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Executive Summsary
State Dropout Data Collection Practices: 1991-92 School Year

The 1991-92 school year was the first for which states reported school district level
data on the numbers and types of dropouts in the Common Core of Data (CCD) Agency
Universe Survey. The information included the numbers of male and female dropouts in five
racial/ethnic categories for each grade, 7 through 12. There are a number of valid ways to
define “dropout." Put very simply, the CCD defined a student as a dropout if he or she had
been enrolled at any time during the previous schocl year and was not enrolled on October 1
of the current school year.

Because 1991-92 was the introductory year of a standard definition and reporting
procedures for this complicated statistic, NCES asked state CCD Coordinators how successful
they had been in meeting the requirements. Here are some of the major findings:

° Across the 50 states and the District of Columbia, 43 states (including the
District of Columbia) reported dropout counts by school district. By the 1993-
94 school year, this number should increase to 49. Four of the 43 reporting
states omitted racial/ethnic detail, sex, or dropout counts for grades 7 and 8.
All but three states anticipate reporting these details by 1994-95.

° Of these 43 states, 14 followed the CCD standards sufficiently closely that
NCES can publish their 1991-92 data. A major problem was that some states
did not remove from their dropout rolls students who had left during the
previous school year but returned by October 1 of the current school year.
Under the most optimistic estimates, 44 states would comp'y with this -
requirement by 1994-95; a more pessimistic assessment of s:2tcs™ ability to
adopt CCD standards reduces this to 33 states.

° The CCD definition attributes summer dropouts (students who complete one
school year but fail to enroll in the next) to the school year and grade for
which they fail to report. Thirty-one states followed this practice in 1991-92.

° Other discrepancies from the CCD standard included failing to enforce a cut-off
date close to October 1 in deciding when a "no-show" student was a summer
dropout (23 states) and failing to count as dropouts those students who left
secondary education to enroll in an adult education GED program (10 states).

° NCES compared two methods of computing a dropout rate, one using as its
denominator student membership in the year for which dropouts were reported,
and the other averaging membership across two years. There did not appear to
be any great differences between the two rates, except in districts with
relatively large numbers of dropouts (more than 10 percent of students), for
which the unadjusted dropout rate was higher.

The purpose of this follow-up study was to identify cases in which state dropout
reports differed from the standard CCD definition and procedures. There was extensive
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variation in 1991-92, but dropout data rapidly are becoming more comparable. As an
example of states working cooperatively to produce a complex, uniform statistic through their

administrative records systems, the dropout statistic appears to be working its way toward
success.




Part 1. State Dropout Data Collection Practices: 1991-92 School Year

Introduction

Students who leave high school withouvt completing the education needed to prepare
them for productive employment or further educaticn have been a longstanding concern to
policy makers. Underneath the educational action and academic interest that this concern has
generated lies a simple, consistently observed fact: dropouts as a group fare less well than
their peers who have completed 12 years of schooling.

lmterest in Dropout Statistics

In 1986 the National Center for Education Statistics (NCES) began work with the
Council of Chief State School Officers to examine NCES' collection of elementary and
secondary education data reported from the administrative records of public schools and
agencies. This collection was the four-part Common Core of Data, or CCD, which consists
of a state-level collection of data about revenues and expenditures for public education,’ and
state-, school district-, and school-level collections of other data such as numbers and types of
schools, education staff members, pupils, and graduates. One recommendation from this
¢. amination was that NCES add a dropout count tc the CCD, with the caveat that states
wo ild have to adopt a nationally consistent definition of "dropout" in order for this new
statistic to be usefully comparable.?

The Hawkins-Stafford School Improvement Amendments of 1988 directed the
Commissioner of Education Statistics to establish a federal-state cooperative education
statistics system that would improve the quality of education data for policy making at
national, state and local levels. The same legislation required the Commissioner to report to
Congress each year on the second Tuesday after Labor Day about the rate of school dropouts
and completions in the Nation (under naw legislation, this report is no longer mandatory).

The interest in nationally uniform, state-comparable dropout statistics converged from
several sources, and NCES responded with & coordinated program of activities. Beginning in
September, 1989, NCES published a national dropout and completions report based on
information from the October, 1988 Current Population Survey of the Bureau of the Census
and information from NCES' own longitudinal High School and Beyond Study.’ NCES
continues this yearly report through the present. It provides a consistent picture of national
and regional dropout rates over time, and applies a uniform definition of "dropout." However,
neither the Current Population Survey nor any of NCES' longitudinal surveys employs a

1"Public education” is used for prekindergarten through 12th grade throughout this paper unless otherwise noted.

3See F. Johnson, 1988, Dropout Statistics: An Update of State Definitions and Collection Practices, U.S.
Department of Education, NCES.

See M. Frase, 1989, Dropout Rates in the United States: 1988, U.S. Department of Education, NCES.
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sample that is large enbugh to provide state-representative findings. As useful as the annual
Dropout Rates in the United States is for national purposes, it does not describe differences
among states or school districts.

CCD Dropout Statistic

A second major activity was the development of a uniform dropout statistic intended
to be collected through the CCD, and to report the number of school dropouts from each
public schoel district in the 50 states, District of Columbia, and outlying areas of American
Samoga, the Commonwealth of the Northern Mariana Islands, Guam, Puerto Rico, and the
Virgin Islands. During 1987 and 1988, staff from NCES worked with representatives from
state and local education agencies and professional associations to agree upon a definition of
"dropout" that could be adopted and implemented by all ~ates. The definition upon which
NCES and the states agreed was the following:

A dropout is an individual who:
(1) Was enrolled in school at some time during .he previous
school year;
(2) Was not enrolled at the beginning of the current school year;
(3) Has not graduated from high school or completed a state- or
district-approved educational program; and
(4) Does not meet any of the following exclusionary conditions:
a) transfer to another public school district, private '
school, or state- or district-approved education
program,
b) temporary absence due to suspension or school-
approved illness; or
¢) death.

There are several key characteristics that distinguish this definition from others that
may appear similar.

° The dropout count is part of the CCD Agency Universe (school district) survey.
As it is incorporated in the CCD, the dropout statistic:

¢ is an "event" count of the number of students who have
dropped out during a 365-day period from the first day of
school (operationally set as October 1) to the day
preceding the beginning of the next school year
(September 30);

¢ is computed on October 1 for students who have dropped
out during the previous school year;

¢ considers students who are not accounted for on October
1 (i.e., who are "status unknown") to be dropouts.

2 14




o "Summer dropouts," or students who complete one school year but fail
to enroll for the next, are counted as dropouts from the year and grade
for which they fail to report. In effect, their failure to enroll treats them
as October 1 (first day) dropouts.

° The dropout count is based on the grade in which the student was or should be
enrolled (including grades 7 through 12), rather than on the student's age.

° "Dropping out" is conceptualized as "leaving school without completing
a recognized secondaty program." Thus, students who leave secondary
school for activities such as enlisting in the military or enrolling in an
adult education GED class are counted as dropouts, even though these
choices could be productive ones. Students who leave school after
reaching the age beyond which school districts are required to provide
services, and who have not completed a recognized program (which can
include a special education individualized education program) are
considered dropouts.

° Dropout counts are used to create an event dropout rate, that is, a rate which
shows the proportion of students who have dropped out of school during a
single school year. The CCD count of menibership, or students enrolled on
October 1 of the school year, is the basis, or denominator, of the dropout rate.

Dropout Field Test

Those who had participated in developing the definition recognized that a field test
was needed to determine whether school districts actually could collect the data as specified.
There was also a secondary question of which membership count to use as the denominator.
Theoretically, a count of students in membership at the end of the school year could be
preferable because it would assign students who transferred during the year to the school
district that received them. However, the CCD only collects an October 1 membership count.
The effect of using a beginning- or end-of-school-year memberskip count on the size of the
dropout rate needed to be tested before deciding whether to add the burden of an extra, end-
of-year membership count.

In the 1989-90 school year a sample of volunteering school districts from 26 states,
the District of Columbia, and two outlying areas carried out a field test of the proposed
dropout collection. A contract to assess the results of this field test was awarded to the
American Institutes for Research, whose researchers visited school sites, analyzed findings,
and tracked a number of school leavers to determine whether districts could accurately
distinguish dropouts from students who had left for other reasons. The overall findings of
this assessment were that school districts generally reported accurate counts (if anything, they
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were more likely to misclassify transfers as dropouts) and that there was no meaningful
difference between rates calculated on the basis of fall or end of year membership counts.*

Issues resulting from field test. NCES introduced two changes at the conclusion of the
field test, and these changes in turn raised several issues. First, the definition that was field
tested attributed summer dropouts to the year and grade in which they were enrolled. Thus, a
student completing the 8th grade in 1988-89 who did not re-enroll was counted as an 8th
grade dropout for 1988-89. Because a number of states said that this ran counter to local
practice, NCES changed the reporting directions to have such a student attributed to the grade
and year for which he or she did not report. In the example cited, the student (who had
successfully completed the 8th grade) would be considered a 9th grade dropout for 1989-90.
This change immediately affected several states that had established reporting and data
processing systems under the original rule; it later caused problems with some school districts
that had difficulty in following the status of pupils across multiple years. (Some states
reported that their districts used automated student record systems that could carry only a
year's data.)

The second change introduced by NCES was in the denominator. To compensate
somewhat for student transfers during the year, NCES proposed tc use as the dropout rate
denominator the average membership across two October counts. This would introduce a
partial adjustment for a student who was enrolled in more than one district during the year
(and whose "risk of dropping out" should conceivably be shared ac-oss both districts). This
change placed no extra reporting burden on school districts, but dia raise questions about how
comparable the rate would be under various student transfer and migration conditions.

Initial 1991-92 Implementation

Accounting for every student who leaves grades 7 through 12, and reporting those who
drop out by sex and racial-ethnic status for each of more than 12,000 school districts, is not a
simple procedure. NCES provided sample training materials and other resources through the
National Cooperative Education Statistics System in 1990 and 1991 to help states introduce
the new dropout statistic. The dropout count was added to the CCD Agency Universe survey
in 1992-93, to report students who had dropped out in 1991-92 (including the summer, 1991
dropouts). This first implementation of the statistic will be referred to as the 1991-92 report
throughout this paper.

At the January, 1993 meeting of the National Forum on Education Statistics, a
representative from the Arizona state education agency presentéd a list of criticisms of the
CCD dropout statistic to the National Education Statistics Agenda Committee of the National
Forum on Education Statistics. The Forum requested that a task force be established to
examine the statistic and recommend whether or not NCES should revise the proposed
denominator for the dropout rate. This task force of 14 state education agency and NCES

‘American Inctitutes for Research, 1992, National Dropout Statistics Field Test Evaluation, U.S. Department of
Education, NCES.
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staff persons met twice, conducting an extensive analysis of the dropout statistic, and making
several recommendations.’

The Task Force presented its report to the Forum, which in turn made several
recommendations to NCES. One was that NCES provide improved instructions on how to
apply the dropout statistic. Another was that NCES use the October 1 membership count,
rather than the averaged membership, as a denominator for the dropout statistic. NCES
agreed to distribute simplified instructions and to use both single October 1 and the averaged
denominators in its publication of the 1991-92 data.

Finally, the Forum requested that NCES survey the states to determine how they had
applied the requirements of the dropout definition and, therefore, how comparable the 1991-92
data were from state to state. A condition of this survey was that it identify cases in which
state law or policy required a dropout definition that differed from the NCES definition.

Survey of 1991-92 State Practices

Between August and December of 1993, an NCES staff person telephoned the CCD
Coordinator in each state education agency, requesting the name of a contact who was
knowledgeable sbout the state's dropout collection and reporting system. Because they are
not reported in United States totals, the outlying areas were not interviewed. The identified
contact was then consulted via telephone, using the questions shown in Appendix B.S (Not all
aspects were reviewed with states that did not report a dropout count.) Each question, shown
in italics, introduces the section of this report in which the findings are discussed. The
section concludes with a summary table showing the potential impact of state practices on the
comparability of dropout data.

The questions identified variations from the NCES definition in terms of what
information was reported (missing detail) and under which conditions school leavers were
counted as dropouts (example, whether the distinction between GED adult education and
secondary alternative programs was maintained). The questions also addressed several
potential problems .n state coraparability raised by the Task Force. These included such
things as whether a stute couated students who left school but returned before the close of
that school year (so-called "recaptures”) as dropouts.

SJudy Bumnes of Colorado chaired this Task Force, and the group's report is reproduced and discussed in
Appendix A. The National Forum on Education Statistics comprises the Federal and state education agencies and
professional education associations that implement the National Cooperative Education Statistics System.

®Not all aspects were discussed with those states that did not report dropout data. This report incorporates
responses to the April 7, 1994 correspondence and to Dropout Coordinator comments on two earlier drafts of the
paper.
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Cellecting Versus Reporting States

As figure 1 depicts, not all states collected and reported dropout data. (This paper
does not include the outlying areas. The outlying areas that reported dropouts are published
in other NCES reports.) Among the 50 states and the District of Columbia, 48 had dropout
collections in 1991-92 and three did not. Of those with dropout collections, four states
elected not to report on the CCD. This left a total of 44 states reporting CCD dropout data.
One of those states reported 2 single total for dropouts from all grades; 29 did not foliow the
CCD standards closely enough to allow publication of their data; and 14 reported publishable
dropout counts.

Figwo 1.-States reporting dropouts and sdharenca to CCD gtandands
Stata (N=51)

Stato total (M=1) Diotict lovel reports
) (N=a3)

Followed CCD glariderd (N=14) ok folow OCD (t=29)
] L a €0,CT,D iD, L, IN,
(AZ, AR, CA, DC, 1A, M8, MO, &L.'m,hs,mi'r';t'wl.ha.w&'
NE, NV, N3, OR, PA, RI, TX) VNV?J%" %sc, 8D, T, UT, VT,




Throughout this report, percentages are based on a total of 51: the 50 states and the
District of Columbia. Individual tables include states for whom the information is relevant.
Thus, questions about reporting practices include all 48 states with a dropout collection now
or in the near future, even when these states did not report a dropout count in the 1992-93
CCD. Tables describing 1991-92 data include the 14 states that reported analyzable numbers,
or all 43 states with school district dropout data, depending on the topic.

Response Rate

Of the 50 states and the District of Columbia, seven did not report any dropout
statistics for 1991-92 (table 1). In addition to these states, New York reported a single total
across all grades, and is consicered a nonrespondent for analytical purposes. The 43 agencies
that provided data represent 8¢ percent of the states. Forty of these 43 (78 percent of all
states) reported data at the level of detail requested, that is, by sex within racial/ethnic group
for grades 7 through 12. Idzho and Michigan reporied dropouts for only grades 9 through 12
and did not provide the sex or racial/ethnic categories. Nevada reported all the requested
detail, but did not include dropouts from grades 7 and 8.

Maryland, which is included as one of the fully reporting states, suppressed
information for any category in which the student membership was less than 20. Thus, for
example, if a school district had only 15 male Asian students in the 8th grade, no dropouts
were reported for this group in that district. The District of Columbia did not allocate its
ungraded dropouts to grades but reported them as a separate category. NCES’ distributed
these ungraded pupils across grades 7 through 12.

Nonresponding states. Alaska had collected dropout data in accord with the national
definition, but decided to withhold the information until NCES made a final decision about
whether the definition or rate would change in response to the Task Force recommendations.
Georgia had changed student record software programs during the year, with dropout
information lost in the process; upon examining the results, the state questioned the dropout
results and declined to forward them. Hawaii also mistrusted the data collected, in part
because wiat the respondent termed "convoluted programming" had been used to derive the
data from existing systems, and in part because the data gave none of the sex or racial/ethnic
detail. Kentucky's dropout statistic was modelled after the CCD, but data were not submitted
because the state coordinator did not feel the numbers complied sufficiently with the CCD
requirements. Montana delayed introducing a dropout collection because of the July, 1593
Forum action but hopes to begin counting dropouts by 1993-94 (reporting in 1994-95). New
Hampshire anticipates that it will be several years before a dropout collection is begun.
Washington found its collection delayed by the state's change from an aggregated data system
to an individual record system, but intends to repost dropouts for grades 9-12 by 1993-94, and

"The data were processed and edited by the U.S. Bureau of the Census under an interagency agrecment with
NCES. Ungraded students were also prorated across the membership counts for grades 7 through 12 in all states
with ungraded students.

13




Tabls 1.- ~States repariing diepout data, missing dstall, prohibitions agsinst reparting Wl.mdmmchhandcommn
Core of Dada reporis are the sama: 1601 ~02 school yaer (afl stntes)

Stato State, Complsienzes of collecifon:
reporied cCh
cropout defino Reporting
Stats daia same Missing detaii prohibitions
Alsbama Yes Yee
Alasia* No No No roport
Asizonm Yas No
Arlansas Yea Yea
Califomia Yea Yas
Colorado Yea No
Cownsiectiout Yea Yes
Delavere Yeo No
District of Columbia Yes Yes
Florida Yes No Under 16
Qaorgla* Mo Yea No repert
Hawall* No Yes Mo regort
ldabhvo Partial No No G 7~8, recs, 2ox
liinots Yoo Yea
Indiana Yea Yez
lowa Yes Yes
Kansss Yea Yes
Kentucky* No Yes Mo race, sex
Loulglana Yaa Yoz
Maino Yea Yes
Maryland Pertial Yea Suppreas small colla Denominator <20
Mageachuositn Yes No .
Michinan Partial Yea No Gr 7~8, racs, sox
Minnsaoin Yea Yes
Miaghasippi Yes No
Misgourl Yas Yes )
Montana No Yes No réport
Nobrasia Yeu . Yes
Nevade Partinl Yes No Gr 7-8
New Hempahire No No No report
Neve Jarsay Yo Yes
New Maxico Yes Yea
Nazw York Partial Yea No datall
North Carolina Yes Yea
North Daleata Yes Yes
Ohlo Yes Y08
Oldahoma Yea No
Cregon Yoa Yea
Pennaylvanla Yes Yes
Rhods lstand Yea No
8outh Carciina Yes No
South Daketa Yea Yez
Tennesaco Yes Yen
Texaa Yea Yes
Utah Yea Yea
Vermerit Partial Yea No raco, gex
Virgina Yes No
Washingien No - No repert
Woat Virginh Yea No
Wisconein Yes Yes
Wyoming Yoo Yoo
SUMMARY - —Practica agrecs with CCD:
Agica a8 38 38 49
Disagreo 7 14 7 2
Partly, unclear <] 0 6 0
Noresponso 0 1 0 0
—= No reapongo. '

*Stato volloctod but did not roport 1891 -02 dropout data,
SOURCE: U.S. Departmon of Education, National Contor for Education Statistica, Common Coro of Data, 1892-03.
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all grades 7-12 by 1994-95. Finally, New York, whose single dropout figure was not usable
for 1991-92, will report full detail for its 1992-93 dropouts.

If state plans proceed as intended, all states except Kentucky, New Hampshire, and
possibly Montana will provide dropout counts for 1993-94.

Missing or prohibited detail. State dropout contacts were asked:

Y our 1992-93 CCD agency survey did not report
(interviewer specifies). Is there a law or policy prohibiting you
from reporting this detail? Why is it missing?

Although some states had reported anecdotally that their laws prohibited reporting
students under 16 as dropouts, none indicated that these laws prevented them from reporting
any of the grades requested in the CCD. Florida is required to treat students in grades
kindergarten through 8 as habitual truants, and accordingly reports only dropouts 16 or older
(but for all requested grades) on the CCD. As noted earlier, Maryland follows state education

agency policy to suppress dropout counts for groups with a membership of fewer than 20
students.

Idaho has begun collecting dropout data by sex and race/ethnicity, and will be able to
report this detail for grades 9 through 12 by the 1994-95 school year; it is not clear when
dropouts from grades 7-8 will be added. Kentucky will add racial/ethnic detail through its
developing student record system and anticipates that this information will be fully available
within the next five years. Because Michigan law only requires a school dropout/retention
rate, the state coordinator did not feel the additional detail would be reported any time soon.
Nevada is adding grades 7-8 to its dropout collection in 1994-95. New York stated that its
single number would be replaced next year by counts for the requested grade levels and
detail. Finally, Vermont did not report race/ethnicity or sex and it is not clear when these
details wil! be added. '

State and CCD Definitions

One possible outcome of state prohibitions against reporting certain detail was that
states might use definitions and procedures that differed from the CCD standard in producing
their own state reports. While this would not affect state-to-state comparisons using CCD
data at the national level, it would require explanation in national reports to alert readers to
differences between a state's own reports and figures published from the CCD. State contact
persons were asked:

Do you use the same definition and procedures for the CCD dropout report as
you do for your state reports? If not, what are the differences?

Table 1 indicates whether the state dropout reports employed the same definition and
procedures as the CCD dropout statistic; 36 states did so (of these, six did not collect all
grades or racial/ethnic detail). The following paragraphs describe all of the states in which




the contact person responded "no" to this question. Some differences were also captured
under more specific questions, and are repeated under those headings.

Alaska, South Carolina and Virginia adopted the original CCD definition into state
regulation, and now differ from the current definition by attributing summer dropouts to the
previous year. Arizona follows the CCD dropout definition but uses total cumulative
enrollment (not the October 1 headcount) in calculating dropout rate. Colorado collects data
on a July-June cycle, and does not remove students who return in the fall from its dropout
count. Delaware and West Virginia also fail to remove these October returnees from the
dropout roll, but will do sc in the future. Idaho reports dropouts as a percent of the total
grade 9-12 enrollment on the last day of school.

Massachusetts counts school leavers who re-enroll in the fall as dropouts for its state
report, but not for the CCD. Similarly, Mississippi reports summer dropouts for the CCD but
not for its state report. The New Hampshire collection will treat students who return at the
beginning of the school year as dropouts, and the state has not made provisions for adjusting
these counts to-the CCD standard. Oklahoma's state report only includes dropouts who are 18
or younger, while requesting that districts include these older dropouts for the CCD report.
Rhode Island uses a July-June reporting period that differs slightly from the CCD.

Florida should be noted as a special case. Because both CCD and state dropout
reports are generated by the same student record system, the coordinator did not feel that the
definitions differed. ~Although the state and CCD reports produced from this system are not
the same, they draw upcn the same group of students, with those dropouts under 16 years of
age excluded.

Treatment of Summer Dropouts

How did you report summer dropouts, that is, students who completed the
1990-91 school year but did not show up for school at the beginning of the
1991-92 school year? Were they dropouts for the year the completed or the
year in which they did not return? For 1ie grade they completed or the grade
in which they did not enroll?

Summer dropouts are students who complete one year (or are not absent enough to be
considered dropouts) but who fail to enroll at the beginning of the next school year. The
CCD dropout definition required that a student who was not enrolled on October 1 be counted
as a dropout from the school year and grade for which he or she failed to enroll. One of the
criticisms of the dropout statistic was about the treatment of summer dropouts: that the
procedure required districts to carry students on their books over three school years, as the
following example shows.
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In school year: A student who:

1992-93 enrolled in, and completes, 8th grade

1993-94 fails to enroll in 9th grade on October 1, with no
evidence of transfer to another school, is -

1994-95 reported as a 1993-94, 9th grade dropout on the
1994-95 CCD.

Seventeen states (33%) did not follow the CCD definition, but instead counted pupils
who failed to enreil in the fall as dropouts from the previous school year (table 2). Thirty-
one states reported summer dropouts as dropouts from the year in which they failed to enroll,
as requested. The question of how summer dropouts were reported was moot for three states
that did not have a CCD-compatible dropout collection.

All of the states reporting summer dropouts correctly were able to report summer
dropouts in their 1991-92 scheol year data. Sixteen (31 percent of all states) of the 17 states
that counted summer dropouts under the year they had completed also counted these students
as dropouts from the grade in which they were enrolled during that year. However, Indiana
included the summer dropouts in the count for the grade these students would have enrolled
in had they registered for school in the fal’.

Effects of swmmmer dropout classification. Counting students who fail to enroll in the
fall as dropoute from the prior, rather than the current, year would affect annual dropout totals
to the extent that there were sizable changes in the numbers of dropouts from one year to the -
next. At the national level, NCES reports suggest gradual changes, not sharp differences, in
the numbers of young people dropping out of school from year to year. However, there are
differences in dropout rates for grades. The CCD field test, for example, reported dropout
rates of less than 2 percent for grades 7 and 8, and over S percent for grades 9 through 12.
Counting students who have been promoted as dropouts from the earlier grade could distort
grade-level dropout rates without affecting the comparability of overall (multi-grade) dropout
counts. The effects of this problem are estimated later in the discussion on 1991-92 data
quality.

Recapturing Stop-Outs

The CCD dropout definition counts as dropouts only those previously enrolled students
who are not enrolled on October 1. This definition involves recapturing students who have
been termed by some as "stop-outs,” or temporary drepsis, and removing them from the
dropout roster. However, school district record keeping systems may break these stop-outs
into two different groups, with different reporting consequences for each:

« a student who re-enrolls before the end of the school year in which the
student dropped out; and
o a student who re-enrolls by October 1 of the following school year.

Education agency staff were asked how their states classified students in these two
situations. The results are shown in table 2.




Tabis 2.~ —Year end grada 1o which summer crop-ouls &re atribuled and classBoation of etudants
re—enzciing by end of year or beginnng of ruid year: 1001—92 school yess {al einbes)

Summer dropouts sl huded o Returness countad as dropouts
State Prior vear Pricr grade End ofyesr Next yoer
Alsbama Yeo
Aksia* Yes Yes Yea
Astzona
Asiansas
Califlomia
Colorado Yoo Yes Yaa
Connecticut Yes Yeo
Delavare Yes
Diatrict of Columbla
Florida Yeo
Gaorgla* Yes Yoz
Havad* Yez Yea
Ideho Yes
i¥nola Yos
Indiana Yes Yez Yea
fowa Yss Yes Yes
Kansas Yoo Yes
Kentucky* Yes Yes
Loulelena Yes Yea Yes 9
Malne Yes Yea Yea
Maryland Yes
Massachusails
Michigan Yea Yes
Minnescta Yss
Misehalnpl
Mesourt
Montana* - - - -
Nabrasin
Nevads
Now Hemzahire* - - - -
tow Jeresy Yea
New Mexico
New York
North Cerolina Yea Yoz
Nerth Dekota Yea Yes
Ohlo Yas Yea Yoa
Oldahoma Yea
Cregon
Pennsylvenia
Rhode Islend
South Carolina Yes Yaa
South Dakain Yoo
Tennassoe Yea
Tores
Utsh Yes
Vermort Yea Yes Yo
Viginia Yea Yea Varka
Weshington* - - - -
Weet Virginla Yea
Wihaconain Yea
Wyoming Yeos
SUMMARY - —Prastico agrecs with CCD:
Ages 31 32 40 24
Disagroe 17 16 2 23
Partly, unclesr 1] 0 0 1
No responss 3 3 3 2

-« Not raporting.
°Alasia, Goorgia, Hawall, and Kanucky coliected but did notreport dropout data; Montana, New Hampshiro,
and Washington did not colioct dropout data,

SOURCE: V.8, Dopariman of Edueation, National Center for Edusation Statiztics, Commen Coro of
Dats, 1002-€3,
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End of year re-enrollments. The question used to determine how these students were
categorized was:

How did you classify students who dropped out during 1991-92 but re-
enrolled before the end of that school year?

Two states (Indiana and Kansas) count students who leave but re-enroll before the end
of the year as dropouts. In Kansas, districts have the option of counting such students as
dropouts and the coordinator felt this was likely to happen if a returning student had failed
one or both semesters.

October 1 re-envollments. The question asked of the state contact person was:

How did you classify students who dropped out and did not re-enroll by
the end of 1991-92, but who did re-enroll at the beginning of the
1992-93 school year?

States were more likely to count as dropouts those students who did not return until
the beginning of the subsequent school year. This was the practice in 23 or 24 states (45 or
47 percent). The situation was ambiguous in Virginia, where a stop-out was counted as a
dropout unless he or she completed the missed course work in summer school.

Effects of counting 'stop-outs." States that count returned stop-outs as dropouts
logically will have greater numbers, and higher rates, of dropouts than those states that adhere
to the CCD definition. The Dropout Statistic Review Task Force analyzed dropout data from
two states and one school district that were able to identify when (during or before the school
year) students dropped out. In one state, failure to "recapture” returning dropouts raised the
overall dropout rate from 8.3 percent to 11.1 percent. In the school district, counting these
returnees as dropouts raised the rate from 8.6 percent to 9.7 parcent. These analyses do not
constitute a representative sample of states, but in the broader field test review, it was found
that in some relatively small or mid-sized school districts the number of dropouts reported by
the end of the school year was greater than the number reported after the summer was over --
because the number of "stop-outs” who returned to school was greater than the number of
students deciding to drop out over the summer. These findings support anecdotal reports from
the states that the number of students who return to make one more attempt at school in the
fall is substantial enough that states that consider these students dropouts should not be
compared with states that remove them from the dropout rolls.

Other Education or Training

Students who remain in an elementary-secondary program are not considered dropouts,
regardless of the content of that progr2in. On the other hand, students who leave high school
and enter into an adult education or training program are to be reported as dropouts. State
contacts were asked whether they categorized students as dropouts or continuing in school
under several conditions. The results are displayed in table 3.
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Tams.--ompmnnponmmax-mm.mmwmwm,wmammwmm: 1091 -2 schoo!
year (al atatae)

—_ Reporting Detea: Other Progmms:
Envolimant Late Report Twelth.
ag-olt ofvoliess canbsy Altemetive Adut Secondary Jab orede
State dete permited corected programe GED GED __edmissiom Coms pavecs
Alsbarma Varies Yes [ D [ Cc [ D
Alaske Qetober No [ D [ [ N N
Arizora Octobor No Cc D N Cc o] N
Arianaas Late No [ ? [ [ [ D
Caffomia Late Yes ] ] ] ] D N
Colorado End Year [ ? [ [ C o]
Connecticut October [ [»] D [ N D
Delaware Octobor [ ? [ [ D D
District of Columbia Lato (o] (o] (o] [ [} N
Fiosida Eary Yes [ o] o] [ [ [+
Octobes [ D [ o] D D
Hawah Eary (o] [o] [o] [o] D [o]
idaho Cctober ] D N ] D N
liinois End Year Yes [ D o] (o3 D N
Indana Octobor o] D [ [ N N
lowa £nd Year No cut-oft o] D N o] D [o]
Kareas Varies Yes (] D ] ] N D
- - - ] ] ] ] - c
Louisiana QOctober ] C ] ] ] Unioown
Malna October Yes Cc D N [ D N
Maryland October Yos [ D N [ D D
Massachusatts Octobar < D [ c D D
Michigan Oclober AN c c c c Variss Varies
Minnssota Early Yos [ D N [ D D
Missisaippt Octobor o] D D o] Varies N
Missour October [ D [ [ D D
Montara - - - o] D [ [ [ D
Nebrasia October Yoa No ] D Cc c Cc N
Nevada Late No o] D o] o] D D
Now Hampshire - - - - - - - - -
New Jercey End Year Yes No Cc D Cc N D D
New Mexico Octobsr No [o] D N o] D c
New York October [ ? [ [ [ N
North Carolima Early (o] ? [ [ D [o]
Noith Dakota Earty - [ D o] o] D Verics
Ohio Late o] D o] o] n D
Oldahoma End Yoar Yea ] D ] ] D Cc
Oragon October (] D ] N D D
Pennsyhania Varizs Yeo [ D c [ Variea N
Rhodo izland Octcber o] Varles [ (4] D o]
South Carolim Late Yos No o] o] o] [ o] [o]
South Dakota End Year End year [ D [ [ Unimown N
Tenn@ézco End Year Yes [ D [ Cc D [»]
Texas Lata Variea Cc D Cc Cc Uninown Urigwem
Utah End Year Yes o] D N o] o] D
Vermont End Year [ [ [ [ D D
Virginia Late o] D (o] [ D N
Washington - - - - - - - - -
Wast Virginia Varios Morthly [ o] [ [ D N
Wisconoin End Ycar Yea [ D [ [ D D
Wyoming End Year. End year ] R, N (o1 D, N
SUMMARY-—Practics agresa with CCD:
Yas 19 26 a9 Ly 33 47 49 R k14
No 24 20 8 4] 10 2 ] 1" 8
Partly, unclear 4 1 0 0 [} 0 0 6 4
No responeo 4 ] 4 2 2 2 2 3 2
~=— Stale doos not have a dropout coliection.
Rasponns definitiom:  Octrbsor = enroliment confirmed within one wook baforo or after Octobor 1
Labd. « envoliment confirmed more than one waak after Cotobar t
Eary = Envoliment confirmad more than one wesk bafore Octobeor 1
End yoar = ervoliment confirmad end of echoo) year
Variss = Practice veries by echoot districts
D s Dropout
C = Continuing studont
N = Natapplicabie; situation doos not coour; attermativo credsniial gven
SOURCE: U.8. Departmant of Education, National Conter for Edunation Staistica, Common Core of Data — Data Plan Suppiemonta,
14 BEST COPY AVAILABLE
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How did you report students who did not complete high school, but

maoved from the regular school program to some other type of education
or training?

Transfer to an alternative progras. Students who move to an alternative school or
program run by the local schools are not dropouts. All states reported that they followed the
CCD definition and treated these students as continuing their secondary education.

Transfer to adult education GED. Siudents who leave high school and then enroll in
an adult education program preparing them for the test of General Education Development
(GED) are to be counted as dropouts, regardless of what agency offers the program. Thirty-
three states followed this definition (65 percent of all states), and counted these students as
dropouts. However, 10 states (20%) counted them as conti..uing their secondary schooling.
In Rhode Island, such a student was counted as continuing if he or she signed and adhered to
a contract to attend GED classes, but was considered a dropout in the absence of this formal
commitment. In Arkansas, Colorado, Delaware, New York and North Carolina, transfers to
adult education GED are tracked for the remainder of the school year, and reported as
dropouts if they leave these programs during the year.® Wisconsin is reported as agreeing
with the CCD, but it should be noted that state law allows students to enroll in postsecondary
programs and remain on the public school rolls as long as the school district confirms that the
student continues in school. "

Transfer to secondary GED. There are some secondary school programs preparing
students for the GED. Students in secondary GED programs are not counted as dropouts
under the CCD definition. A total of 39 states (76 percent of all) complied with the CCD
definition in this area. An additional eight states (16%) said that such programs are not
available and the question is moot. Connecticut and Mississippi consider secondary GED
program students to be dropouts, in disagreement with the CCD definition. Connecticut will
change this with its 1992-93 school year data, while Mississippi continues to treat all GED
training as adult education.

Early admissions. Students who complete high school requirements and are granted
early admission to postsecondary school before they receive a high school diploma should not
be counted as dropouts.  This was the case in every state that had such early admissions
programs. In no state would an early admissions student be counted as a dropout.

Job Corps enrelliment. Job Corps is a federally-funded residential training program
that is aimed at young people who lack the education and employment skills needed to
succeed as adults. Some Job Corps programs offer a secondary education program that is
recognized, and may be sponsored, by the state or local school systems. Students transferring
to these programs are not considered dropouts. However, other Job Corps programs do not

*t should be noted that the CCD reports GED diploma recipients 19 or younger as school completers. As of
September, 1994, the Americun Council on Education approved pilot projects for admini:tering the GED tests to
in-school youth in Alabama, Florida, Georgia, Hawaii, Tennessee, Texas, Virginia and Wisconsin. In all other cases,
students must withdraw from school before they can take the GED tests.
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“offer a recognized secondary program, and students leaving high school to enter into this
training are considered dropouts.

In 11 states (22%), no Job Corps enrollees are counted as dropouts, regardless of
whether a secondary program is offered. All Job Corps students are considered dropouts in
27 states (53 percent of all states). Five coordinators were not aware of any Job Corps sites
in their states and considered the question not applicable. Three other states -- Michigan,
Mississippi, and Pennsylvania -- make the requested distinctior, considering Job Corps
transfers as dropouts unless they enter a program known to offer a secondary component.
Two respondents were not sure how Job Corps students were treated.

Effects of other program classification. All states report in agreement with the CCD
definition when classifying students who are enrolled in secondary alternative programs and
those who have achieved early admissions to postsecondary school (not dropouts). The states
that do not count students in adult education GED programs as dropouts would have lower
dropout rates than those states that comply with the CCD standard. On the other hand, the
states that count students in secondary GED programs as dropouts would expect higher
dropout rates than other states.

The effect is less clear with Job Corps enrollments. States that do not count Job
Corps trainees as dropouts would in theory have lower rates than states that do. However, if
a Job Corps program includes a state- or district-recognized secondary component,
participating students should not be considered dropouts.

Twelfth Grade Leavers

It is possible for a student to complete grade 12 without meeting the requirements for
a high school diploma. This can happen, for example, if the student does not pass a
mandatory proficiency examination. A student who leaves school under this condition should
be counted as a dropout. The CCD dropout instructions did not give specific directions for
this situation, so state coordinators were asked:

How do you classify students who complete the 12th grade and who leave
school without receiving a diploma? As dropouts or completers?

In 17 states the respondent said this situation could not occur, and the question was
not applicable. Twenty states (39%) said these students would be counted as dropouts, and
eight states (16%) would count them as completers.” Louisiana and Texas were not yet able
to say how such students would be reported. The decision is made by the local school
district in Michigan, and in North Dakota the determination rests on local option decisions
about the number of credits required for graduation.

’Some states offer an alternative credential, not a regular diploma, to students completing the course work
required for a diploma, but ».ho do not meet other requirements.
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Effect of 12ih grade leavers. States that do not have high school diploma
requirements beyond completing grade 12 would logically have fewer dropouts than states
that do impose extra conditions. The same is true for states that count such 12th grade
leavers as completers, rather than dropouts. However, it is not anticipated that the numbers of
these 12th grade leavers would be very large.

Variations in Reporting Schedules

States were asked, under the CCD dropout definition, to follow an October 1 -- September 30
reporting year, and to count as a dropout any student who was not enrolled on October 1.
Variations in how these data collection requirements were followed could lead to differences
in the numbers of dropouts reported in two ways: whether the October 1 cut-off date was
used, and whether school districts had the opportunity to correct their "as of October 1"
numbers. The information in table 3 shows that there was considsrable variation across
states.

Cut-off date. The CCD definition required that each school district determine on
October 1 the dropout or other status of each student enrolled in the previous school year.
State dropout contacts were asked:

The CCD set October 1, 1992 as the cut-off date for deciding
whether a student who had been enrolled in 1991-92 was a
dropout. Did you use October 1 or some other date as a cut-off?
(Specify.)

Any state that reported a cut-off date between September 24 and October 8, a week's
latitude around the CCD standard, was considered to be in agreement with the CCD's
prescribed October 1 date. This included specific calendar dates (example, October 1) and
dates that would have to fall within the range (example, first Tuesday in October). There
were 19 states that fell into this category, or 37 percent of the total. '

Eleven states (22%) coilected dropout counis as of the end of the school year. And,
each of these 11 counted students who were not enrolled at the end of the year as dropouts,
regardiess of whether the students re-enrolled in the following autumn. The practice in these
states confounded two different reporting discrepancies. Summer dropouts were given the
entirety of the school year to enroll, while regular year dropouts who returned the next
October 1 were not removed from the dropout count. The states following this practice were
Colorado, Illinois, Iowa, New Jersey, Oklahoma, South Dakota, Tennessee, Utah, Vermont,
Wisconsin and Wyoming,.

An additional 1. tates had a specific cut-off date that did, or could, fall outside the
two-week range around October 1. These dates ranged from as early as September 10 (North
Dakota) to as late as December 1 (Nevada). It is impossible to determine which states use a
cut-off before October 1, and which use a later date, since many states set the cut-off as a
given number of days after the start of school, which can vary by district. However, on the
arbitrary assumption that school begins September 1, the following states would have cut-off
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dates earlier than the CCD requirement: Florida, Hawaii, Minnesota, North Carolina, and
North Dakota. Those whose cut-off date does (or could) fall after October 1 include
Arkansas, California, the District of Columbia, Nevada, Ohio, South Carolina, Texas, and
Virginia.

Four states did not fall into any of these categories. The cut-off date varied by school
district in Alabama, Kansas and Pennsylvania (which has established a standard cut-off date
as of the 1993-94 school year). In West Virginia, dropout counts are ¢ollected and amended
each month, with students who are not enrolled at the end of the year considered to be
dropouts.

Enforcement of cut-off dates. The date on which enrollment requirements are enforced
is the final determinant of the cut-off date's impact on data comparability. Forty-six states
answered the question:

Was a dropout's status changed if you determined that he or she
hed actually envolled shortly (say, within two weeks) after?

Of the 46 states that answered, 25 said that late enrollees were not permitted to be
removed from the dropout roster (49 percent of all states) and 16 responded that late nrollees
would be removed from the dropout count (31%). An additional five states described
practices that would have the same effect as varying the cut-off date. Iowa does not have a
fixed dropout date, South Dakota and Wyoming collect counts at the end of the year, and in
West Virginia, dropout status is updated monthly. The Texas respondent believed the practice
varied by district.

Effects of cut-off detes and enforcement. 1t is impossible to quantify what effect

_ variations from the October 1 cut-off date would have in various school districts because the
first day of school varies. For example, "the second Monday in September" would be
relatively "earlier" for a district opening after Labor Day than one opening in mid-August.
However, it seems likely that in 19 states (those who have a late cut-off date or remove late
enrollees from the dropout count) the dropout count should be consistently deflated.

End-of-school-year counts produce two kinds of data problems, as noted earlier. For
any given year, the practice would reduce the number of summer dropouts, since those re-
enrolling after October 1 would not be counted as dropouts. At the same time, the practice
would increase the number of regular year dropouts by failing to remove those students who
dropped out during the year and re-enrolled by the next October 1. These errors presumably
cancel one another out to some extent. '

The five states observing a cut-off date earlier than October 1 could have higher
numbers of dropouts, if they removed October re-enrollees from their dropout rosters, than
states with later cut-off dates. Also, states that enforce their established dropout dates should
have higher dropout counts than states that allow some latitude in how the dates are applied.
However, dropout counts are generally reported by school districts at the same time as
membership counts. This would argue that the membership count that serves as the
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denominator for a dropout rate is increased or decreased in the opposite direction from the
dropout count itself, increasing the extent to which the dropout rate is distorted.

Schedule for correcting reports. The CCD dropout reports are based on school district
reports that identify a student's status as of October 1. However, it can be well afier October
1 when a district reports to the state education agency, and even later when the data are
reported on the CCD. The schedule inherent in the CCD dropout definition assumes that
corrections can be made if, for example, a district later learns that a student whose status was
unknown on October 1 had actually transferred to another school system.

To find out if such corrections were possible, dropout contacts were asked:

If you did use a cut-off date (for deciding whether a student was
a dropout), did you literally freeze your records on that day, or
continue lo accept corrections?

Only eight state contacts said that records were "frozen" and could not be corrected
(Alaska, Arizona, Arkansas, Nebraska, Nevada, New Jersey, New Mexico, and South
Carolina). Other states had a range of practices. Some simply kept their records open until
data were published, while several had formal public review procedures before a file was
closed. When respondents commented on this question, they generally noted that school
district corrections had been few.

Summaxyé Effects of 1991-92 Variations

The interviews discussed above were intended to determine the extent to which states
adhered to a standard CCD-sponsored definition and set of collection procedures in reporting
dropouts. Since the standard definition was promoted to bring about comparable dropout
statistics, discrepancies that inflated or deflated a state's dropout count relative to the CCD
standards are critical. The effects of the reported variations are summarized in table 4.

Overall, the 1991-92 dropout counts reported on the 1992-93 CCD show considerable
variation in how states applied the definition and collection procedures of the CCD. Two
states could have increased their counts, compared to those following the CCD procedures, by
failing to remove from the dropout rolls those students wiio returned before the end of the
1991-92 school year. Some 23 states would have inflated their dropout reports by failing to
remove those who had re-enrolled by October 1, 1992. And, two states increased their
numbers of dropouts by counting transfers to secondary GED programs as dropouts.

Counting pupils who moved to adult education GED programs wou'd have reduced the
number of dropouts reported, and this was the case in 10 states. Nineteen states decreased
their counts by removing students who re-enrolled after October ! from the dropout report.

Setting or enforcing u cut-off date cther than October 1 could have increased the
number of dropouts in two states that set a date earlier than October 1 and did not permit late
enrollments. It is difficult to interpret the outcome among states that followed a July -- June
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Table 6.——Effect of gints reporing variations on dropout count when compared to CCD etandsrds: 1091 ~92 oohoo! yess {all otnign)

End of Neod Enrotiman Enroliment Twalth

yoo7 yoor cut~cff dato Adut
Szt 16ASNOES rehances dote crforosment GED W mm
Alobama + v -
Alacion
Aripona
Arleness - 9
Ca¥omia - - -
Coicrado + v ? -
Connecticut +
Dslavaro + ?
Distin of Columbla - -
Florida + + - -
Qsorgin
Howall + + - -
Idsho + -
iinola + v -
Incdona + +
leva + v ? -
Kanoas v + v -
Kentuchy - - -
Louislana + - ?
Maino + -
Merytond + -
Mnsseshussits
Michigan - v
Miwnesola + + -
biashasipnl +
Klegouri
Mcninna - - - - - - -
Nobrasia -
Navady -
Now Hampshire - - - - - _ _—
Now Jerooy + v -
Naw Maoxdoo -
New York ?
North Ceselina + + ? -
Marth Cakotn + ? v
Chio + -
Okiochoma + v - -
Oregon
Pennsylvenia v -
Rhodo laland v -
Bouth Carofina - - - -
Seuth Dakotn + v -
Tennaseo + v -
Texas - v ?
Ubkh + v - o
Vaermont + v -
Vignia v -
Véashington - - - - - - ——
Weat Virginia + v ? -
Wisconsin + v -
Woming + v =
BUMMARY - —Effcct on count relativo to CCD sianderda:

Inoreass (+) 1 2 <] 2 0 2 0
Docresss (-) 0 0 8 10 10 0 8
Veriss, uninown 1 1 18 4 [] 0 4
+ Praction produess more dropouts than CCD standasd
- Praciioe produses fewer dropouts than CCD ctandard
v Effect of prectios varica
9 Effact unknown
-« Notrepcortad
SOURCE: U.8. Depurtment of Education, National Center for Education Statisties, Common Coro of Data — Data Ptan Supplomenis.,
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reporting schedule, because this practice would have had differential effects on the numbers
of regular year and summer dropouts.

Of the 13 states with state dropout definitions that differ from the CCD, three (Florida,
Massachusetts and Mississippi) consciously provide different reports for state and CCD uses
(see table 1). In two of the states (Colorado and Massachusetts) the practices in place
logically would result in stete dropout counts or rates greater than those on the CCD. In
Florida, Mississippi and Oklahoma the state reports logically would have lower numbers and
rates than the CCD, while Arizona's inflated denominator would not affect counts but would
lower rates. The direction of the difference is not clear for Alaska, Idaho, Rhode Island,
South Carolina, or Virginia.

While it is possible to identify aspects in which state dropout reports differ from one
another, it is not equally clear what the quantitative effect of these differences are on dropout
counts. Anecdotal reports from states suggest that the greatest threat to comparability is
whether students who re-enroll by October 1 of the year after which they have left school are
considered dropouts. (Failing to remove from dropout counts those who return by the end of
the school year is even more biasing, but limited to one or two states.) ‘The decisions about
how to classify returning students tend to be basic components of the state's dropout reporting
system. In order to comply with the CCD requirement, non-standard states would have to
make systemic changes.

Attributing summer dropouts to the wrong school year and grade is another variation
whose correction would require major changes in dropout reporting systems. Misclassifying
these dropouts may not distort the overall dropout count, but it can bias grade-by-grade
dropout rates. ‘

Other sources of bias are more "superficial” in that they could probably be addressed
by amending current reporting systems. These corrections include counting adult education
GED program participants as dropouts, changing the cut-off date to October 1 (or adjusting
current reports to reflect that date), and enforcing the established cut-off date.




PART 2. FOLLOW-UP SURVEY ON PLANS TO CHANGE

1992-93 was the first year in which states reported dropouts on the CCD, and the
collection included a major change i*he year to which summer dropouts were attributed) from
the version that had been field tested. In early April, 1994, NCES wrote to 40 states that had
one or more serious differences from the CCD, asking the state to confirm this difference and
indicate when it could be corrected. The "serious” differences were failure to remove end-of-
year or October 1 returnees from the dropout count; misclassification of adult education or
secondary GED program participants; and not enforcing an October 1 cut-off date in deciding
whether a student was to be reported as a dropout. (Coordinators were not asked about
attributing promoted summer dropouts to the wrong grade, which was later judged to be a

serious data problem.) Thirty-nine states had answered by mid-October, and their responses
are shown in table 5.

Categorizing Re-eniolling Students

Tn reporting 1991-92 dropouts, two states did not remove from their dropout rolls
students who dropped out in 1991-92, but returned before the end of the school year. Kansas
said it was corrected as of the 1992-93 school year, and Indiana said that while there were no
plans to change this practice, the state wculd discuss the possibility.

Twenty-three states counted 1991-92 dropouts who were enrolled on October 1, 1992
as dropouts. Five states have corrected this, or will do so within two years: Delaware,
Kansas, Louisiana, Maine and West Virginia. Ten states can, or may consider ways to,
change their data collection. These states are Colorado, Indiana, Towa, Minnesota, Oklahoma,
South Dakota, Utah, Vermont, Wisconsin, and Wyoming. The conditions affecting a possible
change that these state respondents brought up included long-range changes to state legislation
or board policy, adding a report item that would have district surveys "back out" October
returnees, or waiting for NCES to settle on a standard definition and procedures.

Six respondents said that their states had no plans to change dropout collection
practices, generally because they did not have the means to identify returning students from
one school year to the next, because their practices were set in state law, or they simply did
not feel motivated to do so. These states were Florida, Idaho, Illinois, Maryland, New Jersey,
and Tennessee. It appears that Florida has the capability, through its student record system,
to remove October 1 returning students from CCD dropout reports if the state chooses.
Virginia intends to maintain its practice of removing only those returning dropouts who have
completed their missed school work in summer school. Alabama and Ohio did not respond to
the letter.

Arizona, which appeared to agree with the CCD in 1992-93, wrote NCES stating that
in the future the state would count October 1 returmees as dropouts.
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Table 5.—-States plens io change nonstandard CCD dropout reporting pructices (a1l states)

June October Giher

State recapture recapiure Adult GED problems

Alabama no respoase

Arizona will break out

Arkansas track students

California unresolved

Colorado perhaps; if NCES gets track students keep end of year count

firm practice

Connecticut working on change secondary GED - drop -
working to correct

Delaware fixed - 1992-93 track students

District Columbia can report adult keep October 17 count

GEDs separately

Florida no plan to change no plan to change no plans to change - late
no ghown aren't dropouts

Hawaii will fix koep early Scptember
count

Idaho no plan to change

Hlinois no plan to change

Indiana possibly change- not possibly change - not

planned planned

Towa legislated but may

consider law change to
Oct 1

Kansas fix 1992-93 (1993- 94 fix 1992-93 (1993-94

reports) reports)

Kentucky N0 response summer dropouts in
state board regulation
may change, no plans

Louisiana fix by 1993-94 no change - Board

requirement

Maine fix 1994-93 fix; enforce date by
1994-95

Maryland no plan to change no change- late
returnees not dropa

Michigan could partition out

alternative progs.

Minnezota could fix by 1994-98

Mississippi Secondary GED - count
as drops

Nebraska keep end of Sep cut off
date

Nevada late cut-off, no response

New Jersey no plan to change no change - keep late
enrollment

f
J
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Teble S.—States plans tv chenge nonstendard CCD dropout reporting practices (all states) - Continued

Juns OCctober Cther
Btato reczpiure recapture Adult GED problems
New York track students
Nosth Carolina track studsnts keep "20th day” report
dato
Chlo no 1e3ponsd
Cilshoma may consider change
Pennsylvania enforce Oct 1 cut-off
for 1992-93 data
Rhodo Inland will very by LEA
South Cerolina will track e of 199493 board voted to follow
CCD - bt * kesp "46th
day” repost dste
South Dakota no change until NCES will allow full yeer to
adopts standard re-enroll
Tenneszos no plan to change no change- keop lats
earolloss
Toxzs will keep Oct 31
reporting dsto
Utsh considering change to
Czt 1, 1994-95
Vement considering change no may atiemnpt to tracle
date
Visginia no change - drop status
changed if completes
courses
West Virginia fix by 1994-95 (1993-96  fix by 1994-95
report)
Wisosasin will explore ways to
back out Oct 1
retumees, 1994-95
Wyoming no plans - but under no plans to change late
review, oarliest, 1995 count

Juno rocapture: State will semove students who return before the end of their school year from the dropout count.

October rocapture:  Stats will removo students who retum before the end of their school year from the dropout count by October 1 of tho
following yeer from tho dropout count.

SOURCE: U.S. Dopartment of Education, Netional Center for Education Statistica, Common Core of Data - Data Plan Supploments.
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GED Program Enrollees

Of the two states that counted secondary program GED students as dropouts,
Connecticut is working with its school districts to correct this practice, and it is not known
what Mississippi intends to do.

Tcn states did not count adult education GED students as dropouts in 1991-92. Of
these, six states believe that they can change this practice or somehow identify such transfers
and report them as dropouts: the District of Columbia, Hawaii, Minnesota, South Carolina,
Vermont, and West Virginia. Florida and Louisiana do not intend to change their reporting
practices. The issue is unresolved in California, and it is not known what Kentucky intends
to do.

Enforcing Cut-off Dates

The question of whether to remove a late returner (a student enrolling after October 1)
from the dropout rolls is confounded with the question of whether a state follows the October
1 reporting date, particularly whether it follows a July-June or October-September reporting
year.

In general, the states that collect dropout counts at the end of the school year will
continue to disagree with CCD reporting practices in two major ways. First, these states will
allow students who completed the previous school year to enroll after October 1 without
being counted as dropouts. Second, these states will consider students who did not complete
the previous school year, but who are enrolled on October 1 of the current school year, as
dropouts for the previous school year. States are also unwilling to change reporting dates at
the beginning of the school year to conform with the October 1 requirement. Some echo the
argument made by South Carolina, that reporting on the 46th day of the school year is
actually more uniform than setting a calendar date, because districts vary in when they open
schools. Others argue that their collection date is set by law or board policy, or that the date
is used for a number of other statistics, and that change would be difficult (and of
questionable value).

Summary of Possibie Changes

Under the most optimistic assumptions, the CCD dropout statistic would be fairly
consistent across states by the 1994-95 reporting year. All but two states (Montana and New
Hampshire) would be reporting an annual dropout count by that time, and all but three of the
reporting 49 would report dropouts broken out by sex and racial/ethnic status.

All reporting states would remove students from their dropout counts if these school
leavers re-enrolled by the end of the year in which they dropped out. Only seven states
would fail to remove from their reports dropouts who re-enrolled by October 1 of the
following school year. The number of these states possibly could be reduced by the growth
of individual student record systems that would make it possible to track students across
school years and school districts.
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A more pessimistic evaluation would still have 48 states reporting in the near future, _
with 47 of them providing the full detail requested. However, two states would still count
end-of-year returnees as dropouts and 18 would fail to remove October 1 returnees from their
dropout reports (the optimistic assessment above assumes that 11 of these 18 could make such
a change). One state would consider secondary program GED students as dropouts, while six
states would not consider students in adult education GED classes to be dropouts.
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Part 3. Analysis of 1991-92 Dropout Data

Although the dropout counts from the 43 states reporting district-level data for the
1991-92 school year did not consistently follow CCD standards, the information collected in
this first year is useful. This section explores the completeness of reporting from participating
states and the differences between adjusted and unadjusted dropout rates. A brief discussion
of the numbers and types of dropouts reported for 1991-92 concludes the section.

Standard and Nonstandard Data

The dropout data reported on the 1992-93 CCD Agency Universe for school year
1991-92 should have included two types of dropouts:

o Regular year dropouts, who were enrolled in 1991-92, dropped out during that
year, and were not enrolled on October 1, 1992; and

o Summer dropouts, who completed the 1990-91 school year but were not enrolled
on October 1, 1991.

Twenty-four states incorrectly counted as dropouts those students who returned by the
end of the 1991-92 scheol year, students who re-enrolled by October 1, 1992. An additional
five states attributed summer dropouts to the wrong year. These were the two departures
from the CCD definition judged most likely to have biased the size of the dropout count.'®
Because of this, NCES is publishing dropout counts and rates from only the 14 "standard"
states.

A small number of districts reported dropouts, but no students in membership. These
districts are omitted from the analyses, where appropriate. This omission accounts for some
differences in the total number of districts in some tables.

Computing Dropout Rates

Rates are the proportion of a given group that is dropouts. That is, a dropouc 1ate for
grade 8 is the number of grade 8 students dropping out divided by the grade 8 membership.
Membership is the count of students on the school's rolls on October 1 of the school year.
Unless otherwise noted, rates are based on October 1, 1991-92 membership alone.

Membership is based on the 1991-92 CCD School Universe. The grade-level
membership counts used in this analysis were reported on the CCD School Universe survey.
District membership counts were calculated by summing membership for the grade(s) of
interest across all schools associated with a district. The state membership totals shown in

19These are the major, but not the only, conditions affecting data comparability. Failing to enforce a cut-off date
close to October 1, and failing to count adult education GED transfers as dropouts would also bias the total count.
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this paper are the sum of the district totals thus computed, and may differ from the numbers
i the 1991-92 CCD State Aggregate report.

Ungraded students. The "ungraded” dropouts reported by the District of Columbia
were apportioned across grades 7 through 12. For all analyses except those comparing
different methods of computing the dropout rate, ungraded students were distributed across the
grade 7 through 12 membership counts in all districts reporting ungraded students. The
number of ungraded students in each district was prorated across all of the grades in the
district on the basis of the number of students in each grade.

Rates. School district dropout rates are the ratios of dropouts to membership for the
group of interest (example, grade 9). State dropout rates are based on state iutals for dropouts
and students in membership, and are not the average of district rates. Similarly, total rates for
a group of states are based on the sum of dropouts divided by the sum of membership, not
the average of the state rates.

Quality of the 1991-92 Data

The first year's dropout reports provided a valuable opportunity to explore several
potential threats to data quality. The first of these was completeness of reporting -- was there
internal evidence that school districts were systematically failing to report dropouts? The
second issue was the quantitative effect of failing to adhere to the CCD definition.

Comprehensiveness of Reporting

Only school districts enrolling students in one or more of grades 7 through 12 can
have dropouts. Across the 42 states and the District of Columbia reporting 1991-92 dropouts
at the school district level, a total of 12,109 districts reported students in membership in any
of grades 7 through 12 in 1991-92 (table 6). This group included 86 percent of the 14,169
school districts with any pupils in membership in these states during that year. All districts
included students in the potential dropout grades in the District of Columbia, Kansas,
Maryland and Nevada. The smallest proportions of districts with potential dropouts were
found in Vermont (39%), Maine (65%) and Massachusetts (66%).

Districts with no dropouts. A total of 3,259 of the 12,109 districts, or 27 percent, did
not report any 1991-92 dropouts. This figure included 3,097 districts reporting "0" dropouts
and 162 districts for which no numeric count was given -- the number of dropouts was left
blank or somehow coded as missing data. Because the number of districts with missing
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Tebls 8.~ ~Misaing mr:) cropaui coustis ameng diztricts with ey of gredes 7-12 1691982 school yoor (49 etaten reporing
distrist=

0

Gredo 7-12 Distilets Nen—
Non- Non- totw! Hgh wihany reporing
Totr! Potoniielly reporing  repeding Rogular memberehp grade  of gredes Ocr
districts _reporting _ misaing 0 distriots __ leus than 200 7or8 _ 9-12 missing

Tota! 14,68 12,109 162 8,097 3,002 2589 2012 02 1,438
Aleboma 180 129 0 4 S 0 0 129 4
Artzona 247 203 1 83 83 47 51 163 S
Arkances 340 822 0 74 23 7 0 820 7
Celifornia 1,087 78 0 6392 810 880 488 443 4
Colorado 193 17 0 o3 88 84 o} 170 83
Connsoticut 179 154 0 g2 82 25 28 12 4
Delawars 22 1@ 0 0 - 0 0 19 0
District ¢f Columbia 1 ] o 0 - 0 0 1 0
Florida 74 70 0 2 () 2 0 70 2
tdeho 114 148 8 ] 8 8 0 108 7
liflnols 1,050 o7 0 402 897 281 875 831 27
Indlana 828 801 10 0 - 0 0 300 )
lowa a7 405 1 7 77 €0 883 882 40
Kanasa 264 804 0 88 83 38 0 2038 58
Loulsiena Ial 70 4 0 - 0 v} 70 4
Meine 87 21 0 103 108 84 1 118 12
Marylend 24 24 0 0 - ] 0 24 1]
Messachusetis 423 288 0 42 7 23 3t 255 11
Michigan 6198 650 28 2 s2 17 0 328 84
Minnesola 510 831 D] 54 KAl B8 20 838 64
Mississipp! 162 157 Q 1 (1] 0 0 157 1
Missour 839 533 [+] 124 124 118 82 450 42
Nobraska 848 555 0 884 351 854 247 se8 117
Noveda 18 18 2 e - 0 0 17 1
Now Jorsay 620 488 (+] 247 247 174 203 ar2 89
Now Maxico 8 e2 4 18 18 12 0 92 17
North Carclina 135 181 0 2 0 0 0 131 2
North Dekota 17 244 0 183 180 1562 40 201 128
Ohlo 789 611 0 14 14 4 0 810 14
Oklahoma 568 558 0 ié8 168 163 114 437 84
Oregon 808 272 2 o7 o7 84 80 161 18
Pennaytvenia 6138 518 13 7 7 2 2 511 18
Fivedo latand k14 85 0 2 2 2 2 33 0
Scuth Caralina 108 &4 8 0 - 0 0 83 2
South Daltoln 218 187 0 (] 59 g2 10 178 58
Tonncesca 140 192 0 8 8 4 6 123 2
Toxas 1,048 1,024 0 202 202 169 51 072 151
Utah 47 40 0 4 4 2 0 40 4
Vermont 845 134 74 1 1 1 0 e5 8
Virginia 161 183 8 0 - 0 0 131 1
Waat Virginia &7 58 1 v - 0 0 88 1
Wisconsin T 428 10 i i c0 44 20 76
Wyoming &8 498 0 8 5] 8 1 47 5

—— Not applicelia.

SOURCE: U.8. Depsriment of Educction, Nationel Cewier for Edusciion Stxiatico, Common Coro of Data.
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dropout counts was considerably smaller than the number for which "0" dropouts were
reported, more attention was paid to these zero-dropout districts.

Districts reporiing 0 dropowts. 1t is possible that dropout codes of "M" for districts
that are unlikely to serve students directly reflect a reporting problem rather than truly missing
data. However, reports of 0 dropouts for regular school districts are positive statements that
- students were served, and none dropped out.

Thirty-one of the states reporting dropouts in 1991-92 had one or more regular school
districts that reported “0" dropouts. This ranged from a single regular school district in
Vermont to more than half of the regular districts with grade 7-12 students in California,
Nebraska, and North Dakota. '

Three plausible reasons for a district to report 0 dropouts could be explored readily
through other information on the CCD. These were school district type, size, and the grades
served (table 6).

School district fype. Some types of school districts. such as supervisory unions and
regional service agencies, are unlikely to provide direct services to students but may report
membership figures on the CCD that reflect students under their aegis who are served by
some other agency. Other types of agencies, such as state-operated residential schools, may
be unlikely te have students dropping out of school. Most of the districis ceporting "0"
dropouts were regular school districts; table 6 shows that 3,009 of the 3,097 districts with 0
dropouts were in this category."' However, none of the school districts with no dropouts in
Florida, Mississippi and North Carolina were regular school districts.

District size and drepouts. Small districts would be less likely to have dropouts than
larger districts. Some 2,399 of the 3,097 districts (77%) reporting no dropouts had a
cumulative membership of fewer than 200 students across grades 7 through 12, All of the
districts with no dropouts fell into this small size category in Florida, Idaho, Rhode Island,
Vermont and Wyoming. The greatest numbers of these small districts were found in
California (350 of the 539 districts), Illinois (261 of 402), Nebraska (354 of 364), New Jersey
(174 of 247), North Dakota (152 of 166), Oklahoma (163 of 168), and Texas (169 of 202).

Grade span and dropowuts. Table 6 shows that a total of 2,019 districts reporting no
dropouts (65%) ended with grade 7 or 8. More than half the districts reporting no dropouts
were in this category in Arizona, California, Connecticut, Illinois, Maine, Massachusetts,
Missouri, Nebraska, New Jersey, Oklahoma, Oregon, Rhode Island, and Tennessee.

Idaho, Michigan and Nevada had reported that they excluded dropouts for grades 7
and 8 from the CCD. Among states that did not explicitly exclude grade 7 and 8 dropouts,
the lack of dropouts from districts ending in these grades could have been related to one of
two reasons. The first is that dropout rates are much lower in grades 7 and 8, in which
stadents are likely to be younger than the age at which state law allows them to leave school.

"This includes the CCD categories of Type 1 (local school district) and Type 2 (local school district component
of a supervisory union).
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The second possible cause is that districts may not have reported these younger school leavers
as dropouts, considering them instead as truancy problems even in states that do not mandate
this classification. Regardless of whether these -- or other - factors were in operation, the
analysis suggests that any under-reporting that took place was most likely to have biased the
statistics for grades 7 and 8. '

Completeness of grade 9-12 daa The most familiar event dropout rate is that which
includes grades 9 through 12, the high school years. As table 6 illustrates, there were 9,802
districts that included any of these grades. Of thess, 1,133 (12%) reperted no dropouts. The
number of grade 9-12 districts reporting 0 dropouts reporied ranged from no cases in
Delaware, the District of Columbia, Maryland, and Rhode Island to more than 100 districts in
Nebraska, North Dakota, and Texas.

Effects of Summer snd October 1 Misallocations

Dropout data were not considered acceptable if states allocated summer dropouts to the
wrong school year and grade, or retained October 1 returnees ("recaptured” students) in the
dropout count. Although the 1991-92 dropout coilection did not collect information to test
the effects of these discrepancies, the 1989 field test of the dropout collection had collected
separate counts of regular year and summer dropouts. This gave grade specific estimates of
the proportion of dropouts who left during the summer.

Misallocating summer dropowts. The field test did not use a representative sample of
school districts, but its findings can give a rough idea of how much dropout rates could be
distorted by attributing summer dropouts to the wrong grade. The estimates shown below are
based on the 1991-92 dropout rates for the 14 states that reported accepteble dropout data.
Remember that if summer dropouts were attributed fo the wrong year, only those who were
promoted and failed to re-enroll would be attributed to the wrong grade: a student who did
not return after failing the ninth grade in 1991-92 would still be counted as & ninth grade
dropout, albeit for the wrong year. When dropouts are astributed to the wrong grade, the
appropriate grade loses a portion of its summer dropouts to the previous grade and picks up a
portion of the summer dropouts from the next grade. Using the field test findings on the
propottion of dropouts who left in the summer, the estimates show what would happen if 100
percent or 50 percent of the summer dropouts were accounted to the prior grade.?

113e4 Appendix C for caloulations of the offects of misalocating summer dropouts end October recaptures. The
dsnominators for these calculations did not include ungraded students, and may therefore differ slightly from rates
ghown elsowhere.
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Table 7.—Effeot of attributing 0, 50 or 100 percent of summer dropouts to

the wrong grade
Summer dropouts attributed to prior grade:
Dropout rate by grade None 50 percent 100 percent
Grade 7 011 011 011
Grade 8 0135 017 021
Grade 9 048 046 .045
Grade 10 .058 .058 057
Grade 11 .058 .061 .063
Grade 12 051 045 040

Failing ¢o vecapture October 1 returices. Anecdotal reports from some states and
school districts suggested that up to 25 percent of the students leaving school during the
regular school year re-enroll in the subsequent fall. This proportion was used to estimate the
effects of failing to remove October 1 re-enrollees from the dropout count. ‘To estimate the
effect of counting October 1 returnees as dropouts, the expected proportion of regular year
dropouts (that is, excluding the estimated summer dropouts) was divided by 0.75 for each
grade. The figures shown below are again based on 1991-92 dropout rates among properly

reporting states, without prorating ungraded membership, and inflate the proportion of regular
school year dropouts.

Table 8.--Effect of failing to remove October recaptures
(estimated at 25 percent) from dropout count

October 1 returners counted as

dropouts:
Dropout rate by grade: None 25 percent
Grade 7 011 013
Grade 8 015 018
Grade 9 048 .060
Grade 10 .058 075
Grade 11 058 075
Grade 12 051 064

Adjusted and Unadjusted Rates

A dropout rate based on a single October 1 membership report does not take into
account the fact that students can move from school to school during the year. Dropouts are
attributed to the last school district in which they were enrolled, which may not be the school
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district in whose membership count (and dropout denominator) they appear. A technically
perfect dropout rate would report both dropouts and students in membership in something like
“full time equivalents” -- with a student who enrolls in mid-year counting as one-half of a
student in the district's membership, and a dropout who spent three months in one district and
six months in another shown as one-third and two-thirds of a dropout in the respective
districts.

This degree of precision is beyond the scope of the CCD. NCES proposed an
alternate rate, however, that adjusted somewhat for net loss or gain in student membership
through transfers into or out of the district. This rate was based on the average of
membership across two grades from one year to the next. In a sense, the rate treated a grade
as a cohort of students over time, averaging the grade 7 membership in October 1991 with
grade 8 membership in 1992. This "adjusted" rate would not be as accurate as one
apportioning students and dropouts over all of the districts in which they enrolled, but it was
feasible to implement with CCD data.”

The major problem in using the adjusted rate is the requirement that the district
include both the grade of interest and the subsequent grade. For example,in a district ending
with grade 8 it is possible to calculate an adjusted rate for grade 7, but not for grade 8.

Grade 12, in the absence of additional information, must rely on an estimate to produce the
adjusted rate since it is not known how many of last year's grade 12 students are repeating the
grade this year, and should logically be added to the number of graduates to create the "next
year" membership for grade 12.

Because there was an anticipated trade-off between the added precision and the
logistical difficulties in using the adjusted dropout rate, it was compared with the unadjusted
rate (that is, based on a single October 1 membership count) in this first year of the dropout
collection. All 43 states reporting district level data were included in these analyses.'*

Cemparing Adjusted and Unadjusted Rates

Table 9 shows the ratio of unadjusted to adjusted dropout rates by state, for all
districts and for four categories of grade 9 through 12 membership size in 1991-92. This
includes all of the districts with any of grades 9 through 12, and the analysis was limited to
grades to these grades because reporting was generally more complete for them.” A ratio
greater than 1.0 indicates that thr. unadjusted rate is the larger of the two.

BSee Appendix C for more discussion of how rates were calculated.
“The differences between standard and nonstandard states were not expected to systematically bias one rate or
the other. And, because of time constraints in data processing, the rate comparisons used membership counts that

excluded ungraded students.

A total of 8,614 districts included some of grades 9 through 12; 29 of those were excluded from this analysis
because they were missing a membership count for 1991-92 or 1992-93.
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Tnbhb-—l!m»uddubhmdnmmﬁodumclu*dbnw&wmu by membershlp size category, grades 0—12 combinad,
diziricts with mambaerehip: 1601 -ozeammmm:mgmu-wwgm data)

Disirict membership range

Memberahip Mambershlp Munbcnhlp Hombesship greater than
All distriots tssg than 100 100499 or equal to 1,000
. Averago Average Avarage Amqo Average
Numbae ratio Number ratio Number ratio Numbar ratio Number tatlo
Number of ciatricts

and average raiio 8,520 1.022 n7 1.030 3,825 1.020 1,070 1.017 2077 1017
Alabama 124 1.014 —— - 17 1.017 83 1.011 B84 1018
Arizona 100 1.001 6 1.080 42 1.00¢4 22 1.081 30 1.102
Nkancge o1 1.085 62 1.322 178 1.042 20 1014 22 0504
Calfornia 401 1.068 16 1.049 es 1.004 74 1018 248 1.003
Coloradio 140 1.082 33 1.057 63 1.020 17 1.022 27 1.038
Connecticut 121 1.020 2 1.492 24 1.024 42 1.018 33 1023
Dalavare 19 1004 - - 2 0080 ) 1.002 8 1.069
Dietrict of Columbia 1 1.082 - - —— ——— - - 1 1.082
Florida e7 0.823 - - 7 00357 10 0.628 80 0000
idako 89 103 19 1.040 45 1.083 19 1.059 18 1.104
ttnole 803 1.025 33 1.043 201 1.019 78 1.028 101 1.033
Indiena 21 1021 - - 127 1.019 e5 1.024 @@ 1021
fowm 317 1.023 18 1.031 248 1.021 29 1.022 a2 1034
Kanees 249 1024 42 1.020 159 1.021 20 1.038 16 1040
Loukiana 69 0978 | - - 4 0.985 16 0873 48 0977
Maine 103 1.01 3 1017 57 1.007 39 1.013 -] 1.028
Maryland 23 1.021 --— -— - - 2 1.022 22 1020
Massachuzsiis %4 1.008 - - 72 1.009 103 1.007 84 1010
Mickigan 492 1.02 1" 1.082 224 1.020 154 1.021 103 1013
Minnesoln 22 1.038 18 1.1 1680 1.030 93 1028 44 1.044
Mlaskalppl 165 1.008 2 1.041 85 1012 [=2] 1.001 30 10603
Blissowri 408 .03 63 1020 231 1.028 &7 1.038 82 1040
Nebrasia 181 1.0256 2] 1.027 o7 1.022 14 1.033 " 1.023
Nevada 16 1.051 1 1112 ] 1.043 3 1.043 (] 1082
New Jersay 220 1.019 - - 48 1.022 o1 1.021 20 1017
New Mexico 78 1.042 12 1018 30 1.049 14 1.039 19 1046
North Cerolina 129 1.007 - - 1 1.000 a2 0905 83 1.018
North Dekota 74 1.028 31 1.044 33 1.018 4 1.011 8 1.018
Ohlo 801 1010 2 1.028 270 1.018 103 1.017 124 1.02¢
Oidahoma 371 1.020 22 1.046 222 1.024 3 1.022 23 ".020
Cregon 160 1.034 21 1.025 68 1.028 32 1.040 39 1.049
Pennsyivenia 403 1.01 1 0.683 180 1.009 210 1.003 122 1.012
Rhods lsland 32 1.018 1 1.047 3 0.897 18 1.018 10 1.021
South Caroling o 0.978 - - b2 0.085 23 0.072 47 0877
South Dakota 108 1019 40 1.022 &3 1.020 4 1.022 4 0.033
Tennczood 118 1.032 - - 23 1.020 31 1.028 es 1.040
Toxas 812 1.004 104 1018 412 1.003 124 1.0065 172 0083
Ulah B8 1.016 - - 8 1.010 8 1.016 2 1.019
Vermont 89 1.025 5 1.020 B 1.020 15 1.031 3 1.048
Vigina 130 1.022 — - 31 1.031 a5 1018 64 1021
West Virginia 85 1.016 - - 9 1.017 14 1.017 32 1018
Wizconsin 302 1013 10 1.025 178 1.011 @3 1.012 48 1.016
Wyoming 42 1.043 1 1.070 24 1.044 10 1.043 7 1.048

~— Data ngtavaitablo.

SQURCE: U.8. Deportmant of Education, National Conter for Education Statistics, Commeon Coro of Data.

BEST COPY AVAILABLE
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In theory, the unadjusted rate should be smaller than the adjusted rate (a ratio of less
than 1.0) in states that experienced a net gain in students between 1991 and 1992. In
actuality, ratios of less than 1.0 predominated in only three states: Florida, Louisiana, and
South Carolina.

Across all districts and states, the unadjusted rate produced dropout rates about 0.02
higher than the adjusted rate. Put into percentages, an adjusted dropout rate of 5.0 percent
would be matched by an unadjusted rate of 5.1 percent. However, the difference is higher in
the smallest school districts, where the unadjusted rate may be almost half again (Connecticut)
or one-third again (Arkansas) the size of the adjusted rate. Some reasons for this are that
percentages in very small districts can be greatly influenced by changes of only a few
students, while some districts may have reconfigured their grade distributions between 1991

. and 1992. It appears also that some districts represented alternative programs for students at

risk of dropping from school, with open enrollment practices that make an October 1
membership count almost meaningless.

Districts with rate differences. If the overall differences between the two methods of
calculating dropout rate were small, there could still be substantial numbers of individual
districts for which the methods produced greatly disparate rates. Table 10 outlines the extent
of difference between the two rates (adjusted and nonadjusted for grades 9-12), by state. The
table shows the number of districts in each state for which the absolute difference between the
two rates was 0.005. A difference of 0.005 (3.1 percent versus 3.6 or 2.6 percent, for
example) was considered questionably large.

A total of 8,648 districts including all of grades 9-12 reported one or more dropouts.
Among these, 569 districts (7%) had differences of 0.005 or more between the adjusted and
unadjusted rates. (None of these had a difference as great as .01.) In all but 14 cases, the
unadjusted rate was larger. The only states without any districts exhibiting a difference of .05
or more between the two rates were Delaware, Louisiana, Utah and West Virginia.

A sample of the districts with differences of .005 or more between the adjusted and
unadjusted rates were examined, and all appeared to fall within one of several conditions. In
the first condition, the unadjusted rate was higher than the adjusted rate when a large
proportion of students (10 percent or more) dropped out. For example, "District A" reported
55 dropouts from grades 9 through 12 in 1991-92; a 1991-92 membership of 274 students,
and a 1992-93 membership of 243. The second condition was that in which a district's
membership size changed considerably. In "District B" the membership declined from 902 to
24 students across those two years. It is not possible to determine from the data which
districts show reporting errors. However, some district names suggest that they are alternative
education agencies, for which high dropout rates and varying year-to-year enrollments could
be expected.

Districts with High Grade Below 12

Of the 12,109 districts including any of grades 7 through 12, a total of 2,350 (19%)
ended in some grade below 12. The greatest number of such districts ended in grade 8. As
table 11 shows, it would not be possible to compute an adjusted dropout rate for grade 7 in
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Teble 10.— ~Number of districts including grades 9-12
vith abzoluts differsnce of 0.005 or
greatsr betwoen adjusted and unsdjusted
dropout ratee: 1991-92 school ysar
(g:’m reporting district—level dropout
d

Rate differsnca s 0.005 t0 0.003

Unadjusied Unadjusted
0.003 and 0.005 and

gresater then less than
adjustad adjusted

Tota! 219

Alehame 0
Arizona 3
Arkensas 89
Celliomia 11
Celorado ]

Connecticut
Dolawaro

District of Columbia
Forida

Idaho

00000 ONOOD N

-

ilinols
Indlana
lowa
Kansas
Loukslana

Malno
Marytand
Massachusotiis
Michigen
Minnesotia

-l
H G20 ONNO S RO0O0CW

Mieslseippi
Missourl
Nabraska
Naveda
Naw Jeraoy

New Mexico
North Carolina
North Delioda
Ohlo
Oklahoma

00000 ©CO0O0O0O0 [-N-R-N-N-]

MDRENMD® ~NO W o =

-l
00000

Crogon
Pennsytvania
Rhode lsland
South Carolina
South Dakota

NO W~

Tonnesses
Toxas
Uteh
Veormont
Virginla

00000 ©CO0O0O0O00

[-N-N-N. X/

Weat Virginla
Wisconain
Wyoming

- - O
[~ -N-

S8OURCE: U.8. Dopartment of Education, Natlonal
Contor for Education Statistico, Common Coro of Data.
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Teblo 11.~~Number of districts Including any of gradea 7—12 by highest grade for which membership s

reported: 1891-92 school year (43 states reporting district—leve! dropout data)
Number of districts
High High High Kigh High High
grado grado gredo gredo grede grado
Totel 7 8 -} 10 1 12

Totnl 12,019 68 2,211 22 6 156 9,759
Alsbama 129 0 0 0 0 ] 128
Arizona 203 0 100 2 0 0 101
Arkanses 822 0 2 0 0 1 3819
California 878 8 527 0 2 5 438
Colorado 179 0 0 0 0 0 179
Connecticut 154 0 29 1 0 0 124
Delaware 19 0 0 0 0 0 19
District of Columbla 1 0 0 0 0 0 1
Florida 70 0 0 0 0 0 70
Ideho 113 2 5 0 0 0 106
lilinols 837 0 408 0 1 0 530
Indlana 301 0 1 0 0 2 208
fowa 405 0 43 0 0 0 832
Kansan 3804 0 1 1 0 0 802
Louislana 70 0 0 0 1] 0 70
Maino 211 4 89 1 0 0 117
Maryland 24 0 0 0 0 0 24
Massechusetis 288 0 3 0 0 0 255
Michigan 8§50 4 20 0 0 1 525
Minnesota 361 0 23 8 1 1 328
Misalsalppl 157 0 0 1 0 0 1586
Missourl 5636 0 &8 0 0 1 449
Nebraska 655 62 185 0 0 2 308
Ngvada 18 0 1 0 0 0 17
Now Jersey 498 o 226 1 1 0 270
Now Moxdeo 92 0 0 0 0 0 92
North Carcling 181 0 0 0 0 1] 181
North Dalota 241 6 34 0 0 0 201
Ohlo 611 1 0 0 0 0 610
Oklachoma 558 1 120 2 0 0 435
Oregon 272 4 87 0 1 0 180
Pennaylvania 513 1 1 0 0 0 511
Rhedo lsland 35 0 2 0 0 0 83
South Carclina 94 0 1 0 0 0 83
South Dakota 187 1 18 0 0 0 173
Tenneasco 132 0 9 4 0 0 119
Toxes 1024 0 52 1 e 2 969
Utah 40 0 0 0. 0 0 40
Vermont 134 1 68 0 0 0 65
Virginia 133 1 1 0 0 0 131
West Virginia 58 0 0 0 0 0 56
Wisconsin 426 0 48 0 0 0 380
Wyoming 49 0 2 0 0 0 47

SOURCE: U.S. Dopartment of Education, National Contter for Education Statistics, Common Cora of Data.
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96 districts; for grade 8 in 2,211 districts; grade 9 in 22 districts; grade 10 in 6 districts; and
grade 11 in 15 districts. Relatively few students drop out of grades 7 and 8, so these
conditions would not limit the use of the adjusted dropout rate as much as the numbers imply.
However, the difficulties are not evenly distributed across states: in Arizona, California,
Illinois, Maine, New Jersey, and Vermont almost half of the school districts would not be
able to use an adjusted dropout rate for every grade.
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PART 4. 1991-92 SCHOOL YEAR DRCOPOUTS

Table 12 reports the number and unadjusted rates of dropouts for the 1991-92 schoot
year. Across the 14 states that treated October 1 returnees and summer dropouts in agreeméat
with the CCD standard, a total of 216,400 students dropped out of grades 9 through 12. The
highest dropout rates across the high school grades were in Arizona (11.1%) and the District

of Columbia (11.5%), while the lowest rates were in Massachusetts (3.2%) and Penasylvania
(3.7%).

Dropout rates varied by grade. The lowest rate was in grade 7 (less than 1 percent in
8 of the 14 states), increasing somewhat in grade 8 (6 states with rates below 1 percent) and
climbing in grade 9 (the lowest state rate is 2.3 percent). In grade 10, some 10 states report

dropout rates of 5 percent or more. This was true for 11 states in grade 11 and 8 states in
grade 12.

Male and fernale dropouts. Among the 40 states reporting detail about dropouts, 56
percent of the grade 9 through 12 dropouts were male and 44 percent were female (table 13).
These proportions were similar across the states with Arkansas as an outlier with 68 percent
of its dropouts being male.

Racial/ethnic group rates. Table 13 displays the numbers of students in five
racial/ethnic groups dropping out of grades 9 through 12 as a whole. Note that the rates
shown are the proportion of dropouts comprised by a single group, not the proportion of that
group who are dropouts. For example, 0.3 percent of Alabama's grade 9-12 dropouts were
American Indians, 0.4 percent were Asian/Pacific Islanders, 61.2 percent were black, not
Hispanic, and so on. Within the 40 states providing detail, 1.8 percent of the grade 9-12
dropouts were American Indians or Alaskan natives; 2.4 percent were Asians/Pacific
Islanders; 23.8 percent were black, not Hispanic; 21.2 percent were Hispanic; and 50.8
percent were white, not Hispanic.
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Teble 13.— —-Sex and reclal/athnic status of combined grade 8—12 dropouts reported s percent of all
dropouts: 1891 —92 school year (40 states reporting detalied district—lovel dropout data)

-

Grade 9—12 dropouts, percent who ware:
American
Indran/ Black, Whits,
Alagan Aslan not not
Male Femeala neidve Pacific  Hispan Hispanic  Hispanic -

Total 86.1 439 1.8 24 23.8 21.2 §0.8
Alabema §6.7 433 0.3 04 61.2 0.3 37.8
Arizona 54.5 45.5 11.6 1.3 5.4 354 46.3
Arkanses 68.2 31.8 0.3 0.7 31.6 0.7 88.7
California 54.6 454 10 741 18.7 50.7 274
Colorado 55.3 44.7 1.9 2.9 9.2 30.5 55.86
Connecticut 55.1 449 0.2 1.9 214 25,8 50.8
Delawere 577 42.3 0.3 1.6 40.3 55 52.3
District of Columbla 51.3 48,7 0.1 1.5 1.4 57 138
Flotida 689 414 0.2 08 83.1 166 49.2
llinols 554 44.6 0.2 1.5 7.2 188 42.5
Indlana £6.0 "44.0 0.2 0.2 16.1 2.8 80.7
lowa 54.9 45.1 1.0 28 8.5 3.0 84.8
Kansags 56.0 44.0 18 1.7 128 8.1 74.8
Loulslana 54.1 45.9 08 1.6 68.9 18 873
Mealno 56.2 43.8 07 14 0.8 0.1 6.9
Maryland 57.2 428 0.2 1.4 £5.8 24 40.2
Maasechusetis 57.0 43.0 03 3.8 14.7 19.7 81.5
Minnasota 564 43.6 59 4.2 185 4.0 72.4
Misalssippl 57.7 423 0.6 05 55.1 0.1 437
Miasgouri 55,7 4.3 0.2 0.8 24.3 0.8 73.9
Nebraska 548 45.2 3.8 2.0 0.9 74 76.9
Nevada 52.8 47.2 27 3.6 114 183 64.3
New Jorasy 554 448 0.5 2.5 31.1 25.1 40.8
Now Maxico 53.8 46.2 121 0.9 27 50.5 338
North Carclina 57.7 423 3.2 0.5 856.1 0.8 59.3
North Dakota 39.4 40.8 35.1 1.0 0.3 1.8 61.9
OChlo 59.2 40.8 0.2 0.6 175 2.3 79.4
Oklehoma 533 48.7 120 o.e 104 4.2 729
Oregon 54.8 45.2 28 2.2 47 8.8 81.5
Penngylvania 56.1 43.9 0.2 1.6 81.7 78 58.7
Rhodo Island €0.6 89.4 0.1 27 9.7 15.4 721
South Carolina 60.2 39.8 0.3 0.1 46.8 0.4 524
South Dakota 53.8 46.4 45,1 03 0.9 1.1 52.6
Tenncssco 57.7 423 0.1 0.5 227 0.3 76.4
Texes 54.8 45.2 0.2 1.6 17.6 46.4 - 84.2
Ueh 55.1 449 34 1.8 10 116 82.2
Virginla 58.9 414 0.4 2.5 35.8 4.3 §8.9
West Virginia 56.2 43.8 0.1 0.1 84 0.1 83.2
Wisconsin 59.3 40.7 241 13 329 7.3 58.4
Wyoming 55.8 4.7 7.3 0.5 1.6 12.3 784

SOURCE: U.S. Department of Education, National Conter for Education Statistica, Common Coro of Data.
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PART 5. RECOMMENDATIONS

The first year's dropout data are not completely comparable from state to state, but
they do provide an important statistic and they reflect the work of many states to support a
nationally uniform count. NCES will report data for those states that adhered to the CCD
definition and reporting standards.

Steps Toward Future Collections

All but two or three states are expected to participate in the CCD dropout collection
by 1994-95. In anticipation of this, NCES will consider the following activities:

1. Establish a task force of states to determine how consistency can be
achieved in reporting end-of-year and October 1 re-enrolling students
(systemic biases). Particular attention should be paid to the role of
individual student record systems, which can allow data to be recorded in a g
variety of ways while still producing reports consistent with the CCD. The i
problem of record systems that do not allow student information to be
continued across school years should also be examined.

2. Continue to work with states to achieve consistency in the year and grade
to which summer dropouts are attributed, how adult and secondary
education GED students are categorized, whether 12th grade completers
who do not graduate are dropouts, and how cut-off dates are implement-d.
These are considered "superficial" biases because their correction should not
require systemic changes in a state's reporting system.

3. Poll states to determine the impact of counting students who move to adult R
education GED programs as transfers if the district tracks these students for the

remainder of the school year, and reports those who drop out of the GED program
in this time as dropouts.

4. Collect information from states that use individual record systems or have
some other means of providing detailed student information that can
quantify the effects of the systemic and superficial biases described above.
It may be possible to impute or statistically adjust nonstandard counts.

5. Report dropouts using an unadjusted rate. The differences between the adjusted
and unadjusted rates do not outweigh the difficulties of the adjusted rate,
particularly the problem of not being able to use it for all grades or for all districts.
" The unadjusted rate is simple to calculate and easy to explain. %

Although this report has focused on differences among state reporting practices, and
difficulties in adopting the standard CCD definition, the accomplishments of this first year ‘
should not be overlooked. More than 9,000 school districts in 43 states put in place and ;
reported a complex dropout statistic, one that enforced precise rules for determining whether a
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student was to be ccunted as a dropout and required tracking students across school districts
and school years. Almost all states anticipate that they will be reporting in agreement with

the standard definition by the 1994-95 school year. There is high likelihood that this valuable
statistic will be available to guide policy in the near future.
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APPENDIX A. DROPOUT TASK FORCE REPORT
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RECOMMENDATIONS OF DROPOUT STATISTIC REVIEW TASK FORCE

Report to the National Forum on Education Statistics

July 26, 1993
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Committee Charge

Review the NCES dropout formula and report to the Forum on this subject at the July
26-28 meeting.

Background

At the January 1993 meeting of the National Forum on Education Statistics, Caryn
Shoemaker of the Arizona Department of Education presented a paper raising various
concerns about the dropout statistic proposed for use by NCES. In response, the Forum
approved a resolution calling upon the Steering Committee to establish a Task Force on this
issue which would report to the Forum at its July 26-28, 1993 meeting.

The Dropout Statistic Review Task Force was established with representatives from
ten states, the District of Columbia, and NCES. Judy Burnes of Colorado served as chair for
the group. In addition, NCES contracted with Glynn Ligon of Evaluation Software Publishing,
Inc. to conduct analyses and simulations of proposed solutions to the problems identified.

The Dropout Task Force met for the first time in Atlanta on /.pril i$-17, 1993. At this
meeting, issues and problems were discussed and a proposal developed to analyze three
alternative definitions of dropouts (formula numerator) and six alte native definitions of the
membership base (formula denominator). At its second meeting in Washington D.C. on June

28-29, 1993, the Task Force reviewed the resulis of Dr. Ligon's work and developed the
following recommendations regarding the dropout statistic.

Recommendations

Numerator. The Task Force recommends that the following definition be used as the
numerator for the dropout formula.

A dropout is an individual who:
' (1) (a) Wes enrolied at the end of the previous school term, (e.g., 1990-91) or
(b) Wes enrolled at any time during the current school term (e.g. 1991-92);
(2) Was not enrclled on October I of the following school term (e.g. October It 1992);

(3) Has nct graduated from high school or completed a state or district-approved
educational program; and

(4) Does not meet any of the following exclusionary conditions:

(a) Transfer to another public school districts private school, or state- or
district-approved education program,
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(b) Temporary absence due to suspension or school approved illness, or

(¢) Death.

Both the current NCES definition and the proposed definition allow the current year
dropout count to be adjusted to exclude or delete students who returned and who are in school
the following October. The proposed definition differs from the current NCES definition in
only one respect: it allows the October adjustment for both students who drop out during the
summer preceding the current school year (summer dropouts) and for students who drop out
during the current school term (school year dropouts). In the original NCES definition, the
following October adjustment was allowed only for students who drop out during the current
school year; it was not allowed for students who drop out during the summer preceding the
current school year. (This distinction was made by NCES in order to prevent the possibility of
a student missing an entire year and still not being called a dropout because he/she retuned
the following October.)

The major arguments in support of the Task Force proposal are:

o The proposal allows for the retrieval of both summer and school year dropouts;
i.e., it treats all dropouts the same way. Task Force members felt that this would
reduce data burden.

o It continues the October adjustment process. (For states that have already
implemented the NCES system, eliminating the adjustment process would result in
increased dropout rates which would create political problems in the state.)

« Tt allows time for record transfer requests to clear before a student is declared a
dropout.

= It does not call a student a dropout who has returned to school the following
October 1.

Denominator. The Task Force recommends that the following definition be used as
the denominator for the dropout formula.

NCES should base the CCD dropout rate on the October 1, Fall 1 membership
count for now; and should add to CCD the capacity to separate “no shows"
(students who fail to envoli at the beginning of the curvent year tern) from
regular term diopouts in order to include in the membership base those students
expected to enroll who failed to do go.

The proposed definition differs substantially from the current NCES definition in that
it makes no attempt to adjust for increasing and decreasing enrollment or migration. The
Task Force recommends that NCES add the capacity to separate summer and regular year
dropouts at the next redesign of the CCD.
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The major arguments in support of the Task Force proposal are:

s The October 1 membership count is comparable among states and contains a
minimum amount of duplication between reporting entities.

o The data for the membership base are already a part of the CCD system.
o This count is easy to explain to the public.

» None of the currently available alternatives adequately adjusts for the impact of
various types of mobility.

Impact of student movement on dropout yates

The Task Force spent a considerable amount of time discussing the impact of student
movement on dropout rates. Three types of mobility were identified: (1) long-term increasing
and decreasing enrollment; (2) children from migrant families, whose mobility is reasonably
predictable from year to year; and (3) other mobility, including that created by choice
programs and the (largely urban) mobility or moving around that some referred to as
*Brownian motion®. The impact of this mobility is to inflate or defiate dropout rates in a way
that depends upon the specific characteristics of each particular situation. For example,
dropout rates may be significantly inflated in high mobility situations where there are students
counted (in the numerator) as dropouts who are not represented in membership (in the
denominator).

After examining several alternative methods for addressing mobility using existing
data, the Task Force finally decided that none of them was really adequate to deal with this
problem. In attempting to adjust for one aspect of a situation, each alternative formula
created problems for another situation. For example, some of the formulas attempt to deal
with mobility by adding the dropouts back into the denominator. While this approach may
help in some situations, it will also create distortion in other situations because some students
will be counted more than once in the denominator. The Task Force also considered using a
cumulative enrollment count approach, which may provide the best method for dealing with
mobility problems. However, for several states, this approach would impose a large increase
in data burden. Therefore, this approach was not considered politically realistic at this time.

After considerable debate, the Task Force finally decided that no for nula that relies on
available data provides an adequate adjustment for mobility. Therefore, the Task Force
recommendation is to use the fall membership count as the membership base for the
denominator.
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Other Recommendations

1. Reporting 1991-92 Dropout Data. There was considerable confusicn about the October
adjustment aspect of the NCES dropout definition during the 1991-92 reporting period.
Therefore, the 1991-92 data will not be comparable by state.

The Task Force recommends ¢hat ali published 1991-92 data bz footnoted to indicate
which states have provided data according to the definition.

2. Imstructions.

The Task Force recommends that the Dropout Stafistic Collector’s Handbook be updated -
to include a clear definition and examples of the dropout definition and clarification of the
membership base to be used in calculating the dropout rate.

3. The Future.

The Task Force recommends that, in the next CCD redesign, the inclusion of the dropout
stafistic be reconsidered in light of issues of accuracy, burden, ability to deal with
mobility problems, and usefulness of the data.

The Task Force discussed whether the dropout statistic should be included in the CCD,
particularly in light of the shift in standards-based education from grade-based systems to
performance-based systems, the increasing use of year-round schools, problems created by
retention in grade, problems of obtaining out of state records requests, and the use of various
high school completion criteria and certificates/diplomas.

Response to Dropout Statistic Review Task Force Recommendations

In July, 1993 the Dropout Statistic Review Task Force presented a thoughtful set of
recommendations about the CCD definition to the National Forum on Education Statistics.
This report was accepted and passed on to NCES. The preceding section illustrates that
Center has acted on several of these, and is considering others.

Unadjusted rates. The Task Force recommended that NCES compute a dropout rate
using the October membership count of the dropout year as a denominator. The argument
was that & completely unadjusted rate would be easier to explain than the proposed
adjustment (the average of October membership counts over the dropout year and the
reporting year, plus the dropouts), which could not compensate entirely for the effects of
student mobility.

NCES compared the rates for the first year's dropout data As the rates did not differ
substantially, only the unadjusted rate will be published in the future.
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Two summers. The CCD dropout definition counts students who fail to enroll by
October 1 as dropouts. This allows a student 365 days in which to drop out -- from October
1 through the following September 30. The Dropout Statistic Review Task Force
recommended that an additional summer be added to this 365 days, so that a student who
drops out during this first summer has until Octeber of the following year -- operationally,
366 days -- to return.

The change would equalize somewhat the opportunity to recapture summer versus
regular year dropouts: in the current definition, those who drop out one day before October 1
are just as much dropouts as those who drop out 360 days earlier. However, there are three
problems in the proposed change. The first difficulty is concemn that the dropout statistic
would be taken less seriously if a student were able to miss an entire year of school without
being counted as a dropout; for example, completing the 1990-91 year and not re-enrolling
until the fall of 1992. The second problem is that the current CCD dropout count is tied to
the membership count: both are conducted annually, and give a once-every-365-days
observation. If the dropout determination took into account two summers, the reporting
periods for dropouts and students in membership would not be the same. Finally, it is likely
that tracking students over four reporting periods would be more difficult than following them
across three years, and could introduce additional reporting error.

Because of these problems, NCES will not change the dropout statistic's collection
year, but will retain the October 1 -- September 30 year.

Separating sumumer dropouts. The Task Force recommended that NCES add to the
CCD the capacity to report students who drop out during the school year separately from
those who complete a year and fail to re-enroll in the next year. Thus it would be possible to
add these "no show" students to the membership for the year in which they were expected.

This change would ensure that students who complete a year of school but do not
enroll again the following year were considered in the denominator for the year in which they
appeared as dropouts. However, separate summer and regular school year reporting are not
an option under the existing CCD system, and would double the amount of information
districts are asked to report. More and more states are adopting individual student record
systems from which statistical data can be abstracted for reporting purpeses. NCES
encourages the development of these individual record systems and the automation of state
record keeping and reporting procedures. As such systems are established, it will be possible
to separate summer from regular year dropouts with little additional reporting burden on states
and school districts.

Footnoting 1991-92 differences. The Task Force recommended that NCES published
reports footnote state differences in applying the dropout definition, particularly in the
treatment of October re-enrollments. NCES agrees that this is an important distinction, and
reported only those states that followed the CCD standard in treating summer dropouts and
end of year or next year returnees.

Instructions. As recommended by the Task Force, NCES updated the instructions
included in the Dropout Statistic Collector's Handbook, soliciting comment from the CCD or
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dropout coordinator in every state. These were made available to SEAs for distribution in
March, 1994.

Future decisions. The Task Force questioned whether the dropout statistic would be
relevent in the future, as trends develop toward more year-round schools and standards-based
rather than grade-based systems. The Task Force also questioned whether problems such as
tracking out-of-state transcript requests, students who were retained in grade, and the variety
of high school completion credentials in different states would make the statistic more
difficult to collect than it is worth.

State varticipation in the dropout statistic does not suggest at this time that the statistic
is of little value or too difficult to collect. However, the factors of usefulness, feasibility and
burden will be considered in future approvals of the CCD.
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APPENDIX B. DROPOUT REPORTING INTERVIEW (QUESTIONS
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State Date(s)
Caller

State 1991-92 Dropout Statistic Telephone Interviews

Thank you for efforts to report dropout data on this year's CCD. It's a new and important
statistic; we want to be sure we can document the uniformity of the count across states. This
phone call is to confirm the data you reported, and the procedures that were used to define
and report dropouts.

© Do you want to refer me to someone else in your agency for dropout reporting
information?

name phone
@ I have seven general questions about how your state decided which students would be
reported as dropouts. In some cases I will ask you to confirm information you gave earlier,
so please be patient.

1) Your 1992-93 CCD agency survey did not report:

Is there a law or policy prohibiting you from reporting this detail?

Y _ N Why missing?

2) Do you use the same definition and procedures for the CCD dropout report as you do for
your state reports?

__Y __ N (Differences; drop > how many days?)

3) How did you report summer dropouts, that is, students who completed the 1990-91 school
year but did not show up for school at the beginning of the 1991-92 school year?

i. Are these students counted as dropouts from the year they completed (1990-91) or
the year for __ Y N which they did not return (1991-929?)
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ii. Are these students counted as dropouts from the grade they completed in 1990-91
orthe grade Y N for which they did not return in 1991-927

iii. What was the actual cut-off date used to determine that a student who did not

return to school in the fall was a dropout? That is, a "no show" was a dropout if he or she
was not enrolled by:

(date).

iv. On the last point, was a dropout's status changed if you determined that he or she
had actually Y N enrolled shortly thereafter, say, two weeks after the cut-off date?

4) On the subject of students who dropped out during the regular school year:

i. How did you classify students who dropped out during 1991-92 but re-enrolled
before the ead of that school year?
Dropout

Continuing

ii. In your report for the 1991-92 school year, how did you classify students who
dropped out and did not return by the end of the 1991-92 school year but did re-enroll at the
beginning of the next school year?

Dropout 1991-92

Continuing

5) The CCD set October 1, 1992 as the cut-off date for deciding whether a student who had
been enrolled in 1991-92 was a dropout.

i. Did you use October 1, or some other date (specify), as a cut-off date?
Oct 1

Other Date

ii. If you did use a cut-off date, did you literally freeze your records on that day, or
continue to accept corrections? For example, how would you have reported a student
who was missing with no further information on (cut-off date) if you got a transcript
request a month later that showed he had enrolled in another district at the beginning
of the school year?

Freeze

Other:
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6) How did you rsport students who did not complete high school, but moved from the
regular school program to some other form of education or training? More specifically, are
the following cases reported as dropouts or continuing students? (Cede "D or "C")

i. Transfer to an alternative school or program run by the local schools.

ii. Transfer to a GED preparatory program offered as adult education by an
LEA or a vocational/technical school.

iil. Transfer to a GED preparatory program offered as a secondary program
(usually these cases are reimbursable under the state's minimum foundation program)

iv. Early completion of high school requirements and transfer to postsecondary
program before the award of a high school diploma.

_ iv. Enrollment in Job Corps.

7) Does your state award or recognize any high school completion credential other than the
regular high school diploma and the GED-based equivalency diploma?

Y N (if Yes,
what?)

i. Do you classify students who compiete the 12th grade and who leave school
without receiving a diploma as:
Completers?

L.iopouts?
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APPENDIX C. TRCBNICAL NOTE ON RATE ESTIMATES AND DETAILED TABLES
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Calcviating Rates, and Estimating Effects of Improperly Reported
Summer Dropouts and Students Re-enrolling October 1

Celculating Adjusted Dropout Rates

The adjusted rate was calculated for each grade by averaging membership across two
years and adding the dropouts to this average. The denominator of the adjusted rate was:

[Y1G1 membership + Y2G2 membership/2] + ¥Y1G1 dropouts

where Y1 is the year of interest, G1 is the grade of interest, and Y2 and G2 are the
subsequent year and grade.

Summer Dropouts

Summer dropouts, students who completed one school year but did not re-enroll for
the subsequent year, were supposed to be counted as dropouts for the year and grade for
which they failed to enroll. A number of states counted these students as dropouts from the
year and grade they had completed.

Misallocating summer dropouts who had been promoted to the next grade could bias
grade-level dropout rates. (Dropouts who were not promoted would not bias grade rates, but
would affect annual rates to the extent that these changed from one year to the next.) The
1589 dropout field test had reported the number of students dropping out during the school
year and over the summer. Although this field test did not use a representative sample of
school district, the proportions of summer dropouts reported in that study were considered
adequate to generate estimates of the bias in accounting summer dropouts to the wrong grade.
The estimates presented here do not include ungraded students in the membership counts
(denominators) for the rates.

Table C-1 computes dropout estimates for misallocating summer dropouts, using data
from the 14 states that reported dropouts correctly. Thus the "0 Percent" column represents
the true dropout rate. The dropout rate for a grade was estimated by assuming that summer
dropouts for a grade were attributed to the prior grade. Regular year dropouts were attributed
to the grade reported. For example, tiie "100 Percent" rate for grade 7 is based on 54 percent
of the reported grade 7 dropouts (the estimated proportion of dropouts who had left during the
regular school year) and 41 percent of the dropouts for grade 8 (the estimated proportion of
grade 8 dropouts who had failed to re-enroll after completing grade 7 in the previous year).
This procedures backs the grade 8 summer dropouts into grade 7; and allocates the grade 7
summer dropouts to grade 6 (with the result that they do not appear in the calculations). The
denominator for the grade 7 rate is the grade 7 membership.
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Table C-1.--Estimated rates with 0, 50, and 100 percent of summer dropouts accounted to prior grade

Rates, summer to prior grade:
Proportion
Grede Dropouts School Year Membership 0% 50% 100%
7 10,938 0.54 1,021,570 1.1 1.1 1.1
8 14,201 0.59 971,087 1.5 1.7 2.1
9 56,121 0.79 1,169,217 48 4.6 4.5
10 60,305 0.87 1,033,006 58 58 5.7
11 53,654 0.89 925,569 5.8 6.1 6.3
12 46,324 0.78 908,138 5.1 4.5 4.0

October 1 Returners

Students who were enrolled on October 1 were not to be counted as dropouts
regardless of their status during the prior school year. Some states did not follow this
reporting practice, but instead counted as dropouts those regular schoel year dropouts who re-
enrolled by October 1 of the next year. Anecdotal reports from SEA personnel working with
dropout statistics suggested that up to 25 percent of dropouts may re-enroll at the beginning
of the next school year. This proportion was applied to the proportions of regular year
dropouts shown in table C-1 in estimating the bias introduced when October 1 returners are
counted as dropouts. For example, the inflated grade 7 rate increases 54 percent of grade 7
dropouts by 4/3 (those who dropped out during the regular year) and adds them to the 46
percent assumed to be summer dropouts. The analysis used data from the 14 states reporting
acceptably. Table C-2 shows the resuits.

Table C-2.--Dropout rates with 0 and 25 percent of dropouts estimated to be incorrectly reported
October 1 returners

Rates, retumers reported incorrectly

Grade Dropouts Merabership 0% 25%
7 10,938 1,021,570 1.1 1.3
8 14,201 971,087 1.5 1.8
9 56,121 1,169,217 4.8 6.0
10 60,305 1,033,006 58 15
n 53,654 925,569 5.8 715
12 46,324 908,138 5.1 6.4
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Detail Tables on Dropout Counis and Rates

Table C-3 shows the number of students in membership and dropping out in 1991-92
for each of grades 7 through 12, by state. Because of the variation in how states applied the
CCD definition, dropout rates should not be compared between the 14 standard states and
other states; or among the 29 nonstandard states.

Table C-4 shows the adjusted and unadjusted rates by 1991-92 membership size for
each state. This is the source of table 9, discussed in the text of the report.
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Table C6.~—Sex of dropouts reporied as pereont of all dropouts, by grade: 169102 schoo! year (43 states reporting district—tovel dropout data)

Grads 9 Grads 10 Grads 11 Grads 12 Crades 9-12
Malo Famate Mala Female Malo Female Male Female Malo Fomala
dropouts  dropouts cdropoats _ dropouts dropouts  drepouts dropouts  dropouts dropouls  dropouts
Alabama 899 401 58.5 435 544 458 53.68 484 53.7 433
Artzona 53.1 48.9 83.7 48.3 84.7 453 56.3 43.7 545 455
Arkanses 722 278 074 320 684 33.6 68.5 31.5 68.2 318
California 524 4786 53.9 481 55.3 4.7 88.8 43.2 540 45.4
Colorado 82.5 47.5 55 45 58.2 4.9 58.8 432 853 44.7
Conneciicut 53.8 48.2 B4.7 45.3 54 48 8oL 40.6 55.1 449
Delavase 81.2 388 578 424 58.7 433 518 484 57.7 423
District of Columbia 813 48.7 51 40 58.2 44.8 483 53.8 513 48.7
Florida 63.1 38.9 898 40.2 88.4 436 848 45.4 58.9 414
Idzho —— - - - - - - - - —~
llinots 58.7 443 &8 45 54.8 45.4 58.7 43.3 854 448
Indiana 808 40.2 874 429 83 47 53.2 468 58 44
fova 53.8 434 83 47 58.9 431 85 45 54.9 451
Kansas 577 423 566 43.4 83.9 451 86.2 438 56 44
Loulglana 8553 447 84 48 3.8 48.2 8§25 475 54.1 459
Maino 82.1 47.9 60.5 39.56 55 485 50.5 43.5 58.2 438
Maryland 59.8 40.2 59.8 404 58.2 43.8 50.7 49.3 57.2 428
' Magsachusstis 57.9 421 57.9 421 88 45 57.4 42.8 57 43
Michigan - —— - -~ — - - - - -
Minneoota 53.4 486 57.5 425 85.3 447 8§7.8 422 584 43.6
Missksippl 60.8 39.2 §3.8 43.2 £85.3 4.7 88.8 43.2 877 423
Miseows| 59.2 40.8 574 42.6 52.7 47.3 828 47.2 5.7 443
Nobrasla 60.5 39.5 534 48.6 50.8 40.2 58.7 433 54.8 48.2
Nevada 624 4768 81 49 61.3 48.7 55.2 44.8 528 47.2
Naw Jossey 54.5 45.5 556 4.4 54.5 455 87.7 423 854 446
New Mexico 83.8 485 834 48.6 54.1 450 BAS 455 53.8 46.2
North Cerciina 82 38 58.3 a7 54 48 55.3 447 57.7 423
North Dakota 58.5 45 83.7 3563 57.2 42.8 57.7 423 504 40.6
Ohio 604 396 60.5 39.5 59.7 40.3 56.9 431 59.2 40.8
Oldahoma 54 40 54.4 456 52 48 52.5 475 53.3 46.7
Oregon 48.8 51.2 83.5 48.5 540 451 50 41 548 452
Pennsylvania 66.0 4.4 §7.3 427 &8 44 55.5 4.5 56.1 439
Rhodo lsland a3.5 36.8 61.1 38.9 e2.1 379 83.1 46.9 806 30.4
South Csrolina 831 36.9 80.8 30.2 857 443 504 43.6 €0.2 39.8
South Dakotn 50.9 491 53.9 48.1 523 47.7 58.1 419 536 48.4
Tennccaco 814 38.6 58.4 41.6 58.4 436 541 45.9 857.7 423
Toxas 88.5 43.5 55.8 44.2 53 47 828 47.5 548 45.2
Utah 510 481 50.8 49.2 55.5 445 §7.8 422 551 44.9
Vermont - - - - —~— - - - - -
Virginks 61.1 389 539 4141 59.1 40.9 55 45 58.9 414
Waest Virgink 62 38 56.3 437 54.3 457 523 47.7 58.2 43.8
Wisconoin 57 43 80.8 39.2 58.2 418 60.2 39.8 59.3 40.7
Wyoming 498 850.2 58.5 445 54.1 45.9 56.9 431 8653 4.7
~-Data not availablo.

SOURCE: U.S. Department of Education, National Conter for Education Statistica, Common Coro of Data.
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