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Table 4.4 shows that only pre-NCLB absence rates predict post-NCLB absence rates. 

The attendance policy mean severity variable shows a negative relationship, but is not 

significant at the .05 level of significance.  This result does indicate that a marginal prediction 

may exist in the area of mean severity, but not count of severity.  

Summary 

 Does severity of attendance policy correlate with, and predict, post-policy absence rates 

once school and district factors are taken into account? The regression analyses revealed a two-

fold answer.  Pre-NCLB absence rates predicted the outcome expected by the researcher, but 

mean severity had only marginal results.  Furthermore it became evident through the analysis 

because some of the independent variable results were negative, and not supportive of possible 

predictions of post-NCLB absence rates based upon school and district factors.   

As a predictor of post-NCLB absence rates, pre-NCLB absence rates were significant at 

the .05 level of significance.  Since pre-NCLB absence rates was the only variable that could 

predict decreased post-NCLB absence rates for school districts, the next focus would be entirely 

based on the degree of relationship within the correlation matrix.  The results of correlations 

ranged from negative to strong relationships when compared to the dependent variable.   

The correlation matrix described the degree of relationship between the five independent 

variables, and the dependent variable.  Some of the results were negative, yet statistically 

significant within the study.  There were six positive correlations that were statistically 

significant with post-NCLB absence rates and the other variables.    

Another observation of importance was that the correlation matrix had three negative 

correlations between post-NCLB absence rates; the attendance policy mean, count of six 

severity, and school size.  These slight negative correlations show that post-NCLB absence rates 
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may have been related, but these school districts also had high mean severity scores, count of 

six severity scores, or large school sizes.  

Lastly, the regression analysis table also revealed that only one of the district factors was 

important in determining the answer to research question 3, pre-NCLB absence rates.  However, 

the mean severity of an attendance policy was also marginally related to the prediction of post-

NCLB absence rates.  The results helped the researcher to conclude that not all district factors 

need to be taken into account, as good predictors of the outcome of the district‟s post-NCLB 

absence rates.    
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CHAPTER V 

 

SUMMARY, CONCLUSIONS, AND IMPLICATIONS 

The purpose of this study was to examine the efforts made by local Georgia school 

districts to reduce absence rates after the implementation of the NCLB Act by changing their 

attendance policies.  The quantitative method of analysis, along with the descriptive statistic, 

table and charts of the 30 school districts provided the best method needed to answer the 

research questions.   

The study fulfilled a void in the educational literature and answered whether or not the 

NCLB attendance requirements and the subsequent changes in attendance policies were 

effective in reducing absence rates. A discussion of those findings was presented in Chapter 

five.  

Summary 

NCLB identified absence rates as one factor in mandated local, state and national 

accountability standards. How a school district handled and controlled absences within their 

schools would be considered as one basis of their success, or failure during their academic 

school year.  State and local regulators concur that research has proven that attendance in school 

is an important factor in learning and improving student achievement scores (Rosa, 2005).   

The overarching question was, “Have absence rates differed since the implementation    

of the NCLB Act and compulsory attendance policies?”  In addition three sub-questions also 

guided the study.        

1. What were the absence rates of students prior to and subsequent to enactment    

of the No Child Left Behind Act?  

2. What were the fundamental differences between the attendance policies from    
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each Georgia County that was observed in this study? 

 

3. Does severity of attendance policy correlate with, and predict, post-policy         

           absence rates once school and district factors are taken into account? 

 These data enabled the researcher to establish the severity of policies.  The following steps 

were used to answer the research questions. The researcher: 

 identified the school districts based upon their absence rates reported as their second 

indicator data, 

 retrieved each district‟s attendance policy and noted similarities within    

            each district‟s policy,  

 

 developed a questionnaire with 21 different attendance policies that were                     

            drawn from the policies of the 30 participating districts,  

 

 distributed the questionnaires to a middle school administrator who in turn                   

      distributed them to selected teachers, their students, and their parents, 

 retrieved the questionnaire results from the middle school students, 

      based on the questionnaire results, determined severity of each of the 21                                

      district attendance policies, 

 identified the six most severe components, 

 retrieved school size data for each middle school, 

 retrieved Title I Status for each middle school, 

 retrieved absence rates for four consecutive school years (2003-2007), 

 determined pre-NCLB absence rates mean for each school district, 

 determined post-NCLB absence rates mean for each school district, 

 performed regression analysis on retrieved data, 
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 performed correlation and prediction analysis on retrieved data, 

 answered Research Question 1 concerning absence rates, 

 answered Research Question 2 concerning differences within policies, 

 answered Research Question 3 concerning correlations, predictions of post - 

      NCLB policy absence rates with control factors included, 

 statistically answered the overarching question concerning absence rates and  

      their relationship to the NCLB act and compulsory district attendance policies.  

Discussion of Research Findings 

            As forementioned, the purpose of the study was to statistically determine whether or not 

the implementation of post-NCLB attendance policies have affected school district absence 

rates. The quantitative data provided an answer to whether or not any significant differences 

existed among the dependent variable, absence rates, and the five independent variables, pre-

absence rates, school size, SES/free and reduced lunch data, and the severity of a district‟s 

attendance policy. 

     The data provided an answer as to whether or not an impact was made during the four 

years with regard to the severity of the attendance policies of the districts.  The data displayed 

whether or not there were any overall benefits to districts that enforced more severe or less 

severe policies.  It also identified which attendance policies were most effective in reducing 

absence rates. 

According to the literature, Cox (2002) stated that the variable of attendance was a 

viable measure of potential classroom success and it was time to recognize the relationship 

between daily school attendance, student performance, graduation rates, and classroom 
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teaching. The end result was that there was a statistically significant relationship which was 

readily noticed among certain variables.   

Overarching Research Question 

Have absence rates differed since the implementation of the NCLB Act and compulsory  

 

attendance policies?”   

 

The study investigated the efforts made by selected Georgia school districts to satisfy 

the standards set by the national legislative act to meet adequate yearly progress in the area of 

attendance, as well as to determine whether or not any significant differences might have 

resulted. The analysis of local district initiatives to decrease student absence rates subsequent            

to the passage of the NCLB Act has revealed that an attendance policy does and can effect   

whether or not a child is left behind. 

According to the data findings, absence rates have differed since the implementation of 

the NCLB Act and compulsory attendance policies.  The execution and adoption by state and 

local agencies of new attendance policies was related to a change.  Within a four year period, 

the study revealed that in the 30 school districts, absence rates have made at least a 3% decrease 

overall, and as much as a 7% decrease in some school districts.  

Research Sub-question #1 

What were the absence rates of students prior to and subsequent to enactment of the No Child 

Left Behind Act?  

  The absence rates prior to and subsequent to the enactment of the No Child Left Behind 

Act were significantly different.  The pre-NCLB absence mean rate during the 2003-2004 and  

2004-2005 academic school year was 12.77% and the post NCLB absence rate mean was 9.71% 

for all school districts.   These results showed that among the districts, the absence                 
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rates dropped significantly (p<.001) subsequent to the enactment.  Sub-questions were 

developed in order to learn what other district factors may have contributed to this significant 

change in absence rates. 

Research Sub-question #2 

What were the fundamental differences between the attendance policies from each Georgia 

County that was observed in this study? 

  The fundamental differences between the attendance policies from each Georgia County 

were related to the relative severity.  With regard to the Georgia state mandated attendance 

policy, an attendance policy‟s mean severity was a key factor in decreasing post-NCLB absence 

rates.  There were 21 components from the attendance policies of the 30 school districts, and    

the only three components that all school districts implemented within their policies were 

components 10, 14, and 18.  See Table 3.6 for comparison purposes.  

  The prevalent components were parent notification, an attendance protocol committee,     

and the inclusion of DFACS/Social Services.  Being that there were six mandated state 

components, the other three mandated components which could have been used by all school 

districts were 1) truancy at 5 absences, 2) loss of the student‟s driver‟s license, and 3) local 

school attendance policy adoptions.  

           The fundamental differences found within the attendance policies of the 30 districts 

which were used by more counties than others were components 4, 10, 14, and 18. The 

establishment of truancy within the district of any student who had missed school at least five 

times, the inclusion of the DFACS/Social Service, and judges, parental notification of the 

student‟s excessive absences, and the organization of an established attendance protocol 

committee were the most emphasized components of the 30 districts within the study. 
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            The least utilized attendance policy components were 7, 8, 17, and 20. Within the              

study in school suspension, home suspension, monetary fines over $1000.00 dollars,                           

and   parents losing custody of their children, because of their absences during the school                   

year were least included within the 30 district attendance policies.  

          The components of severity which were used by more school districts than others were              

9, 11, and 19. The 30 school districts preferred implementing the revoking of a student‟s 

driver‟s license; school withdrawal and incarcerating the parent if a student did not abide by               

the district‟s attendance policy. See Appendix for the fundamental differences of the 30 school 

district attendance policies.  

  Another fundamental difference that existed in the attendance policies were discussed                 

in the appendix and it was noted that not all of the 30 school districts included some of the            

state mandated attendance policy regulations.   In relation to this study, researchers revealed that 

in order to successfully implement a new attendance policy, one needed to consider a five factor 

solution; communication with parents, truancy prevention, record keeping, enforcing the new 

attendance policy and school and parental support of students who successfully heeded to the 

policy (Rosa, 2003).   

  The state of Georgia included all five factors within the state attendance policy, and also 

added others of severity.  The state only required six components that had to be placed in each 

school district‟s attendance policy;  

1. parent notification,  

 

2. an attendance protocol committee,  

3. establishment of truancy at 5 absences,  

4. local per school policy ownership, 
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5. inclusion of DFACs personnel, judges and social services if attendance                

     problems continued,  

6. the loss of the student‟s driver‟s license.  

  

The researcher also observed that one of the six state components was also part of the six 

severest components, the loss of the student‟s driver‟s license.   

  Further discussion of each of the 30 school districts and the fundamental differences was 

discussed in the Appendix individually describing each school district. The appendix also 

included a table that gave descriptive statistics, and data which were related to the state required 

components in comparison to the district‟s attendance policy.   

Research Sub-question #3 

Does severity of attendance policy correlate with, and predict, post-policy absence rates once 

school and district factors are taken into account? 

The severity of the attendance policy did correlate with and predict post NCLB policy 

absence rates once school and district factors were taken into account.  Two independent 

variables caused a significant difference, pre-NCLB absence rates, and attendance policy mean 

severity.   The data revealed that there was at least a 63% likely chance that each of the 

independent variables was somehow correlated with the dependent variable, post-NCLB policy 

absence rates.   

When the district factors, pre- NCLB absence rates, Title I Status, count of severity 

within an attendance policy, school size, and SES/Free Lunch ratios were used within the 

correlation matrix, a significant difference existed.  For example, the independent variable pre-

NCLB absence rates affected the dependent variable.  This variable demonstrated quantitatively 

that the results from the regression model were not only highly correlated with each other, but 
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also a reliable predictor of future absence rates in the state of Georgia as pertaining to district 

absence rates.  

   The second independent variable was twofold, mean severity and count of severity.  

Neither of the two predicted the outcome of the dependent variable, but the mean severity 

demonstrated marginal evidence that the post-NCLB absence rates did decrease as a result of 

the study‟s analysis.  The impact of both components would suggest the need for further 

research.  All six of the severest components were not needed in order to effect change, but 

according to the research, if the districts included any of the mandated components (i.e. loss of 

driver‟s license) they would aid each district in meeting AYP second indicator goals at least 

marginally.  

  The third variable school size was also not significant.  It was more correlated than any of 

the other variables, but not a predictor of post-NCLB absence rates.  The study revealed that a 

correlation existed between larger schools, and higher absence rates. This result would cause 

any school district to search for alternative ways to deter high absence rates.   

  The fourth variable, Title I status was the second highest correlated variable to post-NCLB 

absence rates.  If the school was classified as a Title I school within the district, it was also an 

indicator of whether or not high absence rates existed during the four years of the study.  

However, as one of the district factors, the regression analysis revealed that this variable did not 

predict post-policy absence rates.   

  SES/Free Lunch ratio was highly correlated to the predictor variable, but was not a 

predictor of post-NCLB absence rates.  Nevertheless this variable did indicate the probability 

that high absence rates existed within the school district with high SES ratios.  This variable 
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along with other district factors would need further research to ascertain how much it predicts 

other attendance policy violations. 

         According to the literature, Davis (2003) stated that serious consequences have resulted  

 

from at-risk population who have high absence rates because of their demographical  

 

information. Unexcused school absence has become a major topic of accountability and  

 

standards research over the last decade. High dropout rates, graduation rates and low  

 

achievement test scores have made increasingly high rates of absences the needed target                 

 

of  research.    The latter results from Davis‟ study were similar to the findings in this analysis  

 

of student absence rates in the 30 school districts.  

 

The retrieval of the data also indicated that even though at least 50% of the districts had  

 

Title I status, and free/reduced lunch data was over 50% there was a reduction in the absence  

 

rates not considering the other factors involved.  In several districts, the absence rates dropped  

 

at least 5% during the four years of the study; thereby denoting the significant changes within  

 

each individual district.  Further discussion of each of the other independent variables and their  

 

association with the 30 school district attendance policies can be found in the  

 

Attendance Policy Appendix.  

 

Analysis of Research Findings 

 

The findings showed that there was a decrease in post-NCLB absence rates after 

Georgia school districts were mandated to change their attendance policies to meet state 

regulations.  The study found that attendance policies and the efforts made by state and local 

leaders could very well determine whether or not local district initiatives to reduce student 

absence rates subsequent to passage of the NCLB Act actually were successful or not. 
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The analysis results of the study were three-fold: 

 Absence rates did decrease after the attendance policy changes. 

 Districts showed a wide variety of attendance policies, some components were 

popular among the districts, and some of the components were rarely used at all. 

 Severity of attendance policies may, or may not be related to absence rates.  

Stricter attendance policies are not related in this study to the decrease of post 

absence rates, but there is marginal evidence that mean severity of attendance 

policies may play some role in the observed decrease in absence rates. 

In review of the literature, Davis (2003) stated that serious consequences have resulted 

from high absence rates.  They have contributed to dropout rates, graduation rates and low 

achievement test scores.  Unexcused school absence rates subsequent to the adoption of 

different types of attendance policies have attracted little empirically oriented research, 

especially with respect to the effect of severity. This study depicted descriptively that the 

study‟s middle school populations which were identified by the other independent variables 

were directly affected by the district‟s rates of absences.   

In response to the NCLB act specifically established the six forementioned state 

attendance policy components as part of the required attendance law, under the auspices of  

“best practices.”  Within this study, Georgia‟s attempt to improve attendance through the 

mandatory changes in their school district attendance policies revealed that it was not just a 

need for implementing “best practices” within a district, but a needed component in meeting the 

second indicator of AYP. The study presented the needed data to identify the requirements that 

all districts need to implement.  According to the results of the study the following conditions 

should be in every attendance policy in order to meet “best practices.” 
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 the establishment of a truancy policy at five absences  

 the retrieval, or denial of an issued student‟s driving license for lack of attendance,  

 the  alert of the DFACS, the court juvenile system, and/or social workers to observe a 

student‟s attendance records, and violations 

 the state allowance of school districts to adopt and write their own attendance policies,  

 the establishment  of an attendance protocol committee, 

 the certified notification of  parents/guardians at the beginning stages of the student‟s 

attendance problems.   

Compliance of the six state attendance policy requirements should be examined for its district 

and schools inclusion by educational policy makers, state officials, board members, 

superintendents, and all those who deem the NCLB act as law, and not a suggestion. 

Implications 

The literature review revealed that there was little empirical research in the area of 

attendance policies and decreasing student absence rates.  However based on the findings of this 

study, there are implications which should be heeded to for principals, policy-makers, school 

districts, and classroom teachers. The aforementioned stakeholders are in a position to make a 

change in their absence rates among the students within their local districts, by being in 

compliance with six state mandated attendance policy requirements.  The change in absence 

rates can be in the form of a local initiative which should be directed at meeting state mandated 

regulations that are aimed at the second indicator of the NCLB Act, attendance.   

Everyone must be held accountable.  As LEAs, the school districts must adopt an 

attendance policy on the basis of its pre-absence rates and mean severity with consistency,  

and fervor among all those who are involved with educating the student.  States must  
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insure that school districts are adopting their mandated plans of improvement.  In addition, 

there must be room within the state mandated policies for local school districts to make 

decisions which best fit their districts‟ mission to reduce absence rates.  However, this freedom 

to venture away from the state‟s mandate should not be taken advantage of by local school 

districts that do not base their decisions upon researched techniques. 

School boards must adopt attendance policies that incorporate all of the six state 

required components, because of the marginal mean severity results found within this study.  

Georgia‟s six requirements for every school district need to be adopted by all school districts 

and their allegiant middle schools.  Since the adoption was a mandate to every district‟s 

attendance policy; there should be no room for absence of the six components.   

The study revealed that it was hypothetically more than just likely that the new state 

initiatives made a significant difference within the 30 school districts. The reduction of absence 

rates within several school districts allowed the data to reflect the achieving of the NCLB 

second indicator goal.  School boards should adopt the attendance policy components which 

have been proven by research to have impacted absence rate reduction. 

 Community agencies, social services, judges, and the Department of Family                 

and Children Services must take an active part in the school system‟s 

implementation of the attendance policy.  Attendance policy adherence must                         

be a collaborative effort with these agents, so that their duties are expected                  

and incorporated as part of the student‟s school attendance policy. 

 Parents must be aware that it is their responsibility to make sure that their              

children are educated.  Since everyone is held accountable, parents must                 
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support the attendance policy of the school district.  Parent notification should                

not be taken for granted; parents must do their part to make education primary. 

 Students must realize that attendance is required.  Privileges will be lost,               

rewards will be few, and their future is at stake.  They must realize that their state, 

school district, principals, teachers, parents, as well as they will be held 

accountable for their absence rates.   

Recommendations 

Further research is needed to address the racial and ethnic data which may have been                  

a determining factor in the changes within local district initiatives that addressed   

why absence rates were higher among certain groups of students than other ethnic groups.                     

A study would be needed to differentiate the need to pursue the best practices, from a 

demographical perspective as well the from the law‟s perspective. This study has yielded a 

wealth of data and accountability information.   

NCLB has mandated so many types of collection from school districts that the retrieval 

of vital data was easily accessible, and yet there is still a greater need to expand this research. 

Further study needs to examine two areas.  Vitally important to continued research would be to 

examine the need to involve community agencies, such as social services earlier in the student‟s 

attendance issues in order to resolve them before the problem begins to exist.  Secondly, 

research needs to examine how to deter attendance violations of certain ethnic groups, and                     

their likelihood to violate the attendance law. 

Future investigations should be designed to include more participants, more school 

districts, different school districts than the thirty included in this study and a concentration of               

a variety of race and gender needs to be included.  This study also needs to be replicated in 
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APPENDICES 

APPENDIX A 

Henry County Attendance Policy  

Henry County‟s attendance policies mean score was 1.987.  It was one of the least 

restrictive when compared to the state regulatory attendance policy.  As for mentioned, the state 

required six essential factors of every school district‟s attendance policy, the definition of 

truancy, loss of driver license for teens, corroboration with law enforcement faculties, parental 

notification, local school ownership and authority, and  lastly the establishment of an attendance 

protocol committee.  Henry County fulfilled all of the basic requirements of the Georgia state 

policy, except two.  Henry County did not mention in its policy the loss of a driver license for 

all teens within the driving age and local policy administration and creation of its own 

attendance policy within the school. 

Henry County had 8 middle schools and the student population over 4 years was 31,976. 

The total economically disadvantaged student population was 10,322.  The economically 

disadvantaged made up 32.0% of their middle school population.  None of Henry County 

schools had Title I status. The names of the Schools were Henry Middle, Austin Road, Dutch 

town, Eagles Landing, Luella, Ola, Stockbridge, and Union Grove.  

Results indicated that in Henry County‟s schools, Union Grove and Austin Road met 

AYP all four years, Luella Middle has never met AYP status, Eagle Landings and Henry 

County Middle met AYP every year except in 2005, Dutch town Middle met AYP in 2007 and 

2006, while not reaching it in 2005, and Stockbridge met AYP only in 2006.  Lastly, Ola 

Middle had only been in existence for one academic school year and the reported data stated 

that this school did not meet AYP since its existence. 
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 During its 4 years, the county‟s attendance rates and absences were significantly higher 

among economically disadvantaged students.  As a county which possessed no Title I schools, 

the low ranked attendance policy did fulfill the minimal, yet it did not fulfill two of the six 

required elements of the state policy.  Henry County did not fulfill:  

 the loss of driver license for all teens with driving age 

 local adoption per school of administering/creating an attendance policy 

 

which would be aligned with state policy standards.  

 

Henry County‟s attendance policy revealed that there were eight important elements that  

 

were provided in the county‟s school policy.  They were:  

 

 An early intervention method to students before one reaches 5 absences 

 A tardy policy 

 An early intervention plan before 5 absences 

 The definition of truancy within its attendance policy 

 An intervention plan from the school/administrative staff 

 Parental notification of absences in early stages 

 An attendance protocol committee has established rules of policy 

 The intervention of state jurisdiction authorities such as judges, court appointed  

district attorneys, social workers, or the department of family and children services 

(DFACS). 
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The areas that rationalized Henry County‟s attendance policy rank were listed below  

in the table. 

 

APPENDIX B 

Dekalb County Attendance Policy  

Dekalb County‟s attendance policy mean score was 1.99.  It was one of the least 

restrictive when compared to the other school district attendance policies.  DeKalb County 

fulfilled all of the basic requirements of the Georgia state policy, except one.  Dekalb did not 

mention in its policy, the loss of a driver‟s license to all truant teenager drivers. 

Dekalb County had 21 middle schools and the student population over 4 years was 

340,838. The total economically disadvantaged student population was 67,445.  The 

economically disadvantaged made up 41.0% of their middle school population.  The twenty-one 

middle schools were named Tucker, Lithonia, Avondale, Cedar Grove, Chamblee, Chapel Hill, 

Redan, McNair, Mary Bethune, Lithonia Magnet, Miller, Peachtree, Columbia, Freedom, 

Henderson, Champion, Stone Mountain, Stephenson, Shamrock, Sequoia, and Salem Middle.   

Henry  County score: 1.987                                                             Fulfilled Areas: 1,2,3,5,10,14,18                                                                         

Missing State Policy Areas: 9,16 

1=Tardy Policy                       

2=Intervention at 5abs         

3=Intervention before 5abs             

4=Truancy at 5abs                           

5=10 abs intervention                         

6= Intervention Plan                             

7 = ISS Suspension 

8=  Home Suspension                                        

9= Loss of Driver License         

10=DFACS, Judge, social worker                

11=School Withdrawal                     

12=Length of Policy                            

13=Monetary fine                                                    

14= Parental Notification 

15=Incentive program                                         

16=Local  per school Policy Ownership  

17=Fines over $1000.00                                       

18=Attendance Protocol Committee                                                    

19=Parents Jailed                                                                 

20= Loss of custody                                                                                                            

21=Child Jailed                                                                        

**Numbers indicated the amount of points given to each area of the attendance policy evaluation 
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In 2007, thirteen schools claimed Title I status, in 2006, twelve schools, in 2005, there 

were five that claimed this status, and lastly in 2004, there were thirteen.  In all, over 50% of 

Dekalb County‟s schools have Title I status.   Data indicated that the highest absence rates are 

attributed to the economically disadvantaged population.   This identified population highest 

rate of absences happened at all schools during 2004-2007, yet the data indicates their absence 

rate has not been significantly different from the total population‟s retrieved data.  Dekalb 

County does not fulfill state‟s policy by revoking a student‟s driver‟s license as a deterrent to 

high absences; it does employ other key elements within its district policy.  They were:  

 A tardy policy 

 An early intervention plan at 5 absences 

 An early intervention plan before 5 absences 

 A definition of “truancy” within its school district‟s  policy 

 In School Suspension to repeat offenders 

 The intervention of state jurisdiction authorities such as judges, court appointed 

district attorneys, social workers, or the department of family and children services 

(DFACS) 

 Parental notification of absences in early stages 

 A rewards incentive program for those who heed to the policy 

 The local schools can use their administrative power to enforce and create their own 

attendance policy rules and regulations  

 An attendance protocol committee has established rules of policy 
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The 10 areas that rationalize Dekalb County‟s attendance policy rank were listed below 

in the table. 

 

APPENDIX C 

Muscogee County Attendance Policy  

Muscogee County‟s attendance policy mean score was 2.00.  It was one of the least 

restrictive when compared to the state regulatory attendance policy.  As for mentioned, the state 

required six essential factors of every school district‟s attendance policy, the definition of 

truancy, loss of driver license for teens, corroboration with law enforcement faculties, parental 

notification, local school ownership and authority, and lastly the establishment of an attendance 

protocol committee.  Muscogee County fulfilled all of the basic requirements of the Georgia 

state policy, except two.  Muscogee did not mention in its policy the loss of a driver license for 

all teens within the driving age and local policy administration, creation of an attendance policy 

within the school. 

Dekalb  County score: 1.99                                                           Fulfilled Areas: 1,2,3,4,7,10,14,15,16,18                                                                         

Missing State Policy Areas: 9 

 

1=Tardy Policy                       

2=Intervention at 5abs         

3=Intervention before 5abs             

4=Truancy at 5abs                           

5=10 abs intervention                         

6= Intervention Plan                             

7 = ISS Suspension 

8=  Home Suspension                                        

9= Loss of Driver License         

10=DFACS, Judge, social worker                

11=School Withdrawal                     

12=Length of Policy                            

13=Monetary fine                                                    

14= Parental Notification 

15=Incentive program                                         

16=Local  per school Policy Ownership  

17=Fines over $1000.00                                       

18=Attendance Protocol Committee                                                    

19=Parents Jailed                                                                 

20= Loss of custody                                                                                                            

21=Child Jailed                                                                        

**Numbers indicated the amount of points given to each area of the attendance policy evaluation 



137 

 

Muscogee County had 12 middle schools and the student population over 4 years was 

29,589. The total economically disadvantaged student population was 18,027.  The 

economically disadvantaged made up 60.9% of their middle school population.  The twelve 

schools were Arnold Middle, Baker Middle, Blackmon, Double Churches Middle, Early 

Middle, East Columbus Middle, Marsh Middle, Eddy Middle, Midland Middle, Richard 

Middle, Fort Middle, and Rothschild Middle. 

 Five schools were classified as Title I during the four years.  Within these five Title I 

schools, there was a total of 11,683 students with 80.4% of them classified as economically 

disadvantaged.   Marshall made AYP on in 2007 after posting its lowest attendance rate in 4 

years. Marshall‟s pre-NCLB absence rates were 38.9% and dropped to 26.9% by the end of the 

study in 2007.  This was a 12% decrease in absence rates.    The other two schools, Eddy 

Middle and Baker Middle were different in their school AYP reports.  Eddy and Baker have 

never met AYP state requirements.  Both schools  

did as mentioned earlier, have a high economically disadvantaged population, but the absences 

were among the total student population as well.    

During their 4 years, the county‟s attendance rates and absences were  

 

significantly higher among economically disadvantaged students.  As a county which  

 

possessed five Title I schools, the low ranked attendance policy did fulfill the minimal,  

 

yet it did not fulfill 2 of the 6 required elements of the state policy.  Muscogee County  

 

did not fulfill:  

 

 the loss of driver license for all teens with driving age 

 local adoption per school of administering/creating an attendance policy 

            this would be aligned with state policy standards.  
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Muscogee County‟s attendance policy revealed that there were eight important  

 

elements that were provided in the county‟s school policy.  They were:  

 

 An early intervention method to students before one reaches 5 absences 

 An early intervention plan at 5 absences 

 Parental notification of absences in early stages 

 An intervention plan for repeat offenders 

 The policy was tabular, but lengthy (at least 10 pages) 

 An attendance protocol committee has established rules of policy 

 The intervention of state jurisdiction authorities such as judges, court appointed  

district attorneys, social workers, or the department of family and children services 

(DFACS). 

The areas that rationalized Muscogee County‟s attendance policy rank were listed 

 below in the table. 

Muscogee  County score: 2.00                                                           Fulfilled Areas: 2,3,4,6,10,12,14,18                                                                         

Missing State Policy Areas: 9,16 

 

1=Tardy Policy                       

2=Intervention at 5abs         

3=Intervention before 5abs             

4=Truancy at 5abs                           

5=10 abs intervention                         

6= Intervention Plan                             

7 = ISS Suspension 

8=  Home Suspension                                        

9= Loss of Driver License         

10=DFACS, Judge, social worker                

11=School Withdrawal                     

12=Length of Policy                            

13=Monetary fine                                                    

14= Parental Notification 

15=Incentive program                                         

16=Local  per school Policy Ownership  

17=Fines over $1000.00                                       

18=Attendance Protocol Committee                                                    

19=Parents Jailed                                                                 

20= Loss of custody                                                                                                            

21=Child Jailed                                      

                                     

**Numbers indicated the amount of points given to each area of the attendance policy evaluation 
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APPENDIX D 

McIntosh County Attendance Policy  

McIntosh County‟s attendance policy mean score was 2.00.  It was one of the least  

restrictive when compared to the state regulatory attendance policy.  As for mentioned, the 

 state required six essential factors of every school district‟s attendance policy, the definition  

of truancy, loss of driver license for teens, corroboration with law enforcement faculties, 

parental notification, local school ownership and authority, and lastly the establishment of an 

attendance protocol committee.  McIntosh County fulfilled all of the basic requirements of the 

Georgia state policy, except one.  McIntosh County did not mention in its policy the loss of a 

driver license for all teens within the driving age. 

McIntosh County had one middle schools and the student population over 4 years was 

2082. As a rural Title I school district the pre-NCLB absence rate percentile was 14.55 and the 

post-NCLB absence rate percentile was 12.75.  Even though there was a decrease in  

absence rates, the 1.80 percentile drop seemed to make no significant difference, but overall 

 the analysis data was affective. 

McIntosh County‟s attendance policy revealed that there were nine important  

 

elements that were provided in the county‟s school policy.  They were:  

 

 A tardy policy 

 An early intervention method to students before one reaches 5 absences 

 An early intervention plan at 5 absences 

 Parental notification of absences in early stages 

 An intervention plan for repeat offenders 

 The policy was tabular, but lengthy (at least 10 pages) 
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 An attendance protocol committee has established rules of policy 

 The intervention of state jurisdiction authorities such as judges, court appointed  

district attorneys, social workers, or the department of family and children  

services (DFACS). 

The areas that rationalized McIntosh County‟s attendance policy rank were listed 

 below in the table. 

 

APPENDIX E 

Seminole County Attendance Policy  

   Seminole County‟s attendance policy mean score was 2.06. It was the least  

restrictive when compared to the state regulatory attendance policy and the other twenty  

nine.  As for mentioned the state requires six essential factors of every school district‟s  

attendance policy, the definition of truancy, loss of driver license for teens, corroboration  

with law enforcement faculties, parental notification, local school ownership and authority,  

McIntosh  County score: 2.00                                                           Fulfilled Areas:1, 2,3,4,6,10,12,14,18                                                                         

Missing State Policy Areas: 9 

 

1=Tardy Policy                       

2=Intervention at 5abs         

3=Intervention before 5abs             

4=Truancy at 5abs                           

5=10 abs intervention                         

6= Intervention Plan                             

7 = ISS Suspension 

8=  Home Suspension                                        

9= Loss of Driver License         

10=DFACS, Judge, social worker                

11=School Withdrawal                     

12=Length of Policy                            

13=Monetary fine                                                    

14= Parental Notification 

15=Incentive program                                         

16=Local  per school Policy Ownership  

17=Fines over $1000.00                                       

18=Attendance Protocol Committee                                                    

19=Parents Jailed                                                                 

20= Loss of custody                                                                                                            

21=Child Jailed                                                                        

 

**Numbers indicated the amount of points given to each area of the attendance policy evaluation 
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and the establishment of an attendance protocol committee.   

Seminole county did not fulfill three basic requirements which were a part of the  

Georgia state attendance policy. They were:  

 

 the establishment of 5 absences as part of the definition of “truancy,”  

 the loss of driver license for all teens with driving age 

 local adoption  per school of administering/creating an attendance policy 

 

which would be aligned with state policy standards.  

 

Seminole County‟s middle school student population over four years was 488. The 

 total economically disadvantaged student population was 255.  The economically 

disadvantaged made up 52% of their middle school population.  As a rural county, Seminole 

had only one middle school during 2004-2007 classified as a Title I school.   The school did 

 not meet AYP in 2007, 2005, nor in 2004.  2006 was the only year the school made adequate 

yearly progress.   

The pre-NCLB absence rate was 17% and the post-NCLB absence rate was 10.5%.   

This was a 6.5% decrease in absence rates during the four years of the study.  It should also be 

noted that Seminole county implemented no severity attendance policy components. 

Seminole county‟s attendance policy revealed that there were five main characteristics that  

were provided in the county‟s school policy.  Those main characteristics were:  

 An early intervention method to students before one reaches 5 absences 

 An intervention plan from the school/administrative staff 

 Parental notification of absences in early stages 

 An attendance protocol committee has established rules of policy 
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 The intervention of state jurisdiction authorities such as judges, court appointed 

district attorneys, social workers, or the department of family and children services 

(DFACS) 

Conclusively the data also indicated that the high absence rates may have been 

significant; see the table below which depicted Seminole County school district‟s attendance 

policy ranking.  The policy was weak and insufficient in meeting state minimal standards 

concerning its attendance policy; yet the absence rates decreased. 

 

The 21 areas that rationalized Seminole County‟s attendance policy rank were listed  

 

below in the table. 

 

 

 

 

 

Seminole  County score: 2.06                                                              Fulfilled Areas: 3,5,10,14,18                                                                         

Missing State Policy Areas: 4,9,16 

1=Tardy Policy                       

2=Intervention at 5abs         

3=Intervention before 5abs             

4=Truancy at 5abs                           

5=10 abs intervention                         

6= Intervention Plan                             

7 = ISS Suspension 

8=  Home Suspension                                        

9= Loss of Driver License         

10=DFACS, Judge, social worker                

11=School Withdrawal                     

12=Length of Policy                            

13=Monetary fine                                                    

14= Parental Notification 

15=Incentive program                                         

16=Local  per school Policy Ownership  

17=Fines over $1000.00                                       

18=Attendance Protocol Committee                                                    

19=Parents Jailed                                                                 

20= Loss of custody                                                                                                            

21=Child Jailed                                                                        

 

**Numbers indicated the amount of points given to each area of the attendance policy evaluation 
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APPENDIX F 

Washington County Attendance Policy 

 

Washington County‟s attendance policy mean score was 2.255.  It was one of the least 

restrictive when compared to the state regulatory attendance policy.  As for mentioned, the state 

requires six essential factors of every school district‟s attendance policy, the definition of 

truancy, loss of driver license for teens, corroboration with law enforcement faculties, parental 

notification, local school ownership and authority, and lastly the establishment of an attendance 

protocol committee.  Washington County fulfilled all of the basic requirements of the Georgia 

state policy, except one.  Washington did not mention in its policy the local policy 

administration and creation  

of an attendance policy within the local school. 

Washington County had one middle school and the student population over 4 years  

was 3,111. The total economically disadvantaged student population was 3,111.  The 

economically disadvantaged made up 100.0% of their middle school population.  This county 

was classified as Title I during its four years.  T.J. Elder Middle only made AYP once in 2006.  

The one year that T.J. Elder met AYP standards the attendance rate was 9.9%.   During their 4 

years, the county‟s pre-NCLB absence rate was 10.5% and by the end of the study, the post-

NCLB absence rate was 8.5% with a resulted 2% decreased absence rate.   

As a county which possessed only one Title I school, the low ranked attendance policy 

does seem to fulfill the minimal, yet it does not fulfill 1 of the 6 required elements of the state 

policy.  Washington County did not fulfill the local adoption per school of 

administering/creating an attendance policy which would be aligned with state policy standards.   
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This one missing item may have been a result of this county only possessing one school, 

and therefore the board policy is its policy. Positively, Washington County‟s attendance policy 

revealed that there were nine important components which were provided in the county‟s school 

policy.  They were:  

 An early intervention method to students before one reaches 5 absences 

 An early intervention plan at 5 absences 

 Parental notification of absences in early stages 

 Truancy Definition in the board‟s policy 

 the loss of driver license for all teens with driving age 

 a lengthy policy of at least 10 pages (detailed) 

 An intervention plan for repeat offenders 

 An attendance protocol committee has established rules of policy 

 The intervention of state jurisdiction authorities such as judges, court appointed 

district attorneys, social workers, or the department of family and children services 

(DFACS). 
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The areas that rationalized Washington County‟s attendance policy rank were listed  

 

below in the table. 

 

APPENDIX G 

Madison County Attendance Policy  

Madison County‟s attendance policy mean score was 2.29.  It was one of the least  

restrictive when compared to the other school district attendance policies.  Madison County  

fulfilled all of the basic requirements of the Georgia state policy, except one.  Madison did not 

mention in its policy, the local policy administration and creation of an attendance policy within 

the local school.  This may only be an oversight, or presumed policy because there was only one 

middle school within the county.   

Madison County middle school‟s student population over 4 years was 4,924. The total 

economically disadvantaged student population was 2,391.  The economically disadvantaged 

made up 49.0% of their middle school population.  This county has had Title I status since 

2004.   The school did meet AYP in 2007 and 2006, but failed to meet state requirements in 

Washington  County score: 2.255                                                      Fulfilled Areas: 2,3,4,9,10,12,14,18                                                                         

Missing State Policy Areas: 16 

1=Tardy Policy                       

2=Intervention at 5abs         

3=Intervention before 5abs             

4=Truancy at 5abs                           

5=10 abs intervention                         

6= Intervention Plan                             

7 = ISS Suspension 

8=  Home Suspension                                        

9= Loss of Driver License         

10=DFACS, Judge, social worker                

11=School Withdrawal                     

12=Length of Policy                            

13=Monetary fine                                                    

14= Parental Notification 

15=Incentive program                                         

16=Local  per school Policy Ownership  

17=Fines over $1000.00                                       

18=Attendance Protocol Committee                                                    

19=Parents Jailed                                                                 

20= Loss of custody                                                                                                            

21=Child Jailed                                      

                                     

**Numbers indicated the amount of points given to each area of the attendance policy evaluation 
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2004-2005.   The researcher observed that Madison County‟s economically disadvantaged 

students‟ absence rate was over 20% all four years they were measured for AYP. 

During their 4 years, the county‟s absences were significantly higher among  

economically disadvantaged students.  Madison County‟s attendance policy reveals that 

 there are twelve important elements that are provided in the county‟s school policy.  They 

were:  

 A tardy policy  

 An early intervention plan at 5 absences 

 An early intervention plan before 5 absences 

 A written intervention plan from school administration 

 Parental notification of absences in early stages 

 A definition of “truancy” within its school district‟s  policy 

 An administrative intervention plan for repeat offenders 

 A loss of driver‟s license  

 School withdrawal for repeat offenders 

 A monetary fine applied to parents who break the compulsory law 

 An attendance protocol committee has established rules of policy 

 The intervention of state jurisdiction authorities such as judges, court appointed  

 district attorneys, social workers, or the department of family and children  

services (DFACS) 
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The areas that rationalized Madison County‟s attendance policy rank were listed below 

in the table. 

APPENDIX H 

Chatham County Attendance Policy  

 

Chatham County‟s attendance policy mean score was 2.318.  It was one of the more  

restrictive when compared to the other school district attendance policies.  Chatham County  

fulfilled all of the basic requirements of the Georgia state policy. Chatham County had eleven 

middle schools and the student population over 4 years was 30,519. The total economically 

disadvantaged student population was 19,169.  The economically disadvantaged made up   

62.8% of their middle school population.   

Chatham County had eight middle schools that had Title I status.  The names of  

All the middle schools were, Bartlett Middle, Coastal Middle, DeRenne Middle and  

Hubert Middle, Mercer Middle, Myers Middle, Oglethorpe Middle, Shuman Middle,  

Southwest Middle, Tompkins Middle, and West Chatham Middle.  The three schools that  

Madison County score: 2.29                                          Fulfilled Areas: 1,2,3,4,5,6,9,10,11,13,14,18                                                                         

Missing State Policy Areas: 16 

1=Tardy Policy                       

2=Intervention at 5abs         

3=Intervention before 5abs             

4=Truancy at 5abs                           

5=10 abs intervention                         

6= Intervention Plan                             

7 = ISS Suspension 

8=  Home Suspension                                        

9= Loss of Driver License         

10=DFACS, Judge, social worker                

11=School Withdrawal                     

12=Length of Policy                            

13=Monetary fine                                                    

14= Parental Notification 

15=Incentive program                                         

16=Local  per school Policy Ownership  

17=Fines over $1000.00                                       

18=Attendance Protocol Committee                                                    

19=Parents Jailed                                                                 

20= Loss of custody                                                                                                            

21=Child Jailed                                      

                                     

**Numbers indicated the amount of points given to each area of the attendance policy evaluation 
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were not Title I were Coastal, Oglethorpe and Southwest Middle.  The population of these  

schools represented 52.8% of Chatham County‟s total population and 84.1% of its  

economically disadvantaged population.  

In this study, Shuman and West Chatham did not become Title I until 2007.  Despite  

the eight schools which possess the Title one status, Chatham County‟s overall percentage  

rate of middle schools making AYP in the past four years is 51%.  As far as meeting AYP in  

2007, there were nine schools out of eleven, or 82% overall. In 2006, there were seven out of 

eleven, or 63.6%, in 2005, there were four schools that met AYP out of eleven schools  

reporting or 36.3% and lastly in 2004, there were only two schools out of ten reporting a 

successful status, or a low 20% rating.   

The data indicated that the schools did possess a high absence rate as high as 32% in  

several of their schools during the 2004 school year.  Further research would be needed to 

determine all the factors which may have caused this system to not be successful in meeting  

AYP status; yet this county needs to be commended for its 51% overall rating. 

  The data also indicated that the highest pre-NCLB absence rates was in West Chatham 

Middle school.  The rate was 32.75% pre-NCLB absence rate and decrease to 17.55%  

post-NCLB absence rate.  This 15.20% absence rate change was significant enough to try  

and detect any significant differences within the district and its attendance policy.   

There were three  severity components used; loss of a driver‟s license, the loss of 

parental custody, and the child incarcerated to deter high absence rates   During their 4 years, 

the county‟s attendance rates and absences were significantly higher among economically 

disadvantaged students. Conclusively, Chatham County‟s attendance policy revealed that there 

were sixteen important elements that were provided in the county‟s school policy.  They were:  
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 A Tardy Policy 

 An early intervention plan at 5 absences  

 An early intervention plan before 5 absences  

 A definition of “truancy” within its school district‟s  policy 

 An intervention plan at 10 absences  

 A administrative intervention plan for repeat offenders 

 A loss of driver‟s license  

 The intervention of state jurisdiction authorities such as judges, court appointed 

district attorneys, social workers, or the department of family and children 

services(DFACS)  

 Policy Length over 10+ and detailed 

 A monetary fine 

 Parental notification of absences in early stages  

 A rewards incentive program for those who heed to the policy 

 The local schools can use their administrative power to enforce and create their own 

attendance policy rules and regulations  

 An attendance protocol committee has established rules of policy 

 Loss of custody 

 Children can be incarcerated in a juvenile facility 
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The areas that rationalized Chatham County‟s attendance policy rank were listed  

below in the table: 

APPENDIX I 

Wayne County Attendance Policy  

Wayne County‟s attendance policy mean score was 2.318.  It was one of the more 

restrictive when compared to the other school district attendance policies and the one that the 

Georgia Department of Education used as its “Attendance Policy Model.”   Wayne County 

fulfilled all of the basic requirements of the Georgia state policy.  The student population over 4 

years was 5597 and the total economically disadvantaged student population was 3300.  The 

economically disadvantaged made up 58.9% of their middle school population.   

Wayne County did not possess the Title I status.  Wayne County had two schools named 

Arthur Williams and Martha Puckett Middle.  Arthur Williams made AYP in 2007, 2006, and 

2004.  In 2005, there seems to be no identifying evidence which may or may not indicate its 

reason for not meeting AYP.   Martha Puckett middle did meet AYP in 2007 and 2006, but 

Chatham  County score: 2.318                               Fulfilled Areas: 1,2,3,4,6,9,10,12,13,14,15,16,18,20,21                                                                         

Missing State Policy Areas: 0 

1=Tardy Policy                       

2=Intervention at 5abs         

3=Intervention before 5abs             

4=Truancy at 5abs                           

5=10 abs intervention                         

6= Intervention Plan                             

7 = ISS Suspension 

8=  Home Suspension                                        

9= Loss of Driver License         

10=DFACS, Judge, social worker                

11=School Withdrawal                     

12=Length of Policy                            

13=Monetary fine                                                    

14= Parental Notification 

15=Incentive program                                         

16=Local  per school Policy Ownership  

17=Fines over $1000.00                                       

18=Attendance Protocol Committee                                                    

19=Parents Jailed                                                                 

20= Loss of custody                                                                                                            

21=Child Jailed                                                                        

**Numbers indicated the amount of points given to each area of the attendance policy evaluation 
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failed in 2005 and 2004.    The two years that Martha Puckett did not meet AYP the data 

indicated that it was also the highest absence rate years as well.  

No significant difference existed in the observance of the data and further research 

would be needed to determine all the factors which may have caused this system to be 

successful in meeting AYP status.   Conclusively, Wayne County‟s attendance policy revealed 

that there were sixteen important elements that were provided in the county‟s school policy.  

They were:  

 A tardy policy 

 An early intervention plan at 5 absences 

 An early intervention plan before 5 absences 

  A definition of “truancy” within its school district‟s  policy 

 An early intervention at 10 absences 

 An administrative intervention plan for repeat offenders 

 A loss of driver‟s license  

 The intervention of state jurisdiction authorities such as judges, court appointed 

district attorneys, social workers, or the department of family and children 

services(DFACS)  

 Policy Length over 10+ and detailed 

 A monetary fine applied to parents who break the compulsory law  

 Parental notification of absences in early stages 

 A monetary fine  

 An incentive program for those who abide by the policy 
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 The local schools can use their administrative power to enforce and create their own 

attendance policy rules and regulations  

 An attendance protocol committee has established rules of policy 

 Parents can be jailed for not abiding by the law 

 Loss of parental custody 

The areas that rationalized Wayne County‟s attendance policy rank were listed  

below in the table. 

APPENDIX J 

Ware County Attendance Policy  

 

Ware County‟s attendance policy mean score was 2.34.  It was one of the least 

restrictive when compared to the other school district attendance policies.  Ware County 

fulfilled all of the basic requirements of the Georgia state policy, except one.  Ware did not 

mention in its policy the local policy administration and creation of an attendance policy within 

the local school. 

Wayne  County score: 2.3 18                          Fulfilled Areas: 1,2,3,4,5,6,7, 9,10,12,13,14,15,16,18,19,20                                                                         

Missing State Policy Areas: 0 

1=Tardy Policy                       

2=Intervention at 5abs         

3=Intervention before 5abs             

4=Truancy at 5abs                           

5=10 abs intervention                         

6= Intervention Plan                             

7 = ISS Suspension 

8=  Home Suspension                                        

9= Loss of Driver License         

10=DFACS, Judge, social worker                

11=School Withdrawal                     

12=Length of Policy                            

13=Monetary fine                                                    

14= Parental Notification 

15=Incentive program                                         

16=Local  per school Policy Ownership  

17=Fines over $1000.00                                       

18=Attendance Protocol Committee                                                    

19=Parents Jailed                                                                 

20= Loss of custody                                                                                                            

21=Child Jailed                                      

                                     

**Numbers indicated the amount of points given to each area of the attendance policy evaluation 
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Ware County had 3 middle schools and the student population over 4 years was 6,292. 

The total economically disadvantaged student population was 3,986.  The economically 

disadvantaged made up 63.3% of their middle school population.  The three schools were Ware 

County Middle, Waycross Middle, and Ware Magnet Middle. Only two of the three schools 

were classified as Title I during the four years.  Ware County and Waycross, the magnet school 

did not report an economically disadvantaged population at all.    

Waycross Middle and Ware Magnet met AYP all four years whereas Ware County  

made in 2007 and 2006.  The pre-NCLB absence rate for Ware Middle was the highest at 26.1% 

and the post-absence NCLB rate was 17.4% during the study.  The district rate began at 12.23% 

and decreased to 8.33%.  During their 4 years, the county‟s absence rates were significantly 

higher among economically disadvantaged students.   

Ware County‟s attendance policy revealed that there were ten important elements that 

are provided in the county‟s school policy.  They were:  

 A tardy policy 

 An early intervention plan at 5 absences 

 Parental notification of absences in early stages 

 A definition of “truancy” within its school district‟s policy 

 An administrative intervention plan for repeat offenders 

 A school withdrawal penalty for repeat offenders 

 An intervention plan for repeat offenders 

 A loss of driver‟s license  

 An attendance protocol committee has established rules of policy 
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 The intervention of state jurisdiction authorities such as judges, court appointed 

district attorneys, social workers, or the department of family and children services 

(DFACS). 

The areas that rationalized Ware County‟s attendance policy rank were listed below in 

the table. 

APPENDIX K 

Jenkins County Attendance Policy  

Jenkins County‟s attendance policy mean score was 2.35.  It was one of the more 

restrictive when compared to the other school district attendance policies.  Jenkins County 

fulfilled all of the basic requirements of the Georgia state policy, except one. Jenkins did not 

mention in its policy, the local policy administration and creation of an attendance policy within 

the local schools.  

The student population over 4 years was 1,454 and the total economically disadvantaged 

student population was 1,454.  The economically disadvantaged made up 100% of their middle 

Ware  County score: 2.34                                                         Fulfilled Areas: 1,2,4,5,6,9,10,11,14,18                                                                         

Missing State Policy Areas: 16 

1=Tardy Policy                       

2=Intervention at 5abs         

3=Intervention before 5abs             

4=Truancy at 5abs                           

5=10 abs intervention                         

6= Intervention Plan                             

7 = ISS Suspension 

8=  Home Suspension                                        

9= Loss of Driver License         

10=DFACS, Judge, social worker                

11=School Withdrawal                     

12=Length of Policy                            

13=Monetary fine                                                    

14= Parental Notification 

15=Incentive program                                         

16=Local  per school Policy Ownership  

17=Fines over $1000.00                                       

18=Attendance Protocol Committee                                                    

19=Parents Jailed                                                                 

20= Loss of custody                                                                                                            

21=Child Jailed                                      

                                     

**Numbers indicated the amount of points given to each area of the attendance policy evaluation 



155 

 

school population.  Jenkins County had one middle school and it possessed the Title I status.  

Jenkins County Middle made AYP in 2006 and 2005, but failed to attain this status in 2007 and 

2004.  As a rural school district, there was a 50 percentile average over the four years that were 

recorded.   Jenkins County did seem to possess a high absence rate in 2004 for students who 

missed over 15 days.   

The data also indicated that the highest absence rates for students over 15 days existed 

among the economically disadvantaged, even though they were reported as one in the same.  

During their 4 years, the county‟s attendance rates and absences were significantly higher 

among economically disadvantaged students. Conclusively, Jenkins County‟s attendance policy 

revealed that there were sixteen important elements that were provided in the county‟s school 

policy.   

They were:  

 A Tardy Policy 

 An early intervention plan at 5 absences 

  An early intervention plan before 5 absences 

 A definition of “truancy” within its school district‟s  policy 

 An early intervention plan at 10 absences 

 An administrative intervention plan for repeat offenders 

 In School Suspension 

 A loss of driver‟s license  

 The intervention of state jurisdiction authorities such as judges, court appointed 

district attorneys, social workers, or the department of family and children services 

(DFACS)  
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 School Withdrawal 

 Policy Length over 10+ and detailed 

 A monetary fine applied to parents who break the compulsory law  

 Parental notification of absences in early stages  

 An incentive programs for students who follow policy requirements 

 An attendance protocol committee has established rules of policy 

 Parents can be jailed for breaking attendance law 

The areas that rationalized Jenkins County‟s attendance policy rank were listed  

below in the table. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Jenkins  County score  2.35                               Fulfilled Areas: 1,2,3,4,5,6,7, 9,10,11,2,13,14,15,18,19                                                                         

Missing State Policy Areas: 16 

1=Tardy Policy                       

2=Intervention at 5abs         

3=Intervention before 5abs             

4=Truancy at 5abs                           

5=10 abs intervention                         

6= Intervention Plan                             

7 = ISS Suspension 

8=  Home Suspension                                        

9= Loss of Driver License         

10=DFACS, Judge, social worker                

11=School Withdrawal                     

12=Length of Policy                            

13=Monetary fine                                                    

14= Parental Notification 

15=Incentive program                                         

16=Local  per school Policy Ownership  

17=Fines over $1000.00                                       

18=Attendance Protocol Committee                                                    

19=Parents Jailed                                                                 

20= Loss of custody                                                                                                            

21=Child Jailed                                                                        

**Numbers indicated the amount of points given to each area of the attendance policy evaluation 
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APPENDIX L 

Hall County Attendance Policy  

Hall County‟s attendance policy mean score 2.375.  It was one of the least restrictive 

when compared to the other school district attendance policies.  Hall County fulfilled all of the 

basic requirements of the Georgia state policy, except two.  Hall did not mention in its policy, 

the local policy administration and creation of an attendance policy within the local school and 

the establishment of a clear definition of a “truant student.”   

Hall County‟s had 6 middle schools and the student population over 4 years was 20,110. 

The total economically disadvantaged student population was 9,336.  The economically 

disadvantaged made up 46.4% of their middle school population.  The middle schools are 

named C.W. Middle, Chestatee Middle, East Hall Middle, North Hall Middle, South Hall 

Middle and West Hall Middle. Out of the six schools, only two of them are Title I schools, East 

Hall and South Hall.  East Hall has never met AYP status and South Hall did meet AYP one 

year, 2004.   

The highest absence rate within its district during the four years of the study was 10.6%; 

this rated decrease to 4.6%.  Even though this district‟s absence rates decreased at least 5%, this 

particular middle school post absence rate result was 0.3% in 2007.   Data indicated that Hall 

County‟s highest absence rates are attributed to the total population and not the economically 

disadvantaged population.    

Conclusively, Hall County‟s attendance policy revealed that there were only eight 

important elements that are provided in the county‟s school policy.  They were:  

 An early intervention plan at 5 absences 

 A written intervention plan from school administration 
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 Parental notification of absences in early stages 

 An administrative intervention plan for repeat offenders 

 A monetary fine applied to parents who break the compulsory law, 

 An attendance protocol committee has established rules of policy, 

 The local schools can use their administrative power to enforced and created  

their own attendance policy rules and regulations,  

 The intervention of state jurisdiction authorities such as judges, court appointed  

district attorneys, social workers, or the department of family and children services 

(DFACS). 

The areas that rationalized Hall County‟s attendance policy rank were listed below  

in the table. 

 

 

 

Hall County score: 2.375                                                               Fulfilled Areas: 2,4,10,13,14,16,18,                                                  

Missing State Policy Areas: 4,16 

1=Tardy Policy                       

2=Intervention at 5abs         

3=Intervention before 5abs             

4=Truancy at 5abs                           

5=10 abs intervention                         

6= Intervention Plan                             

7 = ISS Suspension 

8=  Home Suspension                                        

9= Loss of Driver License         

10=DFACS, Judge, social worker                

11=School Withdrawal                     

12=Length of Policy                            

13=Monetary fine                                                    

14= Parental Notification 

15=Incentive program                                         

16=Local  per school Policy Ownership  

17=Fines over $1000.00                                       

18=Attendance Protocol Committee                                                    

19=Parents Jailed                                                                 

20= Loss of custody                                                                                                            

21=Child Jailed                                       

                                    

**Numbers indicated the amount of points given to each area of the attendance policy evaluation 
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APPENDIX M 

Mitchell County Attendance Policy  

Mitchell County‟s attendance policy mean score was 2.41. It was one of the restrictive 

when compared to the other school district attendance policies.  Mitchell County fulfilled all of 

the basic requirements of the Georgia state policy, except two.  Mitchell did not mention in its 

policy, the use of DFACS, judges, and social service agencies to help deter high absence rates.   

Mitchell County had one middle school and the student population over 4 years was 

2239. The middle school was named Mitchell.  The pre-NCLB absence rates were 7.7 and the 

post-NCLB absence rate was 7.8.  There was no evident significant change in this district‟s 

absence rates, in fact the rates increased .1%. This district used two of the severity components, 

the loss of the student‟s driver‟s license and school withdrawal to deter high absence rates.  

Conclusively, Mitchell County„s attendance policy revealed that there were only eight 

important elements that are provided in the county‟s school policy.  They were:  

 An early intervention plan at 5 absences 

 A written intervention plan from school administration 

 Parental notification of absences in early stages 

 An administrative intervention plan for repeat offenders 

 A monetary fine applied to parents who break the compulsory law 

 An attendance protocol committee has established rules of policy 

 The local schools can use their administrative power to enforce and create their own 

attendance policy rules and regulations  
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 The intervention of state jurisdiction authorities such as judges, court appointed 

district attorneys, social workers, or the department of family and children services 

(DFACS). 

The areas that rationalized Mitchell County‟s attendance policy rank were listed below 

in the table. 

  

Mitchell County score: 2.41                                                               Fulfilled Areas: 2,4,5,6,11,14,16,18,                                                  

Missing State Policy Areas: 10 

1=Tardy Policy                       

2=Intervention at 5abs         

3=Intervention before 5abs             

4=Truancy at 5abs                           

5=10 abs intervention                         

6= Intervention Plan                             

7 = ISS Suspension 

8=  Home Suspension                                        

9= Loss of Driver License         

10=DFACS, Judge, social worker                

11=School Withdrawal                     

12=Length of Policy                            

13=Monetary fine                                                    

14= Parental Notification 

15=Incentive program                                         

16=Local  per school Policy Ownership  

17=Fines over $1000.00                                       

18=Attendance Protocol Committee                                                    

19=Parents Jailed                                                                 

20= Loss of custody                                                                                                            

21=Child Jailed                                                                        

 

**Numbers indicated the amount of points given to each area of the attendance policy evaluation 
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APPENDIX N 

Bulloch County Attendance Policy  

Bulloch County‟s attendance policy mean score was 2.423.  It was one of the more 

restrictive when compared to the other school district attendance policies.  It was one of the 

more restrictive when compared to the other school district attendance policies.  Bulloch County 

fulfilled all of the basic requirements of the Georgia state policy, except one.  Fulton County did 

not mention in its policy, the local policy administration and creation of an attendance policy 

within the local school.    

  Bulloch County had 3 middle schools and the student population over 4 years was 

6,805. The total economically disadvantaged student population was 3,983.  The economically 

disadvantaged made up 58.5% of their middle school population.  All of the schools had Title I 

status. The middle schools were named Langston Chapel, Southeast Bulloch, and William 

James Middle.  Southeast Bulloch and William James Middle have met AYP from 2004-2007.  

Langston Chapel had only met AYP standards in 2005; all other years have been unsuccessful 

for the county‟s AYP status. Further research was needed to determine all variables which may 

have shown significant differences which may exist within Bulloch County‟s attendance rates.    

During their 4 years, the county‟s pre-NCLB absence rate was 16.25% and by the end of 

the study, the post-NCLB absence rate was 14.98% with only a result of 1.27% decrease. 

William James Middle actually increased its absence rates from pre-post NCLB, instead of 

decreasing.   

Conclusively, Bulloch County‟s attendance policy revealed that there are thirteen  

important elements that are provided in the county‟s school policy.  They were:  
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 A tardy policy 

 An early intervention plan at 5 absences 

 An early intervention plan before 5 absences 

 A definition of “truancy” within its school district‟s  policy 

 An administrative intervention plan for repeat offenders 

 A 10 absence intervention 

 A loss of driver‟s license  

 The intervention of state jurisdiction authorities such as judges, court appointed 

district attorneys, social workers, or the department of family and children 

services(DFACS)  

 School Withdrawal 

 A monetary fine applied to parents who break the compulsory law  

 Parental notification of absences in early stages  

 An attendance protocol committee has established rules of policy 

 Parents can be jailed for breaking attendance law 

The areas that rationalized Bulloch County‟s attendance policy rank were listed  

below in the table. 
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APPENDIX O  

 

Burke County Attendance Policy  

 

Burke County‟s attendance policy mean score was 2.428.  It was one of the more 

restrictive when compared to the other school district attendance policies.  Burke County 

fulfilled all of the basic requirements of the Georgia state policy.    Burke County had one 

middle school and the student population over 4 years was 4,953. The total economically 

disadvantaged student population was 4,953.  The economically disadvantaged made up              

100% of their middle school population.   

Burke County middle had Title I status.  In 2007 and 2004 the school failed to meet 

AYP, whereas in 2006 and 2005 the school was successful in meeting state standards.                    

The overall percentage rate of middle schools in Burke County making AYP in the past four 

years was 50%.  The data also indicated that the highest absence rates for students over                                  

15 days existed among the economically disadvantaged.    

Bulloch  County score: 2.423                                         Fulfilled Areas: 2,4,5,9,10,11,12,13,14,18                                                                         

Missing State Policy Areas: 16 

1=Tardy Policy                       

2=Intervention at 5abs         

3=Intervention before 5abs             

4=Truancy at 5abs                           

5=10 abs intervention                         

6= Intervention Plan                             

7 = ISS Suspension 

8=  Home Suspension                                        

9= Loss of Driver License         

10=DFACS, Judge, social worker                

11=School Withdrawal                     

12=Length of Policy                            

13=Monetary fine                                                    

14= Parental Notification 

15=Incentive program                                         

16=Local  per school Policy Ownership  

17=Fines over $1000.00                                       

18=Attendance Protocol Committee                                                    

19=Parents Jailed                                                                 

20= Loss of custody                                                                                                            

21=Child Jailed                                      

                                     

**Numbers indicated the amount of points given to each area of the attendance policy evaluation 
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During their 4 years, the county‟s attendance rates and absences were significantly 

higher among economically disadvantaged students since the system reported their total 

population as the same as the economically disadvantaged.  Conclusively, Burke County‟s 

attendance policy revealed that there were fourteen important elements that were provided in the 

county‟s school policy.  They were:  

 A Tardy Policy 

 An early intervention plan at 5 absences 

 A definition of “truancy” within its school district‟s  policy 

 An 10 absence intervention 

 An administrative intervention plan for repeat offenders 

 A loss of driver‟s license  

 The intervention of state jurisdiction authorities such as judges, court appointed  

district attorneys, social workers, or the department of family and children services 

(DFACS)  

 School Withdrawal 

 Policy Length over 10+ and detailed 

 A monetary fine applied to parents who break the compulsory law  

 Parental notification of absences in early stages  

 The local schools can use their administrative power to enforce and create their own 

attendance policy rules and regulations  

 An attendance protocol committee has established rules of policy 

 Parents can be jailed for breaking attendance law 

The areas that rationalized Burke County‟s attendance policy rank were listed below 
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 in the table. 

APPENDIX P  

Barrow County Attendance Policy  

Barrow County‟s attendance policy mean score was 2.442.  It was one of the more 

restrictive when compared to the other school district attendance policies.  Barrow County 

fulfilled all of the basic requirements of the Georgia state policy.    Barrow County had four 

middle schools and the student population over 4 years was 8,726. The total economically 

disadvantaged student population was 4,051.  The economically disadvantaged made up 46.4% 

of their middle school population.   

Barrow County middle schools did not have Title I status.  The names of all the middle 

schools were, Haymon-Morris Middle, Russell Middle, Westside Middle and Winder Barrow 

Middle.  Westside Middle is the only school within its county to make AYP successfully for 

four years.  The overall percentage rate of middle schools in Barrow County making AYP in the 

past four years is 55%.  As far as meeting AYP in 2007, there were only 2 schools out of five,       

Burke  County score: 2.428                                      Fulfilled Areas: 1,2,4,56,9,10,11,12,13,14,16,18,19                                                                         

Missing State Policy Areas: 0 

1=Tardy Policy                       

2=Intervention at 5abs         

3=Intervention before 5abs             

4=Truancy at 5abs                           

5=10 abs intervention                         

6= Intervention Plan                             

7 = ISS Suspension 

8=  Home Suspension                                        

9= Loss of Driver License         

10=DFACS, Judge, social worker                

11=School Withdrawal                     

12=Length of Policy                            

13=Monetary fine                                                    

14= Parental Notification 

15=Incentive program                                         

16=Local  per school Policy Ownership  

17=Fines over $1000.00                                       

18=Attendance Protocol Committee                                                    

19=Parents Jailed                                                                 

20= Loss of custody                                                                                                            

21=Child Jailed                                      

                                     

**Numbers indicated the amount of points given to each area of the attendance policy evaluation 
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in 2006, there were only four out of five schools reporting, in 2005, there were only two out of 

four schools reporting and in 2004, there were only two schools out of four reporting a 

successful status.     

  The data also indicated that the highest absence rates for students over 15 days existed 

During the pre-NCLB years, the percentage was 16.03% and the post years did decrease to 

10.85%.  During their 4 years, the county‟s absences were significantly higher among 

economically disadvantaged students since the system reported their total population as the 

same as the economically disadvantaged.   

Conclusively, Barrow County‟s attendance policy revealed that there were fourteen 

important elements that were provided in the county‟s school policy.  They were:  

 An early intervention plan at 5 absences  

 An early intervention plan before 5 absences 

 A definition of “truancy” within its school district‟s  policy 

 An 10 absence intervention 

 A administrative intervention plan for repeat offenders 

 A loss of driver‟s license  

 The intervention of state jurisdiction authorities such as judges, court appointed  

district attorneys, social workers, or the department of family and children 

      services (DFACS)  

 School Withdrawal 

 Policy Length over 10+ and detailed 

 A monetary fine applied to parents who break the compulsory law  

 Parental notification of absentees in early stages  



167 

 

 The local schools can use their administrative power to enforce and create their own 

attendance policy rules and regulations  

 An attendance protocol committee has established rules of policy 

 Parents can be jailed for breaking attendance law 

The areas that rationalized Barrow County‟s attendance policy rank were listed  

below in the table. 

APPENDIX Q 

Marietta City Attendance Policy  

Marietta County‟s attendance policy mean score was 2.445.  It was one of the least 

restrictive when compared to the other school district attendance policies.  Marietta County 

fulfilled all of the basic requirements of the Georgia state policy.  Marietta County‟s had 3  

middle schools and the student population over 4 years was 8253. The total economically 

disadvantaged student population was 5376.  The economically disadvantaged made up  

Barrow  County score: 2.442                                      Fulfilled Areas: 2,3,4,56,9,10,11,12,13,14,16,18,19                                                                         

Missing State Policy Areas: 0 

1=Tardy Policy                       

2=Intervention at 5abs         

3=Intervention before 5abs             

4=Truancy at 5abs                           

5=10 abs intervention                         

6= Intervention Plan                             

7 = ISS Suspension 

8=  Home Suspension                                        

9= Loss of Driver License         

10=DFACS, Judge, social worker                

11=School Withdrawal                     

12=Length of Policy                            

13=Monetary fine                                                    

14= Parental Notification 

15=Incentive program                                         

16=Local  per school Policy Ownership  

17=Fines over $1000.00                                       

18=Attendance Protocol Committee                                                    

19=Parents Jailed                                                                 

20= Loss of custody                                                                                                            

21=Child Jailed                                      

                                     

**Numbers indicated the amount of points given to each area of the attendance policy evaluation 
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65.1% of their middle school population.  The middle schools were named Marietta 6
th

 Grade, 

Marietta Charter and Marietta Middle. 

Two out of the three schools had Title I status.  The charter school began its existence in 

2007 and was only able to report one academic school year.   Marietta 6
th

 grade met AYP in  

2005-2007. In 2004 and 2006 the school failed to meet AYP status.  The data indicates that the 

highest absence rates for students over 15 days not only existed among the economically 

disadvantaged, but also during the same two years that the school did not meet AYP.  Marietta 

Middle‟s data followed the same pattern, but only showed this school not meeting AYP in 2004.  

Further research would be needed to determine all variables which may show significant 

differences which may have existed within Marietta City‟s absence rates.    

During their 4 years, the county‟s attendance rates and absences were significantly  

higher among economically disadvantaged students.  Conclusively, Marietta City‟s attendance 

policy revealed that there were eleven important elements that were provided in the county‟s 

school policy.  They were:  

 An early intervention plan at 5 absences 

 A definition of  “truancy” within its school district‟s  policy 

 Parental notification of absences in early stages 

 An administrative intervention plan for repeat offenders 

 A loss of driver‟s license  

 School Withdrawal 

 Policy is lengthy and detailed 

 A monetary fine applied to parents who break the compulsory law 

 An attendance protocol committee has established rules of policy 
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 The local schools can use their administrative power to enforce and create their own 

attendance policy rules and regulations  

 The intervention of state jurisdiction authorities such as judges, court appointed 

district attorneys, social workers, or the department of family and children services 

(DFACS). 

The 21 areas that rationalized Marietta City‟s attendance policy rank were listed below  

 

in the table. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Marietta City score: 2.445                                                     Fulfilled Areas: 2,4,5,9,10,11,12,13,14,16,18                                                                         

Missing State Policy Areas: 0 

1=Tardy Policy                       

2=Intervention at 5abs         

3=Intervention before 5abs             

4=Truancy at 5abs                           

5=10 abs intervention                         

6= Intervention Plan                             

7 = ISS Suspension 

8=  Home Suspension                                        

9= Loss of Driver License         

10=DFACS, Judge, social worker                

11=School Withdrawal                     

12=Length of Policy                            

13=Monetary fine                                                    

14= Parental Notification 

15=Incentive program                                         

16=Local  per school Policy Ownership  

17=Fines over $1000.00                                       

18=Attendance Protocol Committee                                                    

19=Parents Jailed                                                                 

20= Loss of custody                                                                                                            

21=Child Jailed                                      

                                     

**Numbers indicated the amount of points given to each area of the attendance policy evaluation 
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APPENDIX R 

Cobb County Attendance Policy  

Cobb County‟s attendance policy mean score was 2.445.  It was one of the least 

restrictive when compared to the other school district attendance policies.  Cobb County 

fulfilled all of the basic requirements of the Georgia state policy.  Surprisingly Cobb County 

rates were relatively low to begin with; the pre-NCLB absences rates were 11.28% and                      

9.32% for the post-NCLB absence rates.  There was only one severity components used;                        

the loss of a driver‟s license.  

Cobb County‟s had 24 middle schools and the student population over 4 years was 

108,480. The total economically disadvantaged student population was 35,762.  The 

economically disadvantaged made up 32.9% of their middle school population.  The middle 

schools are named Awtry Middle, Barber Middle, Camp Middle, Danielle Middle, Dodgen 

Middle, Dickson Middle, Durham Middle, Eat Cobb Middle, Floyd Middle, Garrett Middle, 

Griffin Middle, Hightower Middle, Lindley Middle, Lost Mountain Middle, Loving Good 

Middle, Mabry Middle, McClure Middle, McClesky Middle, Palmer Middle, Pine Mountain 

Middle, Simpson Middle, Smitha Middle and Tapp Middle.   

Out of the 24 schools, only five of the schools had Title I status.  Those five schools  

were Camp Middle, Garrett Middle, Griffin Middle, Floyd Middle and Lindley Middle.    

It should be noted that Floyd Middle did not attain Title I status until 2007.   Of the five  

Title I schools in Cobb County, none of them met AYP status, except Garrett middle.   

Garrett did make AYP in 2005-2007, but failed to meet requirements in 2004.  

The non-Title I schools revealed that in most schools the highest absence rate for students                    

over 15 days were the economically disadvantaged.   
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The Title I schools student population compared to the total student population in              

Cobb County accounts for only 24.4% and 47.4% of the economically disadvantaged 

population. Further research would be needed to determine all variables which may show 

significant differences which may have existed within Cobb County‟s absence rates.    

Conclusively, Cobb County‟s attendance policy revealed that there were eleven  

important elements that were provided in the county‟s school policy.  They were:  

 An early intervention plan at 5 absences 

 A definition of “truancy” within its school district‟s  policy 

 Parental notification of absences in early stages 

 A 10 absence administrative intervention plan for repeat offenders 

 A loss of driver‟s license  

 School Withdrawal 

 Policy is lengthy and detailed 

 A monetary fine applied to parents who break the compulsory law 

 An attendance protocol committee has established rules of policy 

 The local schools can use their administrative power to enforce and create their own 

attendance policy rules and regulations  

 The intervention of state jurisdiction authorities such as judges, court appointed  

district attorneys, social workers, or the department of family and children services 

(DFACS) 
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The areas that rationalized Cobb County‟s attendance policy rank were listed below in  

 

the table. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

APPENDIX S 

Tift County Attendance Policy  

 

Tift County‟s attendance policy mean score was 2.45.   It was one of the least restrictive 

when compared to the other school district attendance policies.  Tift County fulfilled all of the 

basic requirements of the Georgia state policy, except one.  Tift did not mention in its policy, 

the local policy administration and creation of an attendance policy within the local school. 

Tift County had one middle school and the student population over 4 years was 4,482. 

The total economically disadvantaged student population was 2,315.  The economically 

disadvantaged made up 51.7% of their middle school population.  The only middle school was 

named Eighth Street Middle.  Tift County was not a Title I school.  In the four years, 2004-

2007, Eighth Street middle has made AYP in 2007 and 2006.  Data indicates that the two 

highest absence rates happened in 2005 and 2004, the same years the school did not meet AYP.   

Cobb County score: 2.45                                                        Fulfilled Areas: 2,4,5,9,10,11,12,13,14,16,18                                                                         

Missing State Policy Areas: 0 

1=Tardy Policy                       

2=Intervention at 5abs         

3=Intervention before 5abs             

4=Truancy at 5abs                           

5=10 abs intervention                         

6= Intervention Plan                             

7 = ISS Suspension 

8=  Home Suspension                                        

9= Loss of Driver License         

10=DFACS, Judge, social worker                

11=School Withdrawal                     

12=Length of Policy                            

13=Monetary fine                                                    

14= Parental Notification 

15=Incentive program                                         

16=Local  per school Policy Ownership  

17=Fines over $1000.00                                       

18=Attendance Protocol Committee                                                    

19=Parents Jailed                                                                 

20= Loss of custody                                                                                                            

21=Child Jailed                                                                        

 

**Numbers indicated the amount of points given to each area of the attendance policy evaluation 
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Also it was further noted that in 2004, the absence rate among the total population was 14.6% 

and decreased to 10.7% by the end of the study in 2007.   

During their 4 years, the county‟s attendance rates and absences were not significantly 

higher among economically disadvantaged students.  Tift County‟s attendance policy revealed 

that there were nine important elements that are provided in the county‟s school policy.  They 

were:  

 A tardy policy 

 An early intervention plan at 5 absences 

 Parental notification of absences in early stages 

 A definition of “truancy” within its school district‟s  policy 

 An administrative intervention plan for repeat offenders 

 A loss of driver‟s license  

 Parents can face jail, if their children do not attend school  

 An attendance protocol committee has established rules of policy 

 The intervention of state jurisdiction authorities such as judges, court appointed 

district attorneys, social workers, or the department of family and children services 

(DFACS). 
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The areas that rationalized Tift County‟s attendance policy rank were listed below in the 

table. 

APPENDIX T 

Gwinnett County Attendance Policy  

Gwinnett County‟s attendance policy mean score was 2.458.  It was one of the more 

restrictive when compared to the other school district attendance policies.  Gwinnett County 

fulfilled all of the basic requirements of the Georgia state policy. Gwinnett County has twenty 

middle schools and the student population over 4 years was 146,281. The total economically 

disadvantaged student population was 49,084.  The economically disadvantaged made up  

33.5% of their middle school population.   

Gwinnett County had only five schools that possessed Title I status.  The names of all 

the middle schools were, Alton Crews Middle, Berkmar Middle, Creekland Middle and Dacula 

Middle, Duluth Middle, Five Forks Middle, Frank Osborne Middle, Glenn C. Jones Middle, 

Lanier Middle, Lilburn Middle, Louise Middle, McConnell Pinckney Middle, Richards Middle, 

Tift  County score: 2.45                                                        Fulfilled Areas: 1,2,4,5,9,10,14,18                                                                         

Missing State Policy Areas: 16 

1=Tardy Policy                       

2=Intervention at 5abs         

3=Intervention before 5abs             

4=Truancy at 5abs                           

5=10 abs intervention                         

6= Intervention Plan                             

7 = ISS Suspension 

8=  Home Suspension                                        

9= Loss of Driver License         

10=DFACS, Judge, social worker                

11=School Withdrawal                     

12=Length of Policy                            

13=Monetary fine                                                    

14= Parental Notification 

15=Incentive program                                         

16=Local  per school Policy Ownership  

17=Fines over $1000.00                                       

18=Attendance Protocol Committee                                                    

19=Parents Jailed                                                                 

20= Loss of custody                                                                                                            

21=Child Jailed                                      

                                     

**Numbers indicated the amount of points given to each area of the attendance policy evaluation 
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Shiloh Middle, Snelville Middle, Summer Middle, Sweetwater Middle, Trickum Middle and 

Hull Middle.   The five schools that were Title I were Berkmar, Lilburn, Louise, Summer, 

Sweetwater.  The population of these schools represents 20% of Gwinnett County‟s total 

population and 58.1% of its economically disadvantaged population.  

In this study, Sweetwater did not become Title I until 2007.  Despite the five schools 

which possessed the Title one status, Gwinnett County‟s overall percentage rate of middle 

schools making AYP in the past four years is 71%.  As far as meeting AYP in 2007, there were 

seventeen schools out of twenty, or 85% overall. In 2006, the county‟s worst year, there were 

twelve out of twenty, or 60%, in 2005, there were thirteen school that met AYP out of twenty 

schools reporting, or 65% and lastly in 2004, there were twelve schools out of sixteen reporting 

a successful status, or a total of  a 75% success rating.  Further research is needed to determine 

all the factors which may have caused this system to be successful in meeting its AYP status.   

 

The data also indicated that the highest absence rates for students over 15 days existed among 

the economically disadvantaged.  During their 4 years, the county‟s attendance rates and 

absences were significantly higher among economically disadvantaged students. Conclusively, 

Gwinnett County‟s attendance policy revealed that there were twelve important elements that 

were provided in the county‟s school policy.  They were:  

 An early intervention plan at 5 absences  

 A definition of “truancy” within its school district‟s  policy 

 A administrative intervention plan for repeat offenders 

 A loss of driver‟s license  
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 The intervention of state jurisdiction authorities such as judges, court appointed 

district attorneys, social workers, or the department of family and children                      

services (DFACS)  

 Policy Length over 10+ and detailed 

 Parental notification of absences in early stages  

 A rewards incentive program for those who heed to the policy 

 The local schools can use their administrative power to enforce and create their own 

attendance policy rules and regulations  

 An attendance protocol committee has established rules of policy 

 Parents can be jailed for breaking attendance law 

 Children can be incarcerated in a juvenile facility 

The areas that rationalized Gwinnett County‟s attendance policy rank were listed  

below in the table. 

 

 

Gwinnett  County score: 2.458                                      Fulfilled Areas: 2,4,6,9,10,12,14,15,16,18,19,21                                                                         

Missing State Policy Areas: 0 

1=Tardy Policy                       

2=Intervention at 5abs         

3=Intervention before 5abs             

4=Truancy at 5abs                           

5=10 abs intervention                         

6= Intervention Plan                             

7 = ISS Suspension 

8=  Home Suspension                                        

9= Loss of Driver License         

10=DFACS, Judge, social worker                

11=School Withdrawal                     

12=Length of Policy                            

13=Monetary fine                                                    

14= Parental Notification 

15=Incentive program                                         

16=Local  per school Policy Ownership  

17=Fines over $1000.00                                       

18=Attendance Protocol Committee                                                    

19=Parents Jailed                                                                 

20= Loss of custody                                                                                                            

21=Child Jailed                                                                        

**Numbers indicated the amount of points given to each area of the attendance policy evaluation 
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APPENDIX U 

Valdosta City Attendance Policy  

Valdosta City‟s attendance policy mean score was 2.46.   It was one of the least 

restrictive when compared to the other school district attendance policies.  Valdosta City 

fulfilled all of the basic requirements of the Georgia state policy, except one.  Valdosta did not 

mention in its policy, the local policy administration and creation of an attendance policy within 

the local school. 

Valdosta City had two middle schools and the student population over 4 years was 448 

students. The names of the schools were Newbern and Valdosta Middle. The free/reduced lunch 

SES ratio was 80% and Newbern Middle was 61%.  Both middle schools made up this Title I 

school district.  Data indicated that the two highest absence rates happened in 2005 and 2004, 

the same years the school did not meet AYP.   Also it was further noted that in 2004, the 

absence rate among the total population was 22% but dropped almost 7% during the duration of 

the  study at Newbern Middle.     

Valdosta City‟s attendance policy revealed that there were ten important elements that 

are provided in the county‟s school policy.  They were:  

 A tardy policy 

 An early intervention plan at 5 absences 

 A 10 absence intervention plan 

 Parental notification of absences in early stages 

 A definition of “truancy” within its school district‟s  policy 

 A monetary fine 

 A loss of driver‟s license  
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 Parents can face jail, if their children do not attend school  

 An attendance protocol committee has established rules of policy 

 The intervention of state jurisdiction authorities such as judges, court appointed  

district attorneys, social workers, or the department of family and children  

services (DFACS). 

The 21 areas that rationalized Valdosta City‟s attendance policy rank were listed  

 

below in the table. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Valdosta City score: 2.46                                                        Fulfilled Areas: 1,2,4,5,9,10,13,14,18,19                                                                        

Missing State Policy Areas: 16 

1=Tardy Policy                       

2=Intervention at 5abs         

3=Intervention before 5abs             

4=Truancy at 5abs                           

5=10 abs intervention                         

6= Intervention Plan                             

7 = ISS Suspension 

8=  Home Suspension                                        

9= Loss of Driver License         

10=DFACS, Judge, social worker                

11=School Withdrawal                     

12=Length of Policy                            

13=Monetary fine                                                    

14= Parental Notification 

15=Incentive program                                         

16=Local  per school Policy Ownership  

17=Fines over $1000.00                                       

18=Attendance Protocol Committee                                                    

19=Parents Jailed                                                                 

20= Loss of custody                                                                                                            

21=Child Jailed                                      

                                     

**Numbers indicated the amount of points given to each area of the attendance policy evaluation 
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APPENDIX V 

Fulton County Attendance Policy  

 

Fulton County‟s attendance policy mean score was 2.491.   It was one of the more  

restrictive when compared to the other school district attendance policies.  Fulton County  

fulfilled all of the basic requirements of the Georgia state policy, except one.  Fulton County 

did not mention in its policy, the local policy administration and creation of an attendance  

policy within the local school.  

Fulton County‟s had 21 middle schools and the student population over 4 years was 

67,143. The total economically disadvantaged student population was 27,734.   

The economically disadvantaged made up 41.3% of their middle school population.   

Overall results indicated that this county did not make AYP status in 2007.  The middle  

schools were named Autrey Middle, Bear Creek Middle, Crab Apple Middle, Campcreek  

Middle, Fulton Science Academy, Haynes Middle, Holcombe Middle, Hapeville Middle, 

Hopewell Middle, Kipp South Middle, Paul D. Middle, McNair Middle, Northwest Middle, 

Ridgeville Middle, Sandy Springs Middle, Sand Townes Middle, Ridgeville Middle,  

Woodland Middle, Webb Bridge Middle, and Taylor Road Middle.  

Eleven out of the twenty-one schools have Title I status.  The eleven schools were  

Sandy Springs Middle, Sand Townes Middle Bear Creek Middle, Hapeville Middle,  

Kipp South Middle, McNair Middle, Paul D. Middle, Ridgeville Middle, Campcreek and 

Woodland Middle.  The pre-NCLB absence rate for students, who had missed over 15  

absences in all schools was an average of 9.08% and the rates the post-NCLB absence rate  

was 7.4%.   
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The introduction of the new state mandated attendance policy may have been  

part of this significant turnaround within Fulton County. In 2007, nineteen school met AYP 

standards, in 2006, eighteen schools met AYP, in 2005 20 schools met AYP and in 2004,  

twelve schools met AYP standards with four schools not reporting data.   The non-Title I 

schools reveal that in most schools the highest absence rate for students over 15 days are the 

economically disadvantage.   

During their 4 years, the county‟s attendance rates and absences were significantly 

higher among economically disadvantaged students, despite the data from 2004. Conclusively, 

Fulton County‟s attendance policy reveals that there are twelve important elements that are 

provided in the county‟s school policy.  They were:  

 A tardy policy 

 An early intervention plan at 5 absences 

 A definition of “truancy” within its school district‟s  policy 

 Parental notification of absences in early stages 

 A 10 absence administrative intervention plan for repeat offenders 

  An intervention plan implemented by school officials 

 A loss of driver‟s license privileges 

 School Withdrawal 

 Parents jailed for breaking attendance law 

 A monetary fine applied to parents who break the compulsory law 

 An attendance protocol committee has established rules of policy 
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 The intervention of state jurisdiction authorities such as judges, court appointed 

district attorneys, social workers, or the department of family and children services 

(DFACS) 

The areas that rationalized Fulton County‟s attendance policy rank were listed  

below in the table. 

 

APPENDIX W 

Macon County Attendance Policy  

Macon County‟s attendance policy mean score was 2.52.  It was one of the more 

restrictive when compared to the other school district attendance policies.  Macon fulfilled                      

all of the basic requirements of the Georgia state policy, except one; the local school district 

ownership and adoption of the district‟s policy.    Macon County had one middle school                            

and the student population over 4 years was 2074.  

Fulton  County score: 2.491                                                 Fulfilled Areas: 1,2,4,5,6,9,10,11,13,14,18                                                                         

Missing State Policy Areas: 16 

1=Tardy Policy                       

2=Intervention at 5abs         

3=Intervention before 5abs             

4=Truancy at 5abs                           

5=10 abs intervention                         

6= Intervention Plan                             

7 = ISS Suspension 

8=  Home Suspension                                        

9= Loss of Driver License         

10=DFACS, Judge, social worker                

11=School Withdrawal                     

12=Length of Policy                            

13=Monetary fine                                                    

14= Parental Notification 

15=Incentive program                                         

16=Local  per school Policy Ownership  

17=Fines over $1000.00                                       

18=Attendance Protocol Committee                                                    

19=Parents Jailed                                                                 

20= Loss of custody                                                                                                            

21=Child Jailed                                                                        

 

**Numbers indicated the amount of points given to each area of the attendance policy evaluation 
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Macon middle school‟s data also indicated that the highest absence rates for students 

over 15 days not only existed among the economically disadvantaged, but also among the total 

student population.   During their 4 years, the county‟s attendance rates and absences were 

significantly higher among economically disadvantaged students.  The pre-NCLB absence rate 

was 12.05% and the post-NCLB absence rate was 12.8%.  The rates actually increased .25% 

during the four years of the study.  As a Title I status middle school district, there were two 

severity components used within this district‟s attendance policy; loss of the student‟s driver‟s 

license and jailing the child for his/her attendance infractions.  

Conclusively, Macon‟s attendance policy revealed that there were thirteen important 

elements that were provided in the county‟s school policy.  They were:  

 A tardy policy 

 An early intervention plan at 5 absences 

 A definition of “truancy” within its school district‟s  policy 

 A loss of driver‟s license  

 The intervention of state jurisdiction authorities such as judges, court appointed 

district attorneys, social workers, or the department of family and children services 

(DFACS)  

 School Withdrawal 

 A monetary fine applied to parents who break the compulsory law  

 Parental notification of absences in early stages  

 The local schools can use their administrative power to enforce and create their own 

attendance policy rules and regulations  

 An attendance protocol committee has established rules of policy 
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 Parents can be jailed for breaking attendance law 

The areas that rationalized Macon City‟s attendance policy rank were listed below in the 

table. 

 

APPENDIX X 

Atlanta City Attendance Policy  

Atlanta City‟s attendance policy mean score was 2.55.  It was one of the more restrictive 

when compared to the other school district attendance policies.  Atlanta City fulfilled all of the 

basic requirements of the Georgia state policy.    Atlanta City had 22 middle schools and the 

student population over 4 years was 41,916. The total economically disadvantaged student 

population was 31,674.  The economically disadvantaged made up 76.0% of their middle school 

population.   

All of the schools have Title I status, except one APS-CEP Partnership. 

The middle schools are named Turner Middle, Sylvan Middle, Sutton Middle, Price Middle,  

Macon City score: 2.55                                          Fulfilled Areas:2,4,5,9,10,12,13,14,18                                                                         

Missing State Policy Areas: 16 

1=Tardy Policy                       

2=Intervention at 5abs         

3=Intervention before 5abs             

4=Truancy at 5abs                           

5=10 abs intervention                         

6= Intervention Plan                             

7 = ISS Suspension 

8=  Home Suspension                                        

9= Loss of Driver License         

10=DFACS, Judge, social worker                

11=School Withdrawal                     

12=Length of Policy                            

13=Monetary fine                                                    

14= Parental Notification 

15=Incentive program                                         

16=Local  per school Policy Ownership  

17=Fines over $1000.00                                       

18=Attendance Protocol Committee                                                    

19=Parents Jailed                                                                 

20= Loss of custody                                                                                                            

21=Child Jailed                                                                        

 

**Numbers indicated the amount of points given to each area of the attendance policy evaluation 
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Parks Middle, Long Middle, King Middle, Kennedy Middle, Kipp West Middle, Kipp 

Achievement Academy, Inman Middle, Harper-Archer Middle, Coan, Middle, Charles R.  

Drew Middle, Bunche Middle, Brown Middle, Benjamin S. Carlson Middle, Atlanta Charter 

Middle, University Middle, Walden Middle, and Young Middle.  In 2007 fifteen schools met 

AYP; in 2006 fifteen schools met the standards, in 2005 thirteen schools and only four             

schools made AYP in 2004. 

The data also indicated that the highest absence rates for students over 15 days not only 

existed among the economically disadvantaged, but also among the total student population.   

During their 4 years, the county‟s attendance rates and absences were significantly higher 

among economically disadvantaged students.  Conclusively, Atlanta City‟s attendance policy 

revealed that there were thirteen important elements that were provided in the county‟s school 

policy.  They were:  

 A tardy policy 

 An early intervention plan at 5 absences 

 A definition of “truancy” within its school district‟s  policy 

 A loss of driver‟s license  

 The intervention of state jurisdiction authorities such as judges, court appointed 

district attorneys, social workers, or the department of family and children 

services(DFACS)  

 School Withdrawal 

 A monetary fine applied to parents who break the compulsory law  

 Parental notification of absences in early stages  
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 The local schools can use their administrative power to enforce and create their own 

attendance policy rules and regulations  

 An attendance protocol committee has established rules of policy 

 Parents can be jailed for breaking attendance law 

The areas that rationalized Atlanta City‟s attendance policy rank were listed below in the  

 

table. 

 

APPENDIX Y 

Richmond County Attendance Policy  

Richmond County‟s attendance policy mean score was 2.578.  It was one of the more 

restrictive when compared to the other school district attendance policies.  Richmond County 

fulfilled all of the basic requirements of the Georgia state policy, except one. Richmond did not 

mention in its policy, the local policy administration and creation of an attendance policy within 

the local schools. The student population over 4 years was 35,603 and the total economically 

disadvantaged student population was 18,576.  The economically disadvantaged made up    

52.1% of their middle school population.   

Atlanta City score: 2.55                                          Fulfilled Areas: 1,2,4,5,9,10,11,13,14,18                                                                         

Missing State Policy Areas: 0 

1=Tardy Policy                       

2=Intervention at 5abs         

3=Intervention before 5abs             

4=Truancy at 5abs                           

5=10 abs intervention                         

6= Intervention Plan                             

7 = ISS Suspension 

8=  Home Suspension                                        

9= Loss of Driver License         

10=DFACS, Judge, social worker                

11=School Withdrawal                     

12=Length of Policy                            

13=Monetary fine                                                    

14= Parental Notification 

15=Incentive program                                         

16=Local  per school Policy Ownership  

17=Fines over $1000.00                                       

18=Attendance Protocol Committee                                                    

19=Parents Jailed                                                                 

20= Loss of custody                                                                                                            

21=Child Jailed                                                                        

**Numbers indicated the amount of points given to each area of the attendance policy evaluation 
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Richmond County had eleven middle schools, only seven of the school possessed  

Title I status.  The names of all the middle schools are, East Augusta Middle, Glenn Hills 

Middle, Hephzibah Middle and Langford Middle, Morgan Road Middle, Murphey Middle, 

Sego Middle, Spirit Creek Middle and Tubman Middle.   In this study, Davidson, the eleventh 

school was not used in the area of attendance, because its data caused extreme outliers.                                 

The data showed that their attendance rate among the total population and the economically 

disadvantaged was at least 100% all four years.   

Glenn Hills, Spirit Creek and Tubman Middle schools have never made AYP in the  

four years of this study‟s data; whereas Davison Magnet school made AYP all four year. The 

overall percentage rate of middle schools in Richmond County making AYP in the past four 

years was 25%.  As far as meeting AYP in 2007, there were only three schools out of eleven, in 

2006, there were only four out of eleven schools, in 2005, there were only two out of eleven 

schools reporting and in 2004, there were only two schools out of eleven reporting a successful 

status.   

Further research is needed to determine all the factors which may have caused this 

system to not be successful in meeting AYP status.   The data also indicated that the highest 

absence rates for students over 15 days existed among the economically disadvantaged.  During 

their 4 years, the county‟s attendance rates and absences were significantly higher among 

economically disadvantaged students.  

Conclusively, Richmond County‟s attendance policy revealed that there were fourteen 

important elements that were provided in the county‟s school policy.  They were:  

 A Tardy Policy 

 An early intervention plan at 5 absences  



187 

 

 A definition of “truancy” within its school district‟s  policy 

 An administrative intervention plan for repeat offenders 

 In School Suspension 

 Home Suspension 

 A loss of driver‟s license  

 The intervention of state jurisdiction authorities such as judges, court appointed  

district attorneys, social workers, or the department of family and children services 

(DFACS)  

 Policy Length over 10+ and detailed 

 A monetary fine applied to parents who break the compulsory law  

 Parental notification of absences in early stages  

 An attendance protocol committee has established rules of policy 

 Parents can be jailed for breaking attendance law 

 Children can be incarcerated in a juvenile facility 
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The areas that rationalized Richmond County‟s attendance policy rank were listed below 

in the table. 

 

APPENDIX Z 

            Wilkes County Attendance Policy  

 

Wilkes County‟s attendance policy mean score was 2.585.  It was the most restrictive 

when compared to the other school district attendance policies. Wilkes County fulfilled all of 

 the basic requirements of the Georgia state policy and had more additional requirements  

than any other county.  The student population over 4 years was 1,708 and the total  

economically disadvantaged student population was 1,107.  The economically disadvantaged 

made up 64.8% of their middle school population.   

Wilkes County did possess the Title I status and did make AYP every year except 2004.  

The absence rate was very small and seems not to have affected the AYP standards.  No 

significant difference seems to exist in the observance of the data and further research  

 

Richmond  County score: 2.578                              Fulfilled Areas: 1,2,4,6,7,8,9,10,12,13,14,18,19,21                                                                         

Missing State Policy Areas: 16 

1=Tardy Policy                       

2=Intervention at 5abs         

3=Intervention before 5abs             

4=Truancy at 5abs                           

5=10 abs intervention                         

6= Intervention Plan                             

7 = ISS Suspension 

8=  Home Suspension                                        

9= Loss of Driver License         

10=DFACS, Judge, social worker                

11=School Withdrawal                     

12=Length of Policy                            

13=Monetary fine                                                    

14= Parental Notification 

15=Incentive program                                         

16=Local  per school Policy Ownership  

17=Fines over $1000.00                                       

18=Attendance Protocol Committee                                                    

19=Parents Jailed                                                                 

20= Loss of custody                                                                                                            

21=Child Jailed                                                                        

 

**Numbers indicated the amount of points given to each area of the attendance policy evaluation 
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is needed to determine all the factors which may be causing this system to be successful in  

meeting AYP status.   

 Conclusively, Wilkes County‟s attendance policy revealed that there were twenty  

one important elements that are provided in the county‟s school policy.  They were:  

 A tardy Policy 

 An early intervention plan at 5 absences 

  An early intervention plan before 5 absences 

 A definition of “truancy” within its school district‟s  policy 

 An intervention plan at 10 absences  

 A administrative intervention plan for repeat offenders 

 A loss of driver‟s license  

 In School Suspension 

 Home Suspension 

 The intervention of state jurisdiction authorities such as judges, court appointed 

district attorneys, social workers, or the department of family and children 

services(DFACS)  

 Policy Length over 10+ and detailed 

 School Withdrawal 

 A monetary fine 

 Parental notification of absences in early stages  

 The local schools can use their administrative power to enforce and create their own 

attendance policy rules and regulations  

 Fines over $1000.00 dollars for lawbreaker 
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 Parents jailed  

 An attendance protocol committee has established rules of policy 

 Loss of custody 

 Children can be incarcerated in a juvenile facility 

The areas that rationalized Wilkes County‟s attendance policy rank were listed below in 

the table. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Wilkes County score: 2.585            Fulfilled Areas: 1,2,3,4,5,6,7, 8,9,10,11,2,13,14,15,16,17,18,19,20,21                                                                        

Missing State Policy Areas: 0 

1=Tardy Policy                       

2=Intervention at 5abs         

3=Intervention before 5abs             

4=Truancy at 5abs                           

5=10 abs intervention                         

6= Intervention Plan                             

7 = ISS Suspension 

8=  Home Suspension                                        

9= Loss of Driver License         

10=DFACS, Judge, social worker                

11=School Withdrawal                     

12=Length of Policy                            

13=Monetary fine                                                    

14= Parental Notification 

15=Incentive program                                         

16=Local  per school Policy Ownership  

17=Fines over $1000.00                                       

18=Attendance Protocol Committee                                                    

19=Parents Jailed                                                                 

20= Loss of custody                                                                                                            

21=Child Jailed                                      

                                     

**Numbers indicated the amount of points given to each area of the attendance policy evaluation 
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APPENDIX AA 

Walker County Attendance Policy  

Walker County‟s attendance policy mean score was 2.65.  It was one of the more 

restrictive when compared to the other school district attendance policies.  Walker fulfilled all 

of the basic requirements of the Georgia state policy, except one; the local school district 

ownership and adoption of the district‟s policy.    Walker County had two middle schools and 

the student population over 4 years was 6081.  

Walker County middle school‟s data indicated that the highest absence rates for students 

over 15 days not only existed among the economically disadvantaged, but also among the total 

student population.   During their 4 years, the county‟s attendance rates and absences were 

significantly higher among economically disadvantaged students.  The pre-NCLB absence rate  

was 24.07 and the post-NCLB absence rate was 9.32%.  The rates decreased overall by 14.65% 

during the four years of the study.   

As a Title I status middle school district, there were four severity components used 

within this district‟s attendance policy; loss of the student‟s driver‟s license, monetary fine over 

$1000.00 dollars, and jailing the child for his/her attendance infractions and the parent. 

Conclusively, Walker‟s attendance policy revealed that there were thirteen important elements 

that were provided in the county‟s school policy.  They were:  

 A tardy policy 

 An early intervention plan at 5 absences 

 A definition of “truancy” within its school district‟s  policy 

 A loss of driver‟s license  
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 The intervention of state jurisdiction authorities such as judges, court appointed 

district attorneys, social workers, or the department of family and children services 

(DFACS)  

 School Withdrawal 

 A monetary fine applied to parents who break the compulsory law  

 Parental notification of absences in early stages  

 The local schools can use their administrative power to enforce and create their own 

attendance policy rules and regulations  

 An attendance protocol committee has established rules of policy 

 Parents can be jailed for breaking attendance law 

The areas that rationalized Atlanta City‟s attendance policy rank were listed below in the 

table. 

 

Walker County score: 2.65                                          Fulfilled Areas:2,4,5,9,10,12,13,14,17, 18,19,21                                                                         

Missing State Policy Areas: 16 

 

1=Tardy Policy                       

2=Intervention at 5abs         

3=Intervention before 5abs             

4=Truancy at 5abs                           

5=10 abs intervention                         

6= Intervention Plan                             

7 = ISS Suspension 

8=  Home Suspension                                        

9= Loss of Driver License         

10=DFACS, Judge, social worker                

11=School Withdrawal                     

12=Length of Policy                            

13=Monetary fine                                                    

14= Parental Notification 

15=Incentive program                                         

16=Local  per school Policy Ownership  

17=Fines over $1000.00                                       

18=Attendance Protocol Committee                                                    

19=Parents Jailed                                                                 

20= Loss of custody                                                                                                            

21=Child Jailed                                      

                                     

**Numbers indicated the amount of points given to each area of the attendance policy evaluation 
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APPENDIX BB 

Bibb County Attendance Policy  

Bibb County‟s attendance policy mean score was 2.653.  It was one of the more  

restrictive policies when compared to the other school district attendance policies.  Bibb County 

fulfilled all of the basic requirements of the Georgia state policy, except one.  Bibb did not 

mention in its policy, the local policy administration and creation of an attendance policy within 

the local school. Bibb County had 7 middle schools and the student population over 4 years was 

21,950. The total economically disadvantaged student population was 16,655.  The 

economically disadvantaged made up 75.8% of their middle school population.   

In Bibb County all schools that have Title I status, except one Howard.  The middle  

schools were named Appling Middle, Weaver Middle, Miller Middle, Rutland Middle, 

McElvoy Middle, Howard Middle, and Bloomfield Middle. In 2007 only 2 of the schools met 

AYP, Miller Magnet and McElvoy.  Appling, Rutland and Weaver Middle Schools have never 

successfully met AYP during the 2004-2007. The overall percentage rate of middle schools in 

Bibb County making AYP in the past four years is 29.1%.  In 2007, there were only 2 schools 

out of seven, in 2006, there were only 1 out of six schools reporting, in 2005, and in 2004, there 

were only 2 schools out of 5 reporting a successful attainment of AYP. 

The data also indicated that the highest absence rates for students over 15 days existed 

among the economically disadvantaged.   During their 4 years, the county‟s absence rates were 

significantly higher among economically disadvantaged students.  Conclusively, Bibb County‟s  
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attendance policy revealed that there were thirteen important elements that are provided in the  

county‟s school policy.  They were:  

 An early intervention plan at 5 absences 

 A definition of “truancy” within its school district‟s  policy 

 An 10 absence intervention 

 An administrative intervention plan for repeat offenders 

 A loss of driver‟s license  

 The intervention of state jurisdiction authorities such as judges, court appointed 

district attorneys, social workers, or the department of family and children 

services(DFACS)  

 School Withdrawal 

 Policy Length over 10+ and detailed 

 A monetary fine applied to parents who break the compulsory law  

 Parental notification of absences in early stages  

 An attendance protocol committee has established rules of policy 

 Parents can be jailed for breaking attendance law 

 Child can be place in juvenile incarceration 

The areas that rationalized Bibb County‟s attendance policy rank were listed   

in the table. 
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APPENDIX CC 

Columbia County Attendance Policy  

Columbia County‟s attendance policy mean score was 2.654.  It was one of the more  

restrictive when compared to the other school district attendance policies.  Columbia  

County fulfilled all of the basic requirements of the Georgia state policy.  Columbia  

County had 7 middle schools and the student population over 4 years was 22,355. The total 

economically disadvantaged student population was 5,372.   

The economically disadvantaged made up 24.0% of their middle school population.                   

In Columbia County there were only two schools that had Title I status.  The middle schools 

were named Riverside Middle, Lakeside Middle, Harlem Middle, Grovetown Middle, 

Greenbrier Middle, Evans Middle, and Columbia Middle.   In 2007 every middle school                    

within the county successfully met AYP; in 2006 and 2005 there were six successful schools, 

and in 2004 there were only four schools who met the set standards.  

Bibb  County score: 2.653                                      Fulfilled Areas: 2,4,5,6,9,10,11,12,13,14,16,18,19,21                                                                         

Missing State Policy Areas: 16 

1=Tardy Policy                       

2=Intervention at 5abs         

3=Intervention before 5abs             

4=Truancy at 5abs                           

5=10 abs intervention                         

6= Intervention Plan                             

7 = ISS Suspension 

8=  Home Suspension                                        

9= Loss of Driver License         

10=DFACS, Judge, social worker                

11=School Withdrawal                     

12=Length of Policy                            

13=Monetary fine                                                    

14= Parental Notification 

15=Incentive program                                         

16=Local  per school Policy Ownership  

17=Fines over $1000.00                                       

18=Attendance Protocol Committee                                                    

19=Parents Jailed                                                                 

20= Loss of custody                                                                                                            

21=Child Jailed                                                                        

 

**Numbers indicated the amount of points given to each area of the attendance policy evaluation 
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The data also indicated that the highest absence rates for students over 15 days existed 

among the economically disadvantaged.   During their 4 years, the county‟s attendance rates      

and absences were significantly higher among economically disadvantaged students.  

Conclusively, Columbia County attendance policy revealed that there were thirteen important 

elements that were provided in the county‟s school policy.  They were:  

 An early intervention plan at 5 absences 

 A definition of “truancy” within its school district‟s  policy 

 A 10 absence intervention 

 A loss of driver‟s license  

 The intervention of state jurisdiction authorities such as judges, court appointed 

district attorneys, social workers, or the department of family and children 

services(DFACS)  

 School Withdrawal 

 A monetary fine applied to parents who break the compulsory law  

 Parental notification of absences in early stages  

 The local schools can use their administrative power to enforce and create their             

own attendance policy rules and regulations  

 An attendance protocol committee has established rules of policy 

 Parents can be jailed for breaking attendance law 

 Parents lose custody of their children 

The areas that rationalized Columbia County‟s attendance policy rank were listed in the 

table. 
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APPENDIX DD 

Clayton County Attendance Policy  

Clayton County‟s attendance policy mean score was 2.710.  It was the most  

restrictive when compared to the other school district attendance policies.  Clayton County  

fulfilled all of the basic requirements of the Georgia state policy. This county used all of the 

severity components within its attendance policy.  The pre-NCLB absence rates were14.18% 

and the post-NCLB absence rates were 12.15% during the four years of the study. 

Clayton County had fifteen middle schools and the student population over 4 years               

was 49,335. The total economically disadvantaged student population was 36,851.  The 

economically disadvantaged made up 74.7% of their middle school population.  Clayton County 

had twelve middle schools that had Title I status.  The names of all the middle schools were 

Adamson Middle, Babb Middle, Forest Park Middle and Jonesboro Middle, Kendrick Middle, 

Lovejoy Middle, M.D. Roberts Middle, Morrow Middle, Mundy‟s Mill Middle, North Clayton 

Columbia County score: 2.654                                          Fulfilled Areas: 2,4,5,9,10,13,14,16,18,19,20                                                                         

Missing State Policy Areas: 0 

1=Tardy Policy                       

2=Intervention at 5abs         

3=Intervention before 5abs             

4=Truancy at 5abs                           

5=10 abs intervention                         

6= Intervention Plan                             

7 = ISS Suspension 

8=  Home Suspension                                        

9= Loss of Driver License         

10=DFACS, Judge, social worker                

11=School Withdrawal                     

12=Length of Policy                            

13=Monetary fine                                                    

14= Parental Notification 

15=Incentive program                                         

16=Local  per school Policy Ownership  

17=Fines over $1000.00                                       

18=Attendance Protocol Committee                                                    

19=Parents Jailed                                                                 

20= Loss of custody                                                                                                            

21=Child Jailed                                      

                                     

**Numbers indicated the amount of points given to each area of the attendance policy evaluation 
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Middle, Pointe South Middle, Rex Mill Middle, Riverdale Middle, Sequoya Middle and Unidos 

Middle.   

The three schools that were not Title I were Lovejoy, M.D. Roberts and Pointe South.  

The population of Title I schools represented 74.4% of Clayton County‟s total population and 

77.7% of its economically disadvantaged population.  In this study, Adamson did not become 

Title I until 2006 and the change did not come for Mundy‟s Mill until 2007. Clayton County‟s 

overall percentage rate of middle schools making AYP in the past four years was 35%.   

As far as meeting AYP in 2007, there were seven schools out of fifteen, or 46% overall.  

In 2006, there were four out of thirteen, or 30.8%, in 2005, there were two schools that met 

AYP out of eleven schools reporting or 18% and lastly in 2004, there was only one school out 

of eleven reporting an unsuccessful status, or a low 0.9% rating.  The absence rates were as high 

as 19.55% in several of their schools during the 2004 school year, and as low as 7.3%.  Further 

research is needed to determine all the factors which may have caused this system to not be 

successful in meeting AYP status. 

  The data also indicated that the highest absence rates for students over 15 days existed 

among the economically disadvantaged.  During their 4 years, the county‟s absence rates were 

significantly higher among economically disadvantaged students. Conclusively, Clayton 

County‟s attendance policy revealed that there were twenty important elements that are 

provided in the county‟s school policy.  They were:  

 A Tardy Policy 

 An early intervention plan at 5 absences  

 A definition of “truancy” within its school district‟s  policy 

 An intervention plan at 10 absences  
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 A administrative intervention plan for repeat offenders 

 A loss of driver‟s license  

 In School Suspension 

 Home Suspension 

 The intervention of state jurisdiction authorities such as judges, court appointed 

district attorneys, social workers, or the department of family and children services 

(DFACS)  

 Policy Length over 10+ and detailed 

 School Withdrawal 

 A monetary fine 

 Parental notification of absences in early stages  

 The local schools can use their administrative power to enforce and create their own 

attendance policy rules and regulations  

 Fines over $1000.00 dollars for attendance lawbreaker 

 Parents jailed  

 An attendance protocol committee has established rules of policy 

 Loss of custody 

 Children can be incarcerated in a juvenile facility 
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The areas that rationalized Clayton County‟s attendance policy rank were listed  

below in the table. 

 

 

 

 

Clayton County score: 2.710             Fulfilled Areas: 1,2,4,5,6,7, 8,9,10,11,2,13,14,15,16,17,18,19 ,20,21                                                                        

Missing State Policy Areas: 0 

1=Tardy Policy                       

2=Intervention at 5abs         

3=Intervention before 5abs             

4=Truancy at 5abs                           

5=10 abs intervention                         

6= Intervention Plan                             

7 = ISS Suspension 

8=  Home Suspension                                        

9= Loss of Driver License         

10=DFACS, Judge, social worker                

11=School Withdrawal                     

12=Length of Policy                            

13=Monetary fine                                                    

14= Parental Notification 

15=Incentive program                                         

16=Local  per school Policy Ownership  

17=Fines over $1000.00                                       

18=Attendance Protocol Committee                                                    

19=Parents Jailed                                                                 

20= Loss of custody                                                                                                            

21=Child Jailed                                      

                                     

**Numbers indicated the amount of points given to each area of the attendance policy evaluation 

Table sources can be found: http://public.doe.k12.ga.us/_reports/ayp_2004/698.asp                

http://public.doe.k12.ga.us/_reports/ayp_2005/search.asp 

http://public.doe.k12.ga.us/ayp2006/694.asp                                                                    

http://public.doe.k12.ga.us/ayp2007/search.asp 

 

http://public.doe.k12.ga.us/_reports/ayp_2004/698.asp
http://public.doe.k12.ga.us/_reports/ayp_2005/search.asp
http://public.doe.k12.ga.us/ayp2006/694.asp
http://public.doe.k12.ga.us/ayp2007/search.asp
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