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	The purpose of this analytics project was to identify early warning indicators of dropout for the Arkansas Public Education System.  Early indicators are “flags” or “distress signals” that are sent by a very large percentage of eventual dropouts years before they actually leave school.  These “distress signals” indicate that a student is having trouble keeping up with schoolwork or is disengaging from schooling. A secondary goal was to then explore the variation in the effectiveness of those early warning indicators in predicting student dropouts across the different school districts in the state of Arkansas.
This study was theory-driven, building on prior research on the predictors of a dropout outcome. While dropout rates are considerably higher among some demographic groups than others (e.g., high poverty, Hispanic and Black, those with parents who did not complete high school, those with siblings who have dropped out), Gleason and Dynarski (2002) have shown that demographic factors do not efficiently predict which students will drop out. A more promising focus for developing early warning indicators relies on the theoretical construct of student engagement in schooling (e.g., Fredricks, Blumenfeld, & Paris, 2004) that has guided much of the research on dropping out. Engagement has emotional, behavioral, and cognitive components, which are sometimes classified as social and academic engagement (e.g., Wehlage, et al., 1989). Engagement is itself influenced by individual student background, as well as by the institutions (family and community, as well as the school itself) within which the individual student is placed (Rumberger & Lim, 2008). A variety of factors may influence the student to begin a process of disengagement with schooling, a psychological process that generally manifests itself behaviorally in absenteeism, failure to complete assignments, and failure to pass courses. While many of the factors leading to student disengagement are not school-related, the behavioral indicators of student disengagement leading to a dropout outcome, such as attendance and course failure, manifest themselves directly at school and can be more readily influenced by school practitioners. In the nation’s “dropout factories” (Balfanz & Legters, 2004), mostly minority student U.S. high schools where 50 percent or more of students do not make it from ninth to twelfth grade on time, average daily attendance rates of 80 percent or less are an overwhelming daily reality. Low levels of attendance are a strong predictor of course failure, and course failure in ninth grade is a strong predictor of dropping out (Allensworth & Easton, 2007; Finn, 1989; Lan & Lanthier, 2003; Lee & Burkham, 2003; Neild & Balfanz, 2006a, 2006b; Neild, 2009; Roderick & Camburn, 1999; Schargel & Smink, 2001). 
	Early indicators of dropout are powerful tools at the K-12 level because they can potentially alert educators to students who need some level of intervention to stay on track to graduation.  Identifying the relevant indicators is just a first step, and the step that is arguably the easiest.  Indicators do no good if they are not followed up by action and further assessment to see whether the actions taken have helped to keep students on-track to graduation.  However, appropriate action depends in part on a robust set of early warning indicators.  A strong indicator set has several characteristics:
1. They are empirically created.  Powerful indicators are identified based on analysis of longitudinal data that tracks individual student progress over time.  In essence, indicators use the experience of previous cohorts to intervene when students in subsequent cohorts begin to show behaviors associated with dropout among their elder siblings.

2. They are simple and easily collected.  Early warning indicators use readily available data that are typically maintained by schools – variables such as grades, attendance, and behavior in the classroom.  They do not necessarily require complex statistical modeling techniques or access to data from surveys or interviews. 

3. The set of indicators has been refined to include a few key variables.  In indicator systems, a few key indicators are easier for teachers to monitor than a large set of predictors.  K-12 analyses have demonstrated that although the underlying issues that produced the poor grade or weak attendance may be complex and may vary from student to student, there are a small number of flags that alerts educators to a student potentially falling off-track.  By extension, a good indicator system also identifies variables that are not the strongest predictors of eventual dropout.  

4. They capture the majority of students who eventually become dropouts.  A good indicator system avoids the “1% problem,” or indicators that are highly predictive but only identify a small percentage of dropouts.

In developing a set of early warning indicators for the Arkansas Public Education System, we have used longitudinal data from the Arkansas state-wide information system (SIS) and have sought to develop a parsimonious set of indicators that captures the majority of dropouts from the school system. 

The data tracked 84,185 students who were ninth graders in the Arkansas Public Education System during either the 2004-05 or 2005-06 school years. Slightly more students in the sample belonged to the first cohort as opposed to the second (52% vs. 48%) given that for the second cohort we included only first time 9th grade students. Analyses of early warning indicators of dropout using longitudinal student data attempt to focus on students that are at least beginning on track and typically only include students entering grade for the first time, but due to limitations in prior data we were unable to determine which 2004-05 9th graders were repeating the grade. The first cohort of students is therefore both larger than the second, and includes more students who may have already fallen off the path to on-time graduation. As a result, all analyses below were also repeated separately for each cohort to assess reliability and any bias that may be introduced from the inclusion of repeat 9th graders in the first cohort. 

Data tracked these students forward to their year of expected time of graduation (spring 2008 and 2009 for the two cohorts respectively) to see which students ended up graduating, dropping out, or continued enrolment, and how students with different academic outcomes varied by their 9th grade academic behaviors to see which measures were most indicative of those students likely to drop out. The types of data available included: students’ race; sex; enrolment and withdrawal data; attendance data; suspension/disciplinary data; Free/Reduced Lunch program data; student mobility and transfer records; special education status, English-Language-Learner status; GPA; and standardized test scores. Supplementary data was also available on districts (enrolment size; Free/Reduced Lunch program data, aggregate achievement test data; and census tract data for each district’s county).



ANALYTIC METHODS

	Our first step was to create descriptive tables with a range of variables and cut points showing the percentage of students with a particular characteristic who eventually dropped out of school.  We also calculated the percentage of all dropouts who had that particular characteristic.  We sought to identify indicator areas (e.g. attendance) and particular cut points (e.g. less than 80% attendance) that were associated with a high probability of dropping out and that captured a substantial share of dropouts.
	Next, a selection of academic behavior measures along with student demographics, were used in logistic regression models to determine the power of each measure in determining a student’s odds of dropping out. The academic measures chosen were the ones most effective and efficient in identifying future dropouts. Demographic measures were included both to act as control measures to see how predictive the academic measures were regardless of student demographic characteristics, and also as a point of comparison for gauging the predictive power of academic measures versus demographic characteristics.
	Based upon the data from the descriptive tables supported by the results of the logistic regression models, a set of key measures were then chosen to act as indicators for use in an early warning system to identify those 9th grade students most likely to dropout, and for whom interventions might make the most sense. These select indicator measures are ones that are A) readily available to school practitioners; B) ones for which the majority of students identified will likely end up dropping out without intervention; and C), when put to use, will identify a substantial proportion of the total dropouts in the Arkansas Public Education System, in order to make a meaningful impact on the district’s overall dropout rate.
	Finally, the logistic models were expanded into multi-level (hierarchical linear) models to include district level analyses and determine if the predictive qualities of the early warning indicators varied between different districts in the state. Measures of different district characteristics were also included in order to determine which types of districts were associated with greater or weaker predictive power, so that when applied at the state-wide level, there would be a better understanding as to how the effectiveness of the early warning indicators would function in individually unique and different school districts.
 


DESCRIPTIVE DATA: EARLY WARNING INDICATORS 

Overall Graduation and Dropout Rates
By expected time of graduation, 20 percent of students in the two cohorts (16,939 out of 84,185students) had transferred out of the Arkansas Public Education System. Since we cannot track educational attainment for these students once they leave the school system, the students who transferred out are dropped from the remainder of this analysis.  Removing transfer students from the calculation of a district’s graduation and dropout rates is a standard procedure. Removing transfer students and not including students who enter after the ninth grade, however, likely inflates the graduation rate by a few points-as not all late entrants graduate.  In fact, the data shows, that students who enter the Arkansas Public Education System in the 9th grade, have a higher dropout rate, than those who attended the school system in 8th grade. 
Among the remaining 67,246 ninth graders who did not transfer from the Arkansas Public Education System, three quarters (75%) had graduated, 15% percent had dropped out, and a remaining 10 percent were still listed as being enrolled in the school system.

Dropout Rates by Key Demographic and Educational Status
Table 1 below shows the share of the students in each demographic and status category who had dropped out of high school by the expected time of graduation. The key column is highlighted in gray.  The dropout rate for males was almost 50 percent higher than that for females (17% and 12%, respectively).  Asian and White students had the lowets dropout rates (8% and 13% respectively), while Black and Latino students had the highest (19% and 17% respectively). However, all had rates roughly similar to the overall rate of 15% for the two cohorts.  dropped out of school at a much higher rate (41%).  However, because the majority of Arkansas public education students are White, White students comprise more than half of all of the system’s dropouts while Latino students form just 6 percent of dropouts (see the final column of Table 1 to see the percentage of all dropouts who have a particular demographic or educational characteristic).
One in three students (35%) who were over-age when they started high school (that is, age 15 or above) ended up dropping out of school, by far the strongest predictor of all demographic measures available.
Approximately 21 percent of students who received special education services during high school and 19 percent of students who received Free/Reduced price lunch dropped out of school, levels slightly above the overall dropout rate. 15 percent of students who were English Language Learners ended up dropping out of school, equivalent to the overall rate.

Table 1 
Dropout Rates by Student Demographic Characteristics and Educational Statuses
	Characteristic
	%  Who
Dropped Out
	Numbers of Students
With Characteristic
	% of Cohort With
Characteristic
	Number of
Actual Dropouts
	% Of Total
Dropouts

	Male
	17%
	34,958
	52%
	6,064
	62%

	Female
	12%
	32,288
	48%
	3,725
	38%

	Asian
	8%
	836
	1%
	71
	1%

	White
	13%
	46,225
	69%
	6,018
	61%

	Black
	19%
	16,188
	24%
	3,040
	31%

	Hispanic
	17%
	3,582
	5%
	596
	6%

	Native
	15%
	415
	1%
	64
	1%

	Over-age
	35%
	12,702
	19%
	4,434
	45%

	FRL Eligible
	19%
	30,834
	46%
	5,927
	61%

	Spec. Ed. Status
	21%
	8,861
	13%
	1,842
	19%

	ELL Status (eligible)
	15%
	1,809
	3%
	336
	3%

	ENTIRE COHORT
	15%
	67,246
	100%
	9,789
	100%




Dropout Rates by Academic Behaviors
	Table 2 categorizes students by various levels of academic behavior, showing the share of each group who had dropped out of school by their expected time of graduation.  The table shows data on student attendance, suspensions, mobility between Arkansas public schools, GPA, and standardized test scores.  Within each of these areas, a variety of potential indicators is tested.  For example, we examine the dropout rate among students who had one or more suspensions; two or more suspensions; and up to five or more suspensions.  The table also shows: the number of students who had that characteristic; the number of students with that characteristic who dropped out; and the percentage of all dropouts who had that characteristic
	In comparison to the demographic characteristics presented in Table 1, academic indicators are substantially more useful to the task of identifying students who eventually dropped out.  Various measures of attendance, school behavior, and course grades are the most effective, in that 1) the vast majority of students at the cut off levels dropped out and 2) the actual numbers of future dropouts identified by these indicators represent a substantial proportion of the cohort’s total number of dropouts.   
	Identifying students who transfer internally within the Arkansas Public Education System during the ninth grade year, or students who were not previously enrolled in and Arkansas public school, are both moderately powerful in identifying future dropouts. For students new to 

Table 2:  	Dropout Rates by Ninth Grade Academic Behaviors
Variables selected into the set of Early Warning Indicators highlighted in green
	
	Characteristic
	Numbers of Students
With Characteristic
	

% Who
Dropped Out
	
Number of
Actual Dropouts
	

% Of Total
Dropouts

	Student Behavior
	<90% Attendance
	9,002
	44%
	3,934
	40%

	
	<85% Attendance
	4,596
	59%
	2,696
	28%

	
	<80% Attendance
	2,876
	68%
	1,943
	20%

	
	<75% Attendance
	1,988
	73%
	1,447
	15%

	
	<70% Attendance
	1,487
	76%
	1,134
	12%

	
	>=1 Suspension
	12,076
	30%
	3,642
	37%

	
	>=2 Suspensions
	5,857
	39%
	2,266
	23%

	
	>=3 Suspensions
	3,414
	42%
	1,443
	15%

	
	>=4 Suspensions
	2,116
	46%
	964
	10%

	
	>=5 Suspensions
	1,365
	48%
	655
	7%

	Student Mobility
	New to Arkansas Public School System
	5,137
	46%
	2,384
	24%

	
	>=1 Transfer
	2,346
	36%
	852
	9%

	
	>=2 Transfers
	230
	42%
	97
	1%

	Academic Measures
	GPA < 3.0
	36,693
	18%
	6,423
	66%

	
	GPA < 2.5
	24,976
	23%
	5,694
	58%

	
	GPA < 2.0
	14,543
	31%
	4,486
	46%

	
	GPA < 1.5
	7,422
	41%
	3,069
	31%

	
	GPA < 1.0
	3,013
	55%
	1,650
	17%

	
	*Basic or Below Proficiency
(9th Grade Algebra)
	4,615
	12%
	573
	15%

	
	*Below Proficiency
(9th Grade Algebra)
	1,235
	20%
	249
	6%

	
	ENTIRE COHORT
	67,246
	15%
	9,789
	100%


* - Numbers in rows referring to state level standardized assessments are based only on counts of second cohort, 2005-06 9th graders, as test scores were not available for first cohort, 2004-05 9th graders.



Arkansas public schools however, the power of the indicator was heavily biased towards the first cohort only, and for the second cohort only 27% of new students failed to graduate on time, and only 11% of all dropouts in the cohort were identified by this indicator. However, students who are new to the state public education system or who transfer in the ninth grade within Arkansas might merit further investigation to understand why those are moderately strong dropout signals.  
	Low scores on state-level standardized assessments were not very predictive of becoming a dropout.  Less than one-fifth of students with Basic proficiency scores on the 9th grade End-of-Course Algebra assessment ended up dropping out, and less than one-quarter of students with Below Basic proficiency scores dropped out. The percentages of all dropouts identified by the low scores on the state-level 9th grade Algebra assessment were also relatively low. In addition, while analyses for this report were only able to include tests scores for the second cohort of 2005-06 9th graders, test scores were still only available for less than half of all students in that cohort (46%), thus further reducing the practical utility of the measure as an early warning indicator.



LOGISTIC REGRESSION MODELS: KEY INDICATORS 
Selection of Indicators for Confirmatory Analysis	
	Based on the descriptive data presented in Tables 1 and 2, we selected three indicators for additional analysis.
· Attendance under 85%.  This indicator was chosen for its mix of accuracy (since a high percentage of students with that indicator that dropped out) and yield (a high proportion of all dropouts had this indicator). 

· Fall GPA under 1.0.  A grade point of 1.0 is equivalent to a letter grade of ‘F’, or a failing mark. Therefore, students whose GPA is under 1.0 have an average that indicates course failure.  It also is accurate and has a high yield. 

· Suspended two or more times.  While attendance and course marks were the strongest predictors, disciplinary data was also relatively strong as over one third of students with two or more suspensions in 9th grade ended up dropping out, capturing almost a quarter of all dropouts. 

Our goal with this additional analysis was to make sure that one or more of the potential indicators were not redundant – that is, that one indicator was simply a “proxy” for another.  We conduct this analysis in order to obtain the most parsimonious set of indicators.

	To determine whether any of these indicators is redundant, we ran a series of logistic regression models where the outcome is whether or not students drop out, as compared to graduating or remaining enrolled in school one year after the expected time of graduation.  The results from these regressions are presented in Table 3.  The first set of results to the left side of the table represent the results for each measure correlated to outcome on its own, those in the centre are the results for a model which included the three academic indicators simultaneously, and those results on the right hand side of the table are for a single model in which all measures were included.  Prior to the latter two, the correlations between each measure were inspected to see whether the inclusion of the measures at the same time in model would result in one measure confounding the effects of another.  Correlations between all measures were relatively low (<.400) with the exception of the correlation between ESL status and Hispanic students which was just over .600.  Such a correlation, while not intolerable (>.700), could mean that the estimates for ESL status and Hispanic ethnicity in the right hand model of the table are underestimated. 

	In Table 3, for each effect, an odds-ratio can be interpreted as the odds of dropping out for a student with that characteristic, as compared to an odd of dropping out of 1.0 for students without that characteristic.  Taking the first result from the table, students new to the Arkansas Public Educations System were more than six times as likely to dropout as students who had been previously enrolled in an Arkansas public school (6.4 vs. 1.0), without controlling for any other factors. Or put another way, new students were 640% more likely to drop out (6.4-1.0 * 100).  For measures of student’s race, White students provide the comparison group as they were the majority in the Arkansas Public Education System. Across the measures, attending school less than 85% of the time, having a fall GPA of less than 70%, being over-age in 9th grade, and being suspended two or more times were the strongest indicators of dropping out. Again, while being new to Arkansas produced one of the largest odds-ratios, this was only true for the first cohort and in analyses of second cohort data using only first-time 9th graders the odds-ratio for this measure was lower than the other three (as has been typical in similar analyses of data from other states and school districts). The other measures produced consistent results across both cohorts. Given that some measures are more or less predictive than others, but may not capture as large a proportion of total dropouts, including all of the main academic indicators in an Early Warning System is a more effective method of identifying and reducing the total number of dropouts through intervention, as opposed to the use of just any one of the indicators.
Table 3: 	Logistic Regression Results
	
	Alone
	With All Academics
	With All Controls+

	
	Odds-Ratio
	P-Value
	Odds-Ratio
	P-Value
	Odds-Ratio
	P-Value

	New to Arkansas PS
	6.40
	.000*
	-
	-
	5.04
	.000*

	Female
	0.62
	.000*
	-
	-
	0.75
	.000*

	Asian
	0.62
	.000*
	-
	-
	0.44
	.000*

	Black
	1.55
	.000*
	-
	-
	0.81
	.000*

	Hispanic
	1.34
	.000*
	-
	-
	0.71
	.000*

	Native
	1.22
	.149
	-
	-
	0.88
	.425

	Over-age
	4.93
	.000*
	-
	-
	3.33
	.000*

	F/RL 
	2.01
	.000*
	-
	-
	1.66
	.000*

	Spec. Ed.
	1.67
	.000*
	-
	-
	0.97
	.298

	ESL Status
	1.35
	.000*
	-
	-
	1.11
	.299

	>=1 Transfers
	3.57
	.000*
	-
	-
	2.61
	.000*

	<85% Attendance
	11.11
	.000*
	7.59
	.000*
	6.24
	.000*

	>=2 Suspensions
	4.52
	.000*
	2.67
	.000*
	2.44
	.000*

	GPA < 1.0
	8.34
	.000*
	4.00
	.000*
	2.87
	.000*


+ - The full model correctly predicted the outcome for 87.5% of students, 
while roughly explaining 17-31% of variation between students.




EARLY WARNING SYSTEM: APPLYING A SET OF INDICATORS 
	For each of the three early warning indicators, Table 4 below shows the share of all students in the cohort with that indicator, the share with that indicator who were high school dropouts, and the share who were had graduated by expected time of graduation.  The table also presents the percentages of all students, dropouts, and graduates with different numbers of indicators.
	While roughly one out of every four to five of all dropouts had attendance rates of under 85% two or more suspensions, or GPAs under 1.0, fewer than one of every ten students in the entire cohort had such indicators, and less than one of every twenty graduates. The vast majority of students in the cohort, and of graduates, had none of the three major indicators, while – in contrast – roughly half of the dropouts had at least one of the academic warning signs in ninth grade.
Table 4:  Distribution of Students with Academic Indicators
	
	% of All Students
(N=67,246) with...
	% of Dropouts
(N=9,789) with... 
	% of Graduates 
(N=50,449) with...

	Data on Each Indicator

	<85% Attendance
	7%
	28%
	2%

	>=2 Suspensions
	9%
	23%
	5%

	GPA < 1.0
	4%
	17%
	1%

	Number of Indicators

	0 Indicators
	85%
	54%
	93%

	1 Indicators
	11%
	29%
	7%

	2 Indicators
	3%
	14%
	1%

	3 Indicators
	1%
	4%
	<1%

	1 or more
	15%
	46%
	7%

	2 or more
	4%
	18%
	1%




	Table 5 (below) shows the graduation and dropout rates for students with different numbers of indicators.  Over 80 percent of the students with none of the indicators succeeded in graduating on time.  However, for students who had just one indicator, the chances of graduating on time plummet to under 40 percent. For students who had two or more indicators, the graduation rate was below 20 percent. 




Table 5:	Percent Dropped Out or Graduated, by Number of Indicators
	
	% Dropped out 
	% Graduated
	Number of Students

	0 Indicators
	9%
	82%
	56,977

	1 Indicator
	37%
	44%
	7,573

	2 Indicators
	62%
	15%
	2,195

	3 Indicators
	73%
	8%
	501

	1 or more
	44%
	36%
	10,629

	2 or more
	64%
	14%
	2,696













	From the practical perspective of using the above indicators to establish an early warning system, with the ability to identify those students most likely to drop out and in most in need of intervention several findings emerge.  Providing students with two or more of the above indicators with substantial and sustained interventions and supports seems to be essential.  Of the 67,246 students in the cohort 2,696 displayed two or more of the 9th grade academic warning signs, representing 4% of the total cohort. Of these, 64% ended up dropping out, 14% succeeded in graduating on time with their cohort, and a further 22% continued to be enrolled in the Arkansas Public Education System past their expected time of graduation. In addition, going from the above data, the 2,696 students identified represent only 1% of the cohort’s total number of graduates, while capturing almost one-fifth (18%) of the cohort’s future dropouts. Taken in combination, these two points mean that any programs targeting such students would have caught the correct students in at least 3 of 5 cases, while at the same time addressing a large proportion of the cohort’s dropouts, thus wasting relatively little of any implemented resources/personnel while making a substantial impact on the overall problem. The analysis also reveals a somewhat larger set of students, needing moderate interventions - those with a single indicator.  Finally, a third set of students-those who change schools or who are new to Arkansas should at least be monitored so that if additional signals begin to occur intervention can commence before the students drift too far off track.
	Additionally, most of the 22% of students with two or more indicators who remained enrolled into a fifth year likely ended up dropping out as well. Of the 7,008 students in the entire cohort who had neither graduated nor dropped out by the end of the fourth year of high school, 29% had one or more indicator and 9% had two or more indicators, higher rates than the cohort averages and much closer rates to those of students who dropped out than those who graduated. In other analyses of Early Warning Indicators that were able to track students through five years (one year past expected time of graduation) a larger percentage of students with two or more 9th grade indicators have typically dropped out. Thus the EWI systems in practice are likely to capture a larger overall percentage of total dropouts and with greater efficiency than as in Tables 4 & 5 above which produce low end estimates based on only four years of data.

VARIATION OF EARLY WARNING INDICATORS ACROSS THE DISTRICTS 

	Having established a set of Early Warning Indicators that identified future dropouts across the entire state of Arkansas, the analysis then proceeded to examine variation in the effectiveness of those indicators between different districts within the state. This was done using multi-level (hierarchical linear) modeling (Snijders & Bosker 1999; Bryk & Raudenbush 2002) which accounts for grouped data as is typical to education research where students are often nested within teachers, schools, or as in this case districts. Multi-level modeling is similar to regression modeling, but takes into account the fact that with nested data, students within the same school district will have shared similar experiences and thus they will not be independent of each other, violating a statistical assumption of standard regression modeling.
	An initial model that did not control for any other factors (empty model) found that while the probability of dropping out varied significantly between the 258 different districts in Arkansas, the variation in student outcome between districts was a very small proportion of the total. Only 6% of the variation in a student’s probability of dropping out pertained to district level factors, with the remaining 94% related to student level factors. Thus, while there is variation in a student’s chances of dropping out between districts, it represents a small proportion of the overall problem, most of which resides at lower levels amongst students, teachers, and schools.
	A second model, shown below, included the set of key Early Warning Indicators and found that the correlation of each individual indicator to a student’s probability of dropping out also varied significantly between districts. (This model did not include other controlling factors such as student demographics as it was intended to more closely represent the conditions under which districts might use the indicators, flagging students based only on these factors without controlling for other student demographics). Appendix A shows figures displaying the range in odds-ratios for each indicator across the different Arkansas school districts. While for each indicator there are a handful of districts at the tail ends of the ranges where the indicators are much stronger or weaker than on average, in the vast majority of districts the indicators are similarly strong, and within 1-2 odds ratios of the average. In no districts are the odds of dropping out below 1, for any of the key indicators.
Level-1 Model

	Prob(Dropout=1|B) = P

	log[P/(1-P)] = B0(Intercept) + B1*(Attendance<85%) + B2*(>=2Suspensions) + 	B3*(GPA<1.0) 

Level-2 Model

	B0 = G00 + U0
	B1 = G10 + U1
	B2 = G20 + U2
	B3 = G30 + U3
	To this basic model, we then added and tested several measures of different district level characteristics into the Level 2 equations for each of the student level indicators, in order to see if the variation in the predictive power of each indicator was linked to certain types of districts. The measures included: the percent of students eligible for the Free/Reduced Lunch Program; the number of students enrolled in that school; the total population of the district’s county; the percent of minority residents in the county; the median county income; the percent of county residents living in poverty; district average scores on the End-of-Course Algebra 1 exam; and district average scores on the math, reading, and language SAT-10[footnoteRef:1]. A series of models and tests found the following patterns: [1:  Most district level data was obtained from publicly available sources. FRL and Enrolment were first aggregated for the 2005-06 school year from the student level data received from the Arkansas DOE for this study, and thus were only for the 9th grader students of each district. FRL and Enrolment were then also tested a second time using district totals for all grades from the 2010-11 school year taken from public records on the DOE website. County level data including income, poverty, minority and population data was obtained from the Institute for Economic Advancement at UALR (http://www.iea.ualr.edu/research/demographic/requested/ default.html). Test score data was taken from the Arkansas DOE website, with scores from the EOC Algebra 1 exam were tested twice using scores from both the 2005-06 and 2010-11 school years respectively. EOC Algebra 1 measures included both averages Scale Scores and the percentage of students scoring below basic. District scores for the SAT-10 included average NCE scores for Math, Reading, and Language, but were from the 2010-11 school year only, as during 2005-06, the year that our second cohort was in 9th grade, the ITBS test was in use, but given that that test is no longer used in Arkansas using current data from the SAT-10 provided results that would be more relevant for current policy implications.] 

· The Attendance indicator was an even stronger predictor of student dropout in districts where more students were F/RL eligible.

· The Suspension indicator was less predictive in districts with more F/RL eligible students, larger enrolment numbers, higher percentages of minority students or residents living in poverty, and with lower test scores on average.

· The GPA indicator was similarly less predictive in districts with more F/RL eligible students and lower test scores.
	In summary, the Attendance indicator (which was also the strongest of the key indicators) was the most consistent across all districts, while the Suspension indicator (the weakest of the three), varied the most in its predictive strength, depending on various district characteristics. The percentage of students eligible for the federal Free/Reduced Lunch program was the district characteristics with the greatest impact on the set of key indicators being the only characteristic with a significant relationship to the predictive quality of all three measures. As an example, in a district where 40% of students were F/RL eligible, the odds ratios of dropping out for students with each of the three indicators (attendance, suspension, GPA, respectively) would be 8.0, 3.3, and 4.9. In a district where 60% of students were F/RL eligible, those same odds ratios would be 9.3, 3.0, and 4.1 for students with each of the three key indicators. Thus in disadvantaged districts where more students struggle on average, Attendance become an even stronger indicator of dropping out, while in more advantaged districts behavioral and course indicators stand out more as indicators of students falling of the path to on-time graduation. However, the differences are minor, and the indicators have similar strengths and the same overall pattern across districts, reassuring their use at the state-wide level.
	In terms of using all three indicators together as a system of identifying future dropouts, the set of indicators seem to operate with somewhat greater effectiveness in larger more disadvantaged districts. At the district level, the percent of total dropouts identified by flagging students with two or more indicators was significantly and positively correlated to the percent of F/RL eligible students, larger enrolments, and concentrations of minority or high poverty residents within the county, as well as lower achievement test scores. However, the correlations, thought significant, were only modestly strong (between 0.200 and .400). Thus while the indicators are more effective in more disadvantaged districts, the differences are not large. The table in Appendix B shows, for each individual district, the total number of that district’s dropouts that were flagged (effectiveness), as well as the percent of those students with two or more indicators who actually ended up dropping out (efficiency). The efficiency of the set of key indicators was not significantly correlated to any of the different measures of district level characteristics, and while the indicators may capture a larger percentage of total dropouts in the more disadvantaged districts, those are also the districts with larger proportions of the state’s overall dropouts.
 	Finally, a critical factor in designing effective responses to early warning indicators is in understanding the scale and scope of the challenge at the district level.  In smaller districts, with only one or two high schools, districts can design one type of response system, often involving a dedicated set of individuals who respond - counselors, graduation coaches, dropout prevention specialists, social workers etc. In larger districts, where several high schools might have a hundred or more students demonstrating early warning indicators, more concerted whole school efforts and multiple tiers of intervention based on student needs are typically required to prevent the onset of early warning indicators.  
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Appendix A

The Figures below show the variation in the odds-ratios of dropping out across the different Arkansas school districts, for each Early Warning Indicator.
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Appendix B

	The table below shows the efficiency of the early warning indicator set across the different Arkansas school districts. Column 2 shows the percent of 9th grade students eligible for the federal Free/Reduced Lunch Program in each district. Column 3 shows the number of 9th grade students counted in the cohort included in the above analyses. Column 4 provides the total number of dropouts counted for each district in the above analyses. Columns 5 & 6 provide two different measures of the EWI set’s effectiveness. Column 5 shows what percent of the students with two or more indicators actually ended up dropping out, while Column 6 displays the percent of all dropouts in each district that were identified by flagging students with two or more indicators. The table is sorted in order of districts with the most dropouts to those with the fewest. (Where “N/A” appears – two districts had zero dropouts, and 44 districts had no students with two or more indicators).

	District Name
	%F/RL
	9th Grade Students
	Dropouts
	% of Students with >=2 Flags that Dropped out
	% of Total Dropouts Flagged

	LITTLE ROCK SCHOOL DISTRICT
	48%
	3951
	620
	59%
	30%

	PULASKI CO. SPEC. SCHOOL DIST.
	40%
	2606
	590
	59%
	29%

	SPRINGDALE SCHOOL DISTRICT
	38%
	2032
	319
	69%
	9%

	FORT SMITH SCHOOL DISTRICT
	47%
	1702
	267
	66%
	31%

	ROGERS SCHOOL DISTRICT
	42%
	1846
	241
	57%
	13%

	CABOT SCHOOL DISTRICT
	24%
	1254
	213
	77%
	26%

	N. LITTLE ROCK SCHOOL DISTRICT
	50%
	1387
	198
	44%
	28%

	HOT SPRINGS SCHOOL DISTRICT
	60%
	595
	184
	49%
	16%

	WEST MEMPHIS SCHOOL DISTRICT
	89%
	904
	174
	60%
	25%

	BLYTHEVILLE SCHOOL DISTRICT
	84%
	497
	169
	90%
	25%

	PINE BLUFF SCHOOL DISTRICT
	51%
	788
	160
	55%
	15%

	CONWAY SCHOOL DISTRICT
	27%
	1270
	153
	71%
	7%

	FORREST CITY SCHOOL DISTRICT
	87%
	615
	149
	76%
	26%

	JONESBORO SCHOOL DISTRICT
	47%
	707
	144
	81%
	18%

	FAYETTEVILLE SCHOOL DISTRICT
	26%
	1215
	141
	57%
	9%

	RUSSELLVILLE SCHOOL DISTRICT
	37%
	774
	119
	71%
	10%

	BRYANT SCHOOL DISTRICT
	15%
	935
	118
	65%
	13%

	HELENA/ W.HELENA SCHOOL DIST.
	89%
	417
	113
	83%
	31%

	TEXARKANA SCHOOL DISTRICT
	62%
	578
	104
	63%
	28%

	BENTONVILLE SCHOOL DISTRICT
	20%
	1277
	97
	60%
	6%

	LAKE HAMILTON SCHOOL DISTRICT
	33%
	559
	91
	58%
	8%

	VAN BUREN SCHOOL DISTRICT
	40%
	797
	88
	41%
	13%

	CAMDEN FAIRVIEW SCHOOL DIST.
	64%
	463
	83
	67%
	31%

	MARION SCHOOL DISTRICT
	45%
	570
	82
	77%
	29%

	MOUNTAIN HOME SCHOOL DISTRICT
	40%
	532
	81
	58%
	17%

	HOPE SCHOOL DISTRICT
	50%
	417
	77
	65%
	19%

	SHERIDAN SCHOOL DISTRICT
	33%
	625
	76
	89%
	11%

	SO. CONWAY CO. SCHOOL DISTRICT
	47%
	390
	76
	82%
	18%

	SEARCY SCHOOL DISTRICT
	29%
	498
	75
	81%
	33%

	LEE COUNTY SCHOOL DISTRICT
	89%
	270
	75
	59%
	25%

	EL DORADO SCHOOL DISTRICT
	54%
	625
	70
	52%
	34%

	WATSON CHAPEL SCHOOL DISTRICT
	48%
	528
	68
	28%
	7%

	CROSSETT SCHOOL DISTRICT
	50%
	340
	67
	73%
	12%

	BENTON SCHOOL DISTRICT
	21%
	633
	65
	61%
	17%

	BEEBE SCHOOL DISTRICT
	33%
	437
	64
	80%
	13%

	WYNNE SCHOOL DISTRICT
	45%
	424
	64
	92%
	19%

	MAGNOLIA SCHOOL DISTRICT
	52%
	449
	60
	70%
	43%

	STUTTGART SCHOOL DISTRICT
	56%
	321
	60
	78%
	30%

	HARRISON SCHOOL DISTRICT
	28%
	408
	59
	100%
	3%

	SO. MISS. COUNTY SCHOOL DIST.
	68%
	221
	58
	72%
	22%

	TRUMANN SCHOOL DISTRICT
	57%
	281
	57
	67%
	21%

	OSCEOLA SCHOOL DISTRICT
	98%
	219
	56
	88%
	25%

	MALVERN SCHOOL DISTRICT
	54%
	313
	54
	80%
	7%

	ALMA SCHOOL DISTRICT
	35%
	459
	50
	50%
	10%

	ARKADELPHIA SCHOOL DISTRICT
	39%
	319
	47
	53%
	17%

	LONOKE SCHOOL DISTRICT
	49%
	295
	47
	67%
	21%

	WALDRON SCHOOL DISTRICT
	49%
	270
	47
	75%
	13%

	BERRYVILLE SCHOOL DISTRICT
	43%
	235
	47
	75%
	6%

	NEWPORT SCHOOL DISTRICT
	63%
	211
	47
	86%
	38%

	GOSNELL SCHOOL DISTRICT
	59%
	198
	46
	75%
	20%

	LAKESIDE SCHOOL DISTRICT
	21%
	426
	45
	50%
	7%

	DOLLARWAY SCHOOL DISTRICT
	97%
	227
	45
	65%
	33%

	NETTLETON SCHOOL DISTRICT
	31%
	375
	44
	100%
	2%

	DOVER SCHOOL DISTRICT
	38%
	229
	44
	100%
	2%

	PARIS SCHOOL DISTRICT
	53%
	190
	44
	100%
	5%

	STRONG-HUTTIG SCHOOL DISTRICT
	59%
	143
	44
	100%
	2%

	DEWITT SCHOOL DISTRICT
	45%
	244
	43
	60%
	7%

	DEQUEEN SCHOOL DISTRICT
	63%
	235
	43
	100%
	5%

	SILOAM SPRINGS SCHOOL DISTRICT
	39%
	520
	41
	50%
	12%

	NASHVILLE SCHOOL DISTRICT
	48%
	305
	41
	29%
	5%

	FOUNTAIN LAKE SCHOOL DISTRICT
	32%
	156
	40
	71%
	13%

	HEBER SPRINGS SCHOOL DISTRICT
	39%
	312
	39
	50%
	3%

	DARDANELLE SCHOOL DISTRICT
	52%
	233
	39
	75%
	8%

	GENTRY SCHOOL DISTRICT
	44%
	220
	39
	25%
	3%

	WHITE HALL SCHOOL DISTRICT
	27%
	432
	38
	33%
	5%

	DUMAS SCHOOL DISTRICT
	76%
	286
	38
	52%
	29%

	STAR CITY SCHOOL DISTRICT
	51%
	269
	38
	73%
	21%

	HAMBURG SCHOOL DISTRICT
	85%
	253
	37
	50%
	3%

	PARAGOULD SCHOOL DISTRICT
	44%
	362
	36
	67%
	11%

	GREEN FOREST SCHOOL DISTRICT
	50%
	185
	36
	90%
	25%

	MCGEHEE SCHOOL DISTRICT
	62%
	211
	35
	75%
	9%

	GREENBRIER SCHOOL DISTRICT
	32%
	427
	34
	50%
	3%

	BATESVILLE SCHOOL DISTRICT
	44%
	315
	34
	100%
	6%

	BALD KNOB SCHOOL DISTRICT
	58%
	196
	33
	57%
	12%

	ENGLAND SCHOOL DISTRICT
	61%
	137
	32
	50%
	6%

	CLARKSVILLE SCHOOL DISTRICT
	46%
	297
	31
	75%
	10%

	GREENE CO. TECH SCHOOL DIST.
	43%
	433
	30
	0%
	0%

	DREW CENTRAL SCHOOL DISTRICT
	61%
	176
	30
	25%
	3%

	HUNTSVILLE SCHOOL DISTRICT
	36%
	338
	29
	67%
	14%

	FARMINGTON SCHOOL DISTRICT
	20%
	285
	29
	83%
	17%

	POTTSVILLE SCHOOL DISTRICT
	37%
	192
	29
	50%
	3%

	BRINKLEY SCHOOL DISTRICT
	99%
	159
	29
	78%
	24%

	WARREN SCHOOL DISTRICT
	56%
	232
	28
	45%
	18%

	HARRISBURG SCHOOL DISTRICT
	63%
	174
	28
	70%
	25%

	YELLVILLE-SUMMIT SCHOOL DIST.
	53%
	154
	28
	50%
	14%

	DERMOTT SCHOOL DISTRICT
	97%
	122
	28
	50%
	25%

	WESTSIDE CONS. SCHOOL DISTRICT
	35%
	248
	27
	75%
	11%

	ASHDOWN SCHOOL DISTRICT
	47%
	234
	27
	 N/A
	0%

	CLINTON SCHOOL DISTRICT
	56%
	192
	27
	100%
	22%

	HARMONY GROVE SCHOOL DISTRICT
	40%
	167
	27
	100%
	30%

	MAYFLOWER SCHOOL DISTRICT
	36%
	138
	27
	83%
	19%

	LAKESIDE SCHOOL DISTRICT
	81%
	129
	27
	71%
	19%

	MONTICELLO SCHOOL DISTRICT
	44%
	349
	26
	100%
	12%

	GLEN ROSE SCHOOL DISTRICT
	41%
	190
	26
	67%
	8%

	ATKINS SCHOOL DISTRICT
	39%
	180
	26
	0%
	0%

	BISMARCK SCHOOL DISTRICT
	50%
	151
	26
	40%
	8%

	CUTTER-MORNING STAR SCH. DIST.
	50%
	116
	25
	25%
	4%

	MAGNET COVE SCHOOL DIST.
	41%
	109
	25
	100%
	20%

	MENA SCHOOL DISTRICT
	45%
	277
	24
	100%
	17%

	OZARK SCHOOL DISTRICT
	43%
	258
	24
	100%
	21%

	PEA RIDGE SCHOOL DISTRICT
	28%
	200
	24
	67%
	8%

	LAMAR SCHOOL DISTRICT
	41%
	179
	24
	0%
	0%

	GREENLAND SCHOOL DISTRICT
	52%
	147
	24
	100%
	29%

	SMACKOVER SCHOOL DISTRICT
	38%
	132
	24
	33%
	4%

	BLEVINS SCHOOL DISTRICT
	62%
	125
	24
	100%
	8%

	CROSS COUNTY SCHOOL DISTRICT
	72%
	117
	24
	80%
	17%

	GRAVETTE SCHOOL DISTRICT
	33%
	230
	23
	33%
	13%

	ELKINS SCHOOL DISTRICT
	30%
	176
	23
	100%
	4%

	FOUKE SCHOOL DISTRICT
	48%
	143
	23
	 N/A
	0%

	MARVELL SCHOOL DISTRICT
	88%
	83
	23
	67%
	9%

	NORPHLET SCHOOL DISTRICT
	40%
	83
	23
	100%
	26%

	POCAHONTAS SCHOOL DISTRICT
	54%
	299
	22
	100%
	9%

	TWO RIVERS SCHOOL DISTRICT
	66%
	159
	22
	100%
	9%

	CLARENDON SCHOOL DISTRICT
	64%
	129
	22
	86%
	27%

	HECTOR SCHOOL DISTRICT
	55%
	116
	22
	67%
	9%

	AUGUSTA SCHOOL DISTRICT
	91%
	110
	22
	100%
	18%

	VALLEY VIEW SCHOOL DISTRICT
	22%
	261
	21
	100%
	10%

	BOONEVILLE SCHOOL DISTRICT
	51%
	222
	21
	71%
	24%

	SOUTHSIDE SCHOOL DISTRICT
	48%
	203
	21
	100%
	14%

	PERRYVILLE SCHOOL DISTRICT
	35%
	150
	21
	83%
	24%

	VILONIA SCHOOL DISTRICT
	23%
	403
	20
	 N/A
	0%

	BROOKLAND SCHOOL DISTRICT
	33%
	190
	20
	67%
	10%

	FLIPPIN SCHOOL DISTRICT
	54%
	128
	20
	 N/A
	0%

	BARTON-LEXA SCHOOL DISTRICT
	52%
	113
	20
	71%
	25%

	HUGHES SCHOOL DISTRICT
	51%
	87
	20
	75%
	45%

	GENOA CENTRAL SCHOOL DISTRICT
	31%
	156
	19
	100%
	11%

	BAUXITE SCHOOL DISTRICT
	28%
	148
	19
	75%
	16%

	MANILA SCHOOL DISTRICT
	52%
	144
	19
	0%
	0%

	LAFAYETTE COUNTY SCHOOL DISTRI
	72%
	131
	19
	83%
	26%

	JUNCTION CITY SCHOOL DISTRICT
	40%
	122
	19
	75%
	16%

	CARLISLE SCHOOL DISTRICT
	46%
	121
	19
	0%
	0%

	EAST POINSETT CO. SCHOOL DIST.
	40%
	118
	19
	100%
	11%

	HARMONY GROVE SCHOOL DISTRICT
	20%
	114
	19
	50%
	5%

	JASPER SCHOOL DISTRICT
	54%
	148
	18
	100%
	6%

	VALLEY SPRINGS SCHOOL DISTRICT
	41%
	145
	18
	100%
	6%

	PIGGOTT SCHOOL DISTRICT
	35%
	144
	18
	100%
	6%

	EARLE SCHOOL DISTRICT
	92%
	119
	18
	100%
	6%

	MOUNTAIN PINE SCHOOL DISTRICT
	58%
	102
	18
	100%
	11%

	HARTFORD SCHOOL DISTRICT
	56%
	68
	18
	80%
	22%

	GREENWOOD SCHOOL DISTRICT
	18%
	492
	17
	33%
	6%

	WEST FORK SCHOOL DISTRICT
	33%
	195
	17
	 N/A
	0%

	FORDYCE SCHOOL DISTRICT
	47%
	159
	17
	60%
	18%

	HOXIE SCHOOL DISTRICT
	74%
	130
	17
	33%
	18%

	OZARK MOUNTAIN SCHOOL DISTRICT
	74%
	125
	17
	 N/A
	0%

	BUFFALO IS. CENTRAL SCH. DIST.
	35%
	117
	17
	 N/A
	0%

	ALTHEIMER UNIFIED SCHOOL DIST.
	92%
	79
	17
	100%
	12%

	PRAIRIE GROVE SCHOOL DISTRICT
	26%
	205
	16
	0%
	0%

	LINCOLN SCHOOL DISTRICT
	51%
	176
	16
	 N/A
	0%

	MANSFIELD SCHOOL DISTRICT
	36%
	155
	16
	50%
	13%

	ROSE BUD SCHOOL DISTRICT
	46%
	149
	16
	0%
	0%

	RIVERVIEW SCHOOL DISTRICT
	51%
	145
	16
	43%
	19%

	BAY SCHOOL DISTRICT
	49%
	97
	16
	 N/A
	0%

	HACKETT SCHOOL DISTRICT
	31%
	97
	16
	100%
	31%

	EUDORA SCHOOL DISTRICT
	96%
	92
	16
	59%
	63%

	COUNTY LINE SCHOOL DISTRICT
	31%
	88
	16
	80%
	25%

	MCCRORY SCHOOL DISTRICT
	51%
	78
	16
	100%
	6%

	SEARCY COUNTY SCHOOL DISTRICT
	63%
	153
	15
	67%
	13%

	LAVACA SCHOOL DISTRICT
	28%
	144
	15
	83%
	33%

	GURDON SCHOOL DISTRICT
	68%
	139
	15
	67%
	13%

	PALESTINE-WHEATLEY SCH. DIST.
	78%
	87
	15
	50%
	7%

	TWIN RIVERS SCHOOL DISTRICT
	77%
	74
	15
	 N/A
	0%

	POYEN SCHOOL DISTRICT
	42%
	73
	15
	100%
	7%

	ELAINE SCHOOL DISTRICT
	98%
	56
	15
	83%
	33%

	MOUNTAIN VIEW SCHOOL DISTRICT
	54%
	195
	14
	50%
	7%

	CLEVELAND COUNTY SCHOOL DIST.
	44%
	107
	14
	50%
	7%

	EUREKA SPRINGS SCHOOL DISTRICT
	41%
	104
	14
	100%
	7%

	DES ARC SCHOOL DISTRICT
	37%
	101
	14
	 N/A
	0%

	HIGHLAND SCHOOL DISTRICT
	46%
	222
	13
	100%
	15%

	BERGMAN SCHOOL DISTRICT
	41%
	123
	13
	50%
	15%

	HAMPTON SCHOOL DISTRICT
	49%
	120
	13
	 N/A
	0%

	HORATIO SCHOOL DISTRICT
	55%
	113
	13
	100%
	15%

	LEAD HILL SCHOOL DISTRICT
	59%
	54
	13
	100%
	8%

	DANVILLE SCHOOL DISTRICT
	64%
	124
	12
	50%
	8%

	MOUNTAINBURG SCHOOL DISTRICT
	48%
	115
	12
	100%
	17%

	WALNUT RIDGE SCHOOL DISTRICT
	39%
	110
	12
	 N/A
	0%

	MARKED TREE SCHOOL DISTRICT
	65%
	100
	12
	25%
	8%

	MINERAL SPRINGS SCHOOL DIST.
	61%
	92
	12
	 N/A
	0%

	DECATUR SCHOOL DISTRICT
	63%
	79
	12
	50%
	8%

	KIRBY SCHOOL DISTRICT
	60%
	63
	12
	100%
	8%

	PRESCOTT SCHOOL DISTRICT
	47%
	174
	11
	40%
	18%

	PARKERS CHAPEL SCHOOL DIST.
	17%
	128
	11
	50%
	18%

	MULBERRY SCHOOL DISTRICT
	48%
	88
	11
	0%
	0%

	MAGAZINE SCHOOL DISTRICT
	64%
	61
	11
	 N/A
	0%

	CORNING SCHOOL DISTRICT
	49%
	199
	10
	25%
	10%

	CHARLESTON SCHOOL DISTRICT
	31%
	145
	10
	 N/A
	0%

	CENTERPOINT SCHOOL DISTRICT
	44%
	122
	10
	100%
	10%

	RIVERSIDE SCHOOL DISTRICT
	43%
	114
	10
	 N/A
	0%

	EMERSON-TAYLOR SCHOOL DISTRICT
	34%
	93
	10
	50%
	10%

	SHIRLEY SCHOOL DISTRICT
	64%
	84
	10
	 N/A
	0%

	MIDLAND SCHOOL DISTRICT
	56%
	79
	10
	0%
	0%

	SPRING HILL SCHOOL DISTRICT
	37%
	79
	10
	 N/A
	0%

	COTTER SCHOOL DISTRICT
	58%
	77
	10
	100%
	10%

	CALICO ROCK SCHOOL DISTRICT
	51%
	68
	10
	 N/A
	0%

	OMAHA SCHOOL DISTRICT
	70%
	66
	10
	100%
	30%

	WESTERN YELL CO. SCHOOL DIST.
	53%
	58
	10
	100%
	30%

	OUACHITA SCHOOL DISTRICT
	31%
	58
	10
	100%
	10%

	TURRELL SCHOOL DISTRICT
	100%
	53
	10
	100%
	10%

	DELIGHT SCHOOL DISTRICT
	63%
	52
	10
	100%
	10%

	WALDO SCHOOL DISTRICT
	91%
	47
	10
	50%
	40%

	CEDARVILLE SCHOOL DISTRICT
	43%
	139
	9
	0%
	0%

	MARMADUKE SCHOOL DISTRICT
	42%
	101
	9
	 N/A
	0%

	QUITMAN SCHOOL DISTRICT
	33%
	95
	9
	33%
	11%

	MURFREESBORO SCHOOL DISTRICT
	45%
	69
	9
	50%
	11%

	ACADEMICS PLUS SCHOOL DISTRICT
	24%
	67
	9
	 N/A
	0%

	HAZEN SCHOOL DISTRICT
	41%
	58
	9
	100%
	33%

	JACKSON CO. SCHOOL DISTRICT
	60%
	139
	8
	0%
	0%

	JESSIEVILLE SCHOOL DISTRICT
	46%
	106
	8
	 N/A
	0%

	WHITE CO. CENTRAL SCHOOL DIST.
	34%
	90
	8
	100%
	13%

	WONDERVIEW SCHOOL DISTRICT
	47%
	66
	8
	100%
	25%

	SOUTH SIDE SCHOOL DISTRICT
	39%
	64
	8
	100%
	13%

	CAVE CITY SCHOOL DISTRICT
	51%
	170
	7
	0%
	0%

	EAST END SCHOOL DISTRICT
	40%
	105
	7
	0%
	0%

	PANGBURN SCHOOL DISTRICT
	39%
	96
	7
	0%
	0%

	SLOAN-HENDRIX SCHOOL DIST.
	49%
	93
	7
	100%
	14%

	CEDAR RIDGE SCHOOL DISTRICT
	40%
	93
	7
	 N/A
	0%

	HERMITAGE SCHOOL DISTRICT
	74%
	70
	7
	50%
	14%

	NORFORK SCHOOL DISTRICT
	71%
	63
	7
	 N/A
	0%

	BEARDEN SCHOOL DISTRICT
	61%
	114
	6
	 N/A
	0%

	FOREMAN SCHOOL DISTRICT
	60%
	84
	6
	 N/A
	0%

	WOODLAWN SCHOOL DISTRICT
	27%
	84
	6
	0%
	0%

	ALPENA SCHOOL DISTRICT
	36%
	81
	6
	 N/A
	0%

	ARMOREL SCHOOL DISTRICT
	24%
	72
	6
	100%
	17%

	MT. VERNON/ENOLA SCHOOL DIST.
	56%
	71
	6
	67%
	33%

	VAN COVE SCHOOL DISTRICT
	58%
	66
	6
	100%
	33%

	GUY-PERKINS SCHOOL DISTRICT
	60%
	62
	6
	17%
	17%

	LOCKESBURG SCHOOL DISTRICT
	42%
	55
	6
	0%
	0%

	CUSHMAN SCHOOL DISTRICT
	45%
	38
	6
	 N/A
	0%

	OUACHITA RIVER SCHOOL DISTRICT
	63%
	97
	5
	100%
	20%

	MOUNT IDA SCHOOL DISTRICT
	52%
	86
	5
	 N/A
	0%

	NEVADA SCHOOL DISTRICT
	57%
	79
	5
	100%
	20%

	STEPHENS SCHOOL DISTRICT
	79%
	77
	5
	33%
	20%

	DEER/MT. JUDEA SCHOOL DISTRICT
	75%
	73
	5
	50%
	20%

	WESTSIDE SCHOOL DISTRICT
	59%
	73
	5
	50%
	20%

	HILLCREST SCHOOL DISTRICT
	67%
	72
	5
	50%
	20%

	DEVALLS BLUFF SCHOOL DISTRICT
	48%
	42
	5
	100%
	20%

	MELBOURNE SCHOOL DISTRICT
	54%
	115
	4
	 N/A
	0%

	SALEM SCHOOL DISTRICT
	37%
	114
	4
	0%
	0%

	WICKES SCHOOL DISTRICT
	66%
	95
	4
	0%
	0%

	CONCORD SCHOOL DISTRICT
	40%
	92
	4
	 N/A
	0%

	DIERKS SCHOOL DISTRICT
	37%
	76
	4
	 N/A
	0%

	MAYNARD SCHOOL DISTRICT
	57%
	65
	4
	100%
	25%

	WEINER SCHOOL DISTRICT
	52%
	56
	4
	 N/A
	0%

	PARKIN SCHOOL DISTRICT
	94%
	17
	4
	100%
	25%

	RECTOR SCHOOL DISTRICT
	34%
	98
	3
	N/A
	0%

	BRADFORD SCHOOL DISTRICT
	49%
	83
	3
	N/A
	0%

	WEST SIDE SCHOOL DISTRICT
	54%
	79
	3
	N/A
	0%

	NEMO VISTA SCHOOL DISTRICT
	47%
	72
	3
	N/A
	0%

	CADDO HILLS SCHOOL DISTRICT
	56%
	70
	3
	N/A
	0%

	MAMMOTH SPRING SCHOOL DISTRICT
	61%
	62
	3
	N/A
	0%

	BRADLEY SCHOOL DISTRICT
	61%
	57
	3
	0%
	0%

	BLACK ROCK SCHOOL DISTRICT
	52%
	54
	3
	100%
	33%

	IZARD CO. CONS. SCHOOL DIST.
	59%
	68
	2
	 N/A
	0%

	SCRANTON SCHOOL DISTRICT
	46%
	57
	2
	100%
	50%

	LISA ACADEMY
	21%
	28
	2
	N/A
	0%

	ARK. SCHOOL FOR THE BLIND
	100%
	7
	2
	N/A
	0%

	SULPHUR ROCK SCHOOL DISTRICT
	27%
	22
	1
	N/A
	0%

	VIOLA SCHOOL DISTRICT
	42%
	48
	0
	N/A
	N/A

	ARK. SCHOOL FOR THE DEAF
	74%
	19
	0
	N/A
	N/A
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