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Overall conclusion:

Using data from 54 school districts the State encol Northern, Central and Southem regions
and from districts ranging in size from 200 to 55,000 pupils, the OPSC compared information provided on the
Form SAB 50-01 and the actual enroliment. The statewide average §-year enroliment projection using zero
dwelling units and the statewide student yield factor was 13,898 pupils. The average actual statewide enroliment
at the end of the 5 year period culminating in the 03/04 school year was 14,228 - a netdifference of -2.314%.
(Actual enroliment was higher than the projection by an average of 330 pupils.)

Using the dwelling units and student yield factor figures reported on the Form SAB 50-01 application and using
the same set of sample districts, the ide average 5-year jection was 14,794. Comparing the
actual enroliment at the end of the 5 year period resulted in a net difference of +3.978%. {The enroliment
projection over-predicted what the actual enrollment would be when factored with dwelling units.) These figures

provide evidence that the cohort survival method does an accurate job of estimating the 5-year enroliment
projection.
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