more significant. Additionally, while
At-Risk is significant, other factors are also more significant. It is most likely
the case that the impact of these variables is being diminished by the high
number of enrollments from lower poverty districts.
While all these factors, with the exception of District Poverty, are significant,
they do not do a good job of explaining successful completion. They only
account for, at most, 4.2% of the variance seen in Successful Completion.
There must be other factors or interactions between these factors which
explain Successful Completion in the SCVSP outside of these traditional
factors.
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KW Tables

KW by School Poverty: Test Statistics a,b
Status
Level
Grade Level
Chi-square 661.970 2656.42
903.213
3
df
84
84
84
Asymp.
.000
.000
.000
Sig.
a. Kruskal Wallis Test
b. Grouping Variable: School Poverty
KW by District Poverty: Test Statistics
a,b

Status
Level
Grade Level
Chi-square 568.313 714.602
1025.581
df
46
46
46
Asymp.
.000
.000
.000
Sig.
a. Kruskal Wallis Test
b. Grouping Variable: District Poverty

ANOVAs
ANOVA
Status: Subject
Sum of
Squares
Between Groups

df

Mean Square

461.302

7

65.900

Within Groups

12330.867

6954

1.773

Total

12792.169

6961

F
37.164

Sig.
.000

ANOVA
Status: Grade Level
Sum of
Squares
Between Groups

df

Mean Square

43.742

5

8.748

Within Groups

12748.427

6956

1.833

Total

12792.169

6961
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F
4.773

Sig.
.000

ANOVA
Status: Course Level
Sum of
Squares
Between Groups

df

Mean Square

F

123.313

3

41.104

Within Groups

12668.856

6958

1.821

Total

12792.169

6961

22.575

Sig.
.000

Exploratory Factor Analysis
Complete
KMO = .512

Total Variance Explaineda
Component
Initial Eigenvalues
Rotation Sums of Squared Loadings
Cumula
Total
% of Variance Cumulative %
Total
% of Variance tive %
1
1.796
22.455
22.455
1.793
22.413 22.413
2
1.167
14.590
37.045
1.139
14.234 36.647
3
1.065
13.309
50.355
1.079
13.482 50.129
dim 4
1.021
12.768
63.122
1.039
12.993 63.122
ensi
5
.995
12.441
75.563
on0
6
.931
11.631
87.195
7
.790
9.881
97.075
8
.234
2.925
100.000
Extraction Method: Principal Component Analysis.
a. Only cases for which Status = Complete are used in
the analysis phase.

Complete Failing
KMO = .545

Total Variance Explaineda
Component
Extraction Sums of
Initial Eigenvalues
Squared Loadings
% of
% of
Varianc Cumulati
Varianc Cumulati
Total
e
ve %
Total
e
ve %
1 1.93 27.630
27.630 1.93 27.630
27.630
4
4
2 1.11 15.908
43.538 1.11 15.908
43.538
4
4
59.314 1.10 15.775
59.314
dimensio 3 1.10 15.775
4
4
n0
4 .960 13.709
73.023
5 .918 13.119
86.142
6 .752 10.739
96.881
7 .218
3.119
100.000
Extraction Method: Principal Component Analysis.
a. Only cases for which Status = Complete Failing are used in the
Withdrawn Failing
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Rotation Sums of
Squared Loadings
% of
Varianc Cumulati
Total
e
ve %
1.87 26.783
26.783
5
1.15 16.556
43.338
9
1.11 15.975
59.314
8

analysis phase.

KMO = .506

Total Variance Explaineda
Component
Extraction Sums of
Initial Eigenvalues
Squared Loadings
% of
% of
Varianc Cumulati
Varianc Cumulati
Total
e
ve %
Total
e
ve %
1 1.77 25.394
25.394 1.77 25.394
25.394
8
8
2 1.15 16.547
41.941 1.15 16.547
41.941
8
8
3 1.05 15.070
57.011 1.05 15.070
57.011
dimensio
5
5
n0
4 1.00 14.343
71.354 1.00 14.343
71.354
4
4
5 .926 13.230
84.583
6 .826 11.806
96.389
7 .253
3.611
100.000
Extraction Method: Principal Component Analysis.
a. Only cases for which Status = Withdrawn Failing are used in the

Rotation Sums of
Squared Loadings
% of
Varianc Cumulati
Total
e
ve %
1.77 25.389
25.389
7
1.14 16.338
41.726
4
1.05 15.095
56.822
7
1.01 14.532
71.354
7

analysis phase.

Variance Explained:71.35%
Withdrawn No Grade
KMO = .5

Total Variance Explaineda
Component
Extraction Sums of
Rotation Sums of
Initial Eigenvalues
Squared Loadings
Squared Loadings
% of
% of
% of
Varianc Cumulati
Varianc Cumulati
Varianc Cumulati
Total
e
ve %
Total
e
ve %
Total
e
ve %
1 1.78 25.486
25.486 1.78 25.486
25.486 1.78 25.465
25.465
4
4
3
2 1.12 16.120
41.605 1.12 16.120
41.605 1.12 16.104
41.569
8
8
7
3 1.04 14.972
56.578 1.04 14.972
56.578 1.05 15.009
56.578
dimensio
8
8
1
n0
4 1.00 14.285
70.863
0
5 .992 14.174
85.037
6 .818 11.679
96.716
7 .230
3.284
100.000
Extraction Method: Principal Component Analysis.
a. Only cases for which Status = Withdrawn No Grade are used in the analysis phase.

Variance Explained: 70.86%

i

The SCVSP Regulations state that teachers shall have 25 students, however the
regulations also provide for 20 FTEs. In an effort to meet the mandated 3,000
completions, the SCVSP allots teachers 45 students/section at the beginning of each
enrollment period with the expectation that 30% of those students will withdraw.
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ii

Note the difference between the percent complete in Successful Completers and
Withdrawn Failing students as compared to the Mean number of Progress Reports for
the same groups.
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