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Introduction

This report provides national estimates about dropout prevention services and programs in public school
districts. The estimates presented in this report are based on a district survey about dropout prevention services
and programs offered by the district or by any of the schools in the district during the 2010-11 school year. For
this survey, dropout prevention services and programs were defined as services and programs intended to
increase the rate at which students are staying in school, progressing toward graduation, or earning a high
school credential. The survey was designed to be completed by all types of districts, including those without
high school grades. The survey asked about services and programs that districts may provide to students at
various levels, including those in elementary and middle/junior high school, that are designed to support
students who are struggling academically or who may be at future risk of dropping out.

Specifically, the survey covered the following:

o Whether the district offered various services or programs specifically to address the needs of students at
risk of dropping out of school;

o Whether various educational options were available to students in the district, and if so, how many
students at risk of dropping out participated in those educational options;

e Types of transition support services used to help all students transition from a school at one instructional
level to a school at a higher instructional level (e.g., from middle school to high school);

e Whether information was provided to receiving schools about the unique needs of at-risk students
transitioning from a school at one instructional level to a school at a higher instructional level,

e Whether the district used various types of mentors specifically to address the needs of students at risk of
dropping out;

e Use of a formal program designed to reduce behavioral problems in schools or classrooms;
e Extent to which the district used various factors to identify students who were at risk of dropping out;
e  Whether the district worked with various entities to address the needs of students at risk of dropping out;

e Whether the district provided information about the employment or financial consequences of dropping
out of school to students who appeared highly likely to drop out of school;

o  Whether the district provided information about various education and training options to students who
appeared highly likely to drop out of school;

e Whether the district tried to determine the status of students who were expected to return to school in the
fall but who do not return as expected, and whether the district follows up before the next school year with
students who drop out to encourage them to return to school; and

e  Whether the district used various types of information to determine whether to implement additional
district-wide dropout prevention efforts.

The National Center for Education Statistics (NCES) in the Institute of Education Sciences conducted this Fast
Response Survey System (FRSS) survey in fall 2010. FRSS is a survey system designed to collect small
amounts of issue-oriented data from a nationally representative sample of districts, schools, or teachers with
minimal burden on respondents and within a relatively short period of time. The survey was mailed to 1,200
public school districts in the 50 states and the District of Columbia. The unweighted survey response rate was
91 percent and the weighted response rate using the initial base weights was 89 percent. The survey weights
were adjusted for questionnaire nonresponse and the data were then weighted to yield national estimates that
represent all public school districts in the United States.



The purpose of this report is to introduce new NCES data from the survey through the presentation of
descriptive information. Because this report is purely descriptive in nature, readers are cautioned not to make
causal inferences about the data presented here. These findings have been chosen to demonstrate the range of
information available from the FRSS study rather than to discuss all of the data collected; they are not meant to
emphasize any particular issue. The findings are estimates of dropout prevention services and programs
available in public school districts rather than estimates of students served. Percentages of districts and
students do not have the same distributions. For example, although only 5 percent of public school districts in
the United States are located in cities, about 31 percent of all students are enrolled in these districts. The
findings are based on self-reported data from public school districts.

All specific statements of comparisons made in the bullets have been tested for statistical significance at the
.05 level using Student’s t-statistics to ensure that the differences are larger than those that might be expected
due to sampling variation. Adjustments for multiple comparisons were not included. Many of the variables
examined are related to one another, and complex interactions and relationships have not been explored.
Tables of standard error estimates are provided in appendix A. Detailed information about the survey
methodology is provided in appendix B, and the questionnaire can be found in appendix C. Appendix B also
includes definitions of the analysis variables (i.e., district characteristics) and terms used in the report.



Selected Findings

Districts reported offering the following services or programs in at least one of their elementary, middle or
junior high, and high schools specifically to address the needs of students at risk of dropping out: tutoring
(75, 79, and 84 percent, respectively), summer school (54, 58, and 67 percent, respectively), remediation
classes (61, 69, and 79 percent, respectively), guided study hall/academic support (36, 63, and 70 percent,
respectively), alternative schools or programs (20, 44, and 76 percent, respectively), and after-school
programs (42, 45, and 45 percent, respectively) (table 1).

A majority of districts with high school grades reported offering various services or programs in at least
one of their schools specifically to address the needs of students at risk of dropping out, including credit
recovery courses or programs (88 percent), smaller class size (72 percent), early graduation options

(63 percent), and self-paced courses for purposes other than credit recovery (55 percent) (table 2).

Among districts with high school grades that had career and technical high schools or courses available to
students, the majority reported that some or most of their at-risk students participated in that option (table
3). Career and technical high schools were available in 58 percent of districts, with 75 percent of those
districts reporting that some and 15 percent reporting that most at-risk students participate in that option.
Career and technical courses at a regular high school were available in 83 percent of districts, with

66 percent of those districts reporting that some and 26 percent reporting that most at-risk students
participate in the option.

Eighty-four percent of districts reported regularly providing information to the receiving schools about the
unique needs of individual at-risk students when students transition to a school at a higher instructional
level (e.g., from middle school to high school) (table 4).

Districts reported using the following transition supports for all students in at least one of the district’s
schools to help students transition between elementary school and middle or junior high school or between
middle or junior high school and high school: An assigned student mentor (10 and 20 percent,
respectively), an assigned adult mentor (17 and 26 percent, respectively), and an advisement class® (24 and
40 percent, respectively) (table 5).

Districts reported using the following types of mentors in at least one of the district’s elementary, middle
or junior high, and high schools specifically to address the needs of students at risk of dropping out:
student mentors (25, 28, and 39 percent, respectively), school counselors, teachers, or school
administrators who formally mentor (60, 66, and 77 percent, respectively), adult mentors employed by the
district whose only job is to mentor students (6, 9, and 12 percent, respectively), and community
volunteers (35, 30, and 30 percent, respectively) (table 6).

The percentage of districts that reported using a formal program designed to reduce behavioral problems in
schools or classrooms in at least one of their elementary schools, middle or junior high schools, and high
schools was 69 percent, 61 percent, and 49 percent, respectively (table 7).

More than one-third of districts reported using the following factors to a large extent? to identify students
who are at risk of dropping out: academic failure (76 percent), truancy or excessive absences (64 percent),
and behaviors that warrant suspension or expulsion (45 percent) (table 8).

Districts reported working with various entities to address the needs of students at risk of dropping out.
Among those were child protective services (85 percent), a community mental health agency (73 percent),
state or local government agencies that provide financial assistance to needy families (68 percent),
churches or community organizations (54 percent), and a health clinic or hospital (50 percent) (table 9).

t An advisement class is one that is held regularly (e.g., weekly) and may include lessons on organizational and study skills, information
on courses needed for graduation, and information about careers and college preparation.
2 Response options in the questionnaire were “not at all,” “small extent,” “moderate extent,” and “large extent.”



Fifty-five percent of districts reported that it was standard procedure to provide all students who appear
highly likely to drop out with information about the employment or financial consequences of dropping
out. Some districts also reported that it was standard procedure to provide all students who appear highly
likely to drop out with information about alternative schools or programs (63 percent), General
Educational Development (GED) or adult education programs (53 percent), job training and GED
combination programs (45 percent), and job training programs (30 percent) (table 10).

Seventy-three percent of districts reported that it was standard procedure to follow up with all students in
their district who do not return in the fall as expected to determine the status of those students before the
next school year (table 11). Thirty-six percent of districts reported that it was standard procedure to follow
up with all students in their district who dropped out to encourage them to return.

Districts reported using various types of information to determine whether to implement additional
district-wide dropout prevention efforts including: attendance rates (82 percent), dropout rates

(79 percent), graduation rates (78 percent), the number or percentage of students failing courses or held
back (76 percent), and the number of expulsions or other disciplinary actions (67 percent) (table 12).



Tables
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Table 1.

of students at risk of dropping out of school, by instructional level of the school in which it was offered and district
characteristics: School year 2010-11

Percent of public school districts offering various services or programs in any of their schools specifically to address the needs

Tutoring Summer school Remediation classes®
Offered in Offered in Offered in Offered in Offered in Offered in
elementary | middle/junior Offered in elementary | middle/junior Offered in elementary | middle/junior Offered in
District characteristic school high school high school school high school high school school high school high school
All public school districts ..........cc.cco...... 75 79 84 54 58 67 61 69 79
District enrollment size
Less than 2,500 ........ccceovrviririinnnes 73 76 81 52 51 56 56 62 73
2,500 to 9,999 76 83 87 57 74 86 70 83 91
10,000 or more 94 96 96 66 79 91 78 89 95
Community type
CitY oo 91 92 92 69 81 90 72 87 92
Suburban ... 69 75 82 47 66 81 68 77 85
TOWN v 80 88 91 61 67 82 68 81 85
Rural ..o 75 77 81 53 51 54 55 61 74
Region
NOItheast ........ccccoevvvvveivvierieennnnn 60 69 74 48 69 79 73 82 85
SOULhEaSt ....ccvevevrieieicereeeir s 93 95 95 56 65 77 76 82 89
Central .....covvevieiceece e 71 76 80 54 53 59 52 59 69
WESL .o 84 83 90 57 55 65 56 68 83
Poverty concentration
Less than 10 percent ..........cccceeeee. 67 73 83 46 60 68 58 70 82
10t0 19 percent .......c.cooveverererene 75 79 82 56 56 65 61 67 76
20 percent or MOre .......c.covvvvenueas 85 86 88 59 61 68 62 70 80

See notes at end of table.



Table 1.

of students at risk of dropping out of school, by instructional level of the school in which it was offered and district
characteristics: School year 2010-11—Continued

Percent of public school districts offering various services or programs in any of their schools specifically to address the needs

Guided study hall/academic support?

Alternative schools or programs®

After-school programs

Offered in Offered in Offered in Offered in Offered in Offered in
elementary | middle/junior Offered in elementary | middle/junior Offered in elementary | middle/junior Offered in
District characteristic school high school high school school high school high school school high school high school
All public school districts ...........c.ccco..... 36 63 70 20 44 76 42 45 45
District enrollment size
Less than 2,500 .......ccceevevveeiieiieecee s 36 59 67 17 38 68 37 39 35
2,500t09,999 ..o 32 69 73 23 56 90 47 56 60
10,000 OF MOTE .vovevvieeirieeeriee e 40 76 83 40 74 99 70 76 80
Community type
39 68 83 37 70 98 68 77 77
30 59 73 20 42 80 43 54 56
35 71 75 23 58 89 46 52 54
37 61 66 17 38 68 37 37 34
Region
NOrtheast .........cccovevveiiiece e 44 68 83 15 38 74 36 48 45
SOULhEast ......cccocveeeieiececec e 27 61 62 30 76 92 57 56 63
Central ..o 35 67 68 17 43 74 38 40 39
34 56 68 22 37 73 44 46 43
Poverty concentration
Less than 10 percent ..........coceevecerveriennnns 37 64 79 16 41 74 34 42 46
10 t0 19 PErcent ......cccooeveeeeieiecieee e 37 69 73 18 44 78 41 43 43
20 percent OFr MOYe ..........cccceevuereeeeereeneenne 32 53 59 25 49 76 50 52 47

I A remediation class is any class intended to bring students who are academically below grade level up to proficiency.
2 Guided study hall/academic support period is typically for students who are struggling academically; teachers assist students by helping them manage their time and their assignments, and
either provide or get them the academic support/tutoring that they need to complete homework and be successful in their classes. Teachers may also provide academic support in specific
areas such as mathematics, reading, or social studies.
® Alternative schools and programs are designed to address the needs of students that typically cannot be met in regular schools. The students who attend alternative schools and programs are
typically at risk of educational failure (as indicated by poor grades, truancy, disruptive behavior, pregnancy, or similar factors associated with temporary or permanent withdrawal from

school).

NOTE: Percents are based on the percent of public school districts with those grades (96 percent of districts have elementary school grades, 93 percent have middle/junior high school grades,
and 81 percent have high school grades). Poverty estimates for school districts were based on Title | data provided to the U.S. Department of Education by the U.S. Census Bureau.
SOURCE: U.S. Department of Education, National Center for Education Statistics, Fast Response Survey System (FRSS), “Dropout Prevention Services and Programs,” FRSS 99, 2010.



Table 2. Percent of public school districts with high school grades offering various services or programs in any of their schools
specifically to address the needs of students at risk of dropping out of school, by district characteristics: School year 2010-11
Self-paced District Subsidized
Credit courses for administered child care
recovery Early | purposes other Summer GED while teen
courses/ Smaller graduation than credit Decelerated Flexible bridge preparation parents
District characteristic programs” class size options recovery? curriculum® school day program’ courses® | attend classes
All public school districts ............. 88 72 63 55 49 40 25 24 11
District enrollment size
Less than 2,500 .......cccceovevriinininenne 85 72 58 52 42 32 16 15 4
2,500 10 9,999 .....oiiiii 92 72 69 58 64 51 39 36 16
10,000 OF MOME ...ovvviieieieiiee 97 79 85 72 65 71 63 56 49
Community type
CItY o 95 74 77 66 64 64 58 53 48
Suburban ... 86 71 62 50 61 52 40 26 15
TOWN oo 92 68 70 62 51 44 30 26 13
RUal .o 86 74 59 53 43 32 15 19 5
Region
Northeast 72 75 55 42 67 47 25 27 7
Southeast 94 74 54 56 55 32 34 50 16
Central ..... 90 67 69 56 47 37 21 16 7
WESL .ot 91 76 65 61 38 43 27 19 17
Poverty concentration
Less than 10 percent .........cccccceueeen. 86 73 72 54 56 53 29 17 7
10 to 19 percent ............ 86 71 61 56 51 37 23 25 11
20 percent or more 92 73 58 54 40 34 25 27 14

L Credit recovery courses/programs are opportunities allowing students to recover course credits from classes they have missed or failed.
2 Self-paced courses/independent study are opportunities for students to work through a course at their own pace, for example, through a computer-based program or packets of work, for

purposes other than credit recovery.

® Decelerated curriculum refers to a curriculum that is spread over a longer period of time than a regular course. An example of a decelerated curriculum is an algebra 1 course that is spread
over 2 years or two class periods for an entire year. This definition applies to any curriculum that is decelerated specifically to meet the needs of students who may be at risk of failing a

course.

* Summer bridge programs are programs designed to provide assistance to students before transitioning from one instructional level school to another (e.g., from middle school to high
school). These programs may include, but are not limited to, providing academic support, remedial opportunities, study skills, and opportunities to connect to teachers or peers at the new

school.
®GED is General Educational Development.

NOTE: Percents are based on the 81 percent of districts with high school grades. Poverty estimates for school districts were based on Title | data provided to the U.S. Department of

Education by the U.S. Census Bureau.

SOURCE: U.S. Department of Education, National Center for Education Statistics, Fast Response Survey System (FRSS), “Dropout Prevention Services and Programs,” FRSS 99, 2010.



ot

Table 3.

Percent of public school districts with high school grades reporting that various educational options are available to students in

the district, and the percent of those districts reporting that some or most students at risk of dropping out participate in the
educational option, by district characteristics: School year 2010-11

Career/technical high school*

Career/technical courses at a
regular high school

Dual enrollment in
postsecondary courses
with a career/technical focus

Dual enrollment in
postsecondary courses
with an academic focus

Work-based learning

Avail- | How many at-risk Avail- | How many at-risk Avail- | How many at-risk Avail- | How many at-risk Avail- | How many at-risk
able in | students participate® |  able in | students participate® able in | students participate® |  able in | students participate® able in | students participate®
District characteristic district’|  Some|  Most| district?| Some|  Most| district| Some|  Most| district’| Some|  Most| distric?| Some|  Most
All public school
districts .....cccceueee. 58 75 15 83 66 26 69 58 3 84 34 1! 67 67 7

District enrollment size

Less than 2,500 54 73 15 79 63 29 66 55 3! 82 34 ¥ 61 63 7

2,5001t09,999 ....... . 68 76 18 86 71 23 73 61 3 86 30 2! 77 71 9

10,000 or more ............ 63 82 10 98 82 15 88 67 4 92 46 ¥ 90 73 7
Community type

City cooveeeeeeeece 64 79 14! 93 79 16 88 62 8! 91 44 ¥ 83 68 11

Suburban ... 74 77 15 74 74 20 63 55 41 82 28 3! 71 70 9

TOWN oo 59 78 17 91 68 27 70 61 t 84 32 ¥ 74 68 5!

Rural .....ooooiiiiine 52 72 14 82 62 28 69 57 3! 84 36 1 62 65 7
Region

Northeast ........c.c.ccce... 90 74 17 63 80 13 50 46 7! 76 24 1 77 62 6

Southeast ... 57 62 30 90 61 32 75 64 T 86 27 ¥ 68 68 12

Central ... 59 78 10 83 65 26 74 54 3! 88 32 ¥ 69 72 51

WESE oo 37 80 12 93 65 28 72 66 ¥ 83 47 ¥ 57 61 8!
Poverty concentration

Less than 10 percent 68 79 11 81 72 20 64 52 3! 81 33 ¥ 79 71 5

10 to 19 percent ........... 56 74 17 82 63 29 72 59 3! 88 34 1 65 64 8

20 percent or more ....... 54 72 17 85 67 26 70 61 41 80 34 3! 60 65 9!

! Interpret data with caution; the coefficient of variation is greater than or equal to 30 percent.

1 Reporting standards not met. The coefficient of variation (CV) for this estimate is 50 percent or greater.

! Career/technical high schools are those that provide formal preparation for semiskilled, skilled, technical, or professional occupations. Career/technical high schools included those that
were available to students in the district and were administered either by the district or by a regional entity.

?Based on the 81 percent of districts with high school grades.

®Based on the districts reporting that educational option as available.
NOTE: Response options in the questionnaire for the percent of students who participate in the educational option were “no or few at-risk students participate,” “some at-risk students
participate,” and “most at-risk students participate.” Poverty estimates for school districts were based on Title | data provided to the U.S. Department of Education by the U.S. Census

Bureau.

SOURCE: U.S. Department of Education, National Center for Education Statistics, Fast Response Survey System (FRSS), “Dropout Prevention Services and Programs,” FRSS 99, 2010.



Table 4. Percent of public school districts where information is regularly provided to receiving
schools about the unique needs of individual at-risk students when the student
transitions to a school at a higher instructional level, by district characteristics:

School year 2010-11
Information
provided to
receiving
District characteristic school
F AN 010 o] oo g T e 15 o £ S SSRPRP 84
District enrollment size
[T (T 28 0O U 83
2,500 10 9,999 ..ottt et et e eteebe et e teeteeteeteteeateebeabeeatebeateetsebeateeteeabeebeereebeateeteententeats 88
OO0 [O o Tl 1410 (OO 85
Community type
O 1 PSS PSRSP 86
RS TU {0 0] g oV SO SPTSPRPRIN 86
I 1 IS OSSO T TP SRS TUPTTUPPP 88
RUFAI <.ttt ettt e b et e st e bt e E e bRt E e e R et E e R e R e AR Rt AR e Rt R e R Rt R e Rt n et et e n et s 82
Region
LN 0 T 1T ] OSSR 83
SOULNBAST ...ttt ettt bbbkt R R Rt R Rt R R R e R e Rt R e Rt e n e Ee et et renteten e nenre s 87
Central 87
West ...... 81
Poverty concentration
LTI T LRI O I 0T (oY o TSR 82
RO (o R 1< (oL o | APPSOV P PR UTPR ORIt 88
20 PEICENE OF IMOTE ...ttt ettt st st es et et et es et e ate e es e be st en et e etenees e et et et e st et e sbe e en et e aeneaseatenbe e eneabenteneanensens 82

NOTE: Poverty estimates for school districts were based on Title | data provided to the U.S. Department of Education by the U.S.
Census Bureau.

SOURCE: U.S. Department of Education, National Center for Education Statistics, Fast Response Survey System (FRSS), “Dropout
Prevention Services and Programs,” FRSS 99, 2010.
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Table 5.

Percent of public school districts using various transition supports for all students in any

of the district’s schools to help students transition between instructional levels, by district
characteristics: School year 2010-11

Transition from elementary to
middle/junior high school*

Transition from middle/junior high

school to high school?

Assign a Offer an Assign a Offer an
student Assign an advisement student Assign an advisement
District characteristic mentor | adult mentor class® mentor | adult mentor class®
All public school districts .................. 10 17 24 20 26 40
District enrollment size
Less than 2,500 .........cccccevveeninecnnnnenn, 10 17 21 18 27 34
2,500 109,999 ...t 8 16 29 22 27 49
10,000 OF MOYE .vvveveveeecrieeeceree e, 13 12 33 27 24 59
Community type
CHY i 17 12 29 28 20 50
9 14 25 24 25 45
7 20 25 20 31 43
10 17 22 17 26 36
Region
NOIthEaSst ........ccecvvviveiriciee 51 11 22 18 28 39
Southeast ... 8 14 23 13 27 49
Central ....... 13 22 27 23 26 36
WESE o 9 14 22 20 26 40
Poverty concentration
Less than 10 percent ..........cccceververrnene. 13 16 26 29 28 42
10 t0 19 PErcent .......ccocveveeveveseeiieninans 10 20 27 17 26 41
20 percent OF MOYe ..........ccceeveeeeeruenenans 7 13 17 15 26 36

! Interpret data with caution; the coefficient of variation is greater than or equal to 30 percent.
! Based on the 93 percent of districts with middle/junior high school grades.

?Based on the 81 percent of districts with high school grades.
% An advisement class is one that is held regularly (e.g., weekly) and may include lessons on organizational and study skills, information
on courses needed for graduation, and information about careers and college preparation.
NOTE: Poverty estimates for school districts were based on Title | data provided to the U.S. Department of Education by the U.S.

Census Bureau.

SOURCE: U.S. Department of Education, National Center for Education Statistics, Fast Response Survey System (FRSS), “Dropout
Prevention Services and Programs,” FRSS 99, 2010.
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Table 6.

Percent of public school districts using various types of mentors in any of their schools specifically to address the needs of

students at risk of dropping out, by instructional level of the school in which mentors are used and district characteristics:
School year 2010-11

Student mentors

School counselors, teachers, or
school administrators who
formally mentor students

Adult employed by the
district whose only job
is to mentor students

Community volunteers

Offered in Offered in Offered in Offered in
Offered in middle/ Offered in middle/ | Offered in | Offered in middle/ | Offered in | Offered in middle/ | Offered in
elementary | junior high | Offered in | elementary | junior high high | elementary | junior high high | elementary | junior high high
District characteristic school school | high school school school school school school school school school school
All public school
diStricts ......ccoeeenen. 25 28 39 60 66 77 6 9 12 35 30 30
District enrollment size
Less than 2,500 .............. 23 25 32 58 62 75 6 8 10 27 22 20
2,5001t09,999 ................ 27 32 50 61 76 80 6 9 15 46 44 42
10,000 or more .............. 42 49 65 75 83 87 11 14 24 73 71 73
Community type
City cooveeeeeeceee 44 50 66 65 73 80 10 14 23 65 66 70
Suburban ... 18 25 47 45 61 72 51 51 11 28 26 32
Town ......... 28 32 48 63 74 77 8 14 15 45 44 38
Rural ..o 25 26 31 63 65 78 6 8 10 31 24 22
Region
Northeast ........ccccoevvvrnnne 20 23 45 49 60 73 5! 7! 8! 22 17 21
Southeast .........c.ccceeeee. 25 24 30 70 80 78 9 10 15 60 57 54
Central ....ccccoeovvvvvniiinnne. 29 31 41 61 66 75 6 7 11 33 30 24
WESE oot 25 30 38 61 66 82 7 10 15 35 28 31
Poverty concentration
Less than 10 percent ...... 22 29 46 49 57 72 7 7 11 30 29 29
10 to 19 percent ............. 31 32 43 65 72 80 4 8 11 37 29 27
20 percent or more ........ 21 23 28 63 68 76 9 11 16 36 34 34

! Interpret data with caution; the coefficient of variation is greater than or equal to 30 percent.
NOTE: Percents are based on the percent of public school districts with those grades (96 percent of districts have elementary school grades, 93 percent have middle/junior high school grades,

and 81 percent have high school grades). Poverty estimates for school districts were based on Title | data provided to the U.S. Department of Education by the U.S. Census Bureau.

SOURCE: U.S. Department of Education, National Center for Education Statistics, Fast Response Survey System (FRSS), “Dropout Prevention Services and Programs,” FRSS 99, 2010.



Table 7. Percent of public school districts using a formal program designed to reduce behavioral
problems in schools or classrooms, by instructional level of the school in which it is used
and district characteristics: School year 2010-11

Use a formal program designed to reduce behavioral problems®

Elementary Middle/junior High
District characteristic schools high schools schools
All public sChool diStrCtS ..........ovvrieiicic 69 61 49
District enrollment size
LeSs than 2,500 .......cceecueiiiieiiecie ettt 63 53 42
2,500 0 9,999 ..ot e 80 75 60
10,000 OF MOTE ...oviiveiiircieieieee e 91 90 78
Community type
CHLY vt 90 82 79
SUBUIDAN .. 75 67 56
TOWN ettt bbbt 81 71 51
RUFAL . e 61 54 43
Region
[N 1T ) SRS 76 65 53
SOULNEASE ..v.vivveeecieiee e 73 71 57
Central 69 61 45
West ...... 63 55 48
Poverty concentration
Less than 10 Percent ..........ccocevervrereneeenienienee e 69 63 50
1010 19 PEICENT .oviviiriiicrcicreec e 69 61 49
20 PEICENT OF MO .....ovieiiieiieieiieie ettt ee 69 59 48

L Formal program to reduce behavioral problems refers to a systematic program that is specifically designed to reduce behavioral
problems and is implemented at the classroom or school level. Some examples of formal programs designed to reduce behavioral
problems are Positive Behavioral Support and Positive Behavioral Intervention System.

NOTE: Percents are based on the percent of public school districts with those grades (96 percent of districts have elementary school
grades, 93 percent have middle/junior high school grades, and 81 percent have high school grades). Poverty estimates for school districts
were based on Title | data provided to the U.S. Department of Education by the U.S. Census Bureau.

SOURCE: U.S. Department of Education, National Center for Education Statistics, Fast Response Survey System (FRSS), “Dropout
Prevention Services and Programs,” FRSS 99, 2010.

14



qT

Table 8. Percentage distribution of public school districts reporting the extent to which various factors are used in their district to

identify students who are at risk of dropping out, by district characteristics: School year 2010-11

Truancy or excessive Academic Failure on state Behaviors that warrant Behaviors that warrant
absences failure standardized tests suspension or expulsion | other disciplinary action
Not at Not at Not at Not at Not at
allor| Mod- allor| Mod- allor| Mod- allor| Mod- allor| Mod-
small| erate| Large| small| erate| Large| small| erate| Large| small| erate| Large| small| erate| Large
District characteristic extent| extent| extent| extent| extent| extent| extent| extent| extent| extent| extent| extent| extent| extent| extent
All public school diStriCts ..........c.cocecvrvicerinicnins 11 26 64 8 16 76 31 37 32 17 38 45 29 44 27
District enrollment size
Less than 2,500 ..........cceceriveerinnciiieseeseee 14 28 58 11 18 71 37 36 27 20 39 41 33 44 23
2,500 t0 9,999 4 22 75 2! 12 86 19 38 42 8 39 53 21 45 34
10,000 or more 3! 16 80 t 9 90 16 36 48 7 30 64 14 45 40
Community type
LYt 3! 20 77 3! 12 86 14 41 45 8 40 52 16 47 37
SUBUIDAN . 11 20 69 9 12 79 22 38 40 16 36 48 26 41 32
TOWN ettt 51 21 74 ¥ 12 85 31 33 36 9 34 57 22 48 29
RUPAL ..o 14 29 57 10 19 71 36 37 27 20 40 40 33 44 23
Region
NOIHEASE ..o 16 22 62 13 15 72 35 37 29 18 33 48 26 41 33
SOULNEASE ....vviciccc e ¥ 15 82 ¥ 11 88 15 40 45 7 40 53 19 44 37
Central 9 29 62 7 18 75 37 36 27 17 38 45 28 47 25
WESE o 13 28 59 9 17 74 29 37 34 19 40 41 36 44 20
Poverty concentration
Less than 10 Percent .........c.cocecevveverinrceriiicninenes 17 27 56 12 18 69 31 38 31 23 35 42 34 39 27
1010 19 PEICENE ..ovvieeiiiecieeieee e 9 27 64 7 13 80 33 37 30 13 36 50 25 45 29
20 PErcent OF MO .........ccevuireeeerieeiieiesieaeeniesiens 8 22 70 6! 18 76 29 36 35 15 44 42 28 49 23

See notes at end of table.
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Table 8. Percentage distribution of public school districts reporting the extent to which various factors are used in their district to
identify students who are at risk of dropping out, by district characteristics: School year 2010-11—Continued
Involvement with the Involvement with social Pregnancy/teen
criminal justice system services or foster care parenthood Substance abuse Learning disability Mental health problems
Not at Not at Not at Not at Not at Not at
allor | Mod- allor | Mod- allor | Mod- allor | Mod- allor | Mod- allor | Mod-
small | erate| Large| small | erate| Large| small| erate| Large| small | erate| Large| small | erate| Large| small| erate| Large
District characteristic extent | extent | extent | extent | extent | extent | extent | extent| extent | extent| extent| extent | extent| extent| extent| extent| extent| extent
All public school
districts .......coeeeene 28 36 36 45 38 17 41 31 28 31 39 29 45 33 22 46 37 17
District enrollment size
Less than 2,500 31 37 32 48 37 15 46 29 25 35 39 26 50 30 20 51 35 14
2,500 109,999 ....... 19 33 48 39 40 21 31 36 33 22 39 39 37 40 23 35 41 24
10,000 or more 18 35 46 27 47 26 21 32 46 23 40 37 27 38 35 31 46 23
Community type
(071 |V 18 34 47 31 44 24 24 30 46 22 43 35 22 46 32 28 43 29
Suburban .......cccceeviinene 33 33 35 50 35 15 49 25 26 32 33 35 46 35 20 43 40 17
TOWN i 14 36 51 35 37 29 22 39 39 20 41 39 41 35 24 36 44 20
Rural ... 31 37 31 47 39 14 46 31 24 36 40 24 49 30 21 52 33 15
Region
Northeast ........cccceovvenen 33 30 36 48 36 16 52 27 21 34 33 33 49 35 16 43 42 15
Southeast ......ccccoovevnene. 16 33 51 29 50 21 20 44 37 27 42 31 31 35 34 34 44 22
Central ......cccovvvrveinnnne 26 41 33 45 38 17 40 32 29 32 42 26 47 32 22 48 35 17
WESE i 31 35 34 48 34 18 43 28 29 31 38 31 47 32 21 51 33 16
Poverty concentration
Less than 10 percent ..... 37 29 34 50 32 18 54 21 24 40 30 31 50 32 18 48 34 17
10 to 19 percent ............ 25 39 36 42 39 18 34 36 30 27 42 31 45 31 24 43 41 16
20 percent or more ........ 23 38 39 42 42 16 38 33 29 30 44 26 42 36 22 49 34 17

See notes at end of table.
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Table 8.

identify students who are at risk of dropping out, by district characteristics: School year 2010-11—Continued

Percentage distribution of public school districts reporting the extent to which various factors are used in their district to

Observed change in student

Homelessness or frequent

attitude or life conditions address change Limited English proficiency Migrant status Other
Not at Not at Not at Not at Not at
all or Mod- all or Mod- all or Mod- all or Mod- all or Mod-
small erate Large small erate Large small erate Large small erate Large small erate Large
District characteristic extent extent extent extent extent extent| extent extent extent extent extent| extent| extent extent extent
All public school
districts .......cocevnee. 34 44 23 38 32 30 59 28 13 69 21 10 98 1! 1
District enrollment size
Less than 2,500 .............. 35 43 22 41 31 28 65 25 10 73 20 8 99 ¥ ¥
2,500 109,999 .....ccoeee. 31 46 24 31 35 34 46 35 19 63 24 12 96 2! 2!
10,000 or more .............. 25 48 27 19 37 44 33 39 29 50 29 21 95 3! 3!
Community type
City oo 28 48 24 20 39 41 35 37 29 48 37 15 95 3! 3!
Suburban ... 39 38 23 44 31 25 56 30 15 74 16 10 98 ¥ 2!
TOWN v 25 47 28 28 34 37 46 34 20 65 23 13 97 ¥ ¥
Rural ... 35 44 21 40 31 29 66 25 9 71 21 8 99 ¥ ¥
Region
Northeast ...........ccceevvnee 33 43 25 41 35 23 68 24 8 78 15 6! 96 3! ¥
Southeast ..........c.cccevnne. 31 45 24 29 33 38 48 32 20 54 31 15 98 T 1!
Central .......ooocevvviennn 34 46 21 38 31 31 58 32 9 68 25 7 100* T T
WESE .o 35 42 23 38 31 31 56 25 19 69 18 13 97 # 2!
Poverty concentration
Less than 10 percent ...... 37 39 23 42 31 27 64 26 10 77 16 6 98 1! 1!
10 to 19 percent ............. 29 48 23 34 34 32 55 30 15 65 24 12 97 1! 2!
20 percent or more ......... 36 42 22 38 32 31 57 28 15 67 23 10 99 t t

# Rounds to zero.

! Interpret data with caution; the coefficient of variation is greater than or equal to 30 percent.

1 Reporting standards not met. The coefficient of variation (CV) for this estimate is 50 percent or greater.

! Rounds to 100 percent.

NOTE: Response options in the questionnaire were “not at all,” “small extent,” “moderate extent,” and “large extent.” Responses for not at all and small extent were combined in the table.
Detail may not sum to totals because of rounding. Poverty estimates for school districts were based on Title | data provided to the U.S. Department of Education by the U.S. Census Bureau.
SOURCE: U.S. Department of Education, National Center for Education Statistics, Fast Response Survey System (FRSS), “Dropout Prevention Services and Programs,” FRSS 99, 2010.
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Table 9. Percent of public school districts reporting that they work with various entities to address the needs of students at risk of
dropping out, by district characteristics: School year 2010-11

State or
local
government
agencies Child care
Com-| that provide Family centers/
munity financial | Churches or planning/|  providers
Child mental| assistance| community Crisis Juvenile Drug and/or Health child| for children Job
protective health to needy| organiza- interven-| assessment Local alcohol clinic| placement of teen| placement
District characteristic services' agency'|  families® tions'| tion center|  center'?| business' clinic!| or hospital® agency® parents” center’®
All public school
districts ........ccveee. 85 73 68 54 47 44 41 47 50 37 29 28
District enrollment size
Less than 2,500 .............. 82 68 63 48 40 41 34 39 45 32 22 23
2,500t09,999 .......coceuee 90 84 77 63 60 48 52 61 58 44 39 34
10,000 or more .............. 94 92 87 88 76 63 72 79 73 56 67 55
Community type
City cooveeeeeeceee 94 90 88 81 72 67 71 74 73 58 64 49
Suburban ... 81 77 67 49 58 41 37 59 50 36 30 29
Town ......... 89 84 79 65 50 44 54 57 61 47 42 31
Rural ..o 84 66 63 50 40 42 35 37 44 31 22 24
Region
Northeast ..........c.ccccueeevee 90 83 68 45 59 34 33 62 53 42 30 34
Southeast .......cccccovevnene. 88 89 78 78 47 58 58 47 57 48 43 34
Central ....cccooevvviririninn. 85 71 72 55 47 50 46 47 51 38 26 25
WESE oot 79 62 59 51 40 37 34 36 44 27 27 24
Poverty concentration
Less than 10 percent ...... 83 73 65 48 50 37 36 53 50 37 23 28
10 to 19 percent ............. 88 73 70 59 49 46 46 50 50 40 31 29
20 percent or more ......... 81 73 67 55 41 47 38 35 48 32 33 25

I Based on all public school districts.
2 Juvenile assessment center is a centralized receiving, processing, and intervention facility that brings together community services for youth and families who have, or are likely to have,

contact with the legal system.

®Based on the 96 percent of districts with middle/junior high school or high school grades.
NOTE: Poverty estimates for school districts were based on Title | data provided to the U.S. Department of Education by the U.S. Census Bureau.
SOURCE: U.S. Department of Education, National Center for Education Statistics, Fast Response Survey System (FRSS), “Dropout Prevention Services and Programs,” FRSS 99, 2010.
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Table 10. Percent of public school districts reporting that they provide information about the employment or financial consequences of
dropping out and the percent of public school districts reporting that they provide information about various education and
training options to students who appear highly likely to drop out, by district characteristics: School year 2010-11

Employment or financial Education and training options
consequences of Alternative schools or Job training/ GED GED or adult education
dropping out* programs®> combination programs* programs” Job training programs®
Yes, standard Yes, standard Yes, standard Yes, standard Yes, standard
procedure Yes, procedure Yes, procedure Yes, procedure Yes, procedure Yes,
with all with some with all with some with all with some with all with some with all with some
District characteristic students students students students students students students students students students
All public school districts ........ 55 30 63 19 45 26 53 24 30 33
District enrollment size
Less than 2,500 .........ccccevevenee, 56 28 59 19 44 22 51 22 29 29
2,500t09,999 ......cocveiererene 55 34 71 21 48 34 58 29 33 39
10,000 OF MOre ...covvvevecreeeeiren, 51 42 77 19 a7 38 57 31 34 a7
Community type
CitY o 52 40 75 20 53 32 57 27 38 44
Suburban ... 46 33 58 23 39 29 46 26 25 36
63 28 77 15 49 31 57 27 35 38
56 29 59 19 45 22 54 23 30 29
Region
Northeast ........ccccoevevevevveiiennenn, 62 23 56 19 54 22 60 23 36 33
SOULhEast .......cccveeveveeeeiereieeinn, 65 33 72 20 59 25 72 24 40 36
Central ....coocoveviiiiiieeeee, 59 25 70 19 44 31 55 25 29 35
WESE o 43 39 56 19 36 22 40 25 23 29
Poverty concentration
Less than 10 percent .................. 53 26 58 17 42 23 47 26 26 33
10 to 19 percent ........coceevernene. 58 32 67 19 47 30 58 24 31 35
20 percent OF MOre ..................... 54 31 61 22 46 23 52 24 32 30

T Based on the 96 percent of districts with middle/junior high school or high school grades.

2Based on all public school districts.

® Alternative schools and programs are designed to address the needs of students that typically cannot be met in regular schools. The students who attend alternative schools and programs are
typically at risk of educational failure (as indicated by poor grades, truancy, disruptive behavior, pregnancy, or similar factors associated with temporary or permanent withdrawal from
school).

* Job training and General Educational Development (GED) combination programs are programs that combine both job training and GED preparation courses. This includes programs such as
Job Corps or the Army/National Guard GED program or other similar programs.

® Job training programs are those that provide formal preparation for semiskilled, skilled, or technical occupations. These programs do not include General Educational Development (GED)
preparation or result in a high school diploma.

NOTE: Students who are highly likely to drop out of school include those with multiple risk factors, such as many unexcused absences, academic failure, or reoccurring behavior that
warrants suspension or expulsion, or those who provide other strong indications that they are dropping out. Response options in the questionnaire were “yes, this is standard procedure with
all students highly likely to drop out;” “yes, with some students;” and “no.” Poverty estimates for school districts were based on Title | data provided to the U.S. Department of Education by
the U.S. Census Bureau.

SOURCE: U.S. Department of Education, National Center for Education Statistics, Fast Response Survey System (FRSS), “Dropout Prevention Services and Programs,” FRSS 99, 2010.



Table 11. Percentage distribution of public school districts reporting whether the district tries to
determine the status of students who do not return to school in the fall as expected, and
the percentage distribution reporting whether the district follows up with students who
dropped out before the next school year to encourage them to return, by district
characteristics: School year 2010-11

District follows up with students who
District tries to determine status of students dropped out before the next school
who do not return in the fall as expected year to encourage them to return
Yes, Yes,
Yes, for all with some Yes, for all with some
District characteristic students students No students students No
All public school districts ..................... 73 14 12 36 34 30

District enrollment size

Less than 2,500 .........ccccevvveinniccninnn, 72 14 14 35 32 33

2,500 t0 9,999 77 15 8 37 38 25

10,000 or more 73 21 6 41 46 13
Community type

CHLY oo 73 18 9 39 44 17

Suburban ... 71 14 14 29 33 37

TOWN ot 79 14 7 38 38 24

RUral ..o 73 14 13 38 32 30
Region

NOIheast ........ccoevvvereirereec e 71 14 15 26 34 40

SOULNEAST ..o 80 15 51 47 39 15

Central ....ccooceceriieiiec e 75 13 12 35 34 31

WESE o 71 16 13 41 32 27
Poverty concentration

Less than 10 percent .... . 70 11 20 32 30 38

10 to 19 percent ........... . 78 14 8 36 37 27

20 percent OF MOYe ..........ccccevvereeeeneennenn 71 19 11 41 35 25

! Interpret data with caution; the coefficient of variation is greater than or equal to 30 percent.

NOTE: Detail may not sum to totals because of rounding. Poverty estimates for school districts were based on Title | data provided to the
U.S. Department of Education by the U.S. Census Bureau.

SOURCE: U.S. Department of Education, National Center for Education Statistics, Fast Response Survey System (FRSS), “Dropout
Prevention Services and Programs,” FRSS 99, 2010.
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Table 12.

additional district-wide dropout prevention efforts, by district characteristics: School year 2010-11

Percent of public school districts reporting that they use various types of information to determine whether to implement

Number of Feedback
students from a
attending Number of Number or|  Number of district-
adult students percentage|  expulsions administered
education/ taking or of students or other State parent or
Dropout Graduation GED passing the |  Attendance | failing courses| disciplinary | standardized student
District characteristic rates' rates' | programs?| GED test"? rates® | or held back® actions® | test scores® survey® Other®
All public school districts .... 79 78 31 28 82 76 67 59 42 1
District enrollment size
Less than 2,500 ...........cceeene. 74 73 28 25 78 72 62 53 39 ¥
2,500 109,999 .....cccoiriiinns 90 90 38 33 90 85 77 71 49 3
10,000 OF MOYE ..vcvevrvrrerenennes 92 93 41 38 96 88 82 77 56 6
Community type
CtY e 88 88 36 32 92 86 83 83 64 9
Suburban ... 74 74 29 24 81 72 66 58 38 1!
TOWN o 89 88 31 28 87 84 75 59 43 ¥
Rural .....ooviiiiccccs 77 75 31 29 79 74 63 57 42 1!
Region
Northeast ..........cccevvviecrecnns 78 77 35 28 76 71 61 51 28 2!
Southeast ... 97 96 47 42 93 90 83 80 60 2!
Central .....cooeeeviiiiee 79 78 28 24 85 79 70 54 47 ¥
WESE . 73 72 25 27 78 71 61 63 41 1!
Poverty concentration
Less than 10 percent .............. 72 71 27 23 75 67 63 53 35 2!
10 to 19 percent ........cceveuenee. 82 81 32 28 85 81 68 59 45 1!
20 percent Or MOre ................ 82 81 32 33 84 77 70 65 47 2!

! Interpret data with caution; the coefficient of variation is greater than or equal to 30 percent.
1 Reporting standards not met. The coefficient of variation (CV) for this estimate is 50 percent or greater.
! Based on the 96 percent of districts with middle/junior high school or high school grades.
2GED is General Educational Development.

®Based on all public school districts.

NOTE: Poverty estimates for school districts were based on Title | data provided to the U.S. Department of Education by the U.S. Census Bureau.
SOURCE: U.S. Department of Education, National Center for Education Statistics, Fast Response Survey System (FRSS), “Dropout Prevention Services and Programs,” FRSS 99, 2010.
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Table 1a.

Standard errors for the percent of public school districts offering various services or programs in any of their schools

specifically to address the needs of students at risk of dropping out of school, by instructional level of the school in which it
was offered and district characteristics: School year 2010-11

Tutoring Summer school Remediation classes
Offered in Offered in Offered in Offered in Offered in Offered in
elementary | middle/junior Offered in elementary | middle/junior Offered in elementary | middle/junior Offered in
District characteristic school high school high school school high school high school school high school high school
All public school districts ...........c.ccco.... 1.6 1.6 15 19 1.8 2.1 2.3 2.3 25
District enrollment size
Less than 2,500 ..........ccccevveeniniccnniinas 2.2 2.3 2.2 2.5 2.4 31 3.2 3.2 3.8
2,500 109,999 ....ooiiiiii 2.1 1.6 13 2.5 2.3 1.6 2.0 1.6 1.7
10,000 OF MOYE ...cvcveviiieiiiiciieee s 1.7 1.7 11 33 2.4 2.2 3.2 1.8 1.2
Community type
CHLY i 2.4 2.1 2.4 35 2.9 2.6 38 2.6 25
3.2 3.1 2.8 34 3.1 3.0 3.1 2.8 2.7
3.2 2.6 2.4 3.6 4.2 3.1 3.8 3.3 35
2.7 2.6 2.5 2.8 2.6 3.3 3.3 3.3 3.7
Region
NOIHEASE ....cevveveireeeie e 3.9 3.9 4.0 4.5 4.1 3.6 35 3.0 3.8
SOULNEASE ..o 2.4 2.2 2.2 4.0 4.1 4.2 35 3.2 29
Central .....ccoveirieiec 33 3.2 31 33 2.8 3.8 31 35 3.8
WESE o 2.2 2.3 2.2 35 39 41 34 33 35
Poverty concentration
Less than 10 percent .........c.ccceevvveirnienns 35 3.6 3.0 34 2.9 35 39 35 34
10 t0 19 PErcent .....cccoveeeeeerienecieee e 2.6 2.2 2.1 3.1 2.8 2.8 3.0 34 3.7
20 percent OF MOYe ..........cccceevuereeeeereeneenne 2.7 2.8 2.9 3.1 3.5 3.4 3.4 3.9 3.7

See notes at end of table.
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Table 1a.

Standard errors for the percent of public school districts offering various services or programs in any of their schools

specifically to address the needs of students at risk of dropping out of school, by instructional level of the school in which it
was offered and district characteristics: School year 2010-11—Continued

Guided study hall/academic support

Alternative schools or programs

After-school programs

Offered in Offered in Offered in Offered in Offered in Offered in
elementary | middle/junior Offered in elementary | middle/junior Offered in elementary | middle/junior Offered in
District characteristic school high school high school school high school high school school high school high school
All public school districts ...........c.ccco.... 1.7 19 19 1.7 1.8 1.6 1.6 1.7 2.1
District enrollment size
Less than 2,500 ..........ccccevveeniniccnniinas 2.2 2.6 2.7 2.3 2.4 2.3 2.2 2.3 3.0
2,500 109,999 ....ooiiiiii 2.1 2.1 2.1 2.1 2.4 1.4 2.1 2.2 2.2
10,000 OF MOYE ...cvcveviiieiiiiciieee s 2.8 2.6 2.1 2.3 2.5 0.7 2.7 24 2.1
Community type
CHLY i 4.4 4.1 31 39 34 1.2 4.2 3.8 3.6
2.6 2.9 2.9 2.6 3.1 3.0 35 34 3.3
3.8 35 3.6 3.2 4.0 3.3 3.7 3.6 4.1
2.8 3.2 2.8 2.2 2.6 2.8 2.9 29 29
Region
NOIHEASE ....cevveveireeeie e 3.6 34 2.8 2.6 3.8 35 4.4 4.0 4.3
SOULNEASE ..o 38 4.1 4.2 39 4.3 31 4.2 41 41
Central .....ccoveirieiec 2.8 33 33 2.3 31 2.6 3.6 31 33
WESE o 31 3.8 4.1 3.0 33 33 33 34 3.7
Poverty concentration
Less than 10 percent .........c.ccceevvveirnienns 3.0 31 31 2.4 3.0 35 31 31 4.0
10 t0 19 PErcent .....cccoveeeeeerienecieee e 3.1 3.0 3.3 24 2.7 2.6 2.3 2.2 2.8
20 percent OF MOYe ..........cccceevuereeeeereeneenne 3.0 4.3 4.1 3.0 3.6 3.5 3.1 3.4 3.9

SOURCE: U.S. Department of Education, National Center for Education Statistics, Fast Response Survey System (FRSS), “Dropout Prevention Services and Programs,” FRSS 99, 2010.
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Table 2a. Standard errors for the percent of public school districts with high school grades offering various services or programs in any
of their schools specifically to address the needs of students at risk of dropping out of school, by district characteristics:
School year 2010-11

Self-paced District Subsidized
Credit courses for administered child care
recovery Early | purposes other Summer GED while teen
courses/ Smaller graduation than credit Decelerated Flexible bridge preparation parents
District characteristic programs class size options recovery curriculum school day program courses | attend classes
All public school districts ............. 1.3 1.7 1.9 2.3 1.7 1.8 1.3 15 0.9
District enrollment size
Less than 2,500 ...........cccvveririiienne 1.9 24 2.7 3.2 2.3 2.4 1.7 2.0 11
2,500 109,999 ....ooviiiiiiineee 1.3 2.2 2.6 2.6 24 2.6 2.3 2.2 1.8
10,000 OF MOYE ...ovvveriiiieieiririenns 1.2 25 1.9 3.7 2.3 2.8 31 24 29
Community type
City .oovee. 19 4.1 4.0 4.3 4.1 4.3 4.6 4.6 4.0
Suburban ... 29 2.8 34 2.8 3.1 34 3.3 2.3 1.9
TOWN i 2.7 35 4.0 3.9 3.8 4.1 34 3.0 2.3
Rural ..o 2.2 2.7 3.2 34 2.8 2.5 1.8 2.2 11
Region
NOItheast .........ccceoevveenieciiiiins 4.3 3.9 4.0 4.6 3.8 4.3 3.8 3.7 1.7
SOULNEASE ......covvvvviiiiiccec e 2.3 3.8 4.3 4.2 4.2 34 3.9 4.3 31
Central ... 24 3.0 3.6 35 2.6 3.0 2.0 2.1 1.3
WESE . 2.8 31 3.8 3.7 35 4.0 2.8 2.3 1.8
Poverty concentration
Less than 10 percent .......c..cccevvnee. 2.6 3.2 3.7 34 3.7 3.8 2.8 24 1.2
10 to 19 percent .......ccoecevveeereennenne. 2.5 2.9 2.9 3.7 3.1 25 1.8 2.3 1.3
20 percent OF MOYe ..........c..ccccueneee. 2.1 3.3 3.7 3.9 3.6 3.6 3.3 3.1 2.3

SOURCE: U.S. Department of Education, National Center for Education Statistics, Fast Response Survey System (FRSS), “Dropout Prevention Services and Programs,” FRSS 99, 2010.
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Table 3a. Standard errors for the percent of public school districts with high school grades reporting that various educational options
are available to students in the district, and standard errors for the percent of those districts reporting that some or most
students at risk of dropping out participate in the educational option, by district characteristics: School year 2010-11

Dual enrollment in Dual enrollment in
Career/technical courses at a postsecondary courses postsecondary courses
Career/technical high school regular high school with a career/technical focus with an academic focus Work-based learning

Avail- | How many at-risk Avail- | How many at-risk Avail- | How many at-risk Avail- | How many at-risk Avail- | How many at-risk
able in | students participate able in | students participate able in | students participate able in | students participate able in | students participate

District characteristic district Some | Most |  district Some | Most |  district Some | Most |  district Some | Most |  district Some | Most

All public school

diStricts ......ccoeeenen. 2.0 2.1 1.7 13 2.0 21 1.9 2.1 0.8 1.6 1.6 0.4 2.0 2.6 1.0

District enrollment size

Less than 2,500 .............. 2.8 3.2 2.6 1.9 2.9 3.0 2.7 3.0 13 2.4 2.3 t 3.0 4.0 15

2,5001t09,999 ................ 2.2 2.4 2.2 1.6 3.0 2.9 2.0 31 0.9 15 2.1 0.7 1.9 2.7 15

10,000 or more .............. 2.9 3.2 2.4 11 2.2 18 2.3 33 11 1.0 2.9 t 1.9 3.2 1.8
Community type

City .oveeenee 4.2 55 4.7 25 4.3 4.0 2.6 49 3.3 2.4 44 t 3.9 4.3 2.9

Suburban ... . 3.0 3.4 2.8 3.0 4.0 3.7 33 3.8 1.7 2.4 2.8 13 2.8 4.0 2.0

TOWN oo 3.9 44 4.2 23 3.8 3.9 3.9 43 T 3.2 31 T 2.8 43 15

Rural ..o 3.2 3.4 2.9 2.1 3.3 3.3 2.7 33 14 2.6 2.7 T 3.1 3.9 1.8
Region

Northeast ..........ccccevenne 24 4.2 3.4 3.7 44 3.8 43 6.7 25 3.7 3.9 T 43 5.5 1.7

Southeast .........c.cceeeeee. 4.4 5.9 5.8 3.4 4.3 4.1 4.1 49 t 33 3.6 t 4.3 4.3 3.6

Central ....ccccoeovvvvvniiinnne. 3.0 3.4 2.9 2.8 3.7 35 31 35 13 2.4 3.4 t 3.3 4.3 1.6

WESL v 3.6 49 3.4 2.7 3.6 3.8 33 35 t 3.0 3.7 t 4.2 5.2 2.9
Poverty concentration

Less than 10 percent ...... 3.3 3.0 2.0 2.8 3.9 35 34 4.1 14 3.0 3.3 T 2.9 4.0 15

10 to 19 percent ............. 2.9 33 3.0 25 3.6 3.2 31 3.2 11 2.2 3.2 t 3.1 4.0 1.7

20 percent or more ........ 3.8 4.1 3.7 3.0 3.6 3.5 3.8 3.6 15 2.8 3.6 1.3 4.2 5.0 2.8

T Not applicable.
SOURCE: U.S. Department of Education, National Center for Education Statistics, Fast Response Survey System (FRSS), “Dropout Prevention Services and Programs,” FRSS 99, 2010.



Table 4a. Standard errors for the percent of public school districts where information is regularly
provided to receiving schools about the unique needs of individual at-risk students when
the student transitions to a school at a higher instructional level, by district
characteristics: School year 2010-11

Information
provided to
receiving
District characteristic school
PN 010 o] oo g 0T e 1 o £SO URPRT 1.3
District enrollment size
[T (g T2 L0 TR 1.7
2,500 10 9,999 ..ottt et et e beete e teeteete et e ateeht e beebeeheeteateeheeateateeteebeabeeteenteeteeteesteteateas 1.1
OO0 [ o Tl 1310 (PRSP 2.2
Community type
L 1SS 2.8
IS0 {00 g o T OSSR 2.3
OV N ottt ettt b et ettt e et e et e e eebeeae e b e beea b e b e et e oA e et e eteeh e eA b e ke oAb e b e ek e oAt et e ebeeRe et e teen b e ebeeteeRe e beebeeheenbenaeenrenbenrean 2.4
[T | OSSOSO PP 2.0
Region
[N 0 T 1T ] OSSOSO 3.9
SOULNBASE ...ttt s ettt b ekt h ket R ARt R Rt R e AR Ao ARt R R Rt et r et et et n e re e 2.5
Central 1.9
West ...... 2.7
Poverty concentration
LESS thaN 10 PEICENE ...evveviitieeietesteie ettt ettt e et e st e e e sesbe st e se et e s s eseese e s e s e b e s e b e s e et e s e eae s eseesessenbeseetesaeeenearennn 2.8
RO (o R 1< (ol o | AP PRSP 1.6
20 PEICENE OF IMOTE .....vevititeet ettt etttk ete e es et sa et es et e te e es e etesaenees e et e e eneebe b e b e st et e e be st eneabeateneeseatenbe st eneabenteneereatenes 2.1

SOURCE: U.S. Department of Education, National Center for Education Statistics, Fast Response Survey System (FRSS), “Dropout
Prevention Services and Programs,” FRSS 99, 2010.
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Table 5a.

Standard errors for the percent of public school districts using various transition

supports for all students in any of the district’s schools to help students transition
between instructional levels, by district characteristics: School year 2010-11

Transition from elementary to
middle/junior high school

Transition from middle/junior high

school to high school

Assign a Offer an Assign a Offer an
student Assign an advisement student Assign an advisement
District characteristic mentor | adult mentor class mentor | adult mentor class
All public school districts .................. 11 13 1.6 14 1.8 1.8
District enrollment size
Less than 2,500 .........cccccevveeninecnnnnenn, 15 1.7 2.2 1.8 25 24
2,500 109,999 ...t 1.2 1.9 1.8 21 21 24
10,000 OF MOYE .vvveveveeecrieeeceree e, 2.1 2.2 3.1 2.9 2.8 3.0
Community type
CHY i 35 2.5 3.8 4.3 35 44
2.0 2.2 25 31 2.7 3.0
2.0 3.0 3.0 29 34 4.0
1.6 2.1 25 2.2 25 3.0
Region
NOIthEaSst ........ccecvvviveiriciee 2.1 2.4 3.9 2.8 41 3.8
Southeast ... 1.8 3.0 33 2.2 3.7 4.2
Central ....... 2.2 2.5 2.7 2.8 33 3.2
WESE o 2.1 2.4 3.0 3.0 3.3 4.2
Poverty concentration
Less than 10 percent ..........ccccevervevrnnnne. 2.0 2.2 25 3.2 3.2 35
10 t0 19 PErcent ......ccecveveererieseeiieninans 1.9 2.6 3.0 2.0 2.7 2.6
20 percent OF MOYe ..........cccceveeeeiuenennns 1.8 2.4 2.8 2.6 3.1 3.8

SOURCE: U.S. Department of Education, National Center for Education Statistics, Fast Response Survey System (FRSS), “Dropout
Prevention Services and Programs,” FRSS 99, 2010.
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Table 6a.

district characteristics: School year 2010-11

Standard errors for the percent of public school districts using various types of mentors in any of their schools specifically to
address the needs of students at risk of dropping out, by instructional level of the school in which mentors are used and

Student mentors

School counselors, teachers, or
school administrators who
formally mentor students

Adult employed by the
district whose only job
is to mentor students

Community volunteers

Offered in Offered in Offered in Offered in
Offered in middle/ | Offered in | Offered in middle/ | Offered in | Offered in middle/ | Offered in | Offered in middle/ | Offered in
elementary | junior high high | elementary | junior high high | elementary | junior high high | elementary | junior high high
District characteristic school school school school school school school school school school school school
All public school
districts ........c......... 1.6 1.7 2.1 1.6 15 1.6 0.9 1.0 13 15 1.6 15
District enrollment size
Less than 2,500 .............. 2.1 2.4 3.0 2.2 1.9 2.2 1.3 1.4 1.8 1.9 2.0 2.0
2,500t09,999 ................ 2.4 1.8 2.2 1.7 2.1 1.9 1.4 1.3 1.4 2.8 2.6 2.6
10,000 or more .............. 3.6 34 2.6 2.6 2.6 2.2 1.8 1.9 2.4 2.7 3.0 2.8
Community type
(0111 4.3 4.2 45 4.0 3.9 3.9 2.6 3.0 35 4.4 4.1 45
Suburban ... 2.3 2.6 3.2 2.9 2.9 2.8 15 15 17 2.2 2.0 2.9
Town ......... 3.9 3.7 3.8 3.7 3.3 3.6 2.0 2.3 2.8 3.9 3.6 3.3
Rural ....cccooeveveecierieenns 2.2 25 3.1 2.6 2.4 2.4 1.4 1.6 2.0 2.1 2.3 2.2
Region
Northeast ........ccccoevevvenee 3.7 3.1 4.0 4.2 4.1 4.4 1.7 2.3 2.4 3.2 2.8 3.0
Southeast .........cccceevveee. 3.8 3.1 2.9 4.3 3.9 3.8 1.9 1.9 2.4 4.4 4.6 45
Central ......ococoveveeveerenenn. 3.3 3.1 3.1 3.1 3.2 2.6 1.6 1.8 1.8 2.7 25 2.5
WESE oo 2.6 3.1 3.3 3.7 3.0 3.0 1.8 2.0 2.8 3.0 3.0 34
Poverty concentration
Less than 10 percent ...... 2.7 3.0 3.1 3.2 3.0 3.2 1.6 1.7 2.0 2.6 2.8 3.3
10 to 19 percent ............. 2.8 2.4 3.2 3.0 2.7 2.1 1.0 1.6 1.8 2.4 2.2 2.1
20 percent or more ......... 2.3 2.6 3.2 2.9 3.0 35 2.1 2.2 2.9 3.0 3.3 3.6

SOURCE: U.S. Department of Education, National Center for Education Statistics, Fast Response Survey System (FRSS), “Dropout Prevention Services and Programs,” FRSS 99, 2010.



Table 7a. Standard errors for the percent of public school districts using a formal program

designed to reduce behavioral problems in schools or classrooms, by instructional level

of the school in which it is used and district characteristics: School year 2010-11

Use a formal program designed to reduce behavioral problems

Elementary Middle/junior High
District characteristic schools high schools school
All public sChool diStrCtS ..........ovvrieiicic 1.6 1.7 15
District enrollment size
LeSs than 2,500 .......cceecueiiiieiiecie ettt 2.2 2.4 2.1
2,500 0 9,999 ..ot e 1.8 2.0 1.9
10,000 OF MOTE ...oviiveiiircieieieee e 15 1.6 2.6
Community type
CHLY vt 2.6 3.6 3.8
SUBUIDAN .. 29 31 35
TOWN ettt bbbt 3.0 3.6 34
RUFAL . e 2.7 3.0 2.3
Region
[N 1T ) SRS 3.7 4.2 4.1
SOULNEASE ..v.vivveeecieiee e 4.0 4.1 4.1
Central 29 3.2 2.8
West ...... 3.7 34 3.6
Poverty concentration
Less than 10 Percent ..........ccocevvervrereneeiesienienee e 2.7 2.8 34
1010 19 PEICENT .oviviivciiiircicrec e 29 3.0 2.7
20 PEICENE OF MO ..ottt see e e 34 3.2 2.9

SOURCE: U.S. Department of Education, National Center for Education Statistics, Fast Response Survey System (FRSS), “Dropout

Prevention Services and Programs,” FRSS 99, 2010.
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Table 8a. Standard errors for the percentage distribution of public school districts reporting the extent to which various factors are
used in their district to identify students who are at risk of dropping out, by district characteristics: School year 2010-11

Truancy or excessive Academic Failure on state Behaviors that warrant Behaviors that warrant
absences failure standardized tests suspension or expulsion | other disciplinary action
Not at Not at Not at Not at Not at
allor | Mod- allor | Mod- allor | Mod- allor | Mod- allor | Mod-
small | erate| Large| small | erate| Large| small| erate| Large| small | erate| Large| small| erate| Large
District characteristic extent | extent | extent | extent | extent | extent | extent | extent| extent | extent| extent| extent | extent | extent| extent
All public school diStricts ...........ccccvveininecnninnnn 11 1.7 1.9 11 1.2 15 1.4 1.7 1.4 14 1.8 1.8 1.8 1.8 1.4
District enrollment size
Less than 2,500 .........cceeivieeninieciineseesee 1.6 2.2 2.6 1.6 1.6 2.1 2.0 2.3 1.8 1.9 2.4 2.4 25 24 1.9
2,500 t0 9,999 0.8 1.9 21 0.6 13 13 1.3 1.9 2.3 11 2.4 2.1 1.8 2.2 1.9
10,000 or more 1.2 2.2 2.2 t 14 1.3 2.1 2.7 2.3 14 1.9 2.5 2.0 2.2 2.2
Community type
CHY e e 1.4 3.6 3.8 14 2.5 2.8 2.6 4.2 4.3 2.0 4.0 4.2 3.2 4.2 3.8
SUBUIDAN . 2.2 24 34 2.1 2.0 2.9 25 3.2 34 2.6 3.0 3.2 3.2 29 3.2
TOWN it 2.0 29 3.8 T 2.5 2.7 35 4.1 3.3 2.2 35 34 3.2 3.7 34
RUPAL L. 21 24 2.8 2.1 1.7 2.4 2.6 2.6 2.1 2.5 2.7 2.9 2.7 2.6 2.3
Region
NOIHEASE ..o 31 3.7 4.3 3.0 2.5 35 3.7 34 3.3 3.6 4.1 4.1 4.2 4.2 3.7
SOULNEAST ....veiircc e t 3.2 33 t 2.9 3.0 33 4.3 4.2 1.9 4.2 4.1 3.2 4.3 41
Central 1.9 34 35 1.8 2.6 3.0 3.0 2.7 2.6 2.8 35 33 3.2 33 2.6
WESE o 2.3 29 35 2.3 2.9 3.0 35 3.2 3.2 3.2 33 34 34 33 25
Poverty concentration
Less than 10 Percent .........cccoeveevveenneiniecninnns 2.8 3.0 34 2.2 2.3 31 3.0 3.2 2.8 33 3.2 3.0 3.6 33 2.7
1010 19 PEICENE ..cvevieiiiiieeec e 1.7 24 2.8 1.8 1.9 2.2 25 3.0 2.3 2.1 2.6 3.1 2.8 25 2.3
20 PErcent OF MO ........ccververiiiieiesieeiee e sieeee e 2.4 3.0 3.6 2.2 2.8 3.4 2.9 2.7 3.3 2.6 3.3 3.3 3.4 3.4 2.3

See notes at end of table.
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Table 8a.

Standard errors for the percentage distribution of public school districts reporting the extent to which various factors are

used in their district to identify students who are at risk of dropping out, by district characteristics: School year 2010-11—
Continued

District characteristic

Involvement with the Involvement with social Pregnancy/teen
criminal justice system services or foster care parenthood Substance abuse Learning disability Mental health problems
Not at Not at Not at Not at Not at Not at

allor | Mod- allor | Mod- allor | Mod- allor | Mod- allor | Mod- allor | Mod-

small | erate| Large| small | erate| Large| small| erate| Large| small| erate| Large| small | erate| Large| small| erate| Large
extent | extent | extent | extent | extent | extent | extent | extent | extent | extent | extent| extent | extent| extent| extent| extent| extent| extent

All public school

districts ........c........

District enrollment size
Less than 2,500
2,500 t0 9,999 .......
10,000 or more

Community type

(071 |V

Suburban ...

Region

Northeast ..........c.cccove.e
Southeast ........cccoeue..e.
Central .....ccoooevveveen.

Poverty concentration

Less than 10 percent .....
10 to 19 percent ............
20 percent or more ........

15 1.6 1.7

2.1 2.1 2.3
15 1.9 2.2
1.7 2.1 2.6

2.8 3.5 3.9
2.9 2.8 2.9
2.9 3.9 4.2
2.8 2.3 2.6

4.0 3.4 3.4
3.2 3.8 4.2
3.0 3.3 3.1
3.2 2.8 3.0

3.0 3.1 3.3
2.6 2.9 2.7
3.2 2.9 3.0

2.0 1.9 1.2

2.7 2.5 15
2.5 2.2 2.1
3.2 3.7 3.2

3.7 4.0 3.7
3.2 3.0 1.9
3.6 4.0 35
3.3 2.9 1.6

3.9 3.6 2.8
3.9 4.0 3.0
3.1 3.1 2.2
3.2 34 2.1

34 3.0 2.2
3.1 2.5 2.1
3.6 3.6 2.0

1.8 1.7 15

24 2.3 1.9
1.8 1.8 2.2
2.5 2.8 3.2

3.2 3.5 3.8
2.9 24 2.7
3.4 3.7 3.5
3.2 2.5 2.2

41 3.2 3.3
3.7 4.1 3.8
3.4 2.9 2.7
3.7 3.2 2.6

3.3 2.5 2.6
3.1 2.8 2.3
3.6 3.7 3.1

1.6 1.9 1.6

2.1 2.6 2.0
1.8 2.5 2.3
2.7 3.1 3.7

3.1 3.9 4.1
3.5 3.1 3.2
3.3 3.9 4.0
2.6 2.8 2.1

3.5 4.0 3.7
3.8 4.0 3.5
3.3 34 2.5
3.0 3.0 2.7

3.0 2.7 2.7
2.4 3.0 2.7
3.5 3.6 2.8

1.7 14 1.3

2.3 1.9 1.6
1.7 2.3 2.1
24 2.8 2.5

3.4 4.3 3.6
3.0 2.8 2.8
3.6 3.7 3.4
2.5 24 2.1

41 41 3.1
4.0 4.0 4.2
3.6 2.7 2.7
3.1 3.1 24

3.5 3.1 2.3
2.7 24 2.3
3.2 3.2 2.7

2.0 1.9 13

2.7 2.6 1.7
2.1 2.2 1.6
2.8 3.6 2.9

3.2 4.1 4.0
3.2 3.2 2.3
3.5 4.2 2.7
3.1 2.8 2.1

41 3.8 2.3
3.9 4.5 34
3.8 3.7 2.1
3.3 3.1 2.6

3.7 35 2.1
3.1 2.8 2.4
3.2 3.0 2.4

See notes at end of table.



eT-v

Table 8a. Standard errors for the percentage distribution of public school districts reporting the extent to which various factors are

used in their district to identify students who are at risk of dropping out, by district characteristics: School year 2010-11—
Continued

Observed change in student

Homelessness or frequent

attitude or life conditions address change Limited English proficiency Migrant status Other
Not at Not at Not at Not at Not at
all or Mod- all or Mod- all or Mod- all or Mod- all or Mod-
small erate Large small erate Large small erate Large small erate Large small erate Large
District characteristic extent extent extent extent extent extent extent extent extent extent extent | extent extent extent extent
All public school
districts ........ccveee. 15 1.8 17 1.8 1.8 17 1.8 1.8 1.2 1.6 15 11 0.4 0.3 0.3
District enrollment size
Less than 2,500 2.0 24 2.2 2.4 2.5 2.2 24 2.3 1.6 2.1 2.1 14 0.5 t t
2,500 t0 9,999 ....... 1.9 2.3 2.0 2.2 2.4 25 2.2 2.4 2.0 2.2 1.6 15 0.8 0.5 0.7
10,000 or more 15 3.9 3.6 1.7 2.5 31 24 2.4 2.5 31 25 3.0 13 0.9 0.9
Community type
City oo 34 4.3 3.7 2.9 4.2 4.1 3.9 3.7 3.2 4.2 4.0 1.9 15 1.3 0.9
Suburban ... 33 31 2.8 3.2 31 2.6 3.2 2.8 2.2 2.4 2.0 1.7 0.7 t 0.6
TOWN v 33 3.6 3.7 3.0 31 39 3.8 35 31 3.4 29 2.2 11 t t
Rural ... 2.5 2.6 2.3 33 2.9 2.8 2.7 2.5 1.6 25 24 1.6 0.6 t t
Region
Northeast .........c.ccoervvnenee 35 41 3.0 35 31 29 33 2.9 2.1 31 2.7 1.9 15 1.2 t
Southeast ........cccoveeenne 3.8 4.2 3.8 3.6 39 4.2 4.0 3.8 2.9 4.0 3.7 2.7 0.8 t 0.6
Central ....ccooeoevvrieine 3.0 34 2.7 35 2.9 2.8 31 3.1 1.7 3.3 3.0 1.7 0.2 t t
WESE .o 3.2 35 3.6 3.6 3.0 3.3 34 3.2 2.6 3.0 25 2.1 0.7 t 0.7
Poverty concentration
Less than 10 percent ...... 3.2 3.3 2.6 3.4 3.4 2.5 2.9 2.6 1.6 2.7 2.5 15 0.6 0.3 0.5
10 to 19 percent ............. 2.4 2.8 25 3.0 2.8 2.7 3.2 2.8 2.1 2.8 2.6 1.7 0.8 0.6 0.6
20 percent or more ......... 3.0 33 3.1 3.7 3.2 33 33 31 2.2 3.1 2.8 2.0 0.6 t t

T Not applicable.

SOURCE: U.S. Department of Education, National Center for Education Statistics, Fast Response Survey System (FRSS), “Dropout Prevention Services and Programs,” FRSS 99, 2010.
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Table 9a. Standard errors for the percent of public school districts reporting that they work with various entities to address the needs of

students at risk of dropping out, by district characteristics: School year 2010-11

State or
local
government
agencies Child care
Com-| that provide Family centers/
munity financial | Churches or Drug planning/|  providers
Child mental| assistance| community Crisis Juvenile and/or Health child| for children Job
protective health to needy| organiza- interven-| assessment Local alcohol clinic| placement of teen| placement
District characteristic services agency families tions| tion center center business clinic| or hospital agency parents center
All public school
districts .....c.ccceenee 1.6 15 1.6 15 18 1.6 1.7 1.6 1.6 15 1.6 1.6
District enrollment size
Less than 2,500 .............. 2.2 2.1 2.2 1.9 2.4 2.2 2.2 2.2 2.2 2.1 2.1 2.1
2,500 109,999 ......ccoeee. 1.4 1.4 2.2 2.1 2.4 2.0 2.4 2.3 2.3 2.1 2.2 2.3
10,000 or more .............. 1.2 15 1.4 1.6 2.1 2.7 2.0 15 2.2 2.8 3.7 2.3
Community type
City woeeeeeree 2.0 2.6 25 3.3 39 4.1 3.8 4.0 4.2 3.7 4.0 4.0
Suburban ... 2.7 2.8 3.2 29 2.9 2.8 2.6 3.2 2.9 2.8 25 2.6
TOWN i 2.3 3.2 3.0 35 3.7 3.6 4.1 3.7 3.8 4.1 34 34
Rural ... 24 2.3 25 21 2.6 2.1 2.5 2.3 2.5 2.1 24 2.2
Region
Northeast .......c...ccceevveenee 24 2.6 4.0 41 4.1 3.6 4.2 4.0 4.1 4.1 4.0 4.1
Southeast ..........c.cccevnne. 3.0 2.8 3.7 3.9 4.1 4.1 45 4.0 4.3 4.1 4.2 39
Central 25 25 2.6 2.7 2.8 3.1 34 2.5 2.3 2.9 29 2.4
WESE .o 2.6 35 3.6 31 2.9 3.0 2.6 2.5 3.8 2.6 2.3 2.3
Poverty concentration
Less than 10 percent ...... 31 3.0 2.7 3.3 34 3.0 34 34 2.8 3.2 2.7 3.1
10 to 19 percent ............. 2.2 29 2.8 25 2.8 2.8 3.0 2.2 2.9 2.7 2.8 2.3
20 percent or more ......... 2.8 2.8 34 3.6 3.5 2.9 3.2 3.3 3.8 3.3 3.0 2.9

SOURCE: U.S. Department of Education, National Center for Education Statistics, Fast Response Survey System (FRSS), “Dropout Prevention Services and Programs,” FRSS 99, 2010.
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Table 10a.

Standard errors for the percent of public school districts reporting that they provide information about the employment or

financial consequences of dropping out and the percent of public school districts reporting that they provide information
about various education and training options to students who appear highly likely to drop out, by district characteristics:
School year 2010-11

Employment or financial
consequences of
dropping out

Education and training options

Alternative schools or
programs

Job training/GED
combination programs

GED or adult education
programs

Job training programs

Yes, standard

Yes, standard

Yes, standard

Yes, standard

Yes, standard

procedure Yes, procedure Yes, procedure Yes, procedure Yes, procedure Yes,
with all with some with all with some with all with some with all with some with all with some
District characteristic students students students students students students students students students students
All public school districts ........ 1.8 1.7 14 1.2 2.0 15 2.1 15 1.6 1.7
District enrollment size
Less than 2,500 .........ccccevevenene, 2.4 2.3 1.9 1.7 2.8 2.0 2.9 2.1 2.2 2.2
2,500t09,999 ......cocovviiriirinn 2.2 2.4 1.9 1.8 2.1 25 1.8 2.1 2.0 2.8
10,000 OF MOIE ....cocvveveverrrenene, 2.8 3.0 1.7 1.6 35 3.2 3.1 2.6 2.7 3.1
Community type
(01 |1 R 4.1 4.0 3.7 35 4.4 3.8 4.4 3.6 4.2 4.2
3.2 3.0 2.6 2.4 2.5 3.0 25 2.5 2.1 2.9
4.2 3.2 3.1 2.7 3.9 3.7 4.1 34 3.7 35
2.5 2.7 2.2 1.9 2.8 2.3 3.0 2.2 2.4 2.3
Region
Northeast .........cccoeeveveiieienan, 4.6 3.4 35 25 3.7 2.8 3.7 2.8 35 34
SoUtheast ........ceevveevveeeiiecieen, 4.2 4.1 4.0 35 4.4 3.6 4.2 4.0 4.5 4.5
Central ......oooeeeveeveeceeeeeee, 2.6 2.2 3.0 2.3 2.8 2.6 3.2 2.7 2.7 3.2
WESL oo 3.6 3.6 3.1 25 34 2.6 3.8 3.0 3.0 2.8
Poverty concentration
Less than 10 percent .................. 3.6 2.9 3.0 25 34 2.4 3.1 2.7 2.9 2.9
10to 19 percent ....c.ccceeervvveennns 2.8 2.7 2.8 2.3 2.3 2.2 2.9 2.5 25 2.4
20 percent OF MOre .......c....coce.... 3.4 3.4 3.7 2.8 4,5 3.3 4.4 3.0 3.7 3.3

SOURCE: U.S. Department of Education, National Center for Education Statistics, Fast Response Survey System (FRSS), “Dropout Prevention Services and Programs,” FRSS 99, 2010.



Table 11a. Standard errors for the percentage distribution of public school districts reporting
whether the district tries to determine the status of students who do not return to
school in the fall as expected, and the standard errors for the percentage distribution
reporting whether the district follows up with students who dropped out before the
next school year to encourage them to return, by district characteristics: School year

2010-11
District follows up with students who
District tries to determine status of students dropped out before the next school
who do not return in the fall as expected year to encourage them to return
Yes, Yes,
Yes, for all with some Yes, for all with some
District characteristic students students No students students No
All public school districts ..................... 15 11 1.2 2.0 1.8 15

District enrollment size

Less than 2,500 .........cccceevvvveeniniccninnn, 2.0 15 1.6 2.7 25 2.0

2,500 09,999 ..ot 1.7 1.3 1.2 2.3 1.8 2.0

10,000 OF MOYE .voveveveeeirieeeciree e 2.7 2.8 1.3 2.4 2.6 1.7
Community type

CHLY o 3.3 2.8 2.5 3.8 4.2 3.3

Suburban ... . 3.2 2.3 2.6 2.2 2.8 3.1

Town ......... . 3.0 2.7 2.0 4.1 3.2 33

RUral ..o 2.2 1.6 1.9 29 25 2.3
Region

NOIthEaSst ........cceceivvveiiicicceee 4.0 2.6 33 35 3.7 3.6

SOULNEAST ..o 3.8 33 2.2 4.3 4.0 3.0

Central ....ccooceceriieiiec e 24 1.9 2.0 31 29 3.0

WESE o 2.8 2.4 2.4 34 3.0 2.9
Poverty concentration

Less than 10 percent .......cc.ccovecvververennnne 24 1.8 2.4 2.9 2.2 2.4

10 t0 19 PErcent ......cceeceveeieenieneeieieens 2.3 2.1 14 35 3.2 2.9

20 percent OF MOYe ..........cccevvereeeeneennenn 3.5 3.0 2.4 3.1 3.1 2.8

SOURCE: U.S. Department of Education, National Center for Education Statistics, Fast Response Survey System (FRSS), “Dropout
Prevention Services and Programs,” FRSS 99, 2010.
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Table 12a. Standard errors for the percent of public school districts reporting that they use various types of information to determine
whether to implement additional district-wide dropout prevention efforts, by district characteristics: School year 2010-11
Number of Feedback
students from a
attending Number of Number or|  Number of district-
adult students percentage|  expulsions administered
education/ taking or of students or other State parent or
Dropout Graduation GED passing the |  Attendance |failing courses| disciplinary | standardized student
District characteristic rates rates programs GED test rates | or held back actions test scores survey Other
All public school districts ..... 14 15 1.7 1.6 14 14 1.9 18 1.6 0.3
District enrollment size
Less than 2,500 .......ccccceveeenee. 2.0 2.0 2.4 2.2 2.0 18 2.6 25 2.1 t
2,500 10 9,999 .....ccriririririnn 15 1.6 1.6 2.0 14 2.0 2.0 1.9 2.2 0.7
10,000 OF MOFE ....vvveeerenens 2.0 1.4 2.3 2.8 13 2.1 1.9 2.3 2.0 15
Community type
CitY e 2.8 2.7 3.7 35 25 3.1 3.0 2.6 3.8 2.3
Suburban ... 3.2 3.1 2.9 2.3 2.8 2.9 2.9 3.3 3.2 0.4
TOWN oo 3.2 2.8 3.3 3.4 2.9 2.9 4.0 3.2 3.8 t
0 | 2.1 2.3 2.9 2.8 2.2 2.0 2.7 2.9 25 0.3
Region
Northeast .........ccccovvvvevririenne 3.2 3.2 3.7 35 3.2 3.1 4.0 44 3.7 0.7
SOULheast .......ccovviriririririnine 2.0 2.2 4.1 4.0 2.6 3.1 3.4 3.6 43 0.8
Central ..o 2.3 2.2 2.9 2.8 2.2 25 29 3.1 2.8 t
WESL it 2.8 2.8 2.7 2.8 2.6 3.0 33 3.2 3.4 0.5
Poverty concentration
Less than 10 percent ............... 3.3 3.1 2.7 2.6 35 3.2 3.5 3.6 3.0 0.8
10to 19 percent .........ccccvuenee 25 2.6 2.7 2.6 2.3 25 3.0 3.0 2.9 0.3
20 percent Or MOre .................. 2.5 2.5 2.9 2.7 2.2 3.0 3.4 3.0 3.7 0.6

T Not applicable.

SOURCE: U.S. Department of Education, National Center for Education Statistics, Fast Response Survey System (FRSS), “Dropout Prevention Services and Programs,” FRSS 99, 2010.
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Technical Notes

Fast Response Survey System

The Fast Response Survey System (FRSS) was established in 1975 by the National Center for Education
Statistics (NCES), U.S. Department of Education. FRSS is designed to collect issue-oriented data within a
relatively short time frame. FRSS collects data from state education agencies, local education agencies, public
and private elementary and secondary schools, public school teachers, and public libraries. To ensure minimal
burden on respondents, the surveys are generally limited to three pages of questions, with a response burden of
about 30 minutes per respondent. Sample sizes are relatively small (usually about 1,200 to 1,800 respondents
per survey) so that data collection can be completed quickly. Data are weighted to produce national estimates
of the sampled education sector. The sample size permits limited breakouts by analysis variables. However, as
the number of categories within any single analysis variable increases, the sample size within categories
decreases, which results in larger sampling errors for the breakouts by analysis variables.

Sample Design

The sample for the FRSS survey of Dropout Prevention Services and Programs consisted of 1,200 public
school districts in the 50 states and the District of Columbia. The nationally representative sample was selected
from the 2008-09 NCES Common Core of Data (CCD) Local Education Agency (School District) Universe
file, which was the most current file available at the time of selection. The sampling frame included 13,563
regular public school districts. For purposes of this study, “regular” school districts included any local school
district that was not a component of a supervisory union (i.e., Education Agency type 1 on the CCD) or was a
local school district component of a supervisory union sharing a superintendent and administrative services
with other local school districts (i.e., Education Agency type 2 on the CCD). Excluded from the sampling
frame were districts in the outlying U.S. territories and districts with no enrollments or missing enrollments.

The school district sampling frame was stratified by the instructional level of the schools operated by the
district and enrollment size class. Information about instructional level of the schools in the district was
obtained from the 2008-09 CCD public school universe file. Elementary districts were those with only
elementary schools, while unified/secondary districts included at least one secondary school. Within the two
categories of instructional level, the sample was allocated to size strata in rough proportion to the aggregate
square root of the enrollment in the stratum. Districts in the sampling frame were then sorted by community
type® and region to induce additional implicit stratification. Within each primary stratum, districts were
selected systematically and with equal probabilities.

Data Collection and Response Rates

Questionnaires and cover letters were mailed to the superintendent of each sampled school district in
September 2010. The letter introduced the study and requested that the questionnaire be completed by the
person most knowledgeable about dropout prevention services and programs in the district. Respondents were
offered the option of completing the survey via the Web. Telephone follow-up for survey nonresponse and data
clarification was initiated in October 2010 and completed in January 2011.

% The community type variable is based on the urban-centric district locale variable from the 2008-09 CCD (ULOCALO08), discussed further in the
Definitions of Analysis Variables section of this report.
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Of the 1,200 districts in the sample, 5 districts were found to be ineligible for the survey because they were
administrative entities only that did not operate any schools. This left a total of 1,195 eligible districts in the
sample. Completed questionnaires were received from 1,086 districts, or 91 percent of the eligible districts
(table B-1). Of the districts that completed the survey, 61 percent completed it via the Web, 27 percent
completed it by mail, 7 percent completed it by fax or email, and 5 percent completed it by telephone. The
weighted response rate using the initial base weights was 89 percent. The weighted number of eligible
districts in the survey represents the estimated universe of public school districts in the 50 states and the
District of Columbia with one or more regular schools.*

Table B-1. Number and percent of responding public school districts in the study sample, and
estimated number and percent of public school districts the sample represents, by selected
district characteristics: School year 2010-11

Respondent sample (unweighted) National estimate (weighted)
Selected characteristic Number Percent Number | Percent
All public school diStricts .........cocvrvvereneiiirereccine 1,086 100 13,400 100

District enrollment size

Less than 2,500 442 41 9,400 71

2,500 to 9,999 395 36 3,000 23

10,000 or more 249 23 900 7
Community type

CHLY e 154 14 700 5

Suburban ... 318 29 2,600 20

Town .......... 206 19 2,400 18

[0 | T 408 38 7,600 57
Region

NOITNEASE ...t 223 21 2,900 21

Southeast .... 202 19 1,500 12

Central ....... 326 30 4,800 36

WVESE e 335 31 4,100 31
Poverty concentration

Less than 10 PErcent .........ccevrreininieinceiseeseee e 335 31 4,000 30

10 to 19 percent ........ccceveuenne 442 41 5,500 41

20 percent or more 309 28 3,900 29

NOTE: Detail may not sum to totals because of rounding.
SOURCE: U.S. Department of Education, National Center for Education Statistics, Fast Response Survey System (FRSS), “Dropout Prevention
Services and Programs,” FRSS 99, 2010.

Imputation for Item Nonresponse

Although item nonresponse items was very low (less than 1 percent for any item), missing data were imputed
for the items with a response rate of less than 100 percent.® The missing items were all categorical data, such
as whether districts work with churches or community organizations to address the needs of students at risk of
dropping out. The missing data were imputed using a “hot-deck” approach to obtain a “donor” district from
which the imputed values were derived. Under the hot-deck approach, a donor district that matched selected
characteristics of the district with missing data (the recipient district) was identified. The matching
characteristics included community type, geographic region, district enrollment size, and high and low grades
offered in the district. In addition, relevant questionnaire items were used to form appropriate imputation

* For more details about the development of survey weights, see the section of this report on Sampling Errors.
® Per NCES standard 4-1-2, all missing questionnaire data are imputed (all items are considered key data items for this survey).
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groupings. Once a donor was found, it was used to obtain the imputed values for the district with missing data.
The imputed values were the corresponding value from the donor district.

Data Reliability

Although the district survey on dropout prevention services and programs was designed to account for
sampling error and to minimize nonsampling error, estimates produced from the data collected are subject to
both types of error. Sampling error occurs because the data are collected from a sample rather than a census of
the population, and nonsampling errors are errors made during the collection and processing of the data.

Sampling Errors

The responses were weighted to produce national estimates (table B-1). The weights were designed to reflect
the variable probabilities of selection of the sampled districts and were adjusted for differential unit
(questionnaire) nonresponse. The nonresponse weighting adjustments were made within classes defined by
variables used in sampling and expected to be correlated with response propensity: district level (i.e.,
elementary or unified/secondary), district size class, community type, and region. Within the final weighting
classes, the base weights (i.e., the reciprocal of districts’ probabilities of selection) of the responding districts
were inflated by the inverse of the weighted response rate for the class. The findings in this report are estimates
based on the sample selected and, consequently, are subject to sampling variability. Jackknife replication was
used to estimate the sampling variability of the estimates and to test for statistically significant differences
between estimates.

The standard error is a measure of the variability of an estimate due to sampling. It indicates the variability of a
sample estimate that would be obtained from all possible samples of a given design and size. Standard errors
are used as a measure of the precision expected from a particular sample. If all possible samples were surveyed
under similar conditions, intervals of 1.96 standard errors below to 1.96 standard errors above a particular
statistic would include the true population parameter being estimated in about 95 percent of the samples. This
is a 95 percent confidence interval. For example, the estimated percent of districts with high school grades that
offered credit recovery courses/programs to address the needs of students at risk of dropping out is

87.6 percent, and the standard error is 1.33 percent (tables 2 and 2a). The 95 percent confidence interval for the
statistic extends from [87.6 — (1.33 x 1.96)] to [87.6 + (1.33 x 1.96)], or from 85.0 to 90.2 percent. The 1.96 is
the critical value for a two-sided statistical test at the 0.05 significance level (where 0.05 indicates the 5
percent of all possible samples that would be outside the range of the confidence interval).

Because the data from the FRSS district survey on dropout prevention services and programs were collected
using a complex sampling design, the variances of the estimates from this survey (e.g., estimates of
proportions) are typically different from what would be expected from data collected with a simple random
sample. Not taking the complex sample design into account can lead to an underestimation or overestimation
of the standard errors associated with such estimates. To generate accurate standard errors for the estimates in
this report, standard errors were computed using a technique known as jackknife replication. As with any
replication method, jackknife replication involves constructing a number of subsamples (replicates) from the
full sample and computing the statistic of interest for each replicate. The mean square error of the replicate
estimates around the full sample estimate provides an estimate of the variance of the statistic. To construct the
replications, 100 stratified subsamples of the full sample were created and then dropped one at a time to define
100 ja%kknife replicates. A computer program (WesVar) was used to calculate the estimates of standard
errors.

® The WesVar program and documentation is available for download at
http://www.westat.com/Westat/expertise/information_systems/WesVar/index.cfm.
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All specific statements of comparisons made in this report have been tested for statistical significance at the
.05 level using Student’s t-statistic to ensure that the differences are larger than those that might be expected
due to sampling variation. Adjustments for multiple comparisons were not included. Student’s t values were
computed to test the difference between estimates with the following formula:

E1 - Ez
A/seZ + se’
where E; and E; are the estimates to be compared and se; and se, are their corresponding standard errors.

Many of the variables examined are related to one another, and complex interactions and relationships have not
been explored.

t=

Nonsampling Errors

Nonsampling error is the term used to describe variations in the estimates that may be caused by population
coverage limitations and data collection, processing, and reporting procedures. The sources of nonsampling
errors are typically problems like unit and item nonresponse, differences in respondents’ interpretations of the
meaning of questions, response differences related to the particular time the survey was conducted, and
mistakes made during data preparation. It is difficult to identify and estimate either the amount of nonsampling
error or the bias caused by this error. To minimize the potential for nonsampling error, this study used a variety
of procedures, including a pretest of the questionnaire with school district respondents. The pretest provided
the opportunity to check for consistency of interpretation of questions and definitions and to eliminate
ambiguous items. The questionnaire and instructions were also extensively reviewed by NCES. In addition,
manual and machine editing of the questionnaire responses were conducted to check the data for accuracy and
consistency. Cases with missing or inconsistent items were recontacted by telephone to resolve problems. Data
were keyed with 100 percent verification for surveys received by mail, fax, or telephone.

Definitions of Analysis Variables

Many of the district characteristics, described below, may be related to each other. For example, district
enrollment size and community type are related, with city districts typically being larger than rural districts.
Other relationships between these analysis variables may exist. However, this First Look report focuses on
national estimates and bivariate relationships between the analysis variables and questionnaire variables rather
than more complex analyses.

District Enrollment Size—This variable indicates the total number of students enrolled in the district based
on data from the 2008-09 CCD Local Education Agency Universe file. The variable was collapsed into the
three categories below. These institution size categories are standard for FRSS district surveys and reflect size
categories used to determine an approximately optimum allocation of the sample for robust statistical
reporting.

Less than 2,500 students
2,500 to 9,999 students
10,000 or more students

Community Type—A created variable collapsed from the 12-category urban-centric district locale code

(ULOCALE) that was assigned using the 2000 Decennial Census data. Data were obtained from the 2008-09
CCD Local Education Agency Universe file. The data were collapsed into four categories:
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City—Includes large, midsize, and small principal cities
Suburban—Includes large, midsize, and small urbanized territories outside principal cities
Town—Includes fringe, distant, and remote territories that are inside an urban cluster

Rural—Includes fringe, distant, and remote territories that are outside of urbanized areas and urban
clusters

Region—This variable classifies districts into one of the four geographic regions used by the Bureau of
Economic Analysis of the U.S. Department of Commerce. Data were obtained from the 2008—-09 CCD Local
Education Agency Universe file. The geographic regions are as follows:

Northeast—Connecticut, Delaware, District of Columbia, Maine, Maryland, Massachusetts, New
Hampshire, New Jersey, New York, Pennsylvania, Rhode Island, and Vermont

Southeast—Alabama, Arkansas, Florida, Georgia, Kentucky, Louisiana, Mississippi, North Carolina,
South Carolina, Tennessee, Virginia, and West Virginia

Central—Illinois, Indiana, lowa, Kansas, Michigan, Minnesota, Missouri, Nebraska, North Dakota,
Ohio, South Dakota, and Wisconsin

West—Alaska, Arizona, California, Colorado, Hawaii, Idaho, Montana, Nevada, New Mexico,
Oklahoma, Oregon, Texas, Utah, Washington, and Wyoming

Poverty Concentration—This variable indicates the percentage of children in the district ages 5-17 in
families living below the poverty level, based on the Title | data provided to the U.S. Department of Education
by the U.S. Census Bureau, “Small Area Income and Poverty Estimates.” For detailed information on the
methodology used to create these estimates, please refer to http://www.census.gov/did/wwwi/saipe/index.html.

The variable was collapsed into the three categories below. These poverty concentration categories are
standard for FRSS district surveys and reflect size categories used to determine an approximately optimum
allocation of the sample for robust statistical reporting.

Less than 10 percent
10 to 19 percent
20 percent or more

Grades Taught in the District—Many of the tables in this report are subset by the grade levels taught in the
sampled school districts. Data on the low and high grades taught in the district were obtained from the 2008-
09 CCD Local Education Agency Universe file (GSLO08 and GSHI08), and updated based on information
received from districts during data collection. Based on the low and high grades taught in the district, districts
were counted as having elementary school grades if they taught grade 5 or below, regardless of whether they
also taught higher grades; middle/junior high school grades if they taught grades 7 or 8, regardless of the other
grades taught in the district; and high school grades if they taught grades 9 or above, regardless of whether
they also taught lower grades. Using these definitions, 96 percent of the districts were counted as having
elementary school grades, 93 percent were counted as having middle/junior high school grades, and 81 percent
were counted as having high school grades.

Instructional Level—In survey questions that asked respondents to report by instructional level, the grade
ranges of elementary school, middle/junior high, and high school were not defined for district respondents.
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Definitions of Terms Used in This Report
The following is the exact wording of the definitions that were included on the questionnaire.

An advisement class is one that is held regularly (e.g., weekly) and may include lessons on organizational and
study skills, information on courses needed for graduation, and information about careers and college
preparation.

Alternative schools and programs are designed to address the needs of students that typically cannot be met
in regular schools. The students who attend alternative schools and programs are typically at risk of
educational failure (as indicated by poor grades, truancy, disruptive behavior, pregnancy, or similar
factors associated with temporary or permanent withdrawal from school).

Career/technical high schools are those that provide formal preparation for semiskilled, skilled, technical, or
professional occupations. For purposes of this survey, please include career/technical high schools that
are available to students in your district and are administered either by your district or by a regional
entity.

Credit recovery courses/programs are opportunities allowing students to recover course credits from classes
they have missed or failed.

Decelerated curriculum refers to a curriculum that is spread over a longer period of time than a regular
course. An example of a decelerated curriculum is an algebra 1 course that is spread over 2 years or two
class periods for an entire year. This definition applies to any curriculum that is decelerated specifically
to meet the needs of students who may be at risk of failing a course.

Electronic warning system is an electronic database used to identify students who may be at risk of dropping
out. The system includes multiple pieces of student information, such as attendance, grades, and
behavioral referrals, one or more of which may be used to identify at-risk students.

Formal program to reduce behavioral problems refers to a systematic program that is specifically designed
to reduce behavioral problems and is implemented at the classroom or school level.

Guided study hall/academic support period is typically for students who are struggling academically;
teachers assist students by helping them manage their time and their assignments, and either provide or
get them the academic support/tutoring that they need to complete homework and be successful in their
classes. Teachers may also provide academic support in specific academic areas such as math, reading,
or social studies.

Students who are highly likely to drop out of school may include those with multiple risk factors, such as
many unexcused absences, academic failure, or reoccurring behavior that warrants suspension or
expulsion, or those who provide other strong indications that they are dropping out.

Job training and GED combination programs are programs that combine both job training and GED
preparation courses. This includes programs such as Job Corps or the Army/National Guard GED
program or other similar programs.

Job training programs are those that provide formal preparation for semiskilled, skilled, or technical
occupations. These programs do not include GED preparation or result in a high school diploma.

Juvenile assessment center is a centralized receiving, processing, and intervention facility that brings together
community services for youth and families who have, or are likely to have, contact with the legal
system.

A remediation class is any class intended to bring students who are academically below grade level up to
proficiency.
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Self-paced courses/independent study are opportunities for students to work through a course at their own
pace, for example, through a computer-based program or packets of work.

Summer bridge programs are programs designed to provide assistance to students before transitioning from
one instructional level school to another (e.g., from middle school to high school). These programs may
include, but are not limited to, providing academic support, remedial opportunities, study skills, and
opportunities to connect to teachers or peers at the new school.

Contact Information

For more information about the survey, contact Jared Coopersmith, Early Childhood, International, and
Crosscutting Studies Division, National Center for Education Statistics, Institute of Education Sciences,
U.S. Department of Education, 1990 K Street NW, Washington, DC 20006, e-mail:
jared.coopersmith@ed.gov; telephone: (202) 219-7106.
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U.S. DEPARTMENT OF EDUCATION FORM APPROVED
NATIONAL CENTER FOR EDUCATION STATISTICS O.M.B. No.: 1850-0733
WASHINGTON, D.C. 20006-5651 EXPIRATION DATE: 06/2012

DROPOUT PREVENTION SERVICES AND PROGRAMS

FAST RESPONSE SURVEY SYSTEM
This survey is authorized by law (Education Sciences Reform Act of 2002, 20 U.S.C. 9543). While participation in this
survey is voluntary, your cooperation is critical to make the results of this survey comprehensive, accurate, and timely.
Your answers may be used only for statistical purposes and may not be disclosed, or used, in identifiable form for any
other purpose unless otherwise compelled by law (Education Sciences Reform Act of 2002, 20 U.S.C. 9573).
This survey focuses on dropout prevention services and programs in your district. By dropout prevention
services and programs, we mean those that are intended to increase the rate at which students are staying in
school, progressing toward graduation, or earning a high school credential.
Please answer the survey about dropout prevention services or programs offered by your district or by fthe

schools in your district in the current 2010-11 school year. @e
p

The survey is designed to be completed by the person or persons most knowledgeable about dro vention
services and programs in your school district. Please consult with others who can help provi requested

information. @
\C)O
O
O%
Q

/

IF ABOVE DISTRICT INFORMATION IS INCORRECT, PLEASE U@DIRECTLY ON LABEL.

Name of person completing this form:

4
Title/position: ( )
-
Telephone number: E-mail:
\‘
Best days and times to reach you (in case of quest|on
NK YOU.
PLEASE KEEP A C THE SURVEY FOR YOUR RECORDS.
PLEASE RETURN COMPLETED FORM TO: ~ IF YOU HAVE ANY QUESTIONS OR COMMENTS, CONTACT:
Mail:  Priscilla Carver (8599.01.05.03) Priscilla Carver at Westat
Westat 800-937-8281, Ext. 4596 or 301-279-4596

1600 Research Boulevard O E-mail: dropoutsurvey@westat.com
Rockville, Maryland 20850-313\

Fax:  800-254-0984 ,Q

According to the Paperwork Reduction AN 95, no persons are required to respond to a collection of information unless it displays a valid OMB
control number. The valid OMB control number for this information collection is 1850-0733. The time required to complete this information collection is
estimated to average 20 minutes per response, including the time to review instructions, search existing data resources, gather the data needed, and
complete and review the information collection. If you have any comments concerning the accuracy of the time estimate or suggestions for improving
this form, please write to: U.S. Department of Education, Washington, DC 20202-4537. If you have any comments or concerns regarding the status of
your individual submission of this form, write directly to: National Center for Education Statistics, 1990 K Street, NW, Washington, DC 20006.

FRSS 99, 09/2010
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Instructions and Definitions Page
Please answer the survey about dropout prevention services or programs offered by your district or by any of the
schools in your district in the current 2010-11 school year.
Dropout prevention services or programs are those that are intended to increase the rate at which students are staying
in school, progressing toward graduation, or earning a high school credential.

An advisement class is one that is held regularly (e.g., weekly) and may include lessons on organizational and study
skills, information on courses needed for graduation, and information about careers and college preparation.

Alternative schools and programs are designed to address the needs of students that typically cannot be met in regular
schools. The students who attend alternative schools and programs are typically at risk of educational failure (as
indicated by poor grades, truancy, disruptive behavior, pregnhancy, or similar factors associated with temporary or
permanent withdrawal from school).

Career/technical high schools are those that provide formal preparation for semiskilled, skilled, tech [, or
professional occupations. For purposes of this survey, please include career/technical high schools that a able
to students in your district and are administered either by your district or by a regional entity. Q)n

Credit recovery courses/programs are opportunities allowing students to recover course credits from cla\ ey have
missed or failed.

Decelerated curriculum refers to a curriculum that is spread over a longer period of time than a r course. An
example of a decelerated curriculum is an algebra 1 course that is spread over 2 years or two¢€lass periods for an
entire year. This definition applies to any curriculum that is decelerated specifically to meet the s of students who

may be at risk of failing a course

Electronic warning system is an electronic database used to identify students who may be<at rizk of dropping out. The
system includes multiple pieces of student information, such as attendance, grades, and vioral referrals, one or
more of which may be used to identify at-risk students. Xﬁ

Formal program to reduce behavioral problems refers to a systematic program that @ ifically designed to reduce
behavioral problems and is implemented at the classroom or school level.

Guided study hall/academic support period is typically for students who are st academically; teachers assist
students by helping them manage their time and their assignments, and either provide or get them the academic
support/tutoring that they need to complete homework and be successful in classes. Teachers may also provide

Students who are highly likely to drop out of school may include tho h multiple risk factors, such as many
unexcused absences, academic failure, or reoccurring behavior that warrants suspension or expulsion, or those who
provide other strong indications that they are dropping out. /

Job training and GED combination programs are programs that éombine both job training and GED preparation
courses. This includes programs such as Job Corps or the ational Guard GED program or other similar
programs.

Job training programs are those that provide formal preparatlo
programs do not include GED preparation or result in a ol diploma.

Juvenile Assessment Center is a centralized receiving, essing, and intervention facility that brings together
community services for youth and families who have, g are likely to have, contact with the legal system.

academic support in specific academic areas such as math, reading, or @ dies.

miskilled, skilled, or technical occupations. These

A remediation class is any class intended to bring stud ho are academically below grade level up to proficiency.

Self-paced courses/independent study are opportu@ for students to work through a course at their own pace, for
example, through a computer-based program ts of work.

Summer bridge programs are programs desi provide assistance to students before transitioning from one
instructional level school to another (e.g., fr iddle school to high school). These programs may include, but are
not limited to, providing academic sup medial opportunities, study skills, and opportunities to connect to
teachers or peers at the new school.

O
N
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Definitions are provided on the instructions and definitions page
for all items marked with an asterisk (*).

1. Are any of the following services or programs offered specifically to address the needs of students at risk of dropping
out of school in any of the schools in your district? (Circle one on each line for each instructional level.)
Instructional levels
Service/program Elementary Middle/junior high High
school school school
Yes | No Yes | No Yes | No
= T U1 (0] ¢ o o R URT TP URPIPI 1 2 1 2 1 2
b. Summer school to prevent grade retention ......................... 1 2 1 2 1 2
C. *Remediation ClaSSEs .......ccooiiiiiiiiiiiiiiieeee e 1 2 1 2 1 %
d. *Guided study hall/academic support period ...........ccceeeeeeen. 1 2 1 2 1 ‘\,
e. *Alternative schooIS Or programs ........ccoccccuveeeeeeenniniiieneeeens. 1 2 1 2 2
f.  After-school programs specifically to address the needs of \
students at risk of dropping OUL.........ccveiiiiiiiiiiiiiieaeeeiiieee 1 2 1 2 S 2
2. Are any of the following services or programs offered specifically to address the needs of stud risk of dropping
out of school in any of the schools in your district? (Circle one on each line.)
< ’ Yes No
a. District-administered General Education Development (GED) preparation Courses ........,......oe..... 1 2
b. Early graduation options for earning a regular diploma ..........cccovveeeeiiiiiiiiree e Npsp e e 1 2
c. *Decelerated curriculum for any course (e.g., algebra 1 extended over 2 years or 2 ¢l eriods) . 1 2
d. *Credit recovery COUIrSES/PrOgramS .......ccccurrerreeessiiitrnrrereeessassrrnnreseessansnsreeereeeens M, 1 2
e. *Self-paced courses (e.g., computer or packet based) for purposes other than credit recovery ...... 1 2
. SMAIlEr CIASS SIZE ...eoiiiiiiiiii e et 1 2
g. Flexible school day (e.g., shortened school day, evening classes, or Saturda SSICE) [ 1 2
h. *Summer bridge Program ..........cccceevreeeiiiiiiiieireeeesscesieereeeeesssssnneeesseeessnss famee e e Bersnsnnneeeeeessenssenneeeeees 1 2

3. Please indicate in part 1 whether the following educational options are gvailable to students in your district. For each
option you mark as available, please indicate in part 2 how many stwents at risk of dropping out participate.
1. 'Iaye in 2. If available, how many students at risk
strict? of dropping out participate?
Educational option - No or few at- | Some at-risk | Most at-risk
< b risk students students students
es No participate participate participate
a. *Careerftechnical high school (including reg@t
career/technical high schools) ST o Dt 1 2 1 2 3
b. Career/technical courses at a regular high schO%\ ........ 1 2 1 2 3
c. Dual enrollment in postsecondary cour with a
career/technical focus ...........ccccevrnnenn. § ................. 1 2 1 2 3
d. Dual enrollment in postsecondary «Lolsses with an
academic focus (e.g., English, m th@ n languages) . 1 2 1 2 3
e. Work-based learning (e.g., intern& apprenticeships) .. 1 2 1 2 3
N
4. Does your district provide or su%ize child care while teen parents are attending classes? (Circle one.)
YES i 1 [\ [o R 2
5. When a student who is at risk of dropping out is transitioning from a school at one instructional level to a school at a

higher instructional level (e.g., from middle school to high school), is information regularly provided to the receiving
school about the unique needs of that student? (Circle one.)
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6. Are the following supports used in any of the schools in your district to help students transition from a school of one
instructional level to a school at a higher instructional level (e.g., from middle school to high school)? (Circle one on
each line for each transition.)

Transition
Elementary to Middle/junior
Transition support for all students middle/junior | high school to
high school high school
Yes | No Yes | No

a. Assign all students a student mentor upon entry into the new school .............c..ccceee..e. 1 2 1 2

b. Assign all students an adult mentor upon entry into the new school .............c.ccceeeennne 1 2 1 2

c. Offer an advisement class* for all students during the first year at the new school ....... 1 2 1 2

7. Are any of the following types of mentors used in any of the schools in your district specifically to address th eds
of students at risk of dropping out? (Circle one on each line for each instructional level.) &@

Instructional levels R %"
Elementary Middle/junior h
Mentor school high school &hool
Yes | No Yes No '\X | No

A, StUdeNt MENTOIS ..o 1 2 1 2 QCK 1 2

b. School counselors, teachers, or school administrators who O M
formally mentor Students ..o 1 2 1 2 1 2

c. Adult mentors employed by the district whose only job is C)
t0 MENOr STUAENTS ... 1 2 1 \' 2 1 2

d. Community volunteers (i.e., volunteers from churches,
community organizations, businesses, etC.) ......cccccciieeeannnne 1 2 QQ 2 1 2

8. Do any of the schools in your district use a formal program designed to reduce behavioral problems* in schools or
classrooms (e.g., Positive Behavioral Support, Positive Behavioral Interventio@stem, etc.)? (Circle one for each
instructional level.)

Yes Qlo
a. Elementary school ..o 1 2
b. Middle/junior high sChool ..., 1 4 2
C. High SChOOI ... 2

9. Does your district have a standardized method of identifying s who may be at risk of dropping out (e.g., a
standardized checklist of at-risk behaviors or an electronic g System*)? (Circle one.)

Yes i 1 NO ..eveiiiiiiiiiiiies 2 < ,

10. To what extent are the following factors used in your@ct to identify students who are at risk of dropping out?
(Circle one on each line.) . Q : :

Factor XN atall | oxtont | oxtent | oxtont

a. Truancy or excessive absences m 1 2 3 4

b. Academic failure indicated by grades, ac [ €ourse credits, or grade retention 1 2 3 4

c. Failure on state standardized tests R 1 2 3 4

d. Behaviors that warrant suspension orAé)QL?sion 1 2 3 4

e. Behaviors that warrant other discipliary) action 1 2 3 4

f. Involvement with the criminal justi Stem 1 2 3 4

g. Involvement with social service ster care 1 2 3 4

h. Pregnancy/teen parenthood 1 2 3 4

i. Substance abuse 1 2 3 4

j. Learning disability as indicated in an Individualized Education Plan (IEP) 1 2 3 4

k. Mental health problems 1 2 3 4

I.  Observed change in student attitude or life conditions 1 2 3 4

m. Homelessness or frequent address change 1 2 3 4

n. Limited English proficiency 1 2 3 4

0. Migrant status 1 2 3 4

p. Other (specify) 1 2 3 4
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11. Does your district work with any of the following to address the needs of students at risk of dropping out? (Circle one
on each line.)

<

PREPPRPRPRPRPRRPPOD
z
o

- T O o110 [ o1 0] (o 1Y ST ST =T YT = SR
D, LOCAI DUSINESSES ..ottt er et et n st e s r et e snne e e ne e e nnre e s eneeennnee e
C. *JUVENIlE ASSESSMENT CENTET ....iiiiiiiiiiiiitii ettt e st nr e re e e e e e s e e s neeennneenas
d. Community mental health @QENCY ........ooiiiiii e
e. Churches or community organizations (e.g., Boys & Girls Clubs, United Way, Lion’s Clubs) ......
N [o] o J o =Tt = g =T o] o= o (= PP PEP TP
0. CriSIS INtEIVENTION CENIET ....eeiiiiiiiiiiee ettt e e e ettt e e e e e e e e bbb be e e e e e e e sannnraeeaaaaaeas
h.  Drug and/or alCONOI CIINIC ........oieiiiiii et e e e e s e e e e e e e e e annes
i. Family planning/child placement @QENCY .........cciiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiae et
j-  Child care centers/providers (i.e., for children of teen parents) ........cccccceccvieieeeeiiiiiiciiieee s
K.  Health CliNIC OF NOSPILAI ......oivieeiiiiiie e e e s e e e e e e e e s e s nann e reeeeeeaennnes
I.  State or local government agencies that provide financial assistance to needy families ..............
m. Other(specify)

QI\)I\)I\)I\)I\)I\)I\)I\)I\)I\)

&

12. When students appear highly likely to drop out of school,* does your district provide information abo

/=Y

employment or financial consequences of dropping out of school? (Circle one.)
Yes, this is standard procedure with all students highly likely to drop out .............. 1
Yes, With SOME STUAENTS .....ooiiiiiiiiiiiii e 2 O
[ Lo TP TP PP PP PPPPPPPPPI 3< ’

13. When students appear highly likely to drop out of school,* does your district provide infa‘qgtion about the following
education and training options? (Circle one on each line.)

o
Yes, thisis oy
standard <\
Education and training option procedure with all Yes,
studentm with some
likely to students No
a. *Alternative schools or programs administered by your district
OF @NOLhEr ENLILY ..o e 1 2 3
b. *Job training/GED combination programs (e.g., Job Corps) ....... a 2 3
c. GED or adult education programs ..........ccueeeeeeeeiiniiiieeeeeeeee e : 1 2 3
d. *JODb training ProgramMsS .....coocoeiiiiiiiiiieeeaaairiieeeaaaesssinreeeeaaassaaaneees ) 1 2 3
14. Does your district try to determine the status of students Wh0®§><pected to return to school in the fall but who do
not return as expected? (Circle one.)
Yes, for all Students ..........cccceeviiiiiiiiiieeeieee e Q .................................... 1
YeS, fOr SOME STUABNES ....ooiiiiiiiiee e gttt e e e e e ettt e e e e e e e naebeeeaaae s 2
N Lottt e e Q ........................................... 3

15. When students drop out during the school year.
next school year to encourage them to return?,

Yes, for all students who drop out ....... 1, SRR PPPR 1
Yes, for some students Who drop OUL R .Y .o 2
NO e R 3

16. Does your district use any of the f@ information to determine whether to implement additional district-wide
dropout prevention efforts? (Cir@ on each line.)

Yes No
a. Dropoutrates ................. \ ......................................................................................................... 1 2
D, GradUALION FAIES .....ooiiiieiiie ettt e s r e e e nnr e s e 1 2
C. AMENUANCE FALES ....oeiiiiiiiiieitee ettt e st e e e ar et e s e e s e e e an e e e sar et e s nn e e snneesaneeennnee e 1 2
d. Number of expulsions or other disciplinary aCtions ..........cccceviieeiiiiiiiiiieee e 1 2
€. State Standardized tESt SCOMES .......cociiiiiiiiie i nnee 1 2
f.  Number of students attending adult education/GED Program .............eeeeeeeeiiiiiiiieteeeeeeeiiiieeeeaeens 1 2
g. Number of students taking or passing the GED test ...........uueiiiiiiiiiiiiiiie e 1 2
h. Number or percentage of students failing courses or held back ..........cccooi s 1 2
i. Feedback from a district-administered parent or StUdeNnt SUIVEY .........coooiiiiiiiiiieiiiiiiiiiieeee e 1 2
j. Other(specify) 1 2
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