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Improvements in College Tracking 

“Where Are They Now?” Reports Deciphered 
 

by Fred Cohen  
 

When the Instruction Data Warehouse (IDW) added College Tracking re-

ports a few years ago, districts were finally able to get a solid look into the 

college enrollment rates and the college success rates of their high school 

graduates.  The tracking reports allowed for quick comparisons between 

student post secondary plans listed on School Report Cards and stu-

dents’ actual college enrollment. 

 

But when our State Education Department (SED) published its “Where 

Are They Now?” report last year, based on discrepancies in these data, 

Newsday suggested that Long Island schools were overstating actual en-

rollment.  They charged that the percentage of students who planned to 

attend college was much greater than  actual enrollments reported by 

SED on the “Where Are They Now?” report. Many high schools then 

had to defend their School Report Card data by following up on their 

graduates and documenting students’ actual college enrollment.   

 

The “Where Are They Now?” report used data from the graduating class 

of  2012, and when districts used the IDW’s College Tracking reports to 

verify college enrollment, these reports also showed a similar number of 

students who planned to enroll in college but whose actual enrollment 

was  listed as “Unknown.”  SED explained that the National Student 

Clearinghouse (NSC), the source of the enrollment data, might miss some 

students’ enrollment for a number of reasons—some schools didn’t partic-

ipate in NSC reporting, other schools blocked individual student data, and 

some students declined to have their data reported.  Finally, some enroll-

ment data was missing because matches couldn’t be made for some stu-

dents. But could these factors account for an average discrepancy of 

10% between planned enrollment and actual enrollment? 

 

We now know that the “Where Are They Now?” report overstated this 

discrepancy for a number of reason.  The first reason was that SED re-

ceived a mass download of data from NSC which did not parse the stu-

dents into their component high schools, thus making data matches much 

more difficult in a state with over 700 high schools.  In addition, SED 

took only one download of data for the class of 2012, thereby missing stu-

dents who enrolled late or who enrolled for a later semester. 
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So how has the IDW cleared up these enrollment discrepancies? First, the IDW created 

individual contracts with NSC for all Nassau County high schools, thereby eliminating the 

single mass NY State file where some students were left unmatched.  Second, the IDW gets 

three downloads of data each year from NSC regularly updating SED’s 2013 data. Finally, 

we now have data sets for the graduating classes of 2013, 2014, and 2015. 

 

To see the dramatic difference between the old SED data files and the new data taken direct-

ly from NSC, take a look at two sample districts’ data.  These comparisons use data first 

from the old SED download and then from the current NSC download now used by the IDW.  

 

The Unknown students 

who reported that they 

intended to attend two and 

four year colleges appear 

at the right hand side of 

the bar graphs.  In all, 39 

students (three 2-year stu-

dents and 36 4-year stu-

dents were Unknown on 

the original report using 

data filtered by SED. 

 

 

Note that on the new IDW 

reports taken directly 

from NSC, the three 2-

year students’ enrollment 

have been located, and the 

36 4-year unknown stu-

dents have been reduced 

to only 12 giving a re-

markably different and 

more complete picture of 

college enrollment. 

 

 

 

 

On the following page, we show data for another district whose original “Intended versus 

Actual Enrollment” report was recorded last year. We can’t say for sure if all districts will 

show similar dramatic improvement in percent enrolled, but it is more than likely that at least 

some additional students will be found for virtually all districts.  One key reason is that cur-

rent reports are now based on data released in 2015.  Thus, any student who may have de-

layed enrollment from 2012 for a year or even two years is now part of all 2012 reports even 

if students enrollment were delayed for two or three years.  

Unknown  

Students 

Sample District A: Current IDW 

report using data directly from NSC 

Sample District A: Original  report 

using data filtered by SED  

Unknown  

Students 
3 students 

36 students 

12 students 
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In Sample District B, in the 

original report based on SED 

data, there were 18 Un-

known students who intend-

ed to enroll in 2-year colleg-

es and an additional 26 Un-

known students who intend-

ed to enroll in 4-year 

schools. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

In the current report based di-

rectly on NSC data unfiltered 

by SED, five additional 2-year 

Unknown students were found 

and 20 additional 4-year Un-

known students were found 

reducing the overall Unknown 

number of enrolled students 

from 44 to 19. 

 

 

 

 

 

It should be apparent that the new data matches using data directly from NSC, updated three 

times a year, are far more accurate than using data filtered first by SED and having no up-

dates sent by SED since 2013.  It is important, therefore, for all districts to use these new 

college tracking reports to find out where students did actually enroll and how they fared 

after they enrolled. 

 

Remember that college tracking reports allow for additional detailed analysis at every level.  

If the user clicks on any area of a chart or on any number on a table, a list of student 

names for that category is produced with details for their enrollment. Included are the 

date of entry for grade 9, the post graduation plan, whether the college was a public or pri-

vate college, the actual post grad enrollment, and the name of the original college in which 

the student enrolled. These are all significant details districts might want to track. 

Sample District B: Original  report 

using data filtered by SED  

Unknown  

Students 
18 students 

26 students 

Sample District B: Current IDW 

report using data directly from NSC 

Unknown  

Students 13 students 

6 students 
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Even more details are revealed by clicking on “Related Report Links” at the top left side of the stu-

dent list.  This new report generates a semester by semester summary of the student’s enroll-

ment progress.  Shown are beginning and end dates for each semester, the college in which the stu-

dent was enrolled, and whether the enrollment was full or part time. 

 

Also shown is whether the student was granted a degree.  Note the sample student detail report 

below.  This student, a 2012 high school graduate, actually graduated from SUNY Albany in just 

three years by attending Summer School in 2014. (Note circled semester.)  Note also that when a col-

lege degree is granted, it is highlighted in green at the top right of the student’s record. Depending on 

the nature of the college reporting, there may be a double entry noted (see below). 

 

As can be seen, there has been a significant upgrade of data in the College Tracking folder.  More 

recent data, more frequent updates to the data, and more accurate and complete data are now availa-

ble.  Each member district now has a far better set of tools to view and analyze its college enrollment 

progress. 

 

 

 

 

As always, IDW personnel are available to provide telephone assistance and in-district training for 

any district seeking to learn more about this newsletter or about other best practices for the IDW.  

Call Fred Cohen at 608-6640 or Meador Pratt at 608-6612 to schedule a training session or to dis-

cuss any Instructional Data Warehouse questions.  

 

 

 

 


