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Summary and Recommendations

House Resolution 1994-386 directed the Legislative Budget and Finance
Committee to conduct a study of dropout and truancy prevention programs within
the Commonwealth and to provide information on programs that have been success-
ful in other states.

Incidence and Reasons for School Dropout and Truancy

Dropout Rates

Students who do not complete high school face diminished opportunities for
success, including poor employment potential and lower earnings if employed.
While there are high numbers of youth who drop out of school each year, high school
dropout rates have been declining for many years. According to the National Cen-
ter for Education Statistics, 4.5 percent of the students in grades 10 to 12 dropped
out of school in 1993 compared to 6.7 percent in 1978. In 1993, 11.0 percent of all
persons aged 16 to 24 had not completed high school and were not currently in
school. In contrast, throughout the 1970s, about 14-15 percent of persons in this
age group were not enrolled and had not completed high school. Since 1972 high
school completion rates have also improved for all ethnic groups.

Nationally, dropout rates are quite similar between males and females, but
vary considerably by race/ethnicity. In 1993, dropout rates were 7.9 percent for
whites, 13.6 percent for blacks, and 27.5 percent for Hispanics. Much of this differ-
ence apvears to be due to family income. When grouped by income levels, there is
no significant difference in dropout rates for whites and blacks. Hispanic dropout
rates, however, are higher than those of whites and blacks at all income levels.

Pennsylvania-specific dropout data is more difficult to interpret because of
differences in how the data has been collected from one school district to another
and from year to year.! With that caveat, Pennsylvania does appear to be following
the national trend of improved dropout rates. Pennsylvania Department of Educa-
tion reports show that the number of students leaving school without a high school
diploma has decreased from a high of 24,983 in the 1988-89 school year (3.37 per-
cent of Pennsylvania students enrolled in grades 7 to 12) to 18,326 ir: 1992-93 (2.46
percent). Dropout rates for the School District of Philadelphia, which accounts for
about one-third of all dropouts in the state, also decreased during this time period,
from 11.87 percent in 1988-89 to 7.49 percent in 1992-93. These rates, however,
only reflect the numbers of students dropping out in a single year--dropout rates are
far higher when viewed on a cumulative basis. For example, the School District of

1Dropout data for Pennsylvania cannot be compared to national data because of methodological and operational
differences.




Philadelphia reported a dropout rate of 7.49 percent in 1992-93; however, for a vari-
ety of reasons including school dropout, the 12th grade class of 1992 was only 54
percent the size of the 9th grade class in 1989.

Pennsylvania dropout rates also vary by race/ethnicity, with dropout rates
being highest for Hispanics (7.3 percent) and blacks (6.1 percent). The white drop-
out rate during the 1992-93 school year was 1.7 percent but was the largest in
number at 10,725.

Although on a statewide basis dropout rates appear to be improving, high
dropout rates continue to plague several school districts. We identified 25 school
districts, and 79 schools within those districts, as having a “serious” dropout prob-
lem. These 79 schools accounted for about 14 percent of the Commonwealth’s 1992-
93 public secondary school enrollment but about 55 percent of the Commonwealth’s
18,326 dropouts. The ten school districts which had the highest dropout rates dur-
ing the 1992-93 school year are shown in Table 1.

Table 1

Top Ten PA School Districts With the
Highest Dropout Rates and Numbers*

(1992-93)

% of % of

Dropout Enrollments  Statewide  Statewide

School Districts Rate Grades 7-12 Enrollment Dropouts

Lancaster......ccoceeeeeevnnnennns 8.39% 4,244 0.57% 1.94%
Harrisburg.....cccccoeevnnennees 8.02 3,256 0.44 1.42
Philadelphia...................... 7.49 85,034 11.42 34.78
Pittsburgh......ccccceeennnnnn. 5.24 17,085 2.29 4.88
Reading.....cccccceeeeeinnnnns 4.76 4,760 0.64 1.24
Norristown Area............... 4.77 2,601 0.35 0.68
Chester-Upland................ 4.76 3,215 0.43 0.83
Easton Area.....ccceueueennnene. 4.61 3,035 0.41 0.76
Erie City cccovvvvieveiiieeeinen, 4.53 5,186 C.70 1.28
York City .cccoeevnnrnreenenrecnns 4.40 . 2,475 0.33 0.59

*School districts with dropout rates above the state average of 2.46 percent and with more than 50 dropouts per
district. There are 25 school districts in this set. (See Table 3.)

Source: Developed by LB&FC staff from the 1992-93 Public Secondary School Dropouts by School: PDE 1994.
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Incidence of Truancy

The Department of Education does not gather data on truancy or report a
truancy rate. Information on student absences, however, can provide some per-
spective, especially in districts with high dropout rates, on the possible extent of
truancy. For example, a January 1995 report on the Harrisburg School District
found thrt on any given school day 13 percent of the city’s students are absent from
school, and 13 percent of the student population are absent for more than a gquarter
of the school year. Of the total absences, 61 percent were unexcused according to
the school district. A 1993 report on the School District of Philadelphia found that
the average number of school days missed in elementary schools was 16 days, in
middle school: 31 days, and in high schools 41 days. The School District of Phila-
delphia’s efforts to address truancy and other problems within the District are dis-
cussed in Chapter II.

Reasons for Truancy and Dropout

Students are truant for a wide variety of reasons. These include health rea-
sons, such as mental health; school reasons, such as overcrowded, dilapidated
schools and uninspiring classes; cultural reasons, such as language problems; eco-
nomic reasons, such as lack of funds for transportation or clothing; family reasons,
such as parental drug or alcohol abuse; community reasons, such as gang activity;
and personal reasons, such as feelings of rejection and failure. Our visits to several
dropout and truancy prevention programs confirmed that multiple problems con-
front many of these children.

‘Students report that they drop out of school because they dislike school, are
failing, have job concerns, or are pregnant. Being overage for one’s grade level is
the variable most consistently found to correlate with dropping out of school. The
National Center for Education Statistics found that dropout rates for students who
had repeated more than one grade are four times higher than the rate for students
who did not repeat any grades (40.9 versus 9.4 percent). A study of Chicago drop-
outs found that the two most important factors affecting dropout rates are the num-
ber of students who were overage and the number reading below normal level as en-
tering freshmen.

In Pennsylvania, a recent report of the Harrisburg School District found that
one in four 7th graders, and one in three 9th graders, are retained at their grade
level. In the School District of Philadelphia, nearly half of the 9th graders fail that

grade.

One key reason for poor school performance is frequent moves from one
school to another. Children who change schools frequently are more likely to repeat
a grade, be below grade level in reading and math, and have behavioral problems
than children who have never changed school. This can be a particular problem for
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urban children because a child who moves only a short distance is more likely to
have to change schools in a large urban area than in less densely populated subur-
ban or rural areas. Highly mobile children may be exposed to curriculums that
vary greatly across schools and school districts; therefore, if they move from one
school to another in the middle of the school year, they may have difficulty catching
up in all subjects by the end of the school year.

Dropout and Truancy Prevention Efforts in Pennsyivania

Available Funding

The Successful Students’ Partnership Initiative, funded by the Pennsylvania
Department of Education ($960,750 state and $589,108 federal in FY 1994-95), is
the only Commonwealth program specifically targeted to dropout and truancy pre-
vention. However, school districts, health and social service providers, community
groups, and others receive at least $1.1 billion in state and federal funds from the
Departments of Education, Public Welfare, and Labor and Industry for a wide range
of services to school age youth, some of whom may be at risk of truancy and school
dropout. These programs include drug and alcohol and mental health, pregnant
and parenting teens, school-based probation, migrant education, homeless children,
and career planning and job training services. Nonprofit foundations, private sector
businesses, and local community groups also provide substantial dollars to help
fund programs for at-risk youth. Chapter IV provides additional detail on these
programs and the amounts and sources of the funds.

For the most part, federal and state funds for at-risk youth are weighted to-
ward school districts with high dropout rates. For example, 46.7 percent of the
$282.7 million in federal Chapter 1 funding for school districts goes to the 25 Penn-
sylvania school districts with the highest dropout rates. These 25 school districts,
which account for 23.5 percent of the state’s enrollment for grades 7-12, received
59.3 percent of the total funding for initiatives most pertinent to dropout and tru-
ancy prevention. These initiatives included the Pregnant and Parenting Teen Ini-
tiative, School-Based Probation, PA Career Program for Youth, and the Successful
Students’ Partnership Initiative.

The future of federal funds for many of these programs is, however, uncer-
tain. Federal budgetary rescissions under consideration in Congress as of late
March 1995 could significantly impact many of Pennsylvania’s truancy and dropout
related programs, especially the Successful Students’ Partnership program and the
Student Assistance Program.

Program Evaluations

Our review of the programs and efforts within the Commonwealth to reduce
truancy and dropout rates found mixed results. This is due, in part, to the fact that
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truancy and school dropout are often symptoms of many different and complex so-
cial, health, and educational problems. Also, even when there is a major funding
investment, fundamental school reforms to enable at-risk youth to succeed are diffi-
cult to accomplish, especially short range. For example, the Annie E. Casey Foun-
dation recently invested $40 million dollars to assist school districts in four major
cities, including Pittsburgh, to implement school reforms which would enable at-
risk youth to succeed in school. University of Wisconsin researchers who evaluated
this effort concluded that, for the most part, the necessary school reforms were not
fully implemented in participating schools. Although the schools increased health
and social services for at-risk youth, basic school practices went unchanged. Addi-
tional health and social services, while necessary, are not sufficient to change edu-
cational outcomes for at-risk youth. Other researchers and the General Accounting
Office have reached similar conclusions.

Our review of programs and efforts in Pennsylvania to reduce truancy and
school dropout did, however, identify several programs that appear to be successful
in reducing truancy and helping at-risk youth stay in school and complete their
education. In particular, programs such as the pregnant and parenting teen initia-
tive known as ELECT, the Instructional Support Teams, and the Student Assis-
tance Program (which all work collaboratively with other human service and school
programs) appear to be successful. We also found that the Department of Education
is collaborating with other state agencies to support school reforms; to provide edu-
cational staff training, development, and support; and to link at-risk youth with se-
rious health and social problems with community human service programs.

An absenteeism prevention program developed by the Community College of
Beaver County has also been shown to be successful in reducing truancy among
younger students. Several years ago this program was successfully demonstrated
at several sites by a consortium of state agencies. An evaluation of this program
found, however, that some school districts are reluctant to implement this program
because of financial concerns.

Other programs we describe in this report, although they have not been for-
mally evaluated, have been recognized and praised by state and local officials. An
example of this is the School-Based Probation initiative. Other programs are based
on models and ideas which have been evaluated and shown to improve educational
outcomes for at-risk youth. These include the alternative learning schools, such as
the York County High School, and others which PDE has assisted school districts to
establish.

Most of the initiatives which appear to be having success work with younger
youth. One promising effort to help older youth who have dropped out of school or
are at risk of dropping out is the York County High School. This program is based
on educational models that have been shown to be effective in helping certain at-
risk youth succeed in school. The York County High School is supported by a




consortium of school districts, the local Job Training Partnership Act Agency, and
the Pennsylvania Department of Education. It is an open entry diploma program
housed at two locations: a shopping mall and a local neighborhood center. Stu-
dents can attend classes while holding a job, develop class schedules that are con-
sistent with their family responsibilities, and graduate when high school require-
ments are met. Students also receive help in obtaining needed social services.

They have a great deal of flexibility in establishing a learning pace that meets their
individual needs, with their teachers performing the role of a mentor, not a lecturer.
In order to graduate from this program, all students must pass competency-based
tests.

During the 1993-94 school year, 73 of the 125 students in the 12th grade in
the York County High School Program graduated. Graduating students reported
that teachers showed a genuine concern that students learn and that they particu-
larly liked the self-paced approach to learning and felt a sense of pride in knowing
they received credit for the work they actually produced rather than for “putting in
time.”

Dropout and Truancy Prevention Programs
and Efforts in Other States

Our review of other state dropout and truancy prevention programs found
little to suggest that other states have found answers or sclutions that are not being
tried somewhere in Pennsylvania. The report contains information on the Wiscon-
sin Learnfare program (Pennsylvania’s Learnfare demonstration program is pend-
ing approval from the federal government) and Florida, Illinois, and New York
which have invested extensive state funds for dropout and truancy prevention pro-
grams. The results of these programs, at least to date, have been mixed.

In 1988 the U.S. Department of Education began funding 89 school dropout
demonstration projects. A preliminary report on these projects addressed the or-
ganizational characteristics of dropout prevention programs that appeared to be ef-
fective. Twenty-three of the demonstration projects are being more fully evaluated
in a report that was to be released in February 1995. The report’s release date,
however, has been moved to spring 1996.

Recommendations

1. The General Assembly should consider amerding Act 1987-49 (24 P.S.
§6601 et seq.) to require that the Secretary of Education supplement the
existing dropout report to the General Assembly with longitudinal
dropout information for those school districts reporting high single-
year dropout rates. Longitudinal data provides a much clearer picture
of a school’s dropout situation and is, therefore, valuable for the Legis-
lature, the Department of Education, and school districts when making




management and policy decisions. Ideally, both single-year and longi-
tudinal dropout information should be collected so that major sub-
groups, such as special education and vocational education students,
can be analyzed separately.

2. The Commonwealth should consider expanding its efforts to address
the needs of Hispanic youth, who have the highest dropout rates in the
state. To the extent possible, school districts with large numbers of
students whose families do not speak English should hire attendance
staff who are fluent in the language spoken by the parents or provide
interpreter services for these staff.

3. Because students who move frequently from one school to another are
more likely to fail at school and have behavioral problems, school dis-
tricts should, where they do not do so already, use their Instructional
Support Teams to assist at-risk youth in making the transition from one
school to another.

4. School districts with serious attendance and dropout problems shculd
enhance their IST and SAP teams with the services of professionally
trained home and school visitors to betier link students who are not in
school with these valuable school resources.

5. The Commonwealth should maintain, and if possible expand, its finan-
cial support of programs such as Instructional Support Teams, Student
Assistance, Successful Students’ Partnership, ELECT, School-Based
Probation, and Child and Adolescent Service System Program (CASSP).
All of these programs appear to be important efforts in reducing tru-
ancy and school dropout.

6. The Pennsylvania Department of Education should take the lead in co-
ordinating state and local agencies to better address the problems of
truancy and school dropout among those schools with high dropout
rates.?2 Such coordination may be increasingly important because of
possible reductions in federal funding and the potential for federal
block grants, which will provide states with more discretion over the
use of federal funds. Because truancy and school dropout is caused by
a wide variety of factors, representatives of the Governor’s Office; De-
partments of Health, Education, Public Welfare, and Labor and Indus-
try; the Pennsylvania Commission on Crime and Delinquency; the Ju-
venile Court Judges’ Commission; pertinent legislative committees; and
the private sector should be involved in this effort.

2Such an initiative could conceivably be undertaken by the Children's Cabinet, created by Executive Order
1992-4. '







1. Introduction

House Resolution 1994-386 directs the Legislative Budget and Finance
Committee to assess the effectiveness of dropout and truancy prevention programs
in the Commonwealth as well as viable programs in other states. A copy of the
resolution can be found in Appendix A.

Study Objectives
The objectives of this study are:

1. To describe the various programs and services offered in the Common-
wealth and to analyze the effectiveness of these programs.

2. To provide information on the cost of the programs, number of students
served, and the funding streams utilized.

3. To provide information on the extent to which non-state f ading sources
have been used in the Commonwealth.

4. To analyze the most viable programs that have been implemented with
success in other states.

5. To make recommendations, if appropriate, for future programs and serv-
ices.

Scope and Methodology

To identify and describe the various programs and services provided in the
Commonwealth, we interviewed officials of the Departments of Education, Health,
Public Welfare, and Labor and Industry, and the Pennsylvania Commaission on
Crime and Delinquency and reviewed various budget, fiscal, and program docu-
ments. The Pennsylvania State Association of County Commissioners and County
Child Welfare programs provided valuable assistance in identifying local child wel-
fare programs specifically designed tc address truancy. Similarly, Pennsylvania
Partners was instrumental in helping to identify youth programs being funded by
local Job Training Partnership Programs.

Much of the information on programs and services comes from our review of
state contracts with school districts, community-based organizations, service deliv-
ery areas, and program information of other local service agencies. Information on
program costs, source of funds, and dropout data was obtained largely from agency
program and fiscal reports.

We talked to approximately 50 students from several school districts and
visited school-based dropout prevention and truancy programs in Berks County, the
Lancaster City School District, the Columbia Borough School District, and the
School District of Philadelphia. We also visited the York County High School, the




Lancaster County Academy, the Lancaster/Lebanon Intermediate Unit, Goodwill
Industries’ School-to-Work program, the Lancaster Area Vocational Technical
School, and a program operated by the Spanish-American Civic Association in Lan-
caster City. Additionally, we met with officials from the Philadelphia School Dis-
trict, the Philadelphia Family Court, and the Philadelphia Departments of Human
Services, Housing Authority, Children and Youth Services, MH/MR Children’s
Services, and Juvenile Justice Services. We spoke via telephone with over 50 school
district personnel receiving funds through the Successful Students’ Partnership
Initiative.

We used dropout data from the National Center for Education Statistics and
reviewed program evaluations done at the national level and in other states. We
spoke with representatives from academic institutions, private foundations, and
education and job training programs as well as the Special Court Judges’ Associa-
tion, the Juvenile Court Judges’ Commission, and the Pennsylvania Association of
Secondary School Principals. We also surveyed juvenile court judges and county
juvenile probation officers. Because school districts and communities throughout
Pennsylvania are involved in a variety of efforts to serve at-risk youth, it is not
possible to highlight all such efforts in this report. We have, however, attempted to
focus on providing information about activities in areas with significant problems
and activities for which evaluative data were available for review.

The report does not address, except in a tangential manner, the issues of dis-
ruptive youth, the special education system for mentally or physically disabled stu-
dents, school violence, or the quality of the Commonwealth’s vocational education
programs. While we acknowledge these issues can impact on truancy and dropout
rates, each would be a major study in its own right.
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Important Note

This report was developed by Legislative Budget and Finance Committee staff.
The release of this report should not be construed as indicating that the Committee's
members endorse all of the report’s findings and recommendations.

Any questions or comments regarding the contents of this report should be di-
rected to Philip R. Durgin, Executive Director, Legislative Budget and Finance
Committee, P.O. Box 8737, Harrisburg, Pennsylvania- 17105-87837.




II. Incidence and Reasons for School Dropout and Truancy

Students who do not complete high school face diminished opportunities for
success, including poor employment potential and lower earnings if employed. Ac-
cording to U.S. Census Bureau data, in October 1993 youth ages 16-24 who had not
completed high school had a 20.4 percent jobless rate compared to a 12.1 percent
jobless rate for those who had completed high school and a 5.6 percent rate for col-
lege graduates. Moreover, average annual earnings for males who had completed
high school were 27 percent higher than for males who had not completed high
school.

Dropout Rates and Reasons for Schoel Dropout

Nationally, high school dropout rates have been declining for the past two
decades. Even though dropout rates have declined, the National Center for Educa-
tion Statistics (NCES) emphasized that the dropout problem continues, and impor-
tant subgroup differences persist. The “event” dropout rate--the proportion of U.S.
students aged 15 through 24 years old in grades 10 through 12 who drop out in a
single year without completing high school--declined from 6.7 percent in 1978 to 4.5
percent in 1993. This means that nationally approximately 381,000 students
dropped out of school in 1993.

The percentage of “status” dropouts has also generally declined over the last
two decades. The status rate is the proportion of the population who have not
completed high school and are not currently enrolled in school. Status rates are
useful because they show the extent of the dropout problem in the population.” In
1993, approximately 3.4 million persons in the United States ages 16 through 24
had not completed high school and were not currently enrolled in school. This rep-
resents about 11 percent of all persons in this age group. In contrast, throughout
the 1970s, about 14 to 15 percent of persons in this age group were not enrolled and
had not completed high school. These dropout rates, which are developed by the
NCES, count students who obtain a General Equivalency Degree (GED) as having
completed high school and consider persons enrolled in a GED program as being in
school. :

Nationally, dropout rates are quite similar between males and females, but
the rates do vary by race/ethnicity. In 1993, status dropout rates were 7.9 percent
for whites, 13.6 percent for blacks, and 27.5 percent for Hispanics. Much of this dif-
ference appears due to family income, with a nearly tenfold difference between the
dropout rates of students from families with low as compared to high incomes. The
status dropout rates were the same for whites and blacks with similar income lev-
els, but Hispanic dropout rates were higher than the rates for whites and blacks at
all income levels. For those who speak limited English or none at all, the outlook is




especially bleak--with dropout rates over 60 percent. The NCES noted that the high
status dropout rates for Hispanics may be due to substantial numbers of Hispanic
immigrants who come without completing high school and who may never have en-
rolled in the U.S. school system.

The NCES also collects statistics on high school completion and graduation
rates. Nationally, the high school completion rate, defined as the percentage of all
persons ages 21 and 22 who have completed high school by receiving a high school
diploma or equivalency certificate, was 86 percent in 1993. This rate has gradually
improved over the last 20 years, from approximately 82 percent in 1972 to 86 per-
cent in 1993. Completion rates for whites rose from 85.4 to 89.8 percent during this
period; for blacks, from 74.2 to 83.8 percent; and for Hispanics, from 55 to 63 per-
cent. These trends in the completion rates show larger increases for blacks than for
whites, narrowing the difference between the two groups.

The most common reasons students report for dropping out of school are dis-
like for school, failing in school, job concerns, and pregnancy. Exhibit 1 shows that
other reasons for school dropouts include the student not being able to keep up with
school work, school suspensions and expulsions, and the need to care for a family
member. A small percentage of students also report they do not feel safe at school
or that they left due to a drug or alcohol problem. About 12 percent of those who
drop out have a learning disability or some other type of disability.!

Several studies demonstrate that youth who drop out of school are not in
grades appropriate for their age and have previously failed in school. For example,
a study of Montgomery County, MD, Schools? cites eight key factors related to drop-
out:

Poor attendance

Loss of credit for courses

Receiving failing grades the previous year

Being older than other students in the same grade
Having moved often from one school to another

Having been suspended in the prior school year

Having ever received free or reduced priced school meals
Currently receiving special education services

N o

The study found that being older than grade age increased the dropout risk more
than any other single factor. Other key factors impacting dropout were attendance,
loss of credit, and failing grades.

1The term disability includes learning disabilities, mental retardation, speech impairment, serious emotional
impairment, and other health impairments lasting more than six months.

2The dropout rate for Montgomery County was 1.8 percent for the 1992-93 school year, among the lowest rates
in school systems nationally and also in the Washington, D.C., area. The dropout rate in Maryland was 5.2
percent.




Exhibit 1

Reasons for School Dropout

Percent of Total

School-Related:
Did Not Like School ........ccccvnririenniicennnneennnnen. everissreresnreeeeaaaesesanrrases 42.9%
Was Failing School........veeiiiirniiiirieeiieinciirieesreireeeesseesesnneeeeseeenenns 38.7
Could Not Keep Up With Schoolwork ........ccoeeeeiciieiiviiniinniineecccnnnnen. 31.3
Felt I Didn’t BelOng....cciiiecveiiiiiiercireeeereevesnine s eserecssneese s cane s s svanecns 24.2
Could Not Get Along With Teachers .......cccccveeecieeveiniccimnriie e, 22.8
Was Suspended/Expelled From School.........cccoeveivecvnninnennienrieenanenn, 15.5
Could Not Get Along With Students ....ccccoeeeeeeiiveieerencireeeceececnneeene, 14.5
Changed School and Did Not Like New School.......ccccceeevrreiricvnreennne.. 10.6
Did Not Feel Safe at School .........ccccovreviiiiiciieinirieiecereeeeeeees e, 6.0

Job-Related:
Found a dob.....cccvvevcecnnnnennne. ettt ea e e et an et easta et e e e anerraastenanaseraens 28.5
Could Not Work and Go to School at Same Time .....ccccceeevveerieeeeenennnns 22.8

Family-Related:

Was Pregnant........... ............................................................................ 26.8
Became Parent .......oiereereiiiieiiccrerece s e e e s 14.7
GO MATTIEA ..eieenieieeceeeecieeere et ettt ens e esab s s sste e sbn e e nnas 12.1
Had to Care for Family Member........ccoveeecvieiiiiicieee e 11.9
Had to Support Family .........ccveveivereeieiiec e ceeaeeeneeeeee e 11.2
Wanted to Have Family .....ccccoviveeviimiimneiieiiieeeeeeeeseseeeeoeoememeeeaeannes 7.5
Other:
Wanted to Travel: .................................................................................. 8.1
Friends Dropped Out .....ccceviiniiiiicccieecctrenecirere e eseee e e 8.0
Had a Drug and/or Alcohol Problem.........ccoevveeeumevmreeniineneeeeeeceeenaees 4.4

Source: U.S. Department of Education, National Center for Education Statistics, National Education Longitu-
dinal Study of 1988 Second Follow-Up Survey, 1992, unpublished data.
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The NCES also reports that the dropout rate for students who had repeated
more than one grade was four times the rate for students who did not repeat any
grades (40.9 versus 9.4 percent). An earlier study of Chicago dropouts found that
the most important factors determining the dropout rate at individual high schools
were the number of students who were overage for their grade or reading below
normal level as entering freshmen. A 1991 study of Fall River, Massacnusetts,
youth found that half of the youth who dropped out in the 7th, 8th, or 9th grade had
repeated at least one grade before the 4th grade, and all youth who dropped out in
the 8th grade had been retained at least once prior to leaving school.

School failure and school dropout are also correlated with mobility. Accord-
ing to a 1994 U.S. General Accounting Office study, children who change schools
frequently are more likely to be low achievers and repeat a grade. Of the nation’s
third-graders who have changed schools frequently, 41 percent are low achievers--
that is, below grade level in reading--compared with 26 percent of third-graders who
have never changed schools. Results are similar for math. Overall, third-graders
who have changed schools frequently are two-and-a-half times more likely to repeat
a grade than third-graders who have never changed schools (20 versus 8 percent).
These findings are similar for children from all family income levels.

The GAO reports that the mobility of children is often a reflection of underly-
ing family issues, such as shortages of affordable housing, changes in marital
status, or unemployment. High numbers of mobile children can interfere with
teachers’ ability to organize and deliver instruction. Teachers may find it difficult
to assess the needs of such new children, determine their past educational experi-
ences, and provide instructional tasks that build on these experiences. These tasks
may be especially difficult when many new children enter the classroom throughout
the year, often with no advance notice, and children may be exposed to curriculums
that vary greatly across schools and districts.

This type of problem is reportedly more likely to arise in an urban rather
than a suburban or rural school district. When an inner city child changes schools,
the child may move only a short distance yet move into a new school attendance
area. In contrast, a child in a larger, less densely populated school attendance area,
such as a suburban or rural school district, may move several miles and still attend
the same school. According to the GAO, these students who change schools fre-
quently are also less likely to receive services for which they might qualify through
federal programs. The GAO concluded:

. . . unless policymakers focus greater attention on the needs of chil-
dren who have changed schools frequently--often low-income, inner
city, migrant, and limited English proficient--these children may con-
tinue to be low achieving in math and reading, as well as repeat a
grade. Local school districts generally provide little additional help to
assist mobile children.




The importance of educational continuity and appropriate student placement
appears to be receiving renewed attention in several school districts. For example,
the Annie E. Casey Foundation has provided funds to the Department of Public
Welfare and the Philadelphia Children and Youth Agency to revise its system for
placing children out-of-home so the child can continue in the same school while in
foster care placement. In Allegheny County, the Intermediate Unit provides tran-
sitional education services for youth in foster care and other county placements.
The Harrisburg School District is developing automated systems to provide for more
timely transfer of student records to eliminate delays in student placement and in-
terruptions in a student’s learning process. It has adopted a policy that requires re-
cords to be transferred between schools within the school district within one day.

Dropout Rates in Pennsylvania

In 1987 the Pennsylvania General Assembly passed legislation requiring the
Secretary of Education to prepare a report each year on the number of students
leaving school without graduating, their grade level when they withdraw, their age
at the time of withdrawal, their reasons for withdrawal, and their status after
leaving school.

Differences in how the data has been collected from year to year make it diffi-
cult to draw conclusions from this information, but the reports appear to indicate
that the number of Pennsylvania public secondary school students who leave school
without a high school diploma has been decreasing in recent years. The reports
show that the number of dropouts has decreased from a high of 24,983 in the 1988-
89 school year (3.37 percent of Pennsylvania students enrolled in grades 7 to 12) to
18,326 in 1992-93 (2.46 percent). Dropout rates for the Philadelphia School Dis-
trict, which accounts for about one-third of all dropouts in the state, also decreased
during this time period, from 11.87 percent in the 1988-83 school year to 7.49 per-
cent in 1992-93. The PDE reports show that:

o Ninety percent of the dropouts in Pennsylvania in 1992-93 were age 17 or
older, and thus were no longer required to comply with state mandatory
school attendance laws.3 .

o Even though 90 percent of those who dropped out of school were 17 and older,
only 20 percent were in the 12th grade when they left school. Students begin
dropping out of school in large numbers after the 8th grade.

e White students accounted for 10,725 (58.5 percent) of the total 18,326 drop-
outs in Pennsylvania in 1992-93. The dropout rate, however, was highest
among Hispanics (7.3), blacks (6.1), and American Indians/Alaskan Natives

3The Public School Code of 1949. as amended, generally requires Pennsylvania children to attend school from
the time they enter school, whici: :an be up to but no later than age 8, until age 17.




(5.0). Asian/Pacific Islanders and whites (non-Hispanic) had the lowest drop-
out rates, 2.2 and 1.7 percent respectively.

e Between December 1992 and December 1993, 1,670 special education stu-
dents dropped out of school in Pennsylvania, and 335 left because they
reached maximum age. An additional 8,215 special education students
moved and the reporting schools did not know if these students were continu-
ing their education.4

The Pennsylvania Department of Education (PDE) defines a dropout as “a
student who, for any reason other than death, leaves school before graduation with-
out transferring to another school.” PDE dropout statistics, therefore, count as
dropouts persons who are enrolled in a GED program, the federal Job Corps, or pro-
grams such as Vision Quest.

Whether students who enroll in GED programs or who follow other nontra-
ditional paths are considered dropouts is important because a substantial portion of
dropouts eventually do complete their high school education. One NCES study
found that 46 percent of the persons that did not graduate with their high school
class had earned a high school diploma, or the equivalent, four years later.

Pennsylvania Department of Education reports show that during the 1986-87
school year 7 percent of those who left traditional high schools entered a GED or
other educational program. By 1989-90, this had increased to 11 percent, and by
1992-93, 21 percent of reported dropouts were entering such programs. Other PDE
reports also show that between January 1, 1994, and September 30, 1994, 6,375
youth ages 21 and younger had obtained GEDs. Another 1,594 persons ages 22
through 24 also obtained a GED.

The increase in GED program participation may, at least in part, be due to
the availability of these programs through the federal Job Training Partnership Act
(JTPA) and the federal Job Opportunities and Basic Skills Training (JOBS) pro-
gram. The federal JOBS program created as part of the federal Family Support Act
of 1988 requires participation in education and training for certain persons who
have not completed high school and are receiving Aid to Families with Dependent
Children (AFDC) benefits.

Dropout Rates Can Be Misleading

Pennsylvania’s dropout rate information, while useful, should be viewed with
caution. As noted above, the rates do not include students in GED or alternative
education programs, and school districts vary in how they report dropout informa-

4This information is taken from a PDE Bureau of Special Education report.
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tion from vocational education programs.5 More importantly, however, the De-
partment of Education reports reflect only the percentage of students who drop out
in a single given year (i.e., the event rate). The U.S. Department of Education re-
quires all states to gather event rate dropout data, and Pennsylvania is complying
with that requirement. The cumulative effect of these annual rates, however,
would be more meaningful and would result in much higher dropout rates.

For example, as part of a study funded by the Henry C. Frick Educational
Commission, eight school districts in Allegheny County were asked to compute
dropout rates for their 1990 graduating class. The districts worked backwards to
find the difference between the ninth grade enrollment for 1986 and the 12th grade
enrollment (or graduating number for 1990) four years later.6 As shown in Table 2,
the cumulative dropout rates differ greatly from the rates reported in the Depart-
ment of Education’s dropout report. In fairness, we should note that this problem
also exists in other states (see Appendix B).

Table 2

Comparison of Study and
PA Department of Education Dropout Rates

Study Longitudinal PA Department of
Dropout Rates Education Dropout Rates

1989-90 1989-90 1988-89 1987-88 1986-87

School District 1 ...... 8.80% 0.84% 0.83% 0.69% 0.56%
School District 2 ...... 4.35 0.88 0.99 0.50 1.58
School District 3 ...... 7.99 1.01 1.31 1.72 2.08
School District 4 ...... 20.59 2.62 2.26 1.94 1.69
Sckool District 5 ...... 16.04 2.65 3.24 2.04 1.31
School District 6 ...... 7.04 1.93 1.60 2.05 1.63
School District 7 ...... 7.83 0.78 1.02 1.43 1.17
School District 8...... 26.64 3.75 3.21 3.97 3.50

Average .....cveennee - 12.41% 1.81% 1.81% 1.79% = 1.69%

Source: Developed by LB&FC staff from information provided by the Allegheny Intermediate Unit.

5The NCES data cited in this study reports dropout statistics on grades 10-12 and ages 16-24 while PDE re-
ports data on grades 7-12 and to a maximum age of 21.

SEntrants to the class were added to the group; students leaving the class to attend another educai.onal insti-
tutions were subtracted from the class. The number of students dropping out of school was totaled separately.
This number was then divided by the number of students eligible to graduate.




In addition to not providing a full picture of the dropout problem, Pennsyl-
vania’s method of reporting the dropout rates can result in local educational agen-
cies having a disadvantage when competing against other states for federal funds
based on the numbers of youth who are not enrolled in educational programs.

School Districts and Schools With Serious Dropout Problems

We analyzed the Department of Education’s dropout data to identify those
school districts with the most serious dropout problems. We identified 25 school
districts, and 79 schools within those districts, as having a serious dropout prob-
lem.” In 1992-93 these 79 schools accounted for about 14 percent of the Common-
wealth’s enrollment but 10,035 (54.7 percent) of the 18,326 dropouts. The 25 school
districts and their reported dropout rates are shown in Table 3. Our analysis of this
dropout data found:

e The two school districts with the highest dropout rates are mid-sized cit-
ies, Lancaster (8.4 percent of public school students in grades 7-12) and
Harrisburg (8.0 percent). Philadelphia, which has the third highest drop-
out rate at 7.5 percent, accounted for 34.8 percent of the state’s 1992-93
dropouts. Several school districts in primarily rural areas, such as Con-
nellsville Area (Fayette County) and East Stroudsburg Area (Monroe
County), also have relatively high dropout rates, although the actual
number of dropouts in these districts is relatively small.

o Of the ten school districts with the highest dropout rates, six have a ma-
jority of black and Hispanic students, and two others have close to a ma-
jority of black and Hispanic students. 8 Although poverty statistics are
not available on a school district basis, these school districts are typically
located in counties with high proportions of children living in poverty.
(See Tables 4 and 5.)

¢ Many school districts with high dropout rates are in counties that have
high proportions of children who speak a language other than English at
home. These counties include Lancaster, Philadelphia, Mifflin, Lehigh,
and Berks (see Table 6). )

Hispanic students accounted for 13 percent of the total number of dropouts in
the 25 school districts with the highest dropout rates. We found that, although
Pennsylvania ranks 15th in the nation in the number of school age children who

7Schools in school districts which account for at least 50 dropouts and have dropout rates above the state aver-
age rate of 2.46. Within such school districts, only those schools with rates above 2.46 are included in this
analysis. For example, only 34 of the 130 schools with students in grades 7-12 in Philadelphia in 1992-93 had
dropout rates which exceeded 2.46.

8A1l school districts in Pennsylvania with high proportions of black and Hispanic students do not have high
dropout rates. For example, Farrell Area, Aliquippa, and Duquesne City School Districts which have a majority
of blacks and Hispanics, have dropout rates well below the state average.
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Table 3

PA School Districts With the Highest Dropout Rates and Numbers*

County School Distrizt
Lancaster ............ Lancaster
Dauphin............... Harrisburg City
Philadelphia......... Philadelphia City
Allegheny............. Pittsburgh
Berks ....cccouveeeneee Reading
Montgomery ........ Norristown Area
Delaware ............. Chester-Upland
Northampton....... Easton Area
Erie....covvivrvnneeeee. Erie City
York..ooooovvvrnennenee York City
Lackawanna........ Scranton City
Lehigh.................. Allentown City
Northumberland. Shikellamy
Blair.....cccooooneeeee. Altoona Area
Lycoming............. Williamsport Area
Fayette................. Connellsville Area
Allegheny............. Woodland Hills
Luzerne................ Wyoming Valley West
Northampton....... Northampton Area
Monree.........c....... East Stroudsburg Area
Northampton....... Bethlehem Area
Mifflin......cccoeeenneee Mifflin County
Crawford.............. Crawford Central
Cumberland......... Carlisle Area
Delaware ............. William Penn

25 School Districts
State Total.......

(1992-93)
Dropout % of % of
Dropout  Enrollments Total Statewide  Statewide
Rate® Grades 7-12 Grades 7-12 Enrollment Dropouts
8.39% 4,244 356 0.57% 1.94%
8.02 3,256 261 0.44 1.42
7.49 85,034 6,273 11.42 34.78
5.24 17,085 895 2.29 4.88
4.76 4,760 227 0.64 1.24
4.77 2,601 124 0.35 0.68
4.76 3,215 153 0.43 0.83
461 3,035 140 041 0.76
4.53 5,186 235 0.70 1.28
4.40 2,475 109 0.33 0.59
3.99 3,855 154 0.52 0.84
3.79 5,755 218 0.77 1.19
3.45 1,595 55 0.21 0.30
3.38 4,473 151 0.60 0.82
3.07 3,130 96 0.42 0.52
3.02 2,815 85 0.38 0.46
2.86 2,869 82 0.39 0.45
2.67 2,247 60 0.30 0.33
2.70 2,634 71 0.35 0.39
2.69 1,895 51 0.25 0.28
2.70 5,690 151 0.75 0.82
2.62 2,786 73 0.37 0.40
2.56 2,147 55 0.29 0.30
2.50 2,276 57 0.31 0.31
2.49 2,047 51 9.27 0.28
4.06% 177,005 10,283 23.77% 56.11%
2.46% 744,653 18,326 100.00% 100.00%

*School districts with dropout rates above the state average of 2.46 percent and with more than 50 dropouts per district. There are 25 school

districts in this set.

aPercent of public school students in grades 7-12 who dropped out of school during the 1992-93 school year.

Source: Developed by LB&FC staff from the 1992-93 Public Secondary School Dropouts by School: PDE 1994.




Table 4

Selected School Districts’ Public
Secondary School Enroliment by Ethnic Group*

1993-94
White Black American  Asian/
School Districts by (Non- (Non- Indian/ Pacific
Dropout Rates in 1992-93 Hispanic) Hispanic Hispanic) Alaskan Islander
Lancaster......ccccocvvviennni: 40.52% 36.81% 18.95% 0.02% 3.69%
Harrisburg City............ 10.83 12.22 73.14 0.00 3.81
Philadelphia City ......... 22.18 9.78 62.90 0.10 5.03
Pittsburgh ......coveeee.e 49.17 0.29 49.18 0.07 1.29
Reading.......ccceeeveinnnnnn. 43.31 39.11 15.92 0.02 1.64
Norristown Area........... 56.42 3.61 36.28 0.29 3.39
Chester-Upland............ 4.72 5.55 89.69 0.00 0.03
Easton Area.................. 80.97 4.23 12.32 0.03 2.45
Erie City.cocovevvmrennnnnnnnnn. 65.36 6.34 27.20 0.10 1.00
York City ..ccooeevieeerneeennns 41.44 18.24 37.52 0.16 2.64
Scranton City ............... 92.10 1.32 4.34 0.18 2.05
Allentown City ............. 56.29 30.84 10.12 0.03 2.71
Shikellamy .....cccoeevnenn.. 97.17 1.95 0.50 0.06 0.31
Altoona Area ................ 96.59 0.30 2.62 0.02 0.58
Williamsport Area........ 88.61 0.22 10.41 0.16 0.60
Connellsville Area........ 97.54 0.07 2.21 0.00 0.18
Woodland Hills............. 71.92 0.45 26.76 0.00 0.87
Wyoming Valley West.. 98.18 0.43 0.56 0.39 0.43
Northampton Area....... 97.86 0.94 0.34 0.08 0.79
East Stroudsburg Area 85.79 4.74 8.11 0.54 0.83
Bethlehem Area............ 71.26 21.82 5.14 0.04 1.75
Mifflin County.............. 98.37 0.18 0.71 0.18 0.57
Crawford Central......... 93.19 0.49 4.95 0.18 1.19
Carlisle Area................. 92.14 0.68 5.07 0.09 2.02
William Penn................ 39.55 1.18 57.70 0.10 1.48
Statewide Summary 82.24% 2.93% 12.91% 0.11% 1.81%

*American Indian/Alaskan - A person having origins in any of the original peoples of North America.

Asian/Pacific Islander - A person having origins in any of the original peoples of the Far East, Southeast Asia,

the Indian subcontinent, or Pacific Islands.
Black (Non-Hispanic) - A person having origins in any of the black racial groups of Africa.

Hispanic - A person of Mexican, Puerto Rican, Cuban, Central or South American, or other Spanish culture or

origin.

White (Non-Hispanic) - A person having origins in any of the original peoples of Europe, North Africa, or the

Middle East.

Source: Developed by LB&FC staff from information from the Public School Summary of Enroliments, 1993-94,

PDE-1994.
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Table 5

Percent of Children in Poverty in
Counties With Schoocl Districts With
the Highest Dropout Rates and Numbers

Percent of 5-17 Year Olds

County Below 1989 Poverty Level
Philadelphia ....ccccceeevvveveriiiiiiienieeiirece, 29.2%
Fayette ..o, 28.2
Crawford ....cooeeeveerrrerereeeee e 20.3
Blair e e evnees 19.0
Mifflin ................ hetttereeeteenre——————————taesiersaesrrnne 18.3
)5 o T RURRRUU RN 15.9
Allegheny .......ccccceveeeveceeeecceeee e 15.7
J IV T7=5 s o = SRRSO 15.0
Dauphin .....uovvcciieiiiireenceeeececinr e 14.4
Liycoming.....ceeeeeveeviiieieeeecreineneeeee e 144
Lackawanna .....ccceeveeeeeeviivineeeeeerereeeieinieeneon 13.5
Northumberland........ccccovveervmmvrmvereniiennenennn. 13.3
Lancaster......ccccveeerievimieeeieeeeeeeeeeeeeeee s 10.6
BerKS i 10.1
Delaware......c.ccvveveereeviiieicciieeeeeeereeeeeieanen 9.6
Lehigh oo 9.6
Northampton .....cccccccveveveeiieevnnrereeeercrneneen 9.3
MORTO e 7.6
Y OTK ettt e e e e e e e 7.6
Cumberland.........oooeveviiiviiiiiinieeiiiiieeereeenne. 4.5
Montgomery .....ccvcceeeeeeeeeeiirerreeeees i, 3.6
STALE ceeeeeeecrrnrrereeeeenernreestresssessssrensesssessossssns 14.5%

Source: Developed by LB&FC staff from information obtained from the 1990 Census Data: "Income and
Poverty Status in 1989: 1990."
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Table 6

Percent of 5-17 Year Olds Who Speak a Language
Other Than English at Home for Counties With
School Districts With the Highest Dropout Rates and Numbers

County Percent

Lancaster.. ..o 16.47%
Philadelphia .....cccvviviieveriiiiiieiiccirireeereeeee e 13.91
MIEETIN et e s e e e seeseeeeeeeeeerenes 12.05
Lehigh. e 12.00
BeTKS oo e e e e aeee 10.58
Northampton.....ccccovveiiieevecceecereceeecerereee s ceceiaees 9.78
Crawiord.......ccveeeeiiiiiiiiiiieiiieeiieeeeeeeeeeee s 7.49
Dauphin......eeeveir e 7.16
MODEZOMEYY ceerrieeiiieeeeiiireereenrreeeeeinrereereeessrreeeesenas 6.72
Delaware ... 6.70
MONTO0C.cciiieiiieieeeieeeeeeeeeireceeeeirerrree e eeesssss s ssrsreanaees 6.38
Cumberland .........ooooevveeiiiiiiicciieeeeee e 5.23
D0} SRR 4.71
2N A =124 £ 1= o R 4.66
Northumberland ........cccccccvveveviiviiiiirerreieeeeeeeeeene. 3.79
B0 ettt e e e e et 3.77
Lycoming.......ccceceveennnn.... everteeretetat———atrrtrn—————————_————n- 3.53
| RT3 ¢ o LT OO RRRRRRRTR 3.52
Blair. ..o 3.34
Lackawanna..oceeeeeiieeineiiieeieeee e 3.23
Fayette .o 2.49

State Meditmn .vvrcvreeererirssnnnneecssssseeeesesssencessane 3.81%

Source: Developed by LB&FC staff from information obtained from the 1990 Census of Population and
Housing: Summary Tape File 3.
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have limited English proficiency, we are the only state among these 15 that does
not provide state funds for services to such students. The Department of Education
developed a budget request for the Governor in 1993-94 seeking an additional
$900,000 to support a Latino component in the Commonwealth’s Successful Stu-
dents’ Partnership initiative, but the request was not included in the Governor’s
budget request to the Legislature.®

The School District of Philadelphial®

The extent of the challenges faced by some school districts with the most
serious dropout problems is illustrated by the Philadelphia School District. The
School District of Philadelphia serves over 200,000 students in 250 schools, and, as
such, faces special challenges that may require a different approach than what
might be successful in the Commonwealth’s other school districts. Declining budg-
ets, deteriorating buildings, increasing numbers of students with special needs, the
exodus of middle class families, and increased violence, vandalism, health care
needs, and teenage pregnancy have placed particular strains on the District. The
District’s dropout rate is reported to have declined from 12 percent in 1987-88 to 7
percent in 1993-94. Cumulative rates are much higher, with the 12th grade class of
1992 being only 54 percent the size of the 9th grade class in 1989, according to a
Philadelphia Citizens for Children and Youth report.

The School District of Philadelphia has been involved in a school desegrega-
tion case since 1971. A February 4, 1994, decision by Commonwealth Court Judge
Doris A. Smith found that the district failed or refused “to provide an equal educa-
tional opportunity and quality education to children attending racially isolated mi-
nority schools.” In a March 25, 1994, order, Judge Smith created a seven-member
School District of Philadelphia Educational Team. This Team collected and ana-
lyzed information and submitted a report to Judge Smith in September 1994.

The Team found many fundamental problems within Philzs *:phia’s public
school system, including an overall attitude of helplessness and resignation. The
Team noted that more than 25 percent of all high school students in the District are
absent on any given day, nearly half of the 9th graders in the city’s public schools
fail that grade, and that a minimum of 30 percent of the District’s students drop out
annually.

The report includes 40 recommendations to effect fundamental change in the
City’s public education system, including several recommendations directly and

9Pennsylvania does receive $4 million in federal migrant education funding that serves about 10,000 students
in 208 school districts. Services include, for example, assisting migrant youth to enroll in school and assessing
language and educational proficiency.

10Appendix C describes a variety of dropout and truancy prevention programs in Philadelphia.
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indirectly addressing truants and school dropouts.!! For example, the report rec-
ommended that the District develop a comprehensive school-to-work transition sys-
tem and that the District submit reports to the Court on student dropout, attrition,
and retention rates for middle and high schools. Additionally, the report recom-
mended that the District evaluate its special education programs, that the District
develop programs such as alternative schools for severely and persistently disrup-
tive students, that court-appointed probation officers be located at all at-risk
schools, and that the District begin establishing full-day kindergarten and pre-
kindergarten programs by September 1995.

Judge Smith subsequently held hearings on the plan and issued an order in
November 1994 establishing specific requirements for the School District of Phila-
delphia. One of these requirements was for the District to develop a plan by Febru-
ary 15, 1995, for how it will: make full-day kindergarten classes available for all
eligible children by September 1996; remove persistently or habitually disruptive
and violent students from the schools; work with the Juvenile Court to assign pro-
bation officers to individual schools where necessary; create alternative schools in
each region; and assign sufficient home and school visitors to schools with the high-
est rates of absenteeism, truancy and dropout.

The District submitted its plan to the court on February 15, 1995. The plan
notes that the Philadelphia School Superintendent issued the district’'s Children
Achieving Action Design (CAAD) on February 6. Children Achieving is a long-term
strategic plan for improving the district’s performance through systemwide school
restructuring. The goal of Children Achieving is to create a performance-driven
school system in which a large proportion of students achieve at high levels. Two
key components of the plan are to allow greater local decision-making through clus-
tering schools (a school cluster might consist of 4-6 elementary schools, 2-3 middle
schools, and a high school) and allowing greater authority at the school level over
personnel, budget, professional development, instructional strategies and curricu-
lum, scheduling, and student and teacher assignments. The plan also calls for full-
day kindergarten in high poverty, racially isolated schools by September 1995, with
full-day kindergarten for all eligible children by September 1996, and six alterna-
tive schools by September 1995.

The School District designed the concepts in the Children Achieving plan to
complement the court-ordered plan it submitted to Judge Smith on February 15.
That plan is an extensive, detailed document addressing many issues that directly
and indirectly relate to truancy and dropout (e.g., the creation of a Children and
Families Authority to provide coordinated services for children from birth through
age five). It also includes the following provisions directly relating to truancy and
dropout prevention:

11Additional information and recommendations concerning Philadelphia’s truancy problem can be found in the
1993 report entitled Empty Desks, Empty Futures by the Philadelphia Citizens for Children and Youth.
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e The district will use attendance and dropout rates to assess the performance
of schools and the school district.

e The district will create Family Resource Networks to perform a variety of
functions, including “dropout prevention and recruitment of out-of-school
youth.”

e The district will seek to increase the involvement of employers, colleges, and
unions to show students the benefits of staying in school. In connection with
this initiative, the district will create Next Step Centers to provide informa-
tion and counseling about post-se: ondary education and training activities.

e The district will undertake initiatives (such as establishing two pregnancy
prevention programs and creating quality child care programs) to prevent
pregnant and parenting teens from dropping out.

As of mid-March 1995, Judge Smith ha< not issued any rulings concerning
the Philadelphia School District’s plan.

Incidence and Reasons for Truancy

According to the Administrative Office of Pennsylvania Courts, in CY 1994
the district justice system imposed fines for truancy on 14,056 defendants. Data for
Philadelphia and the City of Pittsburgh, however, are not included in the Court’s
information. According to a report funded by the Pennsylvania Commission on
Crime and Delinquency (PCCD), the Philadelphia Family Court which handles tru-
ancy cases has seen an increase in such cases in recent years. In 1991, the Phila-
delphia Family Court processed 352 dependency petitions for truancy for youth who
were nondelinquent. In 1991, there were eight adult cases handled by the Family
Court which resulted in fines; however, it is unclear whether all of these were tru-
ancy cases only. In Pittsburgh, 488 citations for truancy were issued during the
1993-94 school year, according to a spokesperson for the Pittsburgh City School Dis-
trict. :

The Department of Education does not gather data available on truancy or
report a truancy rate. Available information on student absences can provide some
perspective on the extent of truancy. For example, a January 1995 report on the
Harrisburg School District found that on any given school day 13 percent of the
city’s students are absent from school, and 13 percent of the student population was
absent for more than a quarter of the school year. Of the total absences, 61 percent
were unexcused according to the school district. The report also found that over the
past several years, one in four 7th graders, and one in three 9th graders, had been
retained at their grade level.

17




Similarly, a report prepared for the PCCD by Philadelphia Citizens for Chil-
dren and Youth found that on any given school day in Philadelphia during the
1991-92 school year, 12.7 percent of the District’s students were absent from school.
The average number of school days missed in elementary schools was 16 days, in
middle schools 31 days, and in high schools 41 days. According to the report, school
attendance patterns in other urban districts are similar to those in Philadelphia.

Reasons for Truancy

The school, juvenile court, child welfare, and district justice officials we spoke
with during this project generally agreed that truancy should be viewed not so
much as a problem in itself, but rather as a symptom of one or more underlying

problems.

This view is shared by educational researchers and the International Asso-
ciation of Pupil Personnel Workers (IAPP). As shown in Appendix D, IAPP has
identified many reasons for truancy, such as health reasons, including mental
health; school reasons, including inappropriate programming causing students to be
in classes that are either well beyond or well below their ability; cultural reasons,
including language problems; economic reasons, including lack of funds for trans-
portation to school; family reasons, such as parental drug or alcohol abuse; commu-
nity reasons such as gang activity; and personal reasons such as feelings of rejection

and failure.

The reasons for truancy identified by professional school attendance staff are
similar to those identified by a Philadelphia School District Attendance Advisory/
Work Group. The Philadelphia Advisory Group, which consists of parents, stu-
dents, and representatives from the school district and community, identified the
following reasons for truancy:

hornelessness
boredom
understaffing
peer pressure
family problems
lack of motivation
domestic violence
poor weather

fear of failure
health issues
safety/gangs
absence of goals
basic skills lacking

jobs/working late

poor physical plant
irresponsible parenting
history of suspension
competing choices

poor school climate
retention in grade
education not valued
crime more profitable
inappropriate program
large impersonal schools
attitude of teachers/staff
unchallenging curriculum
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no money for transportation
lack of clothes for school

-poor relationships with teachers/

staff

absence of child care for working
parents

threat of violence in school/
community

poor attendance leading to poorer
attendance

lateness/lock out procedures
expulsion




QOur interviews and field visits confirmed that chronic truants often face
multiple and complex health and social problems. For example, we visited a Lan-
caster County truancy intervention program in which 38 percent of the children
were identified as having special education needs or receiving special education
services. Forty-five percent of the students in these programs had a parent or care-
taker known to be either actively involved or have a history of being involved in il-
licit drug use/alcohol abuse.

Multiple social, health, and learning problems were also common among tru-
ants in Berks County. According to the truancy specialists involved with Berks
County’s child welfare programs:

e 55 percent of the children served in these programs have social/emotional
problems,

» 34 percent of the parents and 9 percent of the students have drug and al-
cohol problems,

e 20 percent are in families with marital problems,
e 19 percent have housing problems,

e 13 percent have learning disabilities,

¢ 3 percent are mentally retarded,

e 15 percent have medical problems other than mental health or drug and
alcohol problems,

e 14 percent have identified or suspected physical abuse and 11 percent
identified or suspected sexual abuse, and

e 10 percent have transportation problems.

Many of the children served in the programs we visited come from single par-
ent families. In the Berks County program, 70 percent of the children are from
single parent families, and 17 percent of the children with two parents live in fami-
lies with one natural parent and cne stepparent.

Officials we spoke to at a Somerset County truancy intervention program
carried out by the local child welfare and juvenile court staff told us of similar mul-
tiple problems, including parental and child drug and alcohol abuse; poor school
performance resulting in the child falling behind and giving up; sexual, physical,
and emotional abuse; parents or children with mental health problems; domestic
violence; and poor parental supervision. The officials also told us that sometimes
youth who receive in-school suspension become truant because they believe they
have been labeled and therefore do not have a chance in school.

During our field visits we met several youth with similar problems, including
a young girl whose family did not speak English and who had been hospitalized and
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continued to experience serious mental health problems; a young, mentally retarded
man who was the prime caretaker for his mother who was mentally retarded, and
his elderly grandmother who was seriously ill; and several young Hispanic children
whose mother did not speak English, were living in an impoverished neighborhood
and, though they enjoyed school, had been out of school for many days because they
were infested with lice. We also visited the home of a youth who did not want to go
to school due to constantly being suspended because of hyperactivity. We were
later informed that only after the child’s mother provided for a medical evaluation
did the school district take steps to arrange for special educational programming for
this child, who was diagnosed as having an Attention-Deficit/Hyperactivity Disor-
der.
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IITI. Pennsylvania’s School Attendance Requirements

The Public School Code of 1949, as amended, generally requires Pennsylva-
nia children to attend school from the time they enter school, which cannot be later
than age 8, until age 17.1 This requirement can be met by attending a public
school, a religious school, or a home education program. There are also several ex-
ceptions to the compulsory education laws. 2

Attendance and Excusal Policies

State regulations require school boards to adopt policies concerning atten-
dance, excusal, and related issues. These policies vary from district to district. For
example, we found that 17 of the 34 school districts participating in the Common-
wealth’s Successful Student Partnership Initiative fail students after a certain
number of absences (ranging from 19 to 36). In some cases, the school may make an
exception to this policy when the student can show cause for the absences, such as
an extended illness.

State statutes and regulations do, however, contain some provisions concern-
ing attendance that pertain to all the districts. For example, principals, teachers,
and boards of school directors may excuse children for nonattendance during tempo-
rary periods if a licensed practitioner certifies that mental, physical, or other urgent
reasons prevent the child from attending school. With the approva! of the Secretary
of Education, a school district may also excuse a child from attending school for an
extended period upon the recommendation of the school physician and a psychia-
trist or school psychologist. This excusal is to be re-evaluated every three months.

Additionally, some students are “excepted” from attending school by the
school district. For example, in the 1993-94 school year, the School District of
Philadelphia had excepted over 1,000 students from compulsory school attendance
because they were in correctional settirgs or because they were known to be hospi-
talized or physically or mentally incapacitated.

Students may also be legally out-of-school if they have been suspended or ex-
pelled.3 We reviewed the school district policies on suspensions for 34 school

1For bills pending in the General Assembly which would amend the Public School Code of 1949 or other stat-
utes in areas affecting school attendance, see Appendix E.

2The exemptions are: children 16 years of age or older who are employed on a regular basis; children 15 years
of age or older who are engaged in farm work or domestic service; and children who are 14 years of age or older,
who are engaged in farm work or domestic service, and who have completed the highest grade in the elemen-
tary school of the district in which they reside.

3 Expelled students under age 17 must still be provided with an education. This can be accomplished by attend-
ing another school, by tutorial or correspondence study, or by another approved educational program. If the
student’s parent or guardian is unable to provide for required education within 30 days, the school district then
has responsibility to make provision for the student’s education.
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districts. All of these policies allow school districts to suspend or expel students for
possession or use of drugs; 30 allow students who possess or use cigarettes on school
property or at school-sponsored activities to be suspended or expelled. Of the 34
school district policies we reviewed, 21 allow the school principal to suspend stu-
dents for being late for school or for being truant. Ten of the 34 school districts
have only out-of-school suspensions; 1 specified that all suspensions are to be in-
school.

We reviewed data provided by the Student Assistance Program for the 1993-
94 school year to obtain a sense of the extent to which in-school and out-of-school
suspensions are used by school districts. During the 1993-94 school year, SAP
teams made 4,784 referrals for students with out-of-school suspensions and 4,536
for students with in-school suspensions.

Additionally, some youth who are not in school during traditional school
hours participate in alternative schools for problem students. For example, the al-
ternative school operated by the Erie School District operates between 3:30 p.m.
and 8:00 p.m. The Allentown School District’s “Off Site” program for disruptive
students, and to a lesser extent, for students with habitual attendance problems,
operates Monday through Thursday from 3:15 p.m. to 5:15 p.m. In the Harrisburg
School District, the Academy which serves overage 7th and 8th grade students op-
erates from 7:30 a.m. to 12:00 p.m. Monday through Friday.

Attendance Officers and Home and School Visitors

Every school district of the first, second, or third class must, and every dis-
trict of the fourth class may employ one or more attendance officers or home and
school visitors.4 These persons are responsible for enforcing the state’s compulsory
school attendance laws. They have the power to arrest and apprehend children who
are incorrigible, insubordinate, or disorderly at or on the way to or from school, as
well as children who fail to attend school as required by law. Attendance officers
can also enter places where children are employed to determine whether any child
is working there that should be in school.

The requirement that school districts employ attendance officers or home and
school visitors is a geineral one, and school districts with very large enrollments are
only required to employ one person in this capacity. Such a school district could
also comply with state law by joining with another district in appointing an atten-
dance officer. State statute and regulations do not establish any qualifications for
attendance officers.

4 Fourth Class school districts serve populations of less than 5,000; there are 25 such districts.
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Home and school visitors, however, must be certified by the Department of
Education. The certification requirement can be met by completing an approved?
course of study at a Pennsylvania college or an equivalent program in another state.
As shown in Table 7, Pennsylvania school districts employed 237 home and school
visitors in 1993-94. Table 7 also shows that the number of home and school visitors
in Pennsylvania has decreased in the last five fiscal years. This decrease is due in
part to the retirement of 48 home and school visitors in 1993, when a state statute
encouraged early retirement. According to the Department of Education, 19 of
these home and school visitors were from the Philadelphia School District. In June
1993, the Philadelphia School District furloughed 47 home and school visitors,
abolishing all but one of these positions.t

Table 7

Home and School Visitors Employed in Pennsylvania

Fiscal Year Full-Time  Part-Time Total
1989-90...... covvvvereieeennn. 280 Unknown Unknown
1990-91.....eceeiieinrenenn. 287 7 294
1991-92.......oevvveeeeeerinne 279 9 287
1992-93......cvivevreeeeeeennn. 275 6 281
1993-94......coeveevveveeenn. 230 7 237

Source: Developed by LB&FC staff based on information obtained from the PA Department of Education.

Truancy Proceedings

Every public school principal and teacher is required to report to the atten-
dance officer, district superintendent, or secretary of the school board any child who
does not enroll for school. They are also required to report any child who has with-
drawn or who has been absent for three days without a lawful excuse.

The school official who receives such a report is to send a written notice to the
child’s parent or guardian. If, within three days, the parent fails to comply with the
act by ensuring that the child attends school, the official sending the notice is to in-
stitute proceedings against the parent or guardian.

6 Such persons obtain a Level I certificate, which is good for six years of service as a home and school visitor. It
may be converted to a Level II certificate (which is permanent) by obtaining three years of experience, complet-
ing 24 graduate credits, and completing an induction program.

6 The District subsequently rehired six home and school visitors: three as part of the Philadelphia Family Court
Truancy Project (see Chapter V) and three who work directly for the District in administering attendance re-
quirements, :
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The parent or guardian of a child who fails to comply with the compulsory at-
tendance laws is subject to a fine plus costs. The amount of the fine, which is set in
law, is up to $2 for the first offense and up to $5 for each subsequent offense.

In addition to, or instead of, actions against the parent, proceedings may be
commenced against a child under the Juvenile Act, 42 Pa. C.S.A. §6301 et seq. The
court can find the child dependent; placing him/her under its jurisdiction and issu-
ing an appropriate order (e.g., placing the child with an agency). Dependent chil-
dren can include children who are habitually truant. They also include children
who are ungovernable and in need of care, treatment, or supervision.

According to the Administrative Office of Pennsylvania Courts, in calendar
year 1994 the district justice system imposed fines which totaled $360,882, of which
$220,365 had been collected as of early 1995.7

According to spokespersons for the Special Court Judges Association of Penn-
sylvania,8 district justices handle truancy cases differently in different districts.
The spokespersons noted that many district justices believe that imposing fines on
the parents is ineffective for getting the children to attend school. In many cases,
the parent is unable to pay the fine or to make the child go to school. Although
many district justices believe that students need to be held more accountable for
their truant behavior, they believe that fining the child would not be effective ei-
ther.

The spokespersons added that district justice proceedings could be more ef-
fective if district justices were involved earlier in the school year. Currently, dis-
trict justices do not hear some cases until the child has missed so much school that
he or she will automatically fail under school district policy. In that situation, the
child has little incentive to return to school. According to State Board of Education
regulations, if a student has 10 days of consecutive unexcused absences, the school
district must remove the child’s mame from its active membership roll (which is
largely the basis for its reimbursement from the state) unless the case was or is
being prosecuted.

We received several comments from district justices describing practices they

have implemented with regard to truancy cases. These practices include:

o Upon receipt of an Unlawful Absence Citation, the District Justice auto-
matically schedules a summary trial for all parties concerned (parents,
student, school district officials, etc.) to create a forum to address the ob-
vious, and not so obvious, issues. This is done prior to receiving a plea of

"The AOPC data does not include information for Philadelphia and the City of Pittsburgh. Philadelphia does
not have district justices. In this county, truancy proceedings are heard by the Family Court division of the
Court of Common Pleas.

8This association represents district justices and thé members of the Philadelphia Municipal Court and the
Philadelphia Traffic Court.
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guilty or not guilty. This contrasts with the typical procedure in which a
summons is sent to the defendant, who may plead guilty and pay the fine
and costs without requiring a hearing.

e Borderline cases are deferred for 30 days after the hearing and the charge
is dismissed if there is subsequent compliance. This procedure is intended
to impress the child with the seriousness of the situation, yet give him one
last chance to comply with the law.

e Truants are required to provide community service through the school dis-
trict rather than fining the parent or guardian. This procedure holds the
child, rather than the parent, accountable.

e Developing a “contract” with the parents and, more importantly, the child
to ensure some understanding of the obligations and expectations of each.
If the child complies with the contract, the charges against the parent are

dropped.

Most district justices believe that the school district has an inherent duty to
do everything in its power to identify the problem issues and to try to resolve them
before a citation is issued. Some suggested that the duties and responsibilities of
the district justices are being expanded well beyond that of a “finder-of-fact” and
that schools need to do a better job of addressing the root causes of truancy before
the case is brought to the district justice level.
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IV. Federal, State, and Private Funds for Services to At-Risk
Youth

The federal government and Pennsylvania state government target little
money solely for dropout and truancy prevention. However, both provide multiple
sources of funds to address the types of problems that can ultimately lead to tru-
ancy and dropping out of school. These include funds for drug and alcohol and other
mental health services, pregnant and parenting teens, school-based probation serv-
ices, career planning and job training, migrant education, and homeless children.
Nonprofit foundations, private sector businesses, and local community groups are
also involved in providing significant funds and services for at-risk youth.

This Chapter describes in general terms the major sources of funds at both
the federal and state level and the types of programs and initiatives supported by
these funds. Additional information on the types of programs supported by these
funds can be found in Chapters V and VI. Several private sector initiatives are also
discussed.

Federal Funding for School Districts to Serve At-Risk Youth

Listed below are the major sources of federal funds available to school dis-
tricts and other educational agencies to serve at-risk youth. For the most part,
these are federal “pass through” funds. This means that the Commonwealth has
little discretion in how the funds are used and distributed (i.e., the purposes for
which the funds can be used and how they are to be distributed are set forth specifi-
cally in federal statutes). These federal funds include:

o Chapter 1 of the Elementary and Secondary Education Act of
1965. In 1994-95, the 501 school districts in Pennsylvania received
$282.7 million. This is the major source of federal funds to help school
districts serve children whose educational attainment is below the appro-
priate level for their age. School districts are awarded these funds
through a statutory formula based primarily on the number of school-aged
children living in low-income families within their district.

o Drug-Free Schools and Communities Act of 1986 (vecently replaced
by the Safe and Drug-Free Schools and Communities Act of 1994). In
1994-95, the 501 school districts in Pennsylvania received $9.2 million in
federal Drug-Free Schools and Communities Act of 1986 funding. Inter-
mediate Units, which can serve nonpublic schools, received an additional
$1.6 million. Many Pennsylvania school districts use these funds to sup-
port their Student Assistance Program (SAP). Under this program, teams
of specialists identify children and adolescents who are at risk of or are
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experiencing behavioral or emotional problems. SAP teams offer preven-
tion and intervention but not treatment services.

Carl D. Perkins Vocational and Applied Technology Education
Grants. In 1994-95, the 501 school districts received $23.6 million to im-
prove vocational education programs. Although not specifically targeted
to at-risk youth, these programs must be accessible to such students, in-
cluding the economically disadvantaged and those with limited proficiency
in English.

Carl D. Perkins III-A Community-Based Organization Funds. In
FY 1994-95 the Pennsylvania Department of Education awarded $498,880
in federal Carl D. Perkins ITI-A Community-Based Organization funding
to assist several schools in three school districts with high dropout rates:
the Philadelphia School District, the Lancaster City School District, and
the Pittsburgh School District. The funds are being used by community
organizations to provide career assessment, career counseling, group
counseling, monitoring programs, tutoring services, home visits, voca-
tional field trips, language skills enhancement, and basic remedial serv-
ices. Appendix F lists the participating community-based organizations
and the schools they serve.

Pregnant and Parenting Teen Initiatives. The Pennsylvania De-
partment of Education, in partnership with the Department of Public Wel-
fare, funds these initiatives using three federal sources (and an £825,000
state appropriation and required state matching funds). In the 1964-95
school year, 58 local education agencies have received $5.4 million to as-
sist pregnant and parenting youth to remain in school.

School-Based Health Center Initiative. The Department of Health
uses some of its federal Maternal and Child Health Block Grant funds to
assist six school districts in establishing school-based health centers for
students in pre-schools and elementary schools. The six participating
school districts are Philadelphia, Allentown, Lancaster, Farrell, Towanda,
and Central Fulton. The concept behind this initiative is that schonl-
based health centers will help schools identify health problems early, re-
sulting in reduced student absenteeism. In Central Fulton, for example,
the school-based health center identified and treated 8 percent (37 of 489)
of the elementary students for anemia, which causes fatigue and inatten-
tion. This intervention facilitated a significant improvement in their
health, allowing them to be better prepared to learn. This initiative is
currently being evaluated by the Center for Community Health Research
and Development at East Stroudsburg University. A final evaluation re-
port is due in early 1996.
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Federal funds are also available to school districts and other educational agencies to
provide services for migrant and homeless youth. In 1994-95, Pennsylvania will

spend:

e $4.0 million in federal migrant education funds, $630,000 in federal day-
care funds, and $157,961 in state daycare funds to serve eligible migrant
youth.

¢ $1.1 million to support local educational agencies serving homeless chil-
dren.

Other Federal Funding

In addition to federal funding provided to school districts, two other federal
funding streams support school dropout and truancy prevention efforts:

e Job Training Partnership Act i"ands

— Title II-B and II-C. The PA Department of Labor and Industry (L.&I)
distributes federal JTPA Title II-B (summer youth employment and
training) and II-C (disadvantaged youth in-school and out-of-school
training) funds to local service delivery areas (SDAs). These funds are
intended in part to encourage youth to complete school or enroll in al-
ternative educational programs. In program year 1995, Pennsylvania
is scheduled to receive $34 million in II-B and $20 million in II-C funds
for SDAs.

- State Education Coordination and Grants. Eight percent of JTPA Title
I1-A! ($3.4 million in federal program year 1995) and Title II-C ($1.9
million) funds are allocated for state education coordination and grants
(SEG). State matching is required for 100 percent of these grants.
These funds can be used to provide services, such as dropout preven-
tion, school-to-work, alternative schooling, adult literacy, and skills
training. Some funds are used to support the work of local JTPA
agencies in PDE-funded family centers. (See Chapter V for more in-
formation on Family Centers.) A portion of this grant also goes to fund
the Pennsylvania Career Program for Youth (PAC) which is discussed
further in Chapter VI.

¢ Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention Act Funds

— School-Based Probation Services. In 1994-95 the Pennsylvania Com-
mission on Crime and Delinquency (PCCD) provided $2.6 million in

tTitle II-A funds services for economically disadvantaged adults.
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federal funds for school-based probation services. These funds are
supplemented with $884,224 in local matching funds, which typically
come from zounty government. Grants are for a three-year period with
the amount of local funding required to support the local project in-
creasing each year. The school-based probation officers are providing
services in 102 Pennsylvania school districts.

— Communities That Care. Title V of the 1992 reauthorization amend-

ments to the federal Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention Act
of 1974 emphasizes risk-focused delinquency prevention through com-
prehensive community planning. The PCCD expects to provide ap-
proximately $892,000 through FFY 1995 to at least eight Pennsylvania
counties for the Communities That Care program.

State Funding to Assist School Districts
in Serving At-Risk Youth

The Commonwealth also provides state General Fund monies to assist school
districts in serving at-risk youth. The major sources of state funding are:

Successful Students’ Partnership (SSP) Initiative. Although not a
large initiative in dollar terms, these are the only Commmonwealth funds
specifically targeted to dropout prevention. This initiative began in 1987
after the Pennsylvania General Assembly passed legislation (Act 1887-49)
instructing the Secretary of Education? to make grants available to school
districts to serve as a springboard for dropout prevention programs. In
the 1994-95 school year, this initiative had available $1.5 million,
$960,750 in state funds and $589,108 in federal funds from the Drug-Free
Schools and Communities Act of 1986. Local school districts also provide
matching support for this grant (10 percent), which can be an in-kind con-
tribution. In the 1994-95 school year, 40 school districts participated in
this initiative. (See Table 8.)

The activities that can be funded through the SSP initiative are wide
ranging, and as a result no two local projects are exactly alike. Activities
include academic coursework, remedial education, vocational education,
employment and training programs, counseling and assessment, public in-
formation and outreach, and human services. The Department of Educa-
tion encourages schools participating in the SSP initiative to develop
linkages with community services, local businesses, and job training pro-
grams; involve the family in the child’s education; and provide staff devel-
opment so schools can better serve at-risk youth.

2Criteria specified in the act for selecting grantees include the extent to which a district's dropout rate exceeds
the state rate. :
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As shown in Table 8, the amount schools receive under the SSP initiative
is modest, so the initiative typically pays for only a small portion of the to-
tal program the school might offer. For example, the Allentown City
School District uses its $62,000 SSP grant to pay for the cost of one Latino
worker and part of the cost of a dropout prevention coordinator. As shown
in Appendix G, however, its overall programs for at-risk youth are much
more expansive. The SSP grant to the Philadelphia School District pro-
vides $75,250 to help support the District’s Cities-in-Schools program by
paying for teacher in-service training and some student transportation.

School Health Programs. The Pennsylvania Department of Health
reimbursed school districts for $37.2 million (all state funds) for school
health services provided in the 1992-93 school year. These services, which
are available to all students, include physical, dental, vision, and hearing
exams as well as school nurse services. Such funds assist school dropout
and prevention efforts by providing services aimed at improving the
health status of school-age children.

School-Based Mental Health Service Grants. In 1994-95, the De-
partments of Education and Public Welfare provided $380,000 in state
funds as seed money for 14 school districts to assist with startup costs as-
sociated with school-based mental health programs. The primary goal of
the grant is to assist students with mental health needs to function in a
regular education setting. (See Appendix H for a list of grantees.)

State Special Education Supplement. In addition to each school dis-
trict’s basic education subsidy, in FY 1994-95 the Commonwealth pro-
vided school districts with $495 million in state funding to supplement the
services they provide to children and youth with special education needs.
Additionally, intermediate units received approximately $92 million in
state funds and $58 million in federal funds.

Federal and State Funds for At-Risk Students Are Targeted

to School Districts With the Highest Dropout Rates

We reviewed the federal and state funds for at-risk students to determine the
percentage given to school districts with the highest dropout rates. We found that,
for the most part, federal and state funds are weighted toward school districts with
high dropout rates.

The 25 school districts with the most serious dropout problems receive a sub-
stantial share of the funding available to the 501 school districts in Pennsylvania to
serve at-risk youth. In the 1994-95 school year, the 25 school districts will receive:

30




Table 8

Successful Students’ Partnership Program
for School Year 1994-95

School Entity State Federal? Total
Allentown City School District......ccceveciviereereenvieneenns $ 40,000 $ 22,250 3 62,250
Altoona School DiStrict .ooceececivevvririeececeeervriereneeeeeeses 41,500 3,750 45,250
Benton Area School DiStrict ......eeeeeeeeeeeemirineeereeireerenan. 30,000 10,250 40,250
Berwick Area School District.....coceeeeeveveevcceeeeeecnererenn. 36,500 3,750 40,250
Bethlehem Area School District.....ccooeveveeeecverreeereenns 38,000 7,250 45,250
Chester-Upland School District.....ccccoeevvirvencrecerrnneen. 41,500 0 41,500
Conewago Valley School District.....c.ccceeeceeerecveerennen. 36,500 3,750 40,250
Crawford Central School DiStrict.....ccceeercerveveriesrnveeces 30,000 10,250 40,250
Derry Area School DiStrict .....cveeveeeeeeeereeceerreenenienanes 0 40,250 40,250
East Stroudsburg School District.......ccceeeeereereeerennnen. 0 45,250 45,250
Elizabethtown Area School District.......ccccveeevernnnenene 0 40,250 40,250
Erie City School District .....ccccvrvrreecrirceeesrcnerrcrcenneanees 40,000 15,250 55,250
Greensburg-Salem School District.......ccoeevevereennenen. 0 45,250 45,250
Harrisburg City School District ....cccceeeecverecvireenrveneens 41,500 3,750 45,250
Highlands School District....ccceecevveeiirrecrniceeeenerenseennn. 0 45,250 45,250
Lancaster School District.....ccccceevireeerireereecireeseessnennns 40,000 15,250 55,250
Midd-West School DiStrict....cccevvueveeecrnveericceneernerenceness 36,500 3,750 40,250
Milton Area School DiStrict ceeeeeveereieieerieceereeeceecsenneas 17,500 0 17,500
Philadelphia School District....cccceeeeeeveenricnieeccnverenen. 33,000 42,250 75,250
Pittsburgh School District ..occocvveeeceiiirecirrececiieecieeene 0 75,250 75,250
Purchase Line School District ...coeevveevvieneeieriiirieccinen. 36,500 3,750 40,250
Reading School DiStrict.......ceoevcerreerenvereerceesnersensesnes 40,000 15,250 85,250
Red Lion Area School DiStrict .......eeeeiiveeivereeeercrenvenens 36,500 3,750 40,250
Scranton School DIstrict ...ccceeecrerereecronveriiorenenrnveeseneens 41,250 3,750 45,000
Selinsgrove School District.....cccccvcevveveeeeceevecensnnrrrnennns 20,000 0 20,000
Shikellamy School District ...cceecveeeeevverveervereeieneen. 36,500 3,750 40,250
Sclanco School DISEIICE cvvuuveeevivireieemrreeceerererereessnnens 36,500 3,750 40,250
Southeastern Greene School District....c.ceccvveveeecunennn. 30,000 11,358 41,358
Tamaqua Area School District ......cccceeveevecerecreeenens 36,500 3,750 40,250
Upper Adams School District .......cccvvvveevccmrnceneecnne. 30,000 10,250 40,250
Wattsburg Area School District......cccoveeveeericnrieieenne 36,500 3,750 40,250
Waynesboro Area School District.....cccceecceveevcenercennen. 0 45,250 45,250
West Perry School District.....cocceiieecccirieccniecerneeenn, 36,500 3,750 40,250
York City School District ......ccccevveuneennn. Yeveresseesresraranens 41,500 3,750 45,250
York County High School......c.c.oeveveceeceeenenreenne. 0 40,250 .40,250
TOLAL coevevvieeeereerrteneererreesiesersarseresesssssssnreseessossnsreserasen $960,750¢ $589,108¢ $1,5649,858¢

AThis refers to funding authorized under the Federal Drug-Free Schools and Communities Act of 1986, Title V,
Part B, Elementary and Secondary Education Act, as amended (P.L. 99-570, 100-297, 100-690, 101-226, and
101-647).

Services six school districts in York County.
CTotal does not reflect $66,500 in state funds and $3,750 in Drug-Free Schools and Communities Act funds to
the Center for Schools and Communities. This Center is a technical assistance contractor which is
administered by the Central Susquehanna Intermediate Unit. The Center is also responsible for identifying
program accomplishments and areas where improvements are needed.

Source: Developed by LB&FC staff from information obtained from PA Department of Education.
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e 46.7 percent of total school district Chapter 1 funding,

e 30.1 percent of total school district Drug-Free Schools and Communities
funding,

e 40.5 percent of total school district Carl D. Perkins Vocational and Ap-
plied Technology Education funding,
27.5 percent of total school district school health funding, and
25.2 percent of total school district state special education funding sup-
plement.

The 25 school districts, which account for 23.5 percent of the state’s enroll-
ment for grades 7-12, received 32.9 percent of the total funding from these five
funding sources.

We also reviewed the amount going to these 25 school districts for the initia-
tives most pertinent to dropout and truancy prevention. As shown in Exhibit 2, 18
of the 25 school districts are served through the Commonwealth’s Pregnant and
Parenting Teen Initiatives, 14 are served through the School-Based Probation Ini-
tiative, 13 through the PA Career Program for Youth (PAC) initiative, 15 through
the Successful Students’ Partnership Initiative, and 11 through JTPA in-school pro-
grams.

In 1994-95, the 25 school districts with the most serious dropout problems
are scheduled to receive:

51.8 percent of the total Pregnant and Parenting Teen Initiative funding,
58.4 percent of the total School-Based Probation Initiative funding,

80.4 percent of the total PA Career Program for Youth funding, and

49.8 percent of the total Successful Students’ Partnership Initiative
funding.

Overall, the 25 school districts received 59.3 percent of the total funding available
from these four initiatives.

Private Sector and Community Involvement in
Dropout and Truancy Prevention Programs

In addition to federal and state funds, many private foundations, businesses,
and community groups support dropout and truancy prevention efforts. Although
information is not available to determine the total amount being spent by such pri-
vate organizations, we found many examples of their involvement in dropout and
truancy prevention efforts. Among some of the largest of these efforts are the
Cities-in-Schools program, the New Futures Initiative, and the Allegheny Policy
Council for Youth and Workforce Development.
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Exhibit 2

Schoo! Districts With High Dropout Rates and Number
Involved With the Commonwealth’s Major Dropout Initiatives

Pregnant & School- PA Career JTPA In- JTPA Successful Students’
Parenting Based Program School Summer Partnership
School Districts . Teen Initiative Probation for Youth Programs Programs? Initiative

Plttsbﬁ;gh School.

York City.
Scranton City....

Connellsville Area
Woodland Hills

bl

&

-Mifflin County .. Xe X

Crawford Central .................... X
Carlisle Area........eeeveveeceenenncnn.

William Penn.......ueeveeciecennnnn. Xe

2 Only includes school districts under contract to provide JTPA services. Disadvantaged youths residing in all of these school districts are being

served through the local JTPA agency itself and/or a community-based organization even if the school district itself is not directly involved in offering
JTPA summer school programs.

bFunding for elementary grades 4-6.
cIntermediate Unit receives funding for this program which may be available for this school district.
dIncludes elementary and high school.

Source: Developed by LB&FC staff.




Cities-in-Schools. At least 50 Pennsylvania schools participate in the
Cities-in-Schools program (see Exhibit 3). Cities-in-Schools, Inc. (CIS) is a national
nonprofit organization that relies on private and public funding to offer programs to
prevent school dropout. It operates on the principles that at-risk youth can be pre-
vented from dropping out of school through personal, accountable, one-on-one rela-
tionships with caring adults and that schools require help from the community to
accomplish this. Local CIS programs form partnerships with schools, typically
providing at-risk students with tutoring, mentors, internships, counseling, and
health and social services.

Businesses and Local Chambers of Commerce. Businesses and local
Chambers of Commerce also support efforts to improve school attendance and re-
duce dropout rates. Twenty-one of the school districts participating in the
Successful Students’ Partnership Initiative collaborate and have support from the
local business community. For example, the Derry Area School District in western
Pennsylvania is involved in several partnerships with the private sector, such as
the BRIDGES project. This is a school-college-industry partnership designed to
show students the relationship between math/science and the workplace. Latrobe
Steel, Latrobe Brewery, Westinghouse, Kennametal, Security Resources, and others
participate in this program. Local industries also fund a program which discour-
ages the use and abuse of drugs and alcohol.

Private Foundations. Several foundations are also involved in assisting
at-risk students. The PEW Foundation, the Annenberg Foundation, the William
Penn Foundation, the DeWitt Wallace-Reader’s Digest Fund, and the Robert Wood
Johnson Foundation have all made major contributions to support school reforms
and programs for disadvantaged youth in the Philadelphia School District. For ex-
ample, the PEW Memorial Trust has contributed $10.22 million to support the re-
cent restructuring efforts of the Philadelphia School District, and in February 1995
the Annenberg Foundation announced a grant in the amount of $50 million over
five years to the District for assistance in creating small learning clusters.

The Pittsburgh School District participated in the Annie E. Casey Founda-
tion’s New Futures initiative. The foundation provided $40 million over five years
to four communities nationwide.. The New Futures initiative was intended to in-
crease the life chances of disadvantaged youth hy promoting institutional change in
the schools and other youth-serving agencies. lu Pittsburgh the foundation’s fund-
ing was used to support academies within traditional high schools, extended-day or
after-school activities, and a case manager for at-risk students. The results of this
initiative are discussed further in Chapter V.

The Allegheny Policy Council for Youth and Workforce Development was
formed as an outgrowth of the business community’s support for the New Futures
initiative. In 1994 the Council joined with the City of Pittsburgh and Allegheny
County to coordinate a summer community service employment program for the
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Exhibit 3

Cities-in-Schools Local Project Sites

Project Site

Allegheny County:

Centennial Elementary School..........
Barrett Elementary School................
Park Elementary ....c.ccoeeeeevveevieerennnns
Franklin Primary Center...................
Turner Elementary School ................
Cornell Middle School............ceeveun.e.
Woodlawn Middle School...................
Francis McClure Middle School........
Steel Valley High School ...................
Wilkinsburg High, CIS Burger King

Institute ....ovevveeriiieierecenreeeeeiinnee

Dauphin County:

E.H. Phillips Elementary ..................
Lawnton Elementary............cco.......
Middle Paxton Elementary ...............
North Side Elementary .........ccuu......
Rutherford Elementary ........cccee......
South Side Elementary..........ccccou....u.
Tri-Community Elementary..............
Linglestown Elementary ........cc.ee.....
Steele Elementary .......cccccoeeveeneneeenne.
East Jr. High ..ccooovievviiiiiininiiieieeenes
Swatara Jr. High .cccoovvvrveveeeccnnen,
Rowland Middle School .....................
Scott Middle School .......ccceeeviennnnenne.
Central Dauphin High School. ..........
Central Dauphin East High School...
Dauphin County Vo-Tech..................
Homebound........ccoeeeeviriineeiieeeee

Fayette County:

J.F. Kennedy Elementary .................
Hutchinson Elementary ....................
Colonial Elementary.....cccccccevrverrennnnne

June 30, 1994

Project Type

CIS Site
CIS Site
CIS Site
CIS Site
CIS Site
CIS Site
CIS Site
CIS Site
CIS Site

Burger King
CIS Site
CIS Site

CIS Site
CIS Site
CIS Site
CIS Site
CIS Site
CIS Site
CIS Site
CIS Site
CIS Site
CIS Site
CIS Site
CIS Site
CIS Site
CIS Site
CIS Site
CIS Site
CIS Site

CIS Site
CIS Site
CIS Site
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School District

McKeesport
Steel Valley
Steel Valley
Steel Valley
Wilkinsburg
McKeesport
Steel Valley
McKeesport
Steel Valley

Wilkinsburg
Clairton City
Wilkinsburg

Central Dauphin
Central Dauphin
Central Dauphin
Central Dauphin
Central Dauphin
Central Dauphin
Central Dauphin
Central Da:phin
Harrisbury;
Central Dauphin
Central Dauphin
Harrisburg
Harrisburg
Central Dauphin
Central Dauphin
Area Vo-Tech
Central Dauphin

Laurel Highlands
Laurel Highlands
Brownsville Area




Exhibit 3 (Continued)

Project Site Project Type School District

Fayette County: (Continued)

Central Elementary.........ccoocvvvveeenene.. CIS Site Brownsville Area
Redstone Middle School..................... CIS Site Brownsville Area

Lehigh County

Deiruff High School............ccouvvveeeee... CIS Site Allentown City
Allen High School/Lehigh Valley

Hospital....oovveeeeieiiiiieecceeeeceneen CIS Site Allentown City

Philadelphia County:

Edison High School........cooevvvveriiinnne. CIS Site Philadelphia
Franklin High School .......ccccuvvuvrenne. CIS Site Philadelphia
Germantown High School ................. CIS Site Philadelphia
Kensington High School.................... CIS Site Philadelphia
Lincoln High School............ccccuvueenee. CIS Site Philadelphia
Olney High School ................cc...... CIS Site Philadelphia
Overbrook High School...........ccee...... CIS Site Philadelphia
George Washington High School....... Burger King Philadelphia
West Philadelphia High School......... CIS Site Philadelphia
Philadelphia Regional High School...  Goldman & Sachs Philadelphia
Gratz High School-Project ELECT....  CIS Site Philadelphia
Martin Luther King High Schoo/BKA Burger King Philadelphia
Penn High School-Project ELECT..... CIS Site Philadelphia

Source: Developed by LB&FC staff from information provided by Cities-in-Schools, Inc., and from information
provided by schools participating in the Successful Students’ Partnership Initiative.
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youth of the Greater Pittsburgh community. In total $6.5 millicn in funding was
available for 2,434 summer jobs. The business community provided $907,800 and
foundations, including the Heinz Endowments and R. K. Mellon, provided an
additional $674,500. The remainder came from federal, state, and local government
sources.

In 1994 the Allegheny Policy Council on Youth and Workforce Development
began a project called Open Doors. Committees representing six sections of the city
reviewed proposals for after-school projects they could then choose to fund with the
$560,000 received from the R. K. Mellon foundation and the Heinz Endowment.
The Open Doors project is also discussed further in Chapter V.
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V. Dropout and Truancy Prevention Efforts in Pennsylvania

During this study we found that many school districts, county humsan service
agencies, and local communities are engaged in a combination of strategies to im-
prove schools and to help at-risk students stay in school and succeed in school.
These strategies include:

1. School reform and restructuring.

2. Efforts to better enable school staff to identify at-risk youth, mobilize
available school resources, link students with serious problems with hu-
man service programs, and enable young children to acquire necessary
developmental skills.

3. Intervening early to prevent truancy before a history of truancy develops.
4. Intervening to break the cycle of truancy once it is present.
5. Special services to pregnant and parenting teens and youth on probation.

Such combinations of strategies and programs are important for schools and
communities to help at-risk youth remain and succeed in school because there is no
one cause of truancy and no one cause of school dropout. The General Accounting
Office (GAO) and other researchers have concluded that while social, health, and
employment assistance are helpful to at-risk youth, such services alone are not
enough. For at-risk youth to succeed in school, issues such as school and class size,
credit accumulation, staff development, and specialized service must alsc be ad-
dressed.

While these types of fundamental changes are important, particularly in
schools where large numbers of students are failing, they are also difficult to im-
plement. For example, the Annie E. Casey Foundation recently invested $40 mil-
lion dollars to assist school districts in four major cities, including Pittsburgh, to
implement fundamental school reforms to help enable at-risk youth to succeed in
school. University of Wisconsin researchers who evaluated this effort concluded
that, for the most part, the school reforms were not fully implemented. Although
the schools participating in the demonstration provided additional health and social
services, the basic practices of the schools remain essentially unchanged.

Nonetheless, several approaches appear to be successful in improving school
attendance, maintaining at-risk students in educational programs, helping them to
graduate, and improving their academic skills. The approaches for which there is
evidence of success include:
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1. The Comprehensive Approach to Schooling Success (CASS) program,
which is being carried out in a few schools in the Philadelphia School Dis-
trict. CASS is based on two school reform models: the Adaptive Learning
Environments and Dr. James Comer’s School Development Program
Model.

2. Efforts to enable schools to better identify and assist at-risk youth such as
the PA Department of Education’s Instructional Support Team Project
and the Student Assistance Program.

3. Absenteeism Prevention Programs based on a model developed by the
Beaver County Community College.

4. The Berks County Children and Youth Program’s Truancy Intervention
Program.

5. The Commonwealth’s Pregnant and Parenting Teen Initiative known as
ELECT.

With the exception of the pregnant and parenting teen initiative and the
Student Assistance Program, these approaches are typically targeted toward ele-
mentary and middle school youth rather than older youth.

We found other initiatives that are promising but, because they are relatively
new, have not been evaluated. These include, for example, the School-Based Pro-
bation demonstrations. Other initiatives, such as Pennsylvania Career Program for
Youth (PAC) and the York County High School, while they have not been evaluated,
are based on models that have been shown to be successful.

When considering the effectiveness of truancy and dropout prevention pro-
grams, it is important to remember that these programs often serve students with
serious and multiple problems. A strict application of traditional measures of suc-
cess, such as regular school attendance or school completion, may, therefore, be in-
appropriate. To some extent, programs serving youth with serious and multiple
problems can be considered successful if they are able to assist these troubled youth
to obtain services required to address the underlying causes of school absence and
to help the student maintain some tie with educational programming even if it is
nontraditional, such as a GED or a JTPA job training program.

School Reform and Restructuring
The General Accounting Office, educators, and researchers have concluded

that programs to improve school attendance, promote school completion, and enable
at-risk youth to succeed in school must rest on the foundation of school reforms and
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changes in school practices. This is particularly true in schools where large num-
bers of students are failing. School reform takes many forms, and the Pennsylvania
Department of Education and local school districts are involved in several such ef-
forts.

Coalition of Essential Schools

Eighteen school districts, including the Philadelphia School District, are in-
volved with the Coalition of Essential Schools whose aim is to develop alternatives
to large impersonal comprehensive high schools. (See Appendices I and J for addi-
tional information and a list of the participating school districts.) According to the
National Center on Education in the Inner Cities at Temple University's Center for
Research in Human Development and Education:'

Today, the alienating effect of large schools is more profound than
ever. High schools in the United States often enroll 1,000 to 3,000
students. Yet schools this large are difficult to defend on educational
grounds. Research indicates that large school size adversely affects at-
tendance, school climate, and student involvement in school activities,
and contributes to higher dropout rates, vandalism, and violence. Fur-
ther, the social and psychological support formerly provided by fami-
lies and communities appears to have declined, especially among the
urban poor, suggesting that today’s students may be even less able to
cope with large schools.

Small unit organization, on the other hand, allows teachers and stu-
dents in large schools to form bonds of familiarity, identification, and
support. In small units, small numbers of students and teachers in-
teract with one another; the range of activities they share is expanded;
and these groups remain together across years. Under these condi-
tions, students and teachers are more likely to get to know one an-
other, to respect and support each other.

Philadelphia’s school superintendent has recently proposed a wide-ranging
plan for school reform and restructuring through the creation of small learning
communities or clusters (see Chapter II). The Annenberg Foundation recently
pledged $50 million to the Philadelphia public schools over five years to assist in
financing such restructuring of the entire school system. Similarly the Pew Foun-
dation has provided major funding to the Philadelphia School District to establish

'The National Center on Education in the Inner Cities (CEIC) was established by the Temple University Center
for Research in Human Development and Education in collaboration with the University of Illinois at Chicago
and the University of Houston. CEIC is conducting systematic studies of innovative initiatives that take bold
steps to improve education in inner cities and is supported by a five-year cooperative agreement with the Office
of Educational Research and Improvement of the U.S. Department of Education as one of its network of
national research and development centers.
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several charter schools, or small schools within larger schools. Many different types
of charter schools are supported in several states. The Governor’s proposed 1995-96
budget also provides new funding for school districts to establish charter schools.

Comprehensive Approach to Schooling Success (CASS)

School reforms which are underway involve more than just the creation of
small learning communities. They involve changing relationships among school
administrators, principals, teachers, parents, and the community in which the
school is located as well as introducing different approaches to learning and disci-
pline,

The National Center on Education in the Inner Cities at Temple University
is working with the Philadelphia School District tc implement this program in parts
of the Stetson Middle School and William Penn School. The CASS model is based
on two successful school reform models: Adaptive Learning Environments and
Comer’s School Development Program.

A key component of CASS is the use of adaptive instruction to meet the di-
verse needs of students in regular classroom settings by a team of regular and spe-
cialist teachers. CASS classrooms use the school district’s curriculum but the
learning materials, instructional sequences, and pace are modified to meet the
needs of individual students.

The CASS model also incorporates Dr. James Comer’s School Development
Frogram model. The Comer model focuses on improving the social and intellectual
skills of inner city children and changing how school staff respond to such children,
which is often through low expectations and punishment. The Comer Model
attempts to bring together families and school staff to create a social setting within
the school that makes improved teaching and learning possible. The model includes
a Governance Management Team consisting of parents, teachers, administrators,
and staff; a Mental Health or Support Team; and a Parents’ Program.

The Governance Management Team is responsible for developing a compre-
hensive school plan with specific goals for improving the school’s social and aca-
demic climate. The Mental Health or Support Team focuses on preventing negative
student behavior by facilitating changes in school practices found to be harmful to
students, staff, and parents. The Parent’s Program provides for participation on the
Governance and Management Team and in various school events.

The Comer model has been shown to produce significant academic gains for
many inner city youth in the cities where it has been implemented, according to a
November 1988 article in Scientific American. Elementary students at the two New
Haven schools taking part in the program ranked lowest in achievement among the
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city’s 33 elementary schools when the Comer model was introduced in 1969. By
1979, the 4th grade students in these two schools had caught up to their grade
level. By 1984, the 4th grade students in the two schools ranked third and fourth
highest on the Iowa Test of Basic Skills. Attendance rates at Comer schools also
improved, with one school changing from having one of the worst to having one of
the best attendance rates in the city. Serious behavior problems were also virtually
eliminated at schools where this approach was implemented.

CASS also appears to be having some success in the two Philadelphia schools
that are participating in this program. According to a Temple University study, in
both the 1992-93 and 1993-94 school years students from the William Penn School
who participated in the program had statistically significant better school attendance
than their peers from the same school who did not participate. In the Stetson Middle
School, students who participated in the program also attended school more than
their peers who were not part of the demonstration, although the difference was not
statistically significant. The Stetson School participants did, however, have statisti-
cally significant higher math and reading scores than their nonparticipating peers.

The use of the Comer School reform model is one of the strategies recom-
mended by Communities That Care tc address school attendance/dropout problems.

Communities That Care

Communities That Care is a national program that seeks to prevent adoles-
cent health and behavior problems by mobilizing key community actors. Schools
are a critical actor in this process, especially for school dropout and truancy pre-
vention efforts. This program is being undertaken in eight Pennsylvania counties:
Allegheny, Blair, Cambria, Delaware, Dauphin, Erie, Luzerne, and Mercer. As of
early April 1995, the counties of Bucks, Cumberland, Franklin, Jefferson, Lacka-
wanna, Lycoming, and Philadelphia had also begun key leader team training to
implement Communities That Care.

The approach uses key community leaders who establish a policy planning
board. The board uses individual, family, and community-risk factors to assess the
community’s problems and to develop appropriate intervention strategies.

Staff of the Juvenile Court Judges’ Commission told us that this project is
engaging juvenile court judges, school officials, and human service agencies in
cooperative activities aimed at reducing risk behavior. They believe Communities
That Care projects will create new sets of community groups that will be better able
to coordinate their activities, and they expressed confidence in the success of the
program. The Assistant Director of the Dauphin County Juvenile Probation Office
told us that, while it is not specifically considered as a dropout prevention program,
he expects Communities That Care will positively impact school dropout and tru-
ancy rates because it draws together important community actors and school dis-
trict officials in developing a comprehensive approach to the community’s problems.
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In late 1994 the Pennsylvania Commission on Crime and Delinquency spon-
sored a training symposium to encourage greater implementation of the Communi-
ties That Care model. The PCCD expects to provide $892,000 through Title V of the
1992 reauthorization of the federal Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention
Act of 1974 to the eight participating counties. PCCD officials anticipate federal
funding in like amounts next fiscal year. Title V emphasizes risk-focused delin-
quency prevention via comprehensive community planning. The program includes
a self-evaluation component and evaluation, including site visits, by PCCD.

York County High School

One way in which the Commonwealth and school districts are addressing the
needs of at-risk youth is through alternative education approaches. The PDE has
been providing technical assistance, funding and waivers of regulations to support
the development of dropout retrieval and alternative learning programs.2

One of the best examples of an alternative high school is the York County
High School which is funded by a consortium of school districts, the Department of
Education’s Successful Students’ Partnership Program, and the local Job Training
Partnership Program. This program incorperates many of the practices which edu-
cational research has shown help at-risk youth to succeed in school.

This program serves older students who are behind grade level and who have
had problems, including behavioral problems, in traditional high schools. The York
County High School is a high school diploma program, housed in a shopping mall
and in a local neighborhood center. It provides students with social services and it
allows students great flexibility in establishing a learning pace that best meets
their individual needs. About 75 percent of the students served are white and about
25 percent are non-white.

Students, including those who have dropped out of a traditional high school
program, may apply for entry at any time of the year. Students can attend classes
while holding a job, develop class schedules consistent with family responsibilities,
and graduate when high school requirements are met. Each student is assessed be-
fore entering the program and is assisted by a counselor to establish an appropriate
program of study. The program is competency based, with progress being deter-
mined through an assessment of completed assignments, test scores, and final ex-
aminations. Students must also pass a competency test at the 12th grade level in
English, reading, and mathematics.

2In 1994-95, PDE provided at least $135,000 in JTPA funds to support alternative education programs. PDE
has supported development of programs such as the York County High School, the Lancaster County Academy,
the Cumberland Valley School District, the Chester-Upland School District, the Mercer County Area Vo-Tech,
the Central Busquehanna Intermediate Unit, the Carbon County Area Vo-Tech program, and the Bethlehem
Area Vocational-Technical School.
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The York County High School Program and others like it use several ap-
proaches to serving youth at risk of school dropout that researchers have found to
be effective. In particular, teachers perform the role not of a lecturer but of a men-
tor. As noted by one prominent educational researcher:

To promote both school membership and academic engagement, it is
essential that students have frequent contact with adults; in particu-
lar, it is through frequent one-on-one relations that care, support and
personalized teaching are possible, and adults can come to understand
students’ problems and points of view.

The York County High School’s willingness to be flexible in meeting student
needs is also a key trait of successful programs. A U.S. General Accounting Office
report on school dropouts notes that “flexibility with respect to scheduling and the
use of resources are crucial aspects of successful programs for at-risk students.”

The six school districts that participate in the York County High School have
historically had high dropout rates. Four of the six school districts participating in
the York County High School have in recent years shown improvement in their
overall secondary school dropout rates, and now have dropout rates below the
statewide average. While this improvement cannot be attributed with any cer-
tainty to these alternative education programs, it may be a factor contributing to
the success of these districts in reducing their dropout rates.

Another indicator of success is that 73 of the 125 students who were in the
12th grade graduated. Graduating students reported in a follow-up survey that
teachers show a genuine concern that students learn, and they particularly like the
self-paced approach to learning, feeling a sense of pride in knowing that they re-
ceive credit for the work they actually produce rather than for “putting in time.”

Enabling Schools to Identify At-Risk
Youth and Address Their Needs

Schools need staff development and support if they are to assist today’s at-
risk youth to succeed in school. Recognizing this, the PDE has initiated efforts to
systematically provide for such staff development. It has also, in collaboration with
other state agencies, worked with local school districts to establish systems to iden-
tify at-risk youth and link such youth with serious problems to services from county
human service programs. These systems include the Instructional Support Teams
(AST), the Student Assistance Program (SAP) core teams, and county human service
agencies’ Child and Adolescent Service System Program (CASSP).

The importance of these teams in assisting schools to address the problems of
at-risk youth whose behavior interferes with the learning of other students can be
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seen in the responses of school vice-principals to a survey conducted by the Penn-
sylvania Association of Secondary School Principals. Many of those responding to
the survey noted that IST, SAP, and CASSP were the key resources they relied on
to address the needs of such youth.

School staff and county human service programs also view these teams as
important in addressing the needs of youth who are truant and at risk of school
dropout. Several counties which have developed programs to address truancy rely
on the prior intervention of IST and SAP teams before they accept a referral or refer
a truant to the county child welfare agency. In Crawford County, 74 percent of the
truancy cases that were referred to the county human service programs were han-
dled by CASSP teams without further referral to the juvenile court for a depend-
ency hearing.

Instructional Support Teams

At-risk youth may act inappropriately or disruptively or lag behind the rest
of the class academically. In the past, many of these students were referred to spe-
cial education even though they may have been able to achieve success in a regular
classroom if the proper help were available. To address the needs of such youth, in
1990 Pennsylvania school districts were required to introduce Instructional Support
Teams in all elementary schools. An IST consists of the school building principal,
the student’s regular classroom teacher, the support teacher assigned to the stu-
dent’s school building, and others as appropriate. All 1,969 elementary and 489
middle schools in the Commonwealth are expected to have an IST in place by the
1997-98 school year. At the secondary level (grades 7-12) such teams are permissi-
ble but not required. As of the 1994-95 school year, all 501 school districts had In-
structional Support Teams in at least one school building in the district. Nearly
1,400 schools have initiated the program in the Commonwealth.

Since 1992-93 the Pennsylvania Department of Education has sponsored the
Instructional Support Team Project which provides training for the staffs of partici-
pating schools during their first year of IST operation. The training consists of col-
laboration and team building, instructional assessment, instructional adaptation,
effective interaction patterns/student discipline/behavior management, and student
assistance. In addition to these five basic training components, the IST Project
provides specialized training to better serve the needs of students with severe dis-
abilities and students who are culturally and linguistically diverse.

An IST training specialist is assigned to each school. This individual assists
the school principal and other team members in the design, planning, and imple-
mentation of a multi-year training effort that is to involve all members of the
school’s professional staff as well as parents and community members. This effort
requires changes in many established school practices and procedures, especially
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those involving the role of the classroom teacher in addressing the needs of students
with learning, behavior, and emotional needs.

The training focuses on collaboration and team building both within the
school and with community agencies. The IST team is trained to ensure that all
services in regular education are used to meet students’ needs, and that community
services, such as mental health services, are accessed whenever needed. Moreover,
the students’ parents are involved with the team as essential partners in resolving
the presenting problem.

In schools where IST has been implemented, fewer students are referred to
special education services. A study conducted during the first phases of IST imple-
mentation showed that in schools that implemented the IST process as it was de-
signed, students exposed to IST increased their academic achievement. Improve-
ments in academic achievement were based on measures such as task completion,
time on task, and task comprehension.

Since 1992-93 all school districts have received IST training and support in
at least one school. At the secondary school level, staff at 141 secondary schnols and
11 area vocational technical schools have been trained. In his 1995-96 budget pro-
posal to the General Assembly, the Governor has requested funding to expand the
IST program to additional schools.

However, fewer than half (11 of 25) of the school districts with high dropout
rates in 1992-93 have participated in IST training at the secondary school level. In
Philadelphia, only nine secondary schools and one vocational technical school have
received IST training thus far.

Student Assistance Program Teams (SAP)

Pennsylvania school districts rely on their federal Drug-Free Schools and
Communities Act of 1986 funds to support the work of their SAP core teams.3 SAP
team members, who receive specialized training, consist of school personnel and
designated liaisons from local county mental health and drug and alcohol programs.
Other agencies snich as juvenile justice and child welfare also participate on these
teams in some schools. The purpose of the SAP team is to identify children and
adolescents who are at risk of or experiencing behavioral or emotional problems. A
study carried out by Villanova University found that SAP teams are effective in
identifying such youth.

SAP teams are now in all 501 Pennsylvania school districts. In 1993-94,
1,290 core teams had been trained and were in place in 1,096 public school build-

3The Student Assistance Program model was developed collaboratively by the Departments of Education,
Public Welfare, and Health.
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ings, 18 vocational-technical schools, and 90 non-public schools in the Common-
wealth. SAP teams served 63,758 students between the ages of 10 and 21 in 1993-
94. SAP teams offer prevention and intervention programs but not treatment
services. Instead, students are referred to appropriate service providers. SAP
teams referred over 14,000 students to licensed mental health prcviders and 8,634
students to licensed drug and alcohol treatment providers during the 1993-94 school
year.

The Pennsylvania Department of Education reports that for 1993-94 only 6
percent of students referred to SAP teams dropped out of school. According to
available data, students participating in the SAP program do not show improve-
ments in school attendance because they tend to be youth who do not have atten-
dance problems.

Child and Adolescent Service System Program (CASSP)

In 1984 Pennsylvania received a federal grant to improve services for chil-
dren with severe mental health problems. At the time, a national study reported
that two-thirds of all children with severe emotional disturbances were not receiv-
ing appropriate services. These children were “unclaimed” by the public agencies
responsible to serve them, and there was little coordination between the various
child-serving systems: mental health, child welfare, juvenile justice, health, and
education.

Since 1985 Pennsylvania has been working to better coordinate these service
delivery systems. This effort has resulted in a children’s service bureau in the state
Department of Public Welfare’s Office of Mental Health, a children’s mental health
specialist in each of the state’s four regions, and a CASSP coordinator in each
county mental health joinder. In addition, a statewide advisory committee works to
coordinate programs at the state level. To further enhance coordination of CASSP
and other programs, in 1992 the Governor formed the Children’s Cabinet in Penn-
sylvania. The Children’s Cabinet is comprised of the Secretaries of Health, Educa-
tion, and Public Welfare and senior level staff from the Governor’s Office. The mis-
sion of the Children’s Cabinet is to assure that all programs which serve Pennsyl-
vania’s children are comprehensive, culturally competent, focused on prevention,
and designed to strengthen families.

CASSP teams work at the county level to coordinate services from different
agencies by bringing together people from mental health, education, juvenile jus-
tice, child welfare, drug and alcohol, and vocational rehabilitation programs. All
counties have some type of CASSP Interagency Planning Teams for Children, and
all but 13 counties have Interagency Treatment Planning Teams. Treatment
planning teams consist of staff from multiple agencies, such as the child’s therapist,
teacher, principal, and probation officer. The primary responsibility of the
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treatment planning team is to work with the family and child to develop an inter-
agency treatment plan that meets all of the child’s needs.

Services available through CASSP include: family-based mental health
services, wrap-around services, family support services, school-based mental health
services, community-based residential facilities, case management, early interven-
tion programs, and Student Assistance Programs. The services provided through
CASSP are paid for through Medical Assistance for those who are eligible. Services
may also be covered by private medical insurance or through health maintenance
organizations.

The Department of Public Welfare provides $1.7 million in state and
$315,000 in federal funds to county mental health programs to support the work of
local CASSP coordinators. See Appendix K for each county mental health joinder’s
allocation for FY 1994-95 and Appendix L for counties with CASSP or Interagency
Treatment Planning Teams.4

Farrell Area School District Early Intervention Program

The Farrell Area School District program, called the Family Center for Child
Development (FCCD), provides early child development and family intervention
services. This program emphasizes working with pre-school age children and their
families to assure school readiness.? The program identifies young children who
may be at risk for educational, behavioral, health, and social problems; attempts to
ameliorate the risk factors; and follows the child and family throughout the educa-
tional process. A number of involved state officials consider the program to be a
model in showing success in preventing truancy and dropout.

The FCCD is a collaborative program emphasizing total family involvement
in conjunction with family development specialists, school and county government
services, the county Head Start program, health care providers, and a variety of
other human service agencies. The program seeks to:

¢ promote positive child development through effective parenting, early in-
tervention and outreach services; :

¢ support and preserve the family unit as the foundation for success for
children;

e assure healthy development and health care services for children;

4Beginning in 1987, DPW’s Bureau of Children's Services reviewed county CASSP programs through a series of
site visits to county projects and narrative reports from local programs. The five review categories are
management and structure, parent/professional collaboration, interagency coordination, cultural competence,
and service development. The work showed that the first year or two seems to be a time when much
groundwork is being laid for later measurable accomplishments in most areas. After a program has been in
existence two to three years, the changes are less dramatic and focus may shift to include parent/professional
relationships and concerns about cultural competence.

5In part for this reason, 291 of Pennsylvania’s 501 school districts offer pre-school and Head Start Programs.
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o provide a seamless, comprehensive and easily accessed network of services
for families; and

e encourage economic self-sufficiency for families through adult education,
training, and employment.

Families enrolled in the program receive at least one home visit every three
weeks by a family development specialist. This specialist offers advice on parenting
skills, child development, assistance in interacting with other agencies and support
to encourage more effective parenting. Other available services include Parents as
Teachers (PAT), developmental screenings, a Toy-Book Lending Library, Head
Start, Parent/Child Activity Groups, monthly Teen Parenting meetings, a Conver-
sation Corner for discussion groups, scheduled Playtime sessions each week, and a
Lead Prevention program.

The 1994-95 Family Center budget included $200,300 in grants from the
Pennsylvania Department of Education, $176,700 of in-kind contributions, and
$120,777 in local matching funds which includes $10,000 in JTPA funding from the
West T entral Job Partnership, funding from the county MH/MR agencies, and oth-
ers.5 As of late March 1995, 149 families had received services in the Family Cen-
ter for Child Development program. The approximate annual cost per family
ranges from $2,500 to $3,000.

The FCCD is one of 14 programs statewide chosen for a two-year evaluative
study called the Family Center Initiative. This evaluative program is funded by the
Howard Heinz Endowment and involves the Office of Child Development at the
University of Pittsburgh, the Human Service Research Institute in Salem, Oregon,
and the Center for Schools and Communities in Harrisburg. This study began in
the fall of 1994 and is expected to be completed in June 1996.

Truancy Prevention

Schools and communities also attempt to prevent truancy through commu-
nity after school programming, attendance incentive projects, and programs to in-
tervene early on with students who begin to show possible patterns of truancy.

After-School Programs

One approach to promoting school attendance is by helping at-risk youth to
succeed in school through provision of after scheol programming by community
groups. This type of approach is carried out in many communities. An example of
such an effort is Open Doors.

6In addition to the funds provided by PDE to Family Centers, in 1994-95 PDE provided $345,000 in JTPA State
Education Grant funds to local JTPA agencies to support their work in cooperation with Family Centers.
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Open Doors is an umbrella program for a range of long and short term after-
school programs sponsored by the Allegheny Policy Council. Parents and local
community groups select the projects to be funded. The projects, which are de-
signed by parent and community groups and schools, provide student mentors, rec-
reation, education, cultural and other activities for elementary through high school
students who are at risk of school failure. Open Doors has also funded book clubs
and parenting skills training.

An independent evaluation of the Open Doors project found that the partici-
pants in the project were clearly at risk of school failure.” Consistent, though small,
improvements were found in grade point average, the percentage of F and A grades
the students received, and the suspension rates for students in the project. The
only area in which there was no improvement was in the average rate of absentee-
ism. Absenteeism actually increased between the 1992-93 and 1993-94 school
years, from 11.7 to 12.7 percent. The evaluation noted that the increase could be
due, at least in part, to the severe weather conditions during the winter of 1994.

Attendance Incentive Programs

Many schools sponsor these types of programs as a way of promoting atten-
dance in their schools. For example, the Butler County Area Vocational-Technical
School has received national acclaim for its innovative incentive approach to reduc-
ing truancy through greater student self esteem. As part of the program, which has
active participation by local businesses, prizes are awarded to students. Prizes in-
clude cars, a paid trip to a NASCAR race, and a night on the town, complete with
dinner and a limousine chauffeured by a teacher. According to school data, this
program has increased average attendance by three percent and resulted in a much
lower school dropout rate. After this program was introduced the school’s dropout
rate fell to 0.7 percent compared to 1.9 percent in the prior year.

The Woodland Hills School District also sponsored an attendance incentive
program in 1993-94, in this case for students in grades 4-6.8 Local businesses con-
tributed cash and in-kind dcrnations valued at over $20,000. Several thousand
prizes, including a week long trip for four to Disney World, were awarded during
school assemblies at which students and their families participated. According to
the school district’s data, the program resulted in the average daily attendance

7In 1994, 89 percent of the 3,917 youth served in the project were black, 69 percent lived with single parents,
and another 6 percent with foster parents or substitute parents. Eighty-seven percent of those participating
qualified for free school lunches and 30 percent were participating in Chapter 1 programs for the
disadvantaged.

8The Woodland Hills School district is presently cperating under the guidelines of a Court Ordered Integration
Plan. This Court Order in part mandated that the District focus on improving the attendance of African
American students. As part of the Court Order, the school district was required to employ home and school
visitors. One of the activities of the home and school visitors was to design and implement an attendance
incentives program.
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increasing from 89 to 95 percent. One of the participating schools showed a 5.55
percent drop in the number of chronically absent students.

Programs Based on Beaver County’s Absenteeism Prevention Project

Some schools have introduced programs to provide for early identification of
students when they begin to exhibit patterns of excessive absenteeism. Many of
these programs are based on the Community Cullege of Beaver County’s Absentee-
ism Prevention Program Model. Information about this program, which targets
elementary and middle school students, was provided to scheol districts by the
Commonwealth in the late 1980s. An absenteeism prevention coordinator typically
examines the attendance register and identifies students who were absent for 12 or
more days during the previous school year. The coordinator alerts the students’
teachers of the problem and monitors their attendance. If the child is absent three
or more times a month, the coordinater confers with the child’s teacher to determine
if the absences are legitimate.

If the absences cannot be readily explained, the coordinator gathers informa-
tion about the child and his or her family, interviews the child, contacts the family,
and makes a home visit with the family to develop a plan to improve the child’s at-
tendance. According to the designers of this program, home visits are necessary to
develop a level of trust with the families before referring the family to community
resources. The coordinator then provides or arranges for needed services, monitors
implementation of the plan, meets with the student and contacts the parents on a
weekly basis, and meets with the student’s teachers on a weekly basis until the
identified problems are resolved.

'The Beaver County child welfare agency funds the Community College of
Beaver County to carry out this program in the Big Beaver Falls, the New Brighton
Area, the Ambridge, and the Aliquippa School Districts. With some adaptations,
this approach is also being used by the Allentown School District, which recently
expanded its program to include high school students. Funding for the Allentown
program is provided in part by the local drug and alcohol program and by the local
Cities-in-Schools program.

In Allegheny County, a similar program has been implemented by the Center
for Substance Abuse in the McKeesport Area, Elizabeth Forward, and Clairton City
school districts. This program, which operated in conjunction with the Student As-
sistance Program, was supported with mental health funding available to the
county through the Department of Public Welfare, drug and alcohol funding avail-
able to the county through the Department of Health, and a small amount of fund-
ing from the participating school districts. In 1991 the Allegheny County effort re-
ceived a national award from the National Organization of Student Assistance Pro-
grams and Partners and the National School Boards Association.
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The University of Arizona evaluated the Absenteeism Prevention Program
when it was introduced in the Big Beaver Falls Area School District in the early
1980s. The researchers found that there was a statistically significantly lower per-
centage of absences for participants during the first and second year after the pro-
gram intervention compared to their percentages of absences before intervention.
Based on unexcused absences only, 80.4 percent of the students in the program
showed improvement in their attendance after intervention, 8.7 percent showed no
change, and 10.9 percent had worse attendance after intervention. Improvement in
attendance was defined as at least 10 percent reduction in absences.

In 1990 the Absenteeism Prevention Program was recognized by the federal
Department of Health and Human Services and the National Association of State
Alcohol and Drug Abuse Directors and the National Prevention Network as one of
the ten Exemplary Prevention Programs in the United States. In 1989 this pro-
gram received the Program of the Year Award from the International Association of
Pupil Personnel Workers.

The effectiveness of this program has also been evaluated and demonstrated
in several projects carried out in Pennsylvania, Michigan, and New Jersey. One
such demonstration involved tiie Allentown, Lancaster, Altoona, Clairton City, and
McKeesport school districts. The Villanova University researchers who evaluated
this demonstration project concluded that the program had a positive effect in cur-
tailing absenteeism and tardiness at most, but not all, of the participating schools.

The researchers noted, however, that despite the overall success of the pro-
gram, for financial reasons the program may have trouble being replicated in cer-
tain districts. According to the report, “although the Absenteeism Prevention
Program operating costs are modest, financially pressed school districts may be re-
luctant to allocate dollars for full-time Absenteeism Coordinators.” In fact, one of
the school districts that had been interested in participating in the demonstration
project withdrew their application because they estimated the annual cost for the
project to be $101,500. This was $71,550 over the $29,950 the Commonwealth was
reimbursing districts for participating in the project.

University of Pittsburgh School of Education researchers evaluated a similar
program at the Elizabeth Forward School District. The evaluation found a modest,
but statistically significant, difference in school attendancs and social competence
as measured by the students’ teachers for students who were in the program com-
pared to those who were not. The researchers noted that to be effective the program
requires a collaborative effort between teachers, school administrators, community
mental health center counselors, and children and youth agency staff. However, the
researchers found that “in many instances, needed services did not exist in the
community, and access to such services outside the community was complicated by
the families’ lack of medical insurance and transportation.”
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Truancy Interventions

In Pennsylvania habitual truants can be adjudicated as dependent children
and custody given to the county child welfare agency. Several counties have de-
signed specific programs to work with such children to address their truancy prob-
lem.

County child welfare programs differ in their approaches to such interven-
tion. In some counties, county child welfare agencies provide services directly, or
funds are provided to juvenile court staff. In other counties, multiple county and
community-based agencies are involved. As noted earlier, county truancy interven-
tion efforts often use school IST and SAP teams and county CASSP teams to assist
in their service interventions.

Erie County Truancy Program

The Erie County Truancy Program is a unified and systematic approach to
dealing with truancy involving the school districts, the county child welfare agency
and the juvenile court. The program has four components. As shown in Appendix
M, the Erie program relies on the school to initially use all of its resources, includ-
ing home contacts, before the county child welfare program will actively intervene
to considar if the child is dependent.®

If the school intervention fails, the child welfare agency becomes involved
with the family, school, and child in assessing the causes of truancy and developing
a treatment or intervention plan. Students who continue to be truant are referred
to a community truancy diversion committee. This committee involves the local dis-
trict justice office, school officials, community volunteers, and child welfare staff in
meeting with the child and family to determine if all options to correct the cause of
truancy are being made available and to impress on the family and the child the
significance of continued failure to attend school and its possible consequences.

This committee is funded in part by the Department of Education’s Successful Stu-
dents’ Partnership Program.

If all else fails, the county child welfare agency can petition the juvenile court
to declare the truant child a dependent. The agency can then place the child out-
side of the home. This is not the emphasis of the program, however.

To supplement these efforts, the county children and youth and mental
health programs have joined together with the school district to fund an after-school
program to provide counseling for at-risk youth. This program is carried out in
conjunction with an alternative education program sponsored by the Erie City

9In the Erie City School District, child welfare staff are assigned to work with specific schools and are often in
and out of the school building and have ongoing working relationships with school student assistance staff.
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School District. The school district provides $130,919 in direct support for the two
programs along with $54,000 in in-kind support. The county children and youth
and mental health programs together contribute $250,000 in support of this after-
school program.

The Berks County Children and Youth Services Truancy Intervention
Program

A somewhat different approach is taken in Berks and Lancaster Counties
(discussed below) where there is an emphasis on culturally appropriate and in-home
intervention by community based agencies.

The Berks County Children and Youth Services Truancy Intervention Pro-
gram was initiated in September 1992. It is carried out on behalf of the county
commissioners by the Berks County Intermediate Unit. The program serves all
schools in the county.

The Berks County Commissioners, the Juvenile Court, the Children and
Youth Service, and the Juvenile Probation Office believe strongly that the primary
responsibility for truancy rests with the school district.1® This can be accomplished
through referral of the student to the Instructional Support Teams and Student
Assistance Program teams. Districts are also expected to document three home
school contacts concerning the problem of the student’s absences, and demonstrate
that they are involving the district justices in progressive fines.

After school district remedies have failed, the Berks County Truancy Inter-
vention Program will intervene for students who are under age 14!! and who have
had more than 25 days of illegal absences (or 10 days of such absences within a
quarter).

The goal of the program is to assist students in developing consistent atten-
dance patterns. To accomplish this, program staff monitor student attendance and
visit the student’s home and school to meet with the student and their family and
school personnel. At times, they may even transport students to schocl. Special at-
tention is paid to providing services in a culturally sensitive manner, and many of
the professional staff employed in the program speak Spanish. The program can
also purchase psychological services in an emergency. During a visit to this pro-
gram, we accompanied a truancy intervention specialist and a parent to a local
district justice’s office where the truancy specialist advocated on behalf of a parent
who was ¢ operating with the program.

10They also believe, however, that they should intervene when there is suspected delinquency, neglect, or abuse.
11Previously, this was age 15 with older youth served on an exception basis.
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In the 1993-94 school year, the program served 322 youth at a cost to the
county child welfare agency of $776 per child served. Fifty-six percent of those
served were white, 6 percent were black, and 38 percent were Hispanic.

Only 16 percent of the cases of 1993-94 participants were closed due to lack of
cooperation/unwillingness to participate.” Remarkably, given the number of ab-
sences of students in this program and their characteristics, 40 percent of the stu-
dents served in the program achieved the goal of consistent school attendance. Ac-
cording to the program’s 1993-94 school year report, the program tended to be more
successful in maintaining attendance for students ages 6 through 14 than for those
who are 15 and older.

The Lancaster County Children and Youth Social Service Agency

The Lancaster County Children and Youth Social Service Agency contracts
with several community-based agencies to serve youth at-risk of truancy and school
dropout. One of these community agencies is the Boys’ and Girls’ Club of Lancaster.
This program receives referrals from county agencies, schools, and district justices.
Program staff monitor the attendance of students in the program and provide after-
school programming, including homework help and tutoring and leisure time ac-
tivities. As in the Berks County program, many of the staff in this program are bi-
lingual. They develop plans for service for individual students and their families,
meet with families in their homes, and help families obtain services from the school
and other community agencies. They will also transport students to school in
situations where appropriate. The Boys’ and Girls’ Club operates a similar program
on behalf of the county commissioners in the Columbia School District.

Although we were not able to independently evaluate this program, internal
evaluation reports were issued in May 1992 and March 1995. According to these
reports, youth in the program increased their school attendance rates compared to
pre-treatment, although specific data was not available. Additionally, more than 90
percent of the parents responding to a survey believed their child benefited from the
program and that the program helped them deal with the school and other agencies.

Allegheny County Truancy Prevention Project

Another model of intervention which involves both the county child welfare
agency, district justices, and an intermediate unit is provided by Allegheny County.
" Since the mid-1980s, Allegheny County has had a truancy prevention project car-
ried out by the Allegheny County Children and Youth Services, the Allegheny
County Juvenile Court, the Allegheny Intermediate Unit, local school districts, and
the Allegheny County District Justice Association.

A dditional reasons for case closure included age inappropriateness, relocatxon, placement for reasons other
than truancy, alternative education, and other reasons.
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This project, which is coordinated by the Allegheny County Intermediate

Unit, accepts students up to age 14. Prior to being accepted into the program, all
school remedies must have been exhausted, such as attendance contracts, counsel-
ing, assessment by a Student Assistance Team, assignment to district-operated al-
ternative education classes, and referrals to community family/child guidance pro-
grams or MH/MR service centers. Schools must also have had close contact with
the student’s home by telephone and home visits and have initiated citations with
the local magistrate.

Once the referral is accepted, the county child welfare agency investigates
the case and the case becomes active with the IU’s Regional Educational Support
Centers. The centers provide transitional educational support services, such as tu-
toring, academic testing, psychological screening, advocacy, and counseling. They
also provide a GED program and career counseling and planning.

Students who accrue 20 or more days of unexcused absences may be referred
to the Juvenile Court for an adjudication hearing in the county juvenile detention
center. The purpose of the hearing is to impress on the parent and the child the se-
riousness of truancy and to ensure that there is a plan to address the cause of
truancy. After 30 days of unexcused absences, project staff may file a dependency
petition with the Juvenile Court, which can develop an appropriate treatment plan
or order the child placed with an agency.

This project was evaluated in 1989-90 using data from the Pittsburgh public
schools. In that year the program served 73 students, but only 50 cases were ana-
lyzed because of problems with school district attendance data. For the 50 students
in the study, absences declined from 46 percent to 19 percent. In a 1992 survey
questionnaire sent to selected program staff in public schools, the Allegheny County
Intermediate Unit, and the Children and Youth Agency, 94 percent of the respon-
dents rated the overall impact of the interventions as positive.

An earlier evaluation of this project funded by the Henry C. Frick Educa-
tional Commission also reported positive results; the percent of days truant dropped
from 33 percent to 17 percent.

Philadelphia Family Court Truancy Project

The Philadelphia Family Court has developed a program to address the root
cause of a child’s truancy early on, before more significant school problems
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develop.13 To demonstrate the effectiveness of this approach, in April 1994 the
Philadelphia Family Court entered into a collaborative effort with the School Dis-
trict of Philadelphia. As a result of this collaboration, three home and school visi-
tors from the District were assigned to work with the Family Court and maintain
ongoing contact with the families and schools of students participating in the dem-
onstration. Two home and school visitors worked with students in select middle
and high schools, and a third worked with students in select elementary schools.
The Family Court also made available social work services through its REAAP
Unit."

The Family Court initially tested this approach between April and June
1994. The Court found that the approach was not successful with older students
who averaged 3.1 absences (both excused and unexcused absences) per week
compared to 2 absences per week prior to the referral to the project. Apparently the
increases in absences by older students was due, at least in part, to the program’s
late start. Several students stated they “had already failed so why bother” to at-
tend. The Court believes that this, coupled with the older group’s access to other
activities and the arrival of spring after a harsh winter, led to the increased tru-
ancy.

In contrast, the project resulted in substantial improvements in the atten-
dance of younger students. Prior to the introduction of the project, the younger stu-
dents averaged 2 absences (both excused and unexcused) per week. Once the proj-
ect began, they averaged only 1 absence per week. Included in this average is data
for one student who had perfect attendance during the project until the child con-
tracted chicken pox and missed nine days of school. The project staff attribute their
success in working with younger students to early intervention; direct involvement
with the child, family, and school; and the use of community supports, such as vol-
unteer mentors, for each family.

In January 1995, the PA Commission on Crime and Delinquency awarded
the Philadelphia Family Court $77,034 in federal funding to help support part of
the cost of the demonstration, which services approximately 75 students in 12
schools.

13Another promising truancy intervention effort in Philadelphia is carried out by the staff of the Parents Union
for Public Schools (PUPS). Beginning in the fall of 1992, staff of PUPS began providing direct school truancy
intervention services to students, their families, the schools and community in the 25th Police District in
Philadelphia. Funding for this service was provided by the Pennsylvania Commission on Crime and
Deliquency. As part of the program, the PUPS Truancy Project Coordinator meets with youth who have shown
a history of truancy to obtain information about their experiences with school, to assist them in gettmg help,
and attempt to revive their interest in school and an education.

“The REAAP Unit (Reasonable Efforts in Assessment, Access and Prevention) is an interagency cooperative
effort to prevent out of home placement of children through assessment, evaluation, and diversion to
community resources.
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Programs for Pregnant and Parenting Teens
and Students on Probation

Below we discuss two programs for students who are at very high risk of
dropping out of school: the ELECT program for pregnant and parenting teens and
the school-based probation program for students on probation. These are Pennsyl-
vania’s two largest state-initiated dropout and truancy prevention initiatives. Al-
though relatively new, both of these initiatives appear to be showing at least short-
term positive results.

ELECT and Other Pregnant and Parenting Teen Initiatives

The Commonwealth has several successful initiatives to assist school dis-
tricts to serve pregnant and parenting teens. In the 1994-95 school year, 58 local
education agencies will receive $5.4 million to assist pregnant and parenting youth
to remain in school and graduate. Appendices N and O list the local educational
agencies which receive these funds and their source.

One of these initiatives which has been evaluated and shown to be successful
is known as ELECT (Education Leading to Employment and Career Training). The
ELECT program, which serves teens who are receiving Aid to Families With De-
pendent Children (AFDC) benefits, provides several insights into the types of serv-
ices and changes in school practices that can help at-risk youth to succeed in school.

The services provided through the ELECT program, as well as the Common-
wealth’s other initiatives for pregnant and parenting teens, are described in detail
in our April 1994 evaluation report entitled Commonwealth Programs and Initia-
tives for Pregnant and Parenting Teens. While programs varied at each ELECT
site, ELECT students had available home visitation, alternative education pro-
grams, and transitional services to help youth who graduate from high school gain
entry to other available training programs. Many were in programs that awarded
high school credit for participating in parenting training courses and adaptive
physical education classes. Several programs offered credit bearing summer activi-
ties so that these youth could overcome high school graduation credit deficiencies.

Pregnant and parenting teens who qualified for ELECT could have day care
and transportation expenses paid for by the Department of Public Welfare through
separate DPW/Office of Income Maintenance funding sources. In many cases such
child care was provided within the school.

In addition, the ELECT site which had the most participants routinely pro-
vided homebound instruction for participants when medical complications arose
during pregnancy and at the time of childbirth. While school districts are not re-
quired to provide homebound instruction to such students, such programs afford
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pregnant teens the opportunity to stay in school and not fall behind in high school
credit accumulation needed for graduation.

Some schools also allowed flexible scheduling and crediting for ELECT stu-
dents. In the Philadelphia ELECT II program, for example, ELECT students were
awarded graduation credits based on the work they had completed. As a conse-
quence when they returned to school after childbirth, they were not required to re-
peat a full year of high school and could resume their course work where they left
off prior to giving birth. Practices such as these are important to enable youth with
family problems to stay in school and stay at grade level. Such practices have been
identified by educational researchers as key to enabling certain at-risk youth to re-
main in school and they are recommended by the Department of Education in its
technical assistance manuals for school districts.

We found that the ELECT program, which began in FY 1992-93, was success-
ful during its first full year of operation. In particular, we found:

e After twelve months 86 percent of the ELECT students had either gradu-
ated or were still in school.

e Only 7 percent were reported out-of-school. The remaining 7 percent had
moved, were no longer eligible for Aid to Families with Dependent Chil-
dren (AFDC) benefits, or were employed.

We also reviewed the records of each student who participated in the ELECT
program but was not in school at the end of the 12-month period. We found that,
for the most part, these students had experienced one or more serious social or
health problems, such as homelessness, abuse, medical complications during preg-
nancy, seriously ill children, and repeat pregnancies. Some of the students who
dropped out of school after participating in the program were special education stu-
dents, and several were 19 years old or older.

We attributed the success of the ELECT program to the fact that many of the
students were enrolled in school when they entered the program, they had paid day
care and transportation, and they had high school equivalency programs available
to them if they could not succeed in a traditional high school. Moreover, these pro-
grams were designed and operated by dedicated staff which research indicates is
often key to successfully serving at-risk youth.

School-Based Probation

This initiative uses federal demonstration funds to help link county probation
programs and schcols to better serve yeuth in trouble with the law who are at risk
of school dropout and have school attendance problems. With $3.5 million in fund-
ing in FY 1994-95 (see Appendix P), school-based prebation is the second largest
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Commonwealth-sponsored initiative to serve youth who are at risk of dropping out
of school. This initiative helps fund school-based probation services for 102 of
Pennsylvania’s 501 school districts, including 15 of the 25 school districts with the

most severe dropout problems.

Youth with legal problems are among those most at-risk of school dropout,
and poor school performance is correlated to both juvenile and adult crime. In one
recent study of adult prison inmates, 90 percent of the prisoners had not graduated
from high school and had reading levels at or below the fourth grade level. To help
address this problem, in FY 1992-93, the Pennsylvania Commission on Crime and
Delinquency began a program with county juvenile probation offices to provide
school-based probation services. The goals of this program are: (1) to encourage
probation officers to work closely with school officials; (2) to act as a liaison between
the family, probation department, school district, and police to meet the best edu-
cational interest and needs of the students; and (3) to attack drug use and abuse by
having probation officers join and contribute to the school district’s Student Assis-
tance Program after receiving SAP training. In all, there are 88 full-time and 2
part-time school-based probation officers providing services in 144 school build-

ings.15

The Lehigh County school-based probation program served about 86 students
in the 1992-93 school year, and in 1993 their program received an award from the
Juvenile Court Judges’ Commission. The two Lehigh County Juvenile Probation
Officers assigned to work in the District’s middle schools participate in schocl SAP
teams and counsel students.18 The officers also follow up on absences by making
contact with the family and conducting home visits to immediately involve the stu-
dent’s family when absences occur. When students in the program receive out-of-
schiool suspensions, they obtain the student’s homework «r may arrange for them to
work at one of the County’s community service work sites, such as the Recycling
Center or with some other supervised work crew. The probation officers can also
require suspended students to follow a strict curfew and in-home detention.

The probation officers also help coordinate school and community services
needed by the student, develop a summer activity designed to promote self-esteem
and help students to better manage anger, and work to provide after-school activi-
ties for their students, especially those with much unstructured time.

BIn April 1994 the Juvenile Court Judges’ Commission’s Center for Juvenile Justice Training and Research at
Shippensburg University conducted a survey of 18 of the counties that have been operating school-based
probation programs for the longest period. The survey found that in some areas school-based probation officers
serve a single school, and in other areas they serve as itinerants covering more than one school district and
more than one school building. Of the 18 school-based probation programs surveyed, all but 2 reported that

they participated in SAP teams. (The Student Assistance Program is described earlier in this chapter.) School-

based probation officers participate in SAP meetings concerning their clients, and in many cases they sit in on
most SAP meetings. In one case the school-based probation officer reported meeting with the SAP team for 30

nginutes' every day.
Two more officers are now assigned to the district’s two high schools.
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The probation officers reported spending a lot of time during the school day
supervising and tutoring juveniles who are functionally illiterate or have behavior
problems. Many of the youth they serve have difficulty comprehending school ma-
terial, which can result in them not attending school or being disruptive because
they are embarrassed or frustrated. Because of this, the school-based probation of-
ficers also advocate with the school district to obtain tutors for their students.

Most of Pennsylvania’s school-based probation programs are quite new, and
the data that is available is not complete. It was not, therefore, possible to evaluate
the success of these efforts with any degree of certainty. However, an independent
evaluation of school-based probation in Pennsylvania is underway. In March 1995
the Juvenile Court Judges’ Commission’s Center at Shippensburg University was
awarded a Pennsylvania Commission on Crime and Delinquency (PCCD) grant of
$108,000 to evaluate Pennsylvania’s school-based probation programs using an
outside contractor. The purpose of the study is to determine whether these pro-
grams have accomplished their objectives, which include decreasing truancy and
dropout rates for youth served. The evaluation is scheduled to be completed by Sep-
tember 1996.

Much of the information we did collect on this program was quite positive.
For example, the Lehigh County Juvenile Probation Office reported that one of the
most important accomplishments has been the development of excellent working
relationships among education, juvenile justice, law enforcement, other social
agencies, and families. They reported serving between 91 and 104 students a year,
and based on their informal evaluation:1?

e Absenteeism of program students was reduced by an average of 60 percent
from the pre-program year. Each year of the program, absenteeism has
decreased by an average of 24 percent over the previous year.

¢ Grades of program students improved by an average of 14.4 percent from
the pre-program year.

e Placement of program students decreased by an average of 45.7 percent in
years two and three of the program.

e Detentions/Suspensions of program students decreased by an average of
15.9 percent from the pre-program year. Each year of the program, de-
tentions and suspensions decreased by an average of 12.9 percent over the
previous year.

We also reviewed 1994 data from the Pike County School Based Probation
Program, which served 45 students, to compare student achievement before and

17Some of this data reports a group average and as such can be influenced by the absence or behavior of just one
youth. -
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after participating in the program. This data shows that 71 percent of the students
had improved their grade point average from 1993 to 1994. Positive comments on
report cards increased for 52 percent of the students, remained the same for 25 per-
cent, and decreased for 23 percent. Absenteeism decreased for 44 percent of the
students, increased for 44 percent, and remained unchanged for 12 percent. Disci-
plinary referrals decreased for 34 percent of the students in the fourth quarter, in-
creased for 26 percent, and remained the same for 40 percent. Although the data
shows mixed results, it is possible that student performance will improve further as
the students spend more time in the program.

We also solicited input from Juvenile Court Judges and the Chief Probation
Officers in the 67 counties on dropout and truancy prevention programs within
their counties, including school-based probation. Twenty-one counties responded.
The respondents noted the importance of the school-based probation programs but
expressed concern over the source of future funding for these programs. The pro-
grams are currently funded under a three-year grant that requires increasing
matching amounts, from 75 percent state and 25 percent local in year one, to 50/50
in year two, and to 25/75 in the third year of the grant.

The Juvenile Court Judges and the Chief Probation Officers also cited ex-
amples of innovative programs within their counties other than school-based pro-
bation. Although we were not able to independently evaluate the effectiveness of
many of these small programs within the time available for this study, Appendix Q
contains summary information about some of these efforts.
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VI. Job Training Partnership Act and School-to-Work
Programs

In addition to the truancy and dropout prevention programs discussed in
Chapter V, the Commonwealth’s 28 Job Training Partnership Act (JTPA) agencies
also work with schoo! districts and community agencies to provide services to at-
risk youth. The services include, for example, alternative learning programs,
school-to-work programs, pre-employment preparation programs, GED/High School
diploma programs, and skill training programs.

In program year 1995 Pennsylvania has been allocated $24 million in JTPA
Title II-C and $34 million in JTPA Title II-B funds.! Last year, 16,823 disadvan-
taged youth were served in JTPA Title II-C programs and 27,000 youth were served
in JTPA Title II-B summer youth programs. Appendix R shows the school districts
actively involved in JTPA-funded II-C and certain II-B programs. (This appendix
includes school districts providing services to youth with the Title II-C funds coming
through the PA Department of Labor and Industry and, at times, with funds from
PDE’s JTPA State Education Grant (SEG) funding.) At the local level, SDAs often
combine the SDA’s “direct” JTPA funds and the PDE’s SEG funds to support a
school district’s program.

The future of federal funds for JTPA and other funds the Commonwealth
uses for truancy and dropout prevention programs is, however, uncertain. The U.S.
House and Senate have already reached agreement on a rescission bill which cuts
JTPA Title II-C 1995 funding by $200 million (33.3 percent). Such rescissions
would apply to funds already appropriated. Additional rescissions to 1995 federal
funding levels were proposed in February 1995. As adopted by the House of Repre-
sentatives in March 1995, the rescissions would reduce funding for the Depart-
ments of Labor, Education, and Health and Human Services by $5.9 billion. Under
the House plan, the JTPA 1995 summer youth programs would be cut completely
this year. The proposed House rescissions would also virtually eliminate federal
Drug-Free Schools and Communities Act funding, which in part supports the Com-
monwealth’s Successful Student Partnership program and which PDE and many
Pennsylvania school districts use for their Student Assistance Programs (see Ex-
hibit 4). The proposed House rescissions would also eliminate federal funding for
the federal dropout prevention demonstrations.

On April 6, the U.S. Senate almost unanimously passed a bipartisan rescis-
sion agreement that differed substantially from that passed earlier by the House of
Representatives. The Senate proposal reduces JTPA youth job training funding and

1Pennsylvania also received $43 million in JTPA Title II-A funding, 8 percent of which goes to the Pennsylvania
Department of Education for its State Education Grant which, in part, funds some of the programs discussed
below.
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Exhibit 4

Proposed Congressional Rescissions Related to
Dropout and Truancy Prevention

(As of April 1995)

House Senate
FY 1995 Proposed Proposed
Appropriations  Rescissions Rescissions

(In Millions) In Millions In Millions

Department of Labor:

Youth Job Training (JTPA Title II-C)...... $ 5987 $ 310.02 $ 272.02
1995 Summer Youth Program

(JTPATI-B) ..t eeeeenn 867.0 867.0 -
1996 Summer Youth Program

(JTPATI-B) .eueerrereeeineeeeeeiieeeeeeeeeeeeeeeesees 871.5 871.5 871.5
School-to-Work Activities ......ccoccceeeenene.... 125.0 12.5 2.5
Youth Fair Chance......ccccoevvcvveeeirerennennn.. 24.8 24.8 24.8
JTPA Pilots and Demos ........ccceeeeeiumennnn.. 35.5 10.5 6.2

Total ccoevvveeieieieeeiie s $11,032.0b $2,380.3b $1,420.9b -

Total .o.oviieeieeieere et $32,786.1 $1,688.5 $ 511.8

Department of Education:

(Goals 2000, State Grants........ccccoveeveenee.. $ 371.8 $ 142.0 $ 6.3
(Goals 2000, National Programs............... 21.5 21.5 1.3
School-to-Work Activities ........cccveevevreannes 125.0 12.5 2.5
Safe and Drug-Free Schools..................... 481.9 471.9 -
Dropout Demonstrations ........c.ueeeee.n..... 28.0 28.0 2.0
Training in Early Childhood Education

and Violence ......cccoveeevecvereeriieeceesnneenenns 13.9 13.9 13.9
Voc. and Education - Community-

Based Organizations........cecceeeevveeeennne. 9.5 9.5 9.5

Total ceveeeeeeeeeeececeeeeeeeceeeceee s $25.088.5P $1.681.5b $ 403.3b
Totnl Labor, HHS, and Education and

Related Agencies......cocveeeevereveneereenennns $68,906.6P $5,896.4b $2,740.9b

2The House rescission amount includes the $200 milli