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ADVANCE FOR REI..BASE AT 6:30 P.M. EDT BJS 
St!NDAY APRIL 12. 1998 2021307-0784 

I JOINT JUSTICE DEPAMTMENTIEDUCATION DEPARTMENT STUDY SHOWS 
LITTLE INCREASE IN SCHOOL CRIME BETWEEN 1989 AND l225 

WASHINGTON. D.C. - There was no significant change from] 989 to 1995in the 
percentage of sfJJ.dents who reported baving been robbed in school. baving property stolen from 
their locms or ~ or ex.periencing physical attacks at school. according to n joint study· 
announced today by the Justice Dcpartl1leDt 4U1d the Education DepartJrumt. In 1995, the srudy 
showed !hat 14.6 pen:ent of students >lged 12 through 19 reponed violent or propcny 
victimizDlion at scbool., compared. to 14.5 percent in 1989. 
. There WitS, however, m inClemiC irl.the percenl ofstudents in J99S like.ly to be vicrimi7..ed 
by a violent crime~wa. physical.attack or a robbety by force., weapons or threats-compared to 
. 1989. In 1995. 4.2 percent of all 12- to 19-year-old students experienced a violent crime, 
· compared. to 3.4 percent sbt. years earlier. 

The data. from the lSureau of Justire StBIistics (BJS) and the National Center for 
Education Statistics (NCES). also found rhat fewer than ODe in 1;000 students reported taking a 
gun to school in 1995, but about one in 20 sludeo.t.~ said they saw another student with :J. gun at 
scbool. . 

In 1995, the srudy showed that 12.4 percent of the students who saw::lnother student with 
· a. gun at school said they were a victim ofa violent crime at school,'compared to 3.8 pe:rw;eDt of 
those who had tlOL 

Violent victimization WDS also reponed [0 be associarr.d with the presence of street gongs. 
In 1995.7.5 peroent of'all !tudents who reported gangs ill their schools said they hadbecD a 
violent crime victim at school, compared [0 2.7 percent ofstudents who reported no gangs. 

Students .reporting street gangs in !:heir schools rose from 15 percent in 1989 to 28 percent 
in 1995. In 1995 halfof t:he Hispanic students aged 12 through) 9 reported gangs in their 
schools. compared 10 3S pe.teent of the black students and 23 percent of the white students. 

· TlUrty-one per:cent of the public school students and 7 percent of the priwte school students said 
there were gangs in their schools. 

. ' In both 1989 and 1995 male stw:fents were more likely to experience violent victimization 
than were their female coU1ltet'parts. While about 5 percent of male students reported 
experiencing a violent crime in both 1989 and 1995. rhe percentage of female srodents reporting 
violence ro.~ from 20 percent to 3.3 perCent. 

-----_.__ . ------_...__ ....----------- 
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, Tn .1995. as in 1989. most students reponed rImt drugs. including marijuana, cocaine, 
cisek'or ~ppcrSldoW'.lle1"$. were availnbJe to some degree at school. TIle percentage of studeDts 
who reported the availability of drugs. in '1995 was 6S.3 percent, 5J ightly higher tJum the 63~2 
percent reported. in 1989. Stl..i.dents in higher grades were more likely than those in lower grades 
to repOlt tha.t these drugs were available. , " 
" For tbe study, ·j!icbool" included areas in school buildings. on schoorgrouncis or on' 

school bwies. . 
Tbe study. '"Sbldents' RepOrts of School Crime: L989 and 1995" (NCES 98-241 and 

. Ncr-169607) was written by Kathryn A. Chnndler and Chris Ct.apIDml ofNeBS and Michncl R. 
~d;a.ftd Bruce M. TllylorofSJS. Single copicsmay be obtained frOm tbc BIS t'ax-on~eman~' 
sjostemby dialing301lS19-5SS0,listeniDg to the menu. and selecting document numbers 107 

rhnmgb HO. bycaJliDg Ute BIS Clearinghouse lit l-soon32-3271 or by calling the National 

Library of EducatioD 811--8001424-1616. ' 


The tepOtt can also be downloaded from: '. , . 
http://www.ojp.usdoj.gov!bJsI Or from http://rlce.oud.gOT , 

:. Addit.\onal crimiDaljusticc materials can be obtaiDed·froin t&e Office ofJustice Programs
h9mepageat: ," . 

. bttpu/wwW.ojp.D&doJ4:0V ' 
The OepartInent of Bducation's mcdiacontact is David Thomas at 2021401-:1579 
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AfI:e:r hours contact: Stu Smith at 301/983-9354 
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Introduction and Background 
, , 	 . 

This report is the flI'St focusing on data collected in the 1995 SchoolCrlme Supplement (SCS), 
an enhancement to the National Crime Victimization Survey (NCVS). The NCVS is an ongoing 
household survey that gathers information on the criminal victimization. of household members ' 
age .12 and ·older. While this report does not cover all of the items in the dataset; it covers those 

. pertinent to school crime. These include: victimization at school, drug availability at school, 
street gangs at school, and guns at school. In this report. victimization is in terms of prevalence 
as opposed to counts of events .. In other words, the report focuses on the percent of students who 
have been victimized one or more times. 

I 

To put the 1995 estimates in context: data from the 1989 SCS are also presented. Key findings 
include:' 	 .' 

• 	 There was little or no change in the percent of students reporting any (violent or 
property} victimization· at school (14.5 percent .versus 14.6 percent), or the percent 
of students reporting property victimization at school (12.2 percent versus 11.6 
percent) between 1989 and 1995 (table 1). However, there was an increase in, the 
percent of students reporting violent victimization at school (3.4 percent versus 
4.2 percent) between the two years. 

, ,. 

~ 	 In 1989, most students. 63.2 percent, reported t!'lat marijuana, cocaine. crack, or·· 
uppers/downers were available at school (either easy or hard t9.obtain; table 2). 
This number increased somewhat to 65.3 percent in 1995. . . . 

• 	 The percent of students reporting street gang presence at school nearly doubled 
between 1989 and 1995, increasing froJP, 15.3 percent to 28.4 percent (~ble 4). 

• 	 In 1995, a series of questi~ns was asked about guns' at ~chbo1.1 'Almost no 
students reported taking a gun to school (less than one half of one percent). 5.3 
perCent reported seeing another student with a gun at school, and 12.7 percent 
reported knowing another student who brought a gun to schooL 

The supplements were fielded in January through June of their respective years to nationally 
representative samples of approximately 10,000 students. Eligible respondents to the 
supplements had to.bebetween the ages of 12 and 19, and had to have attended school at so'me 
point during the six months preceding the interview. Respo~dents were only asked about crimes 
that had occurred at school during the six months prior to the interview. "At School" was defined 
as in. the school building. on school grounds. or on a school bus. 

Readers should be aware that the 1989 SCS estimates on victimization atschool shown in this· 
repo~ do not match the estimates presented in th~ first analysis of the 1989 S~S.2 In both the 

I A similar series ofquestions was not included in 1989. . ," , . 
'l See L Bastion IIIld B.·Tay1or. School Crime:.A Na/ional Crime Vic/imitAtion Survey Report. NCJ-13164S (U.S. Department of Justice, 

, Bureau:of Justice Statistics. Washington, D.C.: "1991). 

1, 
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1989 and 1995 SCS collections, persons 12 to 19 years of age were asked to respond to the 
NCYS and the, SCS, and victimization information was captured in both questionnaires .. The 
eadier authors eleCted to use the victimization information-reported in the NCVS. rather than the 
SCS, in the development of their estimates. Because of a redesign of the NCVS in 1992, the 
1995 victimization estimates from the NCVS cannot readily be compared to those developed 
before 1993.3 Therefore. the authors ofthis report elected to reanalyze the 1989 data to compare 
estimates of victimization in 1995 to 1989 using the SCS data in both cases. Undoubtedly. the 
redesign of the NCVS also had impHcationson responses to the SCS. Unfortunately, iris not 
possible to measure the extent of the impact. (More information about the redesign and a 
comparison of SCS versus NCVS estimates of victimization can be found in the methodology 
section of this report.) 

This report presents estimates for two points in time, six years apart. Readers should not. assume 
that the time points represent a stable trend between 1989 and 1995. In fact, if estimates had 
been developed for the intervening years, many changes might be seen. 

In this report. each topic is covered in a two- or three-page presentation that consists of bullets 
and figures. Comprehensive tables ,on each of the topics can be found after the body of the 
report. A methodology sectio~. which describes the data collections and the analysis approach. 
follows the tables. Shown in appendix A are tables containing standard errors of the estimates, 
and ~hown in appendix B are the 1989 and 1995 School Crime Supplement questionnaires. 

Again, this report does not exhaustively cover all of the data available in the 1989 and 1995 data 
sets... Readers can obtain the 1989 SCS data through the National Archive of Criminal Justice 

. website at ''http://www.icpsr/umichleduINA.CJDf' (study number,9394). and the 1995 SCS data 
will soon be made available through the same source. A SCS, jointly developed by the Bureau of 
Justice Statistics (B1S) and the National Center for Education Statistics (NCES), will continue to 
be fielded as a supplement to the NCVS every few years. . 

l C. Kindemumn. 1. Lynch. and D. Canrol'. Effects o/Ihe Redesigll 011 VictimiVJ/ioll EstinIDtl!J. NCJ-I64381 (U.S. Department of Justice. 
Bun,auofJustice Statistics. Washington. D.C.: 1997). . 

2 
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.Student Victimization 	 (See also table 1) 

Figure 1 '.-- Percent of students ages 12 through 19 who reported 
experiencing various forms of victimization at school: 
1989 and 1995 

• The overan level of . 
Percent 

1989 1995 victimization in schooJs in 
1995. 14.6 percent, was similar 
to that in 1989. 14.5 percent. 
There was an increase in the 
percentage of students 
reporting. violent 
victimizations, however, 
increasing from 3.4 percent to 
4.2 percent. . 

Student tqIOtU ofvicrimization 

1Any victimization is a !:Ombination of reported violent and propeny vldimization. Ir 
the snldent reponed an incident of either. he or she is counted as havilltC experienced any 
victimization. If the n:spondent teported having experienced both. he or she is only 
counl!:d once under ~Any victimization". 
~Violeilt victimi.z:a.lioo includes physical allncks or t:Ilcing property from the student 
directly by fon:e, weapons. or threIIts. 
)Propeny victimization includes theft of property from II student's desk, lowr. ot other 
locatiollll. . 

SOURCE: U.S. Department of Justice. Bun:au of Justice Statistics. School Crime . 
Supplement to the National Crime Victimization Survey. spring 1989 and I99S~ 
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Violentl Property' Any I 

Figure 2.~ Percent of students ages 12 through 19 who reported 
experiencing violent Victimization at school. by gender: 
19S9 and 1995 '. 	 . 

Pcn:cnt 
1989 	 199520 

15 

10 

4.8 	 5.1 
s 

2.0 

o 
Male Female 


Student gender 


, 	 ," 

NOTE: Violent victimization inc:ludeS physicalllnw::ks or twlltC property from the 
stUdent: din:c:d y by force. WeIlpORS. or threats. . '" 

SOURCE: U.S. Department of Justice, Bun:au of Ju:uice StlltisbcS. School Crimc 
Supplc!1lCnt to the National' Crime Victimization Survcy. spring 1989 nnd 1995. 

'. . 

• 	 In'1995, male students (5.1 
percent) were more likely 
than female students (3.3 
percent) to have experienced 
violent victimization at 
school. A similar 
relationship also existed 
between violent victimizati'on 
and gender ~n 1989. 

• 	 While the percent of male 
students who reported having 
experienced violent 
. victimization at school was 
about the same in 1989a5 it 
was in 1995. there was an 
increase in the percent of 
female students who reported 
such victimization. 

.', 

3 

. , 
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A vailability of Drugs . 	 (See also tables 2 and 3) 

Figure 6.- Percent of students ages 12 through 19 who reported tbat . 
I drugs were available at school. by grade: 1989 and 1995 

Pm;enl • 	 . Though the increase 1989 	 1995 
90 was small. the 
80 percentage of students 
70 reporting that drugs 
60 were available rose 

from 63.2 percent in50 

1989 to 65.3 percent in40 

1995.30 

20 

• 	 Students in higher 
. grades were more likely 

10 

0 
than students in lower 

All (/" .,... 8· 9'" 10'" .11'" IlOs AD 6"' 1'" Il'" 9'" 10'" II" 12'" 
grades pies grades to report that 

Sludenl gmde drugs were available at 
school in both 1989 and 
1995. 

NOTE: In the 1989 o.nd 1995 SCS. sludenl9 were lISted Iiboul the availability of IDIIrijuanOi. 
cocaine. cmck. and uppers/downers. If the SrudenlS reponed OlDy of these 10 be easy or hBrd 
!O obtain at school. they ate consic:Lered having reponed that dtup were Ilvailable at school. 

SOURCE: U.S. Departlnenl of Justice, Bunl:lu of Justice StaDstic:s, School Crime 
Suppiemenl 10 the National Crime Vicrimization Survey. spring 1989 and 1995. 

Figure 7.- Percent of students ages 12 through 19 who reported that 
drugs were available at school, by school type: 1989 

• 	 In 1995, students in public and 1995 
schools were more likely to Pe.rce~l 
report that drugs were 
available in their schools 
than were students in private 
schools (67.2 percent v: 48.0 
percent). Similar results 
occurred in 1989. 

• 	 A higher percent of public 
school students reported that 
drugs were available at 
school in 1995 than in 1989. 

Public: 	 PriVlllC PubUc PriVDlII! However. the percent of 
SlUdent school type: private school students who 

NOTE: In the 1989 and 1995 sa. srudenl9 wen:: asked about the availllbiHl)'of reported that drugs were 
IDIIrijWll1ll. c:0C0Iine, c:rack. o.nd uppenldowners. If the s"idems reponed any of these 10 available at school was about 
be easy or hard !O obtain Ilt school, they an: considered having reported that drugs wen: the same in 1995 as it was in IlV.uIOible III school, 

1989.
SOURCE: U.S. Deportment of IlISuce. BUR:OIU of Justice Statistics, School Crime 
Supplement 10 the National Crime Victimization Survey, spring 1989 o.nd 199.5. 
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Street Gangs at School 	 (See also table 4) 

Figure 1 '1.- Percent of students ages 12 through 19 who reported t,hat • Students in central cities· 
street gangs were present at school, by place of residence: 
J989 and 1995 

were more likely to respond 
that there were street gangs at 

Percent 
their schools (40.7 percent) 
than were suburban students 
(26.3 percent) or students in 
nonmetropolitan areas (19.9 
percent) in 1995. Similar 
results occurred in 1989. 

• Between 1989 and 1995. 
reports of gang presence 
increased in all three 
categories of student place 
residence. 

50 1989 1995 

45 40.7 
40 

lS 

30 

25 

20 

IS 

10 

5 

0 
Cenlr.ll city Suburbs Nonmetro- Cenlr.ll ciry Suburbs Norunetro

politan lIRl3 politan lIRl3 

Student place 0( caidence 

SOURCE: u.s. Department ofJustice. B~lIu ofJustice Storiscics. School Crime Supplement 
to die NlUionai Crime Victimization Survey. spring 1989 and 1995 

Figure 12.-Percentof students ages 12 through 19 who reported that • Students in public schools 
street gangs were present at school, by school type: 1989 were more likely to report 
and 1995 . that street gangs were present 

at school than were students 
in private schools in both 1995 

30.6 	 years. In 1995. 30.6 percent 
of students in public schools 
reported that street gangs 
were present compared to 6.8 
percent in private schools. 
-The 1989 percents were 16.4 
and 4.4. respectively. 

Public Private • Public school students were 

Student school type 
more likely to report that 
street gangs were present at 
school in 1995 than in 1989, 

SOURCE: u.s. Department of1ustice. Bun:au ofJustice Statistics. School Crime Supplement while private school students 
to the Nl,Uionai Crime Vicdmimtion Survey. sprins 1989 and I99S were about as likely to report 

that street gangs were present 
in both years. 
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.. . 
Guns at School (See also table 5) 

Figure 13.-Percent of students ages 12 through ] 9 who reported knowing 
. a student who brought a gun to school, by age: t995 . 

Percenl 
• In 1995. older students were 

more likely than younger 
20 students to report knowing a 
IS , student who brought a gun to 

school. 

5 


0 


10 

Srudemllge 

SOURCE: U.S. Dcpa.nmeni ofJustice. Bureau or Juslicc Swlslics. School Crime'Supplcmem 

to the National Crime Viclimizai:ion Survey. spring 1995. 
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Figure 14.-Percent of students ages 12 ~rough 19 who reported the 
presence of guns at school, by student reports of street' 

"gang presence at school: 1995 

I' 
iPercent • Street gang presence at a 

Seen Studen! with gun III school . 
student's school was related to 3S 

30 24.8 
knowing another student who 

2S brought a gun to school (24.8 
20 percent v. 7.7 percent). In 
IS addition. street gang presence 
10 at a student's school was 2.8S related to seeing another 
0 

student with a gun at school 
Yes No Yes No 

(11.9 percent v. 2.8 percent). 
Sludem reports at slrOe( g~g presence at school 

.,I 

I 
SOURCE: U.S. Depnnmcn\ of Suml:t:. SUtew of S.W.UCC Statis\ia., Seboo\ Crime Supp\emenl 
10 the Nation:al Crime ViCbmU,abon Survey. spring 199.5. . 

10 
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Report on State Imp'ementation of the Gu'n..Free,Schools Act 
School Year 1'996..1997 


Introduction 
, 	 . 

The Gun-Free Schools Act (GF;SA) states that each state receiving federal funds under the 
Elementary and Secondary Education Act (ESEA) must have a state law that requires all 

local educational agencies (LEA~) in the state to expel from school for at least one year any 
stu,dent found bringing a firearm ~o school. (See Appendix A for a copy of the GFSA.) State 
laws must also authorize the LEA chief administering officer to modify any such expulsion on a 

, case-by-case basis. In addition,:the GFSA states that it lTlust be construed to be CQnsistent with 
the Individuals with Disabilities Education Ad (IDEA). 

The GFSA requires states to report info'rmation about the iniplementationof the act annualiyto 
the Secretary of Education. In order to meet this requirement and to monitor compliance with 
the GFSA, the DepartmentofE~ucation (ED) requires each state1 to submit an annual report 
that provides the number of students expelled (by ~pe of firearm and school level), the number 
of expUlsions that were modified on a case..by-case basis, the number of modified 'cases that 
were not for students with disabilities, and the number of expelled students who were referred to 
an alternative school or program. Two additional items regarding specific LEA compliance with 
the GFSA were'reported but are not included /in this report. ' ' 

Data Collection and Verification 
i 

Westat, under contract to ED. collected the data from each state department of education for 
1995-96,and from all but one state for 1996-972 

• ' ,. 
• 	 As each survey was' received, it was reviewed for accuracy and entered into 

a database. 
• 	 In approximately 50; cases (over both years), Westat contacted the state to' 

obtain a correction or clarification of the submitted data. For example, the 
, ' data provider was contacted if thesubrnitted form~ were not internally . 

consistent or if rows ,or columns did not add to printed totals. 
• Once all of the data was received at Westat, 'all states were contacted and 

" asked to provide:a TInal verification of their data, by fax. ,To date, '53 states 
have verified their data in this manner3.'" ,

• 	 . 'j 

Organization of the Report : 

This report is divided into three sections and summarizes 1996-97 data submitted by the 
states. The 1995-96 data are not includetfir.l this report because, as it was the first year of 

the GFSA data collecti,on, the~e were many problems with the quality of the data collected. ,The 
first section is a brief summary of the overall findings. The second section presents a summary 

1 For the remainder of this report. the terln "states· refers to al 56 of the Jurisdictions (states and te"rrltones) 'covered under the Gun-
Free Schools Ad.. ' 

1 The state that has yet to submit 1996-97 GFSA information is American Samoa. Westat continues to work to obtain a completed 
survey instrument from this state. ' " ' 

1 The states that have yet to verify their data are Puerto Rico and the Virgin Islands. , , 
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of the 1996-97 data in both tabular and graphic form. The tables in this seCtion contain data 
notes that are critical to the correct interpretation of the data. The third section presents a page ' 
for each state. Each page contains the data submitted by the state as well as any caveats or 
data notes accompanying the data: Finally, a copy of the GFSA state data collection instrument 
can be found in Appendix B of this report. 

Data Quality and Interpretation of Findings
.'. . 

A lI~f theinform~tion contained in this report should be interpfetedwith c~ution~ First, 
as noted on the summary tables and, on the Individual state pages, some states' ' , 

attached caveats and data notes to their data that should be consldered~' This Is of 
, particular importance when examining nat/onal totals, as they are not made up ofdata 
that are comparable f~m state to state In all cases (for example, some states submitted 
dat~ ~n all weapons; not firearms). Second, some states submitted aggr,gate da~a that 
was not broken out by school level and/or type ofweapon~ The expulsionsfor these. 
states are Included In the overall summary totals but,are not Included In the figures by 
type of firearm or scho,olleve/. This means that the total number ofreported expulsions 

, differs for each questionnaire item summarized In this ,,!port. ',,' : 

As with all new reporting efforts. we expect the quai'ity of the data submitted under-the' GFSA 
\ ."~' .. 

I ' 
will continue to improve. ED will work to assist the states in their data reporting to ensure this," ' 

./' improvement..:. 

Finally, this report is not deSigned to provide information to the reader regarding ther-ate at, 
which students carry firearms to school. The data reported ,by the states concern disciplinary 
actions only. ' " 

, ,Summary , 

* Overall,,55 states reported data,underth'e GFSA'fo~'the'1996-97schoOI,year: These 
states reported that they expelled an estimated total of 6',093 students from school for 
bringing a firearm4 to school outof a total 5- to 7-year-old population of slightly over 51 

, million in 1996.' However, not all states reported data for all of their districts and some 
states rt:;ported tOtal expulsions for all weapons,riot just firearms. Therefore" the figures 
reported by some states may either over-or underestimate the aCtual expulsions under 
the GFSA. Refer to Table 1 for more detailed information regarding the,se over- and 
underestimates as well as other data caveats. '*, Fifty-six percent ofthe expulsions reported by school level were students in highschool, 

"34 percent were in junior high, and 9 percent were in elementary school. These" data 
were reported by school level by 49 states. (See Table 2).

,'*',Fifty-eight percent of the expulsions reported by type of firearm were for' bringing a 
handgun to school. Seven percent of these expulsions were for 'bringing a rifle or 
shotgun to sch,?ol and 35 percent were fo~ some other type of firearm (such as bombs, 
grenades, or starter pistols). The data were reported by type of weapon by 47 states. 
(See Table 3). . ' " , 

• Please see Appendices A and B for a detailed definition. 
•. ~,,~"J:' • 
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1 

*' Forty-three states reported: on expulsions'that were shortened to'less than one year. in 
these states, 34 percent of expulsions were shortened to less than one year. (See Table 
4).

* Thirty-nine states reported'on the disability status of students receiving shortened ' 
expulsions. In these states; 63 percent of shortened expulsions were for students who 
were notco~sidered disabled. (See Table 5).

* In the 41 states rep~rting ~ata on alternative placements, 56 percent 'of the expelled , 
students in these states were referred to an alternate school or placement. (See Table 6), 

" 

Expulsions for Bringing'a Flreannto School- Overview 
,I 	 ' 

1 	 ' 

Overall, 55 states provided da~a on the number of students expelled f!lr bringing a fireann'to ' 
school, for a total of 6,093 expulsions. California5

, Ohi06
, and Texas were the only states 

with greater than 500 expulsions,' and the District of Columbia, Hawaii, Oklahoma, Wyoming, ' 
Guam, and Puerto Rico reportedthatthey had none during the 1996·97 school year; When 
viewed as the number of expulsions per 1,000 enrolled students, Colorad07

, Ohi06, and, ' 
Mi,ssouri8 had the highest number of expulsions per 1,000 students. However, not all states 

\ ,".' 	 reported data for all of their distriCts and some states reported total expulsions for all weapons, 

not just'fireanns. Refer to Table'1 for more detailed infonnatiori on these caveats. . 


" 

,I, 

School Level 
. 

Forty-nine states provided data 
on their expulsions by school 

level: Over two-thirds of all , 
reported expulsions were reported 
by school level (4,125 of 6,093)~. 

Of these 4,125 expulsions,over 
half (2,317 or 56 percent) were' 
students in senior high schools,: 34' ' 
percent (1,416) were students in 
junior high, and 9 percent (391)' 
were elementary school students. , 
Note that the 'percentages may;not ' 
add, to 100 due to rounding. (S,ee 
Figure 1 and, Table 2)' , 

Figure 1. Number and percentage of students 
expelled. by school level. 1996-97 

Elementary school (391) 
9% Junior HighschOol (1.416) 

34%" , 

High school (2,31 

56%


DataNotn: 
• Pen:oentaget may not '.clc:l1O 100 due to rounding. 	 , 
• See the detaBed caveats on Table 2 fot IddHlonal infotmatIon reganling theM data. 
• The flO- shown In this graph ara baled on data raported by 49 atates. 

, 'The expulsions reported by Califomia represent the total number of school crime incidents 'that involved a gun. 

, 6 The data submitted by Ohio are for expulsions for the uSe/possession of weaeOns. rather than just firea~. ' 
I 	 ' 

1 Colorado reported figures that represent 'expulsions for all weapons, not just firearms. 

• The expulsions reported by Missouri may include ~xpulsions for other weapons such as knives. air guns. or brass knuckles. 

'One expulsion was from a non-graded s~ool. 
'I 
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Type.of Fireann 

.F'orty-sevenstates provided data . 
differentiating the type of firearm 

. brought to school by students. . 
Almost 60 percent of all reported 
expuisions were reported by type of 
firearm (3,497 of 6,093). 

Of these 3,497 expulsions, 58 . 
percent (2,043) involved handguns, 
7 Percent (247) involved rifles or . 
shotguns, and the remaining 35 
percent (1,207) involved .other 
typeS;9f firearms (such as bombs, 

. . . . 
grenades, starter pistols, and 
rockets). Note ~haUhe percentages . 

Figure 2. Number and percentage of students 
e)(pelled, by type of firearq1, 1996-97 . 

Other Fireann (1,207) . 
35% 

Rifle (247) 

7% 


Handgun (2,043)' . 
'58%Data Notes: . 

.• Percentages may not add to 100 due to 
• See the detailed caveats on Table 3tor AddltlNuollnfonnation regarding these data. 

maynmaddt0100dueto '. . ~.=~==~=u=~=s=~==In=th=~=g=~=~=a=~=~===o=n"==ta=~~rtad==~=4=7S=·ta=t~=.====·-=.d 
rounding. (See Figure 2 and Table 3). 

'·,i· 

Shortened Expulsions and Students Ylfth Disabilities 

The GFSA allows the LEA chief administering officer to' mOdifY any expulsion for ffreerm 
..violations on a case-by-case basis (for example, by shortening the expulsion toles~ than 

one year). The purpose of this provision is to allow the chief administering officer in a school 
. district to take unique circumstances into account as well as to ensure that the IDEA andGFSA 
. requirements are implemented consistently: In order to capture these modifications, states are 
asked to report the number of students who had their period of expUlsion .shortene,d, as well as 
·the number of these case$that were not forstudents with disabilities.. ~.' . . 

..
Shortened Expulsions· 

.. 
, ." ",::: 'F.orty-three states reported the"": .:\ 

number of students. whose: . . 

expulsions were shortened to le~s 


than one year as part of the cas&

by-case review process. 

Of the 3;155 expulsions in.these:· . 

states, 1,059 (or 34 percent) were' 

shortened to less than one year. 


.Note that the percentages may not 
add to 100 due to rounding. (See 
Figure 3 and Table 4) 

. Figure 3 .. One-year expulsions vs: expulsions .: 
shortened on acase-by~se basis; 1.996-97' ",; 

(1,059) 
ExpUlsion shortened 

34.% 
.... 

Expulsion not 

. shortened '. 


. (2,096) 

66% 

DataNOtn: 
• Percentagea may nOl add ID 100 MID 1CIUIId1n1/. . 

.• See !h. detailed caveats on Table <4 for addlllonalinfonnaiion Aigan:ting 111_ data•. 
• Tha ligUle' shown In IIIIs graph .... bllHd oil daIa reported by 43 ..... 
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• PercenIIJgeS mil)' not add 10 100 due 10 rounding. 
• See IIIe dellllled __ 011 Table 5 IbI' addlllonlllnformalIon repnling Ibese data. 
• The ftgurn IhOMIIn thIa grap/l1II'II based 011 data nIPOIIad by 39 atatea. 

Referrals 

The GFSA has in place . 

provisions that allow local ; 


,officials to refer expelled students 
,	to an alternative school or prog~am. 
Forty-one states reported, I 
information for this data item arid 

, among these states, 1,901 students 
(56 percent) were referred for an 
altemative placement. Note that 
the percentages may not add to ' " 
100 due to rounding. (See Fig~re 5 
and Table 6) 

Figure 5. Expulsions referred to an altemative ' 
placement, 1996-97 

Alternative placement 
(1,901) 

56% 

DlIUI NoftM:, " ' 
• Pen:entagelmay not IICId 10 100 due,tO 1OIIRdIng. 

, • See !tie detailed c;aveats 011 Table Bibi' addIIIonallnformallon reganling theae data. 
• The ftgurn """"" In this grapl'llll'll based 011 data nIPOIIad by 41 al8lea, 

, 

, ' 

Disability Status ofStudents with 
Shortened Expulsions ! 

Thirty-nine states reported on the 
disability status ~f the students 

with shortened expulsions. Among 
these 39 states, the overall nuin~er 
of shortened expulsions was ~99· 
(compared to 1,059 for the 43 ' 
states shown in Table 4), 

, 

Of these 699 students, 441 (63' :', 
percent) were not considered ~ , 
disabled under section 602(a)(1} of ' ,. 
IDEA. Note that the percentage~ , 
may not add to 100 due to 
rounding. (See FJgure 4 and Ta~le 
5) 

Figure 4. Expulsions shortened on'a case-by-case 
, basis, students with and without disabilities, 

1996-97 
Students with 

disabilities (258) 
37% 

DaUlNotH: 
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Table 1 

Number of stud4:!nts expelled for GFSA violations per 1;000 students of the school-age population. 1996-97 


..~. , 

; ,'t,., 

" ' 

,',
,," 

Number of students School-age Expelled students 

State expelled In 1996-97 population 1996 per 1,000 of pop, Data Caveats 

Alabama 91 780,000 ' 0,117 

Alaska 19 135,000 0,141 
Arizona 152 807.000 0,188 
Ar1<ansas 62 484.000 0,128 

Calif~mla1 " 723 6.132.000 0.118 
This'figure represents the total nuinber of . school crime incidents that involved a gun. 

Colorad01 475 728.000 0,652 Reported figures are expulsions for All 
weapons~ not just firearms. . 

Connecticut 19, 575,000 0,033 
Delaware . ,7 126,000 0,056 

The District of Columbia SDFSCA coordinator 
.. reported that the DIStriCt has a policy in place• 

but the policy was not'enforc:ed In 1996-97. The 
District of Columbia '0 75.000 0.000 District Is now surveying each school to' 

, ' determine whether the school had a policy of. --, 
expulsions In place in 1996-97 and whether 

',' 
. . , , students were expellece . ,

'. 

Florida ' ' 202 ' 2.467.000 0;082 
Georgia 244 ' 1.401,000 0.174 . " 

Hawaii 0 215,000 , 0.000 " 
", 

Idaho 33 258.000 0.128 
Illinois 250 2.241.000 0.112 
Indiana 109 1.089.000 0.100 ' ' 

Iowa , 40 537,000 0.074 
Kansas . , , , 43 597.000 0.085 . " 

Kentucky 70 ' 710.000 0.099 ,,' 

Louisiana 88 906.000 0.097 
Maine ,13 228,000 0.057 . 

Maryland1 73 927.000 0.079 
Reported figure' is for the number of Incidents, 

!. 
, " rather than the number of expulSio'ns. ' . 

Massachusetts' 54 ' 1.031.000 ,0.052 

" 
, . " 

Data are for the pe,riOd Jan 1995 through Jun!'l 
Michigan1 

:; . 
'92 ' 1.$65.000 0.049 1997 (a larger period of time than the 1996-97 

, . . " 
,', school year). 

Minnesota J 18 ' 931.000 0.019 

Misslssippj3 ~ " .' ",'~.11 552.000 0.020 Information submitt~ for,handguns only, 
" . 

, " '" \., 
,,' 

?-:-; 
.. , ,', 

Reported figures may Include other weapons
Missouri1 

" 
. 'J. . 318 1.027.000 ' 0.310 

such as knives. air guns. or brass knuckles . 
,'< 

Montana 12 1n.oeo 0,068 

Nebraska did not collect expulsion data from 

Nebraska' . " 
' , 

20 329.000 0.061 
elementary schools. The school-age 
population figures are for all children aged 5 to 
17 . . ' 

Nevada 54 293,000 0.184 , 
New, Hampshire 15 220.000 0.068 
New Jersey 57 1.415.000 0.040 

, " Twenty expulsions were reported separately as 
New Mexico 71 365,000 0.195 an unknown firearm; These were ,added to the 

·other firearms· expulsions. 



Table 1 (cont'd) 

.' 
\ ~. 

Number of students School-age Expelled students 
Slate expelled in 1996·97 population 1996 per 1,000 of pop. Data Caveats 

The data reported for 1996-97 represents 71 % 

128 
" of all LEAs. All 5 of the largest LEAs are

New York' 3,220,000 0.040 
, Included. The school-age population figures are 
, for all children aged 5 to 17. 

North Carolina • 163 1,321,000 0.123 
North Dakota ,1 127,000 0.008 

I The data submitted are for expulsions for the 
Ohlo1 9~7 2.089,000 0.449 use/possession of weaROns rather than 

"I fireanns. 
Oklahoma '0 653,000 0.000 
Oregon 85 597,000 0.142 
Pennsylvania 200 2,133,000 0.094 
Rhode Island ,7 172,000 0.041 
South.Carolina 94 684,000 0.137 
South Dakota 17 153,000 0.046 The reported figure includes air guns. 
Tennessee 98 958,000 0;102 
Texas 532 3,870,000 0.137 
Utah 80 490,000 0.163 
Vermont '5 111,000 0.045 

Virginia 92 1,m,OOO 0.052 
Virginia does not differentiate between 

: 
. .. handguns and rifles • 

Washington 1:46 1,051,000 0.139 
West Virginia 27 315,000 0.086 
Wisconsin 54 1.006.000 0.054 
Wyoming ;0 102.000 0.000 

Puerto Rico iO 852.354 0.000 . 

AmeriCan Samoa 
No data submitted' fOI 

13.629199ft97 -
Guam 0 31,797 0.000 ' ' 

Northem Marianas ' ··1 7.766 0.129 
Virgin Islands 1 . 26.197 0.038 

; 

',".', 

Because all states did not submit data in a, 
uniform way, this total should be ,considered an 

Total 6.093 51.293,743 0.119 estimate. Refer to the caveats shown on the .>. "". 
individual state lines for a full picture of the data 

I submitted un!iei' the GFSA. 
'" 

; 

Number of states:. ' 55 

Data Notes: i. ...... 
• I ' 

The school-age population figures are children aged 5 to 17, including ~h public and private school students. For the SO states and the 
District of Columbia, these figures are for 1996. For Puerto Rico and the other outlying areas, the figures shown are for 1990. 

. I . 

11 The figure reported by this state may oyers~te the number of actual GFSA violations. 

~ The U.S. DepartrMnt of Education is WOrki~g to address this ISsue. The District of Columbia SDFSCA coordi!lator also reported that 
he policy is being enforced this year (1997·98) and that 80 far, four students have been expelled forfireanns'vIolatio.,s. 

31 ,The figure reported by this state may understate the number of actual GFSA violations. 

. 



Table 2 

Number of students expelled for GFSA violations, by school level, 1996-97 . 

., ". .. . 

..11 ,. 
, 
, . 

t. 

71 

District of Columbia SDFSCA coordinator 
reported that the District has a policy In place, but 

. policy was nOt enforced In 1996-97. The 
is now surveying each school to determine _ ......... 

. school had a policy of expulsionsin place in 
1996-97 and whether students were expelled.2 

figure Is for the number of incidents. 
the number of expulsions. 

did not collect expulsion data from 
leietmenta,rv· schools.. 

expulsions were reported separately as an 
unknown firearm. These were added to the "other 

IfiNUlnntt." expulsions. 

data reported for 1996-97 represents 71 % of 
LEAs. All 5 of~e·Jargest L~ are Included. 



Table 2 (cont'd) 

.II 

./ 

IM[J=I\,~lsSilng Data 

does not differentiate between handguns 

,,,,..r....,,nthe caveats shown on the Individual state 
4.125 lines for a full picture of the data submitted under . 

GFSA. . 

The figure reported by this state may o.~erstate the number of actual GFSA violations. 

The U.S. Department of Education is working to address this issue. The District of Columbia SOFSCA coordinator also reported that the 
Is being enforced this year (1997·98) and that so far. four students have been expelled for firearms violations. 

The figure reported by this state may understate:the number of actual GFSA violations. 
,1. . 

. '. I 

.-' 
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Table 3, 
Number of students expelled for GFSA violations, by type of firearm, 1996-97 

Type of Firearm 
Hand- Riflel 

State gun % Shotgun % Other % Total Data Caveats 

~.mJ_~_-.J_..u_______ 
. , 

, Alaska ,11 6 2 19 The figures reported under rifles and shotguns 

"-0. " ..-" " 
include any ·generic· guns reported by districts. 

,~~ona - 103 18 31 152 " 

'~nsas' 53 '4 5 62 
- Connecticut 12 3 4 19 
,', Delaware .. 6 1 0 7 

The District of Coiumbia. SDFSCA coordinator 
""",. 

reported tha,t the District has a policy in place.·but 
.~." . " the policy was not enforced In 1996-97. The District

: District of Columbia 
, 

0 0 0 o is now surveying each school to, determine whether .. 
the school had a policy of expulsions In place In 

, ' 1996-97 and whether students were expelled.2-, .-J --
: Florida 174 6 22 202 

Georgia 165 16 63 244 
, Hawaii 0 0 0 0, 

Idaho 
, 8 3 22 33 

Illinois 104 6 140 250 >

, Indiana . n '11 21 109 
Iowa 18 3 19 ' 40 
Kansas, ,30 7 6 ':. 43 
Kentucky 56 .. ' 4 10 ,70 

, Maine 9 2 2 13 

Maryland1 52 4 17 73 Reported figure is for the number of incidents, 

.. rather than the number of expulsions. . 
Massachusetts 36 0 18 '54 
Minnesota 6 1 11 18 
Mississiooj3 11 0 0 11 Information submitted for handguns only.' 

Missouri1 8 
' , 

308 318 Reported figures may include other weapons such .. 2 " as knives, air guns. or brass knuckles . .. . 
Montana 7 1 4 12 
Nevada, 35 2 17 54 
New Hampshire 11 3 1 15 
New Jersey 27 2 ' 28 57 

" Twenty expulsions 'were reported separately as an 
New Mexico ,26 7 38 71 unknown firearm. These were added to the ·other .... firearms" expulsions . 

NewYorkl 78 10 40 128 The data reported for 1996-97 represents 71 % of 

.. all LEAs. All 5 of the largest LEAs are Included. , 

North Dakota, 0 0 1 1 
Oklahoma 0 ,0 0 0 - ' 

Oregon 55 8 22 85 , 

Pennsylvania 84 ' 15 101 200 " 

Rhode Island 7 0 0 7 



': 

." 

IMIJ="~js~iina Data 
The figure reported by th.is state may overstate the' number of achlal GFSA violations. 

does not differentiate between handguns 

Refer to the caveats shown on the Individual state 
lines for a full picture of the data submitted under 
the GFSA. 

The U.S. Department of Education Is working :to address this Issue. The District of Columbia SDF!)CA coordinator also reported that 
is being enforced this year (1997-98) and that so far, four students have been expelled for firearms violations. 

The figure reported by this state may understate the number of actual GFSA violations. 

'I 

_. 



Table 4 

Number and percent of expulsions for GFSAviolations shortened on a case-by-case basis. 1996-97 

\': 

t ' 

Total Overall 
Total Number Percent 

State ExpulsIons Shortened Shortened Data Caveats 

Alabama 91 19 21% 
Arizona 152 34 22% , 
Arkansas 62 20, 32% 
Connecticut 19 5 26% 
Delaware 7 1 14% 

The District Of Columbia SDFSCA cOordinator reported that the 
District has a policy in place. but the policy was not enforced In 

District of Columbia ' 0 NA 0% 1996-97. The District Is now surveying,each school to determine 

-.... - whether th8 school had a policy of expulsions in place In 1996
97 and whether students were expelled.2 ' 

Florida ~., " 202 28 14% 
Georgia ',244 47 19% 
Hawaii ONA 0% 
Idaho 33 12 36% , 

Indiana' 109 ,92 84% 
Iowa. 40 . , 18 ' 45% 
Kansas 4~ 11 26% 
Kentucky 70 .. 17 24% 
Maine 13 6 46% 
Massachusetts 54 37 69% 
Minnesota 18 12 67% 

Missouri' 
. . 318 33 100A Reported figures may include other weapons such as kniVes. air. 

guns, or l:lrass knuckles . 
Montana 12 7 ·58% 

Nebraska' , 2C 7 35% 
Nebraska did not coiled expulsion data from,elementary 
schools. . 

Nevada 54 3 6% .. 

New Hampshire 15 . S 60% 
New Jersey 57 2( . 35% 

New Mexico 71 1:; 17% 
Twenty eXpulsions were reported separately as an unknown 
firearm. These were added to the ·other firearms" expulsions. 

NewYork3 128 47 37% 
The data reported for 1996-97 represents 71% of all LEAs. All 5 
of the largest LEAs are included. 

North Carolina 1~ 6<4 ' 39% 
North Carolina reported that the figures for this question are 
based on estimates. . 

North Dakota 1 1 100% . 
Oklahoma ONA ..... 0% 
Oregon 85 37 44% 
Pennsylvania, "200 141 71% 
Rhode Island 1 7 100% 
South Carolina 94 Hi 17% 
South Dakota 7 ~ 43% The reported figure includes air guns., 
Texas 532 167 31% 
Vermont . 5 <I 80% 
Washington 146 103 ·71% 
West Virginia 27 8 30% 



Table 4 (cont'd) 

Total Overall 
Total Number Percent 

State Expulsions Shortened Shortened Data Caveats 

Wisco 11 201(, 

Wyoming ONA: 0% 
, 

> 

Puerto Rico .. ONA, .0% 
Guam . C NA. 0% 
Northem Marianas 1 i C 0% 
Virgin Islands 1 I 0 0% .' 

Total 3,155 I 1,05 
34% Refe~ to the caveats shOwn on the Individual state lines for a full 

picture of the data submitted under the GFSA. ., 

Number of states reporting the number of expulsions that 
were shortened on a ca'Se-by-case basis: I 43 

; 

Data Notes: ' I 
: I 

, 

The GFSA includes provi~ions that authorize thelLEA chief administering officer to modify any GFSA expulsion on a case-by-case basis 
(for example by shortening the expulsion to less ~an one year).. 

11 The figure reported by this state may overstate the number of actual GFSA violations. 

121 The U.S. Department of Education is wor1dng !to address this Issue. The District of Columbia SDFSCA coordinator also reported that the 
policy Is being enforced this year (1997·98) and that so far, four students have been expelled for firearms violations. 
31 The figure reported by this state may understate'the number of actual GFSA violations. 
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Table 5 . '.' . . ..'.,' 

Number and percent of E!xpulsions for GFSAviolations shorteriedfor rion~isabied students on a Case-by-case 

basis, 1996-97 . '. . . . 


\. 

't' 

, ~' 

Number Non- Percentage Non-
Total Number disabled disabled 

State 
. Shortened Shortened Shortened Data Caveats 

~ 

.-iArizona '34 1E 47% .. 
iAmnsas ' .. 20 . . Hi 75%""'. Connecticut . '5 <4 80% .. 

Delaware 1 '(1 0%-

... ' 
The D~ct of COlumbia SDFSCA coordinator reported 

".' 
that the District has a poli~ In place, but the poUcy was 

" District of Columbia NIl 
, not enforced in 1996-97. The District Is ,!OW 8u~ying, ,NA 0% Elach school to detennine whether the sChool had a , ... 

policy of expulsions In place in 1996-97 and whether 
,,' '.' students were expelled.2 

. . . 

- Florida 28 13 46% , , 

Georgia 47 19 40% 
Hawaii NA NA 0% 
Idaho 12 : O· 0% " 

~.' Iowa 18 14 78%. , , 
Kansas 11 10 91% . 
Kentucky ~ 17 '13 76% 
Maine 6 3 50% 
Massachusetts 37 28 76% 
Minnesota 12 12 100% 

Missouri'" 33 5 15% 
Reported figures may include other weapons such as 
knives, air guns, or brass knuckles. 

Montana 7 6 86% 

Nebraska' 7 5 71% 
Nebraska did not collect expulsion data from elementary 
schools.." , 

Nevada 3 1 33% 
New Hampshire . 9 <4 44% 
New Jersey 20 20 100% 

Twenty expulsions were reported separateiy as an 
New Mexico 12 12 100% unknown fireann. These were added to the ·other 

firearms- expulsions. 

NewYork3 47 13 ,28% 
The data reported for 1996-97 represents 71% of all 
LEAs. All 5 of the largest LEAs are Included. 

North Dakota 1 1 100% 
Oklahoma NA NA 0% 
Pennsylvania 141 118 84% 
Rhode Island 7 6 .86% 
South Carolina 16 12 75% 

South Dakota 3 1 33% The reported figure includes ai[ guns. 
Vennont 4 4 100% 
Washington 103 62 60% 
West Virginia 8 7 88% 



... 


Table 5 (cant'd) 

Number Non- Percentage Non-
Total Number disabled disabled 

State Shortened Shortened Shortened Data Caveats 
; 

lIVyoming NAj. ~ OJ(, . ,. 

, , 
Puerto Rico NA NA 0% 
Guam NA .. NA,. 0% 
Northern Marianas (l ,. (I 0% '. 

Virgin Islands C NA 0% 

Total .~9S 
i 

441, 

i 

63% 
Refer to the caveats shown on the individual state lines 
for a full picture of the data submitted under the GFSA. 

. " .. , 

Number of states reporting the number of shortened 
expulsions that were D.Q1 disabled: 

. , 
3~' '. 

" i .. 
Data Notes: 
11 The figure reported by this state ~ay ove.rstate the number of adual GFSA v,k,lations. , . ~ ., 

21The U.S. Department of Education is wortdng to address this Issue. The Distrid of Columbia SDFSCA coordinator also reported that 
he policy is being enforced this year (1997-98) a,nd that so far. four students have been expelled for firearms violations. 

3/ The figure reported by this state may understate the number of adual GFSA.violations. 

) 

I. 

. , 
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Table 6 

Percentage of students expelled for GFSA violations referred to an alternative placement, 1996·97 
.' ., 

State Total Expulsions Referred Percent Referred Data Caveats 

Alabama 91 " 37 41% 

AlasKa 19 2 11% 

IArizona 152 68 45% 

lAJ1(ansas 62 e 10% 

Callfomia 723 723 100% 
This figure represents the total number of school ,crime.. 
incidents that Involved a gun. 

Connecticut 19 14 74% 

Delaware 7 3 43% 

"'_"_"~"'4 The District of Columbia SDFSCAcoordinator reported that 
the Distriethas a policy in place, but the policy was not 

District of Columbia C NA 0% 
enforced In 1996-97. The District is now surveying each 
school to determine whether the school had a policy of 

" 

expulJlons in place in 1996-97 and whether students were 
expelled.2 

~ . . 

Florida 202 , 110 54% 

Georgia 244 130 53% , ' 

Hawaii , 0 NA 0% " 

Idaho 33 ,3 : 9% ., 

Kansas 43 22 51% r 

Kentucky 70 21 30% . 
Maine ,13 5, :38% 

Maryland' 21 
' ' Reported figure is for the number of incidents. rather than 

73 29% the'number of expulsions. ' \ 

Massachusetts '54 30 ' 56% 

Minnesota 18 12 67% 

Montana 12 4 33% 

Nebraska3 20 15 : 75% 
Nebraska did not collect expulsion data froll'! elementary 
schools. . ' 

Nevada' 54 42 78% " 

New Hampshire .. 15 4 270/. 

New Jersey 57 15 26% 

Twenty expulsions were reported separately as an 
New Mexico 71 5 7% unknown firearm. These were added to the ·other 

firearms" expulsions. 

New York3 128 65 ' 51 GAl 
The data reported for 1996-97 represents 71% of all LEAs. 
All 5 ofthe largest LEAs are included. , 

North Carolina 163 21 13% 
North Carolina repOrted that the figures for this question 

..... are based on estimates.. ' 

North Dakota 1 C 0% 

Oklahoma ,0 NA 0% 

Pennsylvania 200 78 39% 

Rhode Island 7 0 0% 

South Carolina . 94 36 38% ' 

South Dakota 7 3 43% The reported figure Includes air guns. 

Texas 532 322 61% 

Vermont 5 1 ' 20% 

Washington 146 61 42% 

, West Virginia 27 9 33% 

\ 



Table 6 (cont'd) 

\

State Total Expulsions Referred Percent Referred Data Caveats 

3 
Wyoming -01 I NAI 0% 

; 

Puerto Rico 0 ! NA 0% 
Guam 0 I NA 0% 
Northem Marianas 1 : 0 0% . 

Total 
: 

3.417 ' I" 1.901 56% Refer to the caveats shown on the Individual state lines for 
a full-picture of the data submitted under the GFSA. 

I 
Number of states reporting the expelled students f8ferred to 

41an altemative placement: 1 

. 
Data Notes: I 

! 

The GFSA has provisions in place that allow loea, officials to refer expelled students to an altemative school or program. 
, , -

11 The figure reported by this s~te may overstate 
l 
the number of actual GFSA violations. 

2J The U.S. Department of Education is ";'Orking ~o address this issue. The District of Columbia SDFSCA Q)Ordinator also reported that th 
policy is being enforced this year (1997·98) and that so far. four stUdents have been expelled for firearms violations. 
31 The figure reported by this state may understate the number of actual GFSA violationS. ' 
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Gun·Free Schools Act -1886·87 DataAlabama 
I' 

" 

I. Number ofstudents expelled in Alabama under,Alabama's State law that requires'a one
year,expulsion for a student who brings a firearm to school.. 

School Level 

, , . 
Handguns 

' Rifles! 
Shotguns 

Other 
Firearms ,Total 

Elementary 
I 12 0 0 12 

Junior High 
, 
. 27 1 3 31 

Senior High I 45 , 2 J 48 

Total 84' 
;' 

3 . ' 
4 91"~ 

2. 	 Number ofexpulsions;reported in item #1 that were shorten~d to a term of less than one 
year by the chiefadministering officer ofan LEA ,under the c:ase-by..c:ase modification 
provisions ofSection 14601(bXl) ofthe GFSA: 

I 19 

3. 	 How many ofthe modifi~tions reported in item #2 were for stUdents who are NOT 
students with disabilities as defined in Section 602(aXI) ofthe IDEA? ' 

~I '9 

4. 	 How many ofthe exp~jsionsreported in item # 1 resulted in a referral Qfthe expelled 
student'to an aitemati:ve school or program? ' 

,. 	
I, 'I 	

37 

, I 

, '.*Caveats ~r Dotes o~ the ~ata coll~o~;: For .1996.97 the SDFSC System Coordinators 
collected their own data. 'Forthe 1998.99 school year, the data will be collected state-wide 
through an electronic data collection. , 

,'1 

Alabama 



, Gun-Free Schools Act -1996-97 DataAlaska 

I. 	 Number ofstudents expelled in Alaska under Alaska's state law.thatrequircs a one.year 
, expulsion for a student who brings a fircann to school.' 

Sch~l Level Handguns 
: Rifles! 
Shotguns' 

OtJter 
Fircanns To:tal 

Elementary . 1 3 0 '4 

Junior High 
" 

, 1 1 0 ·,·2 

Senior High . 9 2 2 13 

Total " II 6 2 19 

\: .. 

2. 	 Number ofexp~lsions teported.in,item #1 that we~ shortened to a tenn of less than one 
year by the chief administering officer ofan LEA under the case-by-case modification 
provisions ofSection 14601(bXI) ofthe GFSA: 

MD. :1 

3;· 	 How many of the modifications reported in item #2 were for, students who are NOT 

students with:disatiilities as defined in Section 602(aXI) ofthe IDEA? 


, MD 

. 4. How many of the expUlsions reported in item # 1 ,resuJted in, a referralof the expelled 
::1: Student to an alternative school or program? . ' 

'I'-_"...;.2 _ ....1, 

*Caveats or notes on the data collectiO~;: The figures included under rifles and shotguns 
inchide'any "generic" ,guns reported by districts~, ' 

, Note: MI) =missing data. 

Alaska 



Gun-Free Schools Act - 1996·97 Data Arizona 

1. 	 Number ofstudents expelled in Arizona under Arizona's state law that requires a one
. year expulsion for a student who brings a fireann to sChool. 

.. 

.. 
School Level Handguns 

Rifles! 
Shotguns 

Other 
Fireanns ,Total 

Elementary , 14 9 9 ·32 . 

Junior High I 23 , 2 '13 . '. ~8 

Senior High I 6S. , 7 
, . 9 81 

Total i 103 
I 

18 31 152... 
.,~ 

.," 
. 	 . .' 

2; 	 Number ofexpulsions reponed in item #1 that were shonened to a tenn ofless than one 
year by the chief adm inistering officer ofan LEA under the caSe-by-caSe modification 
provisions of Section J'4601(bXI) ofthe GFSA: 

• 	 I.~ 

34 

3. 	 How many ofthe modificati~ns reponed in item #2 were for students who are,NOT 
students with disabilit!.es as defi~ed in Section 602(aXI) ofthe ID~? 

1·16 

4. 	 How many of the expulsions rePoned in item #1 resulted in a referral ofthe exPelled 
studentto an altematir«Jchool or program? ... . 

I' '68 

*Caveats or Dotes oDthe ~ata cOUectiOD: One expulsion for bringing ahandgun to school 
was for a student in an ungraded school. Therefore the handgun column does not add to the 
total (102 vs. 103). I 

.. 
""1 . 

Arizona 

http:disabilit!.es


Gun-Free Schools Act - 1996-97 Data Arkansas 

I. Number ofstudeilts expelled in Arkansas under Arluinsas's stite law that requires a one. 
year expulsion for. a student who brings a fireann to school. 

School' Level '''Handguns 
Rifles! 

Shotguns' 
Other' 

Fireanns .Total 
Elementary 8, ' J ,'. I 

" 

' ' ·,10 

Junior, High , 35 . , 1 .. 4 "'40 

Senior High 
, 

10 2 0 
" 12, 

Total, 53'" 4 5 ' 62), 
, ',' 

t 

~( , 

2. 	 Number ofexpUlsions reported in item # 1 that were shortened to a tenn of less than one 
.' . year by the chief administering officer ofan LEA under the case-by.case modification 

provisions of Section 1460l(bXI) ofthe GFSA:, , 

20 I 

3. ' 	 How many ofthe m~ifications reported in item #2 were forstudents who are NOT 
,studentS with disabilities as defined in Se,ction 602(aXl) ofthe IDEA? ..., 

" ,~ , . . , 	 " 

'I. 'IS 1, 

4. 	 How many ofth~ expUlsions reponed in item #1.resulted in a referral of,th~ expelled 
student to an alternative school or Pr08ram? ' " ., ',':. • " .' . . 	 '~ " 

,_.r 

, ....*Caveats or DoteS on the data collection:. None. 

, , 

Arkansas. 



, Gun·Free Schools Act -1996·97 DataCalifornia 

I. 	 Number ofstudents exPelled in California under California's state law that requires a 
one-year expulsion for: ~ student who brings a firearm to school; 

, , 

School Level H~dguns 
Rifles! 

Shotguns 
Other 

Firearms Total 
Elementary :MD MD MD 52 

'Junior High" :MD MD MD : 5 I 

Senior High : MD 
! MD MD -97 

To~l i MD MD MD 723 

! ..~ , , ' . ;...... 	 . 

2. 	 Number ofexpulsions reponed in item #1 that were shonened to a term'of less than one 
year by the chiefadmi~isieringofficer ofan LEA under the caSe-by-case modification 
provisions ofSection i4601(bXI) ofthe GFSA: ' 

I 

1 MD I 

" 	 " ' ,; 
3. 	 How l1lany ofthe m~ifications reponed in item #2'were for students who are NOT 

students with disabilities as defined in Section 602(aXI) ofthe IDEA? ' i ", ",! ' ' 

i ,I MD 

4. 	 ,:How many ofthe expulsi~nsreponed in.it~m#1 resulted in a re(erri.l ofthe expelled 
studentto analternati~e school or prognim? :,' " , ,', " ,... ' 

';; I"". 723 

*Caveats or'D~t~ OD tbe ,data eolldo~: lberepon~d figure is'the iotal'~umber ofschool 
, 	 crime incidents that invo~ved a gun. 'Infonnationwas reponed for 1,057 distriCtS but was 

available by school level for only 557 ofthese districts. Therefore, the total column does not 
add to the printed total «(99 vs. 723). ' 

I 

Note: MD =missiDg data. i 

i' 

California 



G~n·Free Schools Act -1996-97 Data 'Colorado 

1. 	 " Number ofstudents expelled in Colorado uilderColorado's state iaw,that requires a one-: 
, year expulsion for a student who brings a fireaniJ to school. ' " ' 

School Level, Handguns 
, Rifles! 
Shotguns 

Other 
Fireanns Total 

Elemental')' MD MD MD 44' 

Junior High " MD 'MD MD, 202 

Senior High MD MD 'MD' 229 

Total MD MD MD 475 
'" " 

2. Number ofexpulsions reponed in item #1 that were'shortened to a t~rm of less than one 
, year by the chiefadminist~ring officer ofan LEA under the case:by-case modification 
provisions ofSection 14601(bX1) ofthe GFSA: 

MD 

3. , 'How many ofthe mOdifications re~rted in ite~ ~2 were for students who are NOT 

,students with disa~ilitiesas defined,in Section 602(a)(l) ofthe IDEA? 


MD 

'. 
4.,~ "How ~~y ofthe'expuisions reported ~n item #1 resulied in a referral ofthe expelled 


student to an alternative sc~ool or'pro8ram? ,"', ' ,: ',,' ,:' - '. " , 


'MD . 

.. ' ,	"*Caveats or DoteS OD tb~ data coliedioD:' Reponed figUres are expulsions for ALL weapons, 
, "not just firearms:' . 

Note: MD =misslDg data • 

Colorado 

.. -, .. 



Gun-Free Schools Act -1996·97 DataConnecticu~ 

I. 	 Number ofstudents expelled in Connecticut under Connecticut·s state law that requires a 
one-year expulsion for a student who brings 8 firearm to school. 

I 

\: 

School Level 
. I .. 

HandgUns 
' Rifles! 
'Shotguns 

Other 
Firearms Total 

Elementary , 0 0 0 0 .. 

Iunior High I 2 
I ' , 

I 0 3 

Senior High ! 10 
! 

2 4 16 

Total i 12 3 4 19, 

./. 
i 

2. 	 Number ofexpulsions reponed in item til "that were shonened to 8 tenn of less than one 
yearby the chiefadm~nistering officer ofan LEA under the case-by-case modification 
provisions ofSection ,14601(b)(l) ofthe GFSA: 

I 

s 

3. 	 How many ofthe mo~lifications reponed in item tl2 were for students who are NOT 
students with disabilities as defined in Section 602(8X 1) ofthe IDEA? 

I 4 

4. 	 How many ofthe expulsions reponed in item til resulted in a referral ofthe expelled' 
'student to an altema~ive school or program? 

I 14 

*Caveats or Dotes OD the data eollectl~:; None. 

J. 
Connecticut 



, Gun-Free Schools Act -1996-97 Data Delaware 

1. 	 Number ofstudents expelled in Delaware under Delaware's state law that requires a one
year expulsion for a,student who brings'a fireann, to school. 

School Level 
-

Handguns 
Rifles! 

Shotguns· 
Other 

Fireanns Total 
Elementary 1 0 0 1 , 

Junior High 0, 0 0 . , , " 0 

Senior High S I 0, 6 

Total 6 I 0 7 

, 	 0 

2. 	 Number ofexpulsions reported in item ## I that were shortened to a term of less than one 
;, 	 ,year by the chief administering officer ofan LEA under the case-by,-case modification 

provisions of' Section' ) 460) (bX I) ofthe GFSA: ' 

I 

3. 	 How many of the modifications reported in item ##2 were for students who are NOT 
students with disabilities as defined in Section 602(aXl) ofthe IDEA? , 

,1...____o~-r 

. '. . 

, " ; How many ofthe expulsions reported in item ## I resulted in a ~ferral ofthe expelled 
student to an alternative school 'or program? " 

3 

'f*Caveats ~r'Dotes 0'; the data collectio;~, None. 

Delaware 



.11 

Gun-Free Schools Act .... 1996-97 Data District of 

Columbia 


I 

1. 	 Number of students expelled in District of Coliunbia under District of Columbia's state 
law that requires a one-~ear expulsion for a student who brings afireann to school. 

School Level 
, 

Handguns 
Rifles! 

Shotguns 
Other 

Firearms Total 
Elementary .. ;0 0 0 .., 0 

Junior High 
" 
;0 0 0 0 

Senior High : 0 0 0 0' 

Total I 0' 0 0 0 

2. 	 Number ofexpulsions t:eported in item #1 that were shortened to a term of less than one 
year by the chief administering officer ofan LEA under the case-by-case modification 
provisions ofSection 1~601(b)(1) ofthe GFSA: ' 

I 

NA 

3. 	 How many of the inod~fications reported in item #2 were for students who are NOT , 
students with disabilities as defined in Section 602(a)(1) ofthe IDEA? ' 

NA, 

! 	 ''','' • 

4; 	 How many of the expulsions reported in item #1 resulte<Jin a referral of the expelled 
student to an alternative school or program? ' ' 

NA 

' .... ;

*Caveats or notes on the «Jata coUection: The District ~fCoiumhia SDPSCA coordinator 
reported that the District has a policy in place, but the policy was not enforced in 1996-97. 
The District is now surveying each school to determine whether the school had a policy of 

, expUlsions in place in 199:6-97 and whether students were expelled. The U.S. Department of 
Education is working to address this issue. The District ofColumbia SDFSCA Coordinator ' 
also reported that the poli~y is being enforced this year (1997-98) and that so far, four 
students have been expelled for frrearms violations. 

District ofColumbia 

I' 



Gun.free Schools Act - 1996·97 Data Florida 
, . " 

1. 	 Number ofstudents expelled in Florida under Florida t ~ state law that requires a one-year 
expUlsion for a student who brings a fireann to schooL 

School Level Handguns 
Rit1~ 

. Shotguns. 
. Other 
Fireanns Total 

Element3!Y S 0 3 ',.8 

Junior High 63 0 10 '73 

. Senior High 106 6 9 121 

Total 174 6 22 202 

\: 

I· 

.,./ ' 

2. 	 Number ofexpulsions reported in item # 1 that were shortened to a term ofJess than one' 
year by the. chief administering officer ofan LEA under the case-by-case modification 
provisions of Section 1460I (b X 1) ofthe GFSA: 

28 

3. 	 How many of the modifications reported in item #2 were for students who are NOT 
students with disabilities as defined in Section 602(aXl) C?fthe IDEA? 

131 

4. 	 How many ofthe expulsions reported in item #1 resulted in areferral of the expelled 
,:::, ,. student to an ahemati've school or program?' ','" .. 

'110 

."*CaveatS or Dotes OD tbe data c:olI~tio~: None. 

, Florida 

" 



Gun-Free Schools Act -1996·97 DataGeorgia 

, i ', 	 , '" 

I. 	 Number ofstudents expelled in Georgia under Georgia's' state law that requires a one-
year expulsion for a student who brings a firearm to school. 

i 

School Level 

I, 
, , 

' Handguns 
Rifles! 

Shotguns 
'Other 

Firearms Total 
Elementary 9 .. 0 2' " -11 

Junior High 52 4 26 -82 

Senior High 104 12 35 ' 151 ' 

Total : 165 
I 

16 , 63 244 

, 

2. 	 Number ofexpulsions reported in item #1 that were- shortened to a term of less than one 
year by the chief administering officer ofan LEA under the case-by-caSe modification 
provisions of Sec:tion~ 1460 I(bX1) ofthe GFSA: ' 

47 

, ,I' . 	 ' '.' ,',' 

3. 	 How many of the modifications reported in item #2 were for'students who are NOT 

students with disabil~tiesas defined in Section 602(aXl) ofthe IDEA? ' 


, , 

I 19 

4. 	 ' How many'ofth~ 'expulsions reported in item #i resulted in a referral ofthe expelled 

student to an alternative school or program? 


1 	
130 

, , ' 

,e· 

i, * Caveats or Dotes OD the data colidoD: None. 

Georgia 



Gun-Free Schools Act -1996-97 DataHawaii 

I. . 	 Number ofstudents expelled in Hawaii. under Hawaii's state law that requires a one-year 
e~puls10n for a student who brings' a firearm to school. . , . . . 

',", 

School Level 
'. 

Handguns 
Rifles! 

Shotguns 
Other . 

. Fireanns . Total 
Elementary '0 0 0 0 0 

Junior High 0 0 0 '0 

Senior High 0 - 0 O. ·0 

Total 0 0 0 0 

2 .. 	 Number ofexpulsions reported in item ## 1 that were shortened to a term of less than one . 
year by the chief administering officer ofan LEA under the ~-by-caSe rr:tOdification 
provisions of Section 14601(bXI) ofthe GFSA: . 

I NA 

3. 	 .How many ofthe inOdifications reported in item #2 were for students who are NOT 

students with disabilities as defined in Section 602(aXI) ofthe IDEA? 


~. 	 ~. , .. 
., NA 

4. 	 How m~y 'ofth~ expulsions reported in item #I resulted in a referral ofthe expell~ 

~f:" student to an altel1lative sChOol or program? .. . . . '. . 


, ·NA 

.* C~ve~b or Dot'; 00 tbe data collecti~~~: None~ . 

Note: NA = Dotapplicable. 

Hawaii 

•.. 



Gun..Free Schools Act -1996..97 DataIdaho, 
, ': 	 '. 

J. 	 Number ofstudents expelled in Idaho under idah~ts state law'that requir¢s a one-ye~ 
, expulsion for a student who brings a firearm to school. " 

School Level 

, ' 

Handguns 
Rifles! 

Shotguns 
Other 

Firearms, Total 
Elementary. MD MD MD ,_MD, 

Junior High , " MD.. MD MD .MD 
Senior High MD MD MD MD 

Total 8, 
' . 

3 
" .. 

22 33', 
, '.,.' , 

, 
2. 	 Number ofexpulsions reported in item #1 that were shortened to a term ofJess than one 

year by the chief administering officer ofan LEA under the case-by-case modification 
provisions ofSection)4601(b)(i) ofthe GFSA:' 

12 . 

,3. 	 Ho~ many ofthemodifi,cations reporte~,iq item #2 were for students who·are NOT 
students with disabilities as defined in Section 602(a)( I) ofthe IDEA? . , '" 	 . 

I ,_1_:_:0__ 

4. 	 How many ofthe expUlsions repOrted in item # I resulted in a referral ofthe expelled 
student to an alternative school or program? ' 

',I ,3 

.... 
I _.a. ,*Caveats or Dotes OD tb~ data collection: Info~ation waS provided on the data ~llectiOn ' 

instrument by type ofweapon but not by school level. 
, , 

, . 
Note: Mi> =missiDg data.: 

, Idaho 



Gun-Free Schools Act -1996-97 DataIllinois' 

); Number ofstudents expelled in, Illinois under,lIlinois's state la~ that requires a orie-year ' 
expulsion for a student who:brings a firearm to school. ' 

~..,,: 

\; 
 " 


..~ 

,t 
'" 

2~ 	 'Number ofexp~lsions rep<?rted in iteiTi #1 that wereshOl1ened to a term of ~ess than one 
year by the chiefad~inistering officer ofan LEA under the cilse-by-c8se modification 
provisions of Sec~ion 1460I(bXIlof the GFSA: ' 

MD 

3., ,How many'o(tbe niodifications reported in item #2 were for Students who are NOT 
students with disabilities as defined in'SeCtion 602(aXI) oftbe IDEA? 

I,MP 

4. ,,'. ,How many of the expulsions reported iii itein #1 resulted in a referral ofthe expelled 
'"" student to an alternative school or progtam?, ' 

.I ~ 

*Caveats or Dotes OD t~e data C:Ollectio,D: None. 

School Level Handguns 
Rifles! 

Shotguns • 
Other 

, Firearms 'Total 
Elementary 14 0' 25 39 

'" 

Junior High 22 ) 39 62 
" 

Senior High '68 5 76 '149 

Total 104 6 140 250; 

Note: ~ = missiDg data. . 

Illinois ' 



Gun-Free Schools Act -1996-97 DataIndiana 

I 

1. 	 Number ofstud~nts exPelled in Indiana under Indiana's state law that requires a one-year 
expulsion for a student who brings a firearm to sch~l. . 

School Level 
i 

Handguns 
. Rifles! 
Shotguns 

Other 
Fireanns Total 

Elementary ! 3 '0 0 3 

Junior High 24 S 17 46 

Senior High SO 
I 

6 4 60 

Total , 77 11 21 109 . 

.\: 

.~ 

.:" 2 . 	 Number ofexpulsions:reported in item #1 that were shortened to a term of less than one 
year by the chief administering officer ofan LEA under the case.by~modificatiQn 
provisions ofSection i4601(bXl) oftheGFSA:· 

92 

3. 	 How many of the modifications reported in item #2. were for students who are NOT 
students with disabilities lIS defined in Section 602(aXl) of the ID~? , ' 

I .: MD ' 

·4. . 	 How many ofthe expulsions ~ported in item #1 resulted in ~ referral of the expeUed· 
student to an alt~mative school or PJ'()giani? 

MD 	 ., 

*Caveats or Dotes OD tbe ;data collectio~;: None. 

Note: MD =missing data. 

Indiana 



Gun-Free. Schools Act - 1996-97.DataIowa 

I. Number o~ shJdents expelled in Iowa under Iowa's stiate law thatrequires'a one-year 
expulsion for a student who bringS a firearm to school. . .' . . 

: 

. , 
.c· , . 

0;'· 

2. . Number of expuisions repo~ in ite~ ii1 that were shortened to a term of less'iban one 
year by the chief administering officer ofan LEA under the case-by,-case modification 
provisions of Section 14601(bX1) of the GFSA: : . -. 

181 

3. 	 How manY'ofthe modific~tionsrepo~ in item ii2were for students who are NOT 
students with disabilities as defined in Section 602(aXI) ofthe IDEA? . . 

... 14 

4.:··~ .How many oCthe expulsions re~ned in it~m iiI res~lted ~~ a referral ofthe expelled 
. student to an alternative school o~ p~gram?"' .' . 

MD 
.... 

. * Caveats or Dotts ~D tbe data c:ollectioD: 

c-

None. 

School Level Handguns 
Rif1~ 

Shotguns 
Other 

Firearms Total 
Elementary .. I 0 3 

,., ~. 

4 .. 

Junior High . 9 - . 
.2 7 18 

Senior High 8 I 9 18 

Total 18 3 19 40

Note: MD = missiDg data. .' 

Iowa 



Gun-Free Schools Act - 1996~97 DataKansas 

I. 	 Number ofstudents expelled in Kansas under Kansas's state law that requires a one-year 
expulsion for a student who brings a fireann to school. ' 

, 	 " 

School Level ' Handguns 
Rifles! 

Shotguns 
Other 

Firearms Total 
Elementary 

; 
3 0' 0 3 

Junior High 7 0 3, 
" 

10, 

Senior High' , , 20 7. 3 30 

Total 30 '7 6 43 
\ .~', 
, ' 

'2. ' 	 Number ofexpulsion~'reponed in item #1 that wertshonened to aterm of less than one 
year by the chiefad~injstering officer of 'an LEA under the case-by;.case modification 
provisions ofSection;1460 l(bXI) of the GFSA:' , 

,11 

I 	 , 

3~ 	 How m~y of the mOdifications reported in item #2 were fClr, students who are NOT 
students with disabil~tiesas defined in'Section 602(aXI) ofthe IDEA? " ' 

, 10 I 

4. 	 How~any;ofthe expUlsions reported in item #1 resulted in a referral ofthe expelled 
student to an 'alternative school or pro~? , ' ' . . 	 ,. ,~ 

'1___22_'__I 

.-'*Caveats or Dotes OD tb~ data cOllectiOD: ~~ne. 

Kansas 



r, 

Gun-Free Schools Act-1996-97 DataKentucky 

" 	 . 
.1. 	 Number ofstudents expelled in Kentucky under Kentucky's state law.that requires a one-

year expulsiort'tor a student who brings .,. fireann to school. . .' '. '. 

School Level Handguns 
Rifles! 

Shotguns 
Other 

Fireanns ..TotaL. 
Elementary , 4" 0 0 '4 

" 
Juniortligh 26 I. 3 30 

Sen.iq~~igh,_~ . .,., . . 26· 
• J . ,...' '.' •..... .. 3 

' ....". 
, 7 36 

Total' 
"" " 

S6 '4 10 70 
i ..~. , 

2. . Number ofexpUlsions reported jn item ## I· that were shortened to a term of. less than one 
year by the chief administering officer. ofan LEA under the case-by-casemodification 
provisions ofSection 14601 (tiXI) of~eGFSA: . . 

17 

3,. . 	 How many ofUle modifications reported j'n item ##2 were for students who are NOT . 
students with:disabiiitiesas defined in Section 602(aXI) ofthe' IDEA? 

131 

4. 	 How man)':ofthe expulsions reported in it~ ##1 resulted in Ii referral ofthee?tpelled 
. student to an alternative school or program? . 

"21 . I 

'* caveats'or Dotes ~Dtbe data COllectiOD: None. 

'~ , 	 ,.'J. ' 

Kentucky 

-,. 



Gun..f'ree Schools Act -1996·97 DataLouisiana 

. I. 	 Number ofstudents ex~l1ed in Louisiana under Louisiana's State law that requires a,one
year expulsion for a stud,ent who brings a fireann to sehool. 

School Level 
I 

Handguns 
Rifles! 

Shotguns 
.Other 

Fireanns Total 
Elementary ;MD MD MD 16 

·Junior High . :MD MD MD 30 

Senior High !MD MD 
., 

MD 42 

Total iMD . , 
MD MD .88 

., 
2. 	 Number ofexpulsions reported in item #1 that were shortened to a term of less than one 

of'· year by the chiefadministering officer of an LEA-under the case-by--case modification 
provisions ofSection 1460I(bXI) ofthe GFSA: . , 

I 

MD 

3. 	 How many ofthe modifications reported in item #2 were for students who are NOT 
students with disabilities as defined in Section 602(aX I) ofthe IDEA? 

I·' MD .. " 

" 
J 

4. 	 . How many ofthe expUlsions reported in item #1 resulted in a referral ofthe expelled . 
student to an altemativ,e school or program? . . 

. I . 

• ,.. .----rM"!':D~··.-... 

*Caveats or Dotes OD tbe data collectioD;:No~e. 

Note: MD == missiDg data. 
i. 

Louisiana 



Gun-Free Schools Act-1996-97 Data 

, , , 

I. 	 Number ofstudents expelled in Maine under Maine's state law that requires a one-year 
expulsion for a student.who brings a 'fireann to school. 

. ~ " 

\: 

"II 

" 

School Level 
< " 

Handguns 
' Rifles! 
Shotguns . 

Other 
Fireanns Total' 

glementary : .1 0 " 0 1 

" )unior High ,2 ' . 0 0, '2 

Seni~r High 6 2 
" 

,2, 10 ' 

Total 9 2 2 13 

, :~: ~. ". 

. 2. Number ofexpulsions reported in item #1 that were shortened to a term ofless than one 
' 

year by the chief administering officer ofan LEA under the caSe.;by-caSe modification 
provisions ofSection 14601(bX1) ofthe GFSA: ' 

6 

3. . How many ofthe modifications reported in item #2 were'for students who are NOT 
students with disabilities as defined in Section602(aXI) ofthe IDEA? 

, I 3 

',' . 	 ,. '. 

4. 	 How many ofthe expulsions reported in item #1 resulted in a referral ofthe expelled' 
studentJo an alternative school or program? ' 

, S. 	 ,I 

..
*Caveats or notes on tbe data collection: None. 

Maine 



Gun-Free Schools Act -1996-97 DataMaryland 

1. Number ofstudents expelled in Maryland under Maryland's state law that requires a one-
year expulsion fQr a student who brings.a fireann to school. ' 

\ 

School Level Handguns 
Rifles! 

Shotguns 
Other 

Fireanns Total 
Elementary 2, 0 2 ~ 

Junior High 
; 

7 0" 6 13 

Senior High 43, 4 9 56 

To.tal 52 4 17 73 

2. 	 Number ofexpUlsions reported in item # 1 that were shortened to a tenn of less than one 
"year by the chiefadministering officer ofan LEA. under the case·by-case modification 
provisions ofSection 1460 I (bXl) ofthe GFSA: . 

I 

'MD 

3. 	 How many ofthe modifications r.t:ported in item #~ were for, students who are NOT 
students with disabilities,as defined in Section 602(a)(l) ofthe ID~? 

"I 	 MD 

4.' ,How many ofthe exp~lsjons reported in item #,1 resulted in a'referral oft1'!,e expelled 
student to an alternative school or progr.am?, ' . 

. 1 '~1 ·1 
,.. '.*Caveats or Dotes OD tbe ,data collectio~:' Reported fi~ is for the number of incidents, 

rather than the number ofexpulsions. 
,",' !' ~ ".. ," 

Note: MD =missiDg data. ' 
I 

Maryland 

http:progr.am


Gun.free Schools Act -1996·97 Data Massachusetts 

I.' Numl?er ofstudents expelled in Massachusetts under Massachusettst s state law diat 
requires a one-yeare~pulsion for a student wh~ brings a fircann tosehool. 

School Level Handguns 
Rif1~ 

' Shotguns 
Other 

Fircanns ,Total 
,Elementary I 0 2, , 3 " , 

Junior High 20 0 3 23 

Senior High IS 0 13 28 

Total , 36 0 , 18 54 , 
',' 

2. 	 Number ofexpulsions reported in item #I that were shortened to a term of less than one 
ye~ by the chiefadminiStering officer ofan LEA under the case-by-case modification 
provisions ofSection 14601 (bX1) ofthe GFSA: 

37 

3. 	 'How many of the m'odifications repOrted in item #2were for students who are NOT 
stUde,nts wi~ disabilities as defined in Section 602(aXl) ofthe IDEA? ' 

, I ' 28 

4., :~'"', 'How many ofthe expulsions reported in item #1 ,resulted in'a ~felT81 ofthe expelled 
snident to an alternative school or program? ~c ; " 

: 1 30,1 


-*Caveats or D~tes o~ the datacollectioD:' None. ' 

" 

Massachusetts 



, Gun-Free Schools Act -1996·97 Data .Michigan 

1. . Number ofstudents expelled in Michigan under Michigan's state Jaw that requires a one-
year expUlsion for a student who brings a firearm to school. . 

School Level 'Handguns 
.Rifles! 
Shotguns 

Other 
Firearms Total 

Elementary MD MD MD MD 

Junior High :MD MD 'MD MD 

Senior'High ,MD MD MD MD 

Total 'MD' MD MD 92 

2. 	 Num~r ofexpUlsions reported in item #1 that were shortened to·a term of less than one 
year by the chiefadministering officer ofan LEA under the case-by-case modification 
provisions ofSection 1;460 I(bXI) or.the GFSA: ' , 

I MD 1 

3. 	 How many ofthe modifications reported in item #2 were for students who are NOT 

'students with disabilities as der.ned in Section 602(aXI) ofthcdDEA? 


"' " . I' : • :' \ " 	 , , 

I·, MD 1 

4. 	 How many ofthe expulsions reported in item #1 resulted in a referral of the expelled 

.student to an aJtemati~e school orprogr8m? . ..:...... ' 


MD,·I 
.-'*Caveats or Dotes 00 tbe data ~oliecti~~:Information submitted as a cumulative total only. 

not broken out by type ofweapon or $Choollevel. Data are for the period from January 1995 
. through June 1997~ . . 

Note: MD =missiDg data. 

,Michigan 



Gun-Free Schools Act - 1996-97 Data Minnesota 

]. . 	 Number of students expelled in Minnesota under Minnesota's state law that requires a 
one-year expulsion for a stUdent who brings a fireannto school. 

" 

" 

School Level 'Handguns 
Rifles/·, 

' Shotguns 
Other 

Fireanns ' Total, 

Elem~ntary 0 0 0 0 

Junior High 0 0 .. 7 7 

Senior High 6 I 4 11 

Total 6 
,',-, 

I 11 18 
If 
',I" • 

./ . 

2.Nurn ber ofexpulsi(>I1s,reponed in item #I that were shonene'd to a term of less than one 
year by the chief administering officer of an LEA under the case-by-ease mod,ific:ation ,,' 
provisions of Section 14601(bX1).ofthe GFSA: ' , 

12 'I 

3. 	 How ~any ofthe modifications reponed in ite~' #2 were for students who are, NOT 
students with disabilities as defined in Section 602(aX1) ofthe IDEA? ' 

12 

4. ,~~:':>Ho~; many ofthe expulsi~~'s"reponed in item #1 resulted in a referral ofthe expelled 
'. student to an alternative school o~ progranl? ' . '"., . 

12 	 I 
e, 

*Caveab',or Dotes o~ the d~ta co.llectioa: . Non.:. 

:',,"t.. 
'" ~. 

Minnesota 

-" 



• " I 

Gun.free Schools Act -1996..91 Data .Mississippi 

1. 	 . Number ofstudents expelled in Mississippi under Mississippi's state law that requires a 
one-year expulsion for a stU.dent who brings a fireann to sChool. 

, , 

School Level Handguns 
Rifles! 

Shotguns 
Other 

Fireanns Total 
Elementary 0 0 0 0 

JuniorHigh' 4 . ' 0 0 ,4' 

Senior High 7 0 0 7' 

Total' , 
I 

11i 0' . 0 'Il 
L' i 	 " 

2. 	 Number ofexpulsions reponed in item #1 that were shonened to a term ofless than one, 
year by the chie{administering officer ofan LEA under the ease-by-case modification 
provisions ofSection 14601(bX1) ofthe GFSA: 

I. MD I' 

3. 	 How many of~e modiflcationsreponedin item #2 were for students who are NOT 
students with diSabilities'as defined in Section602(aXJ) ofthe IDEA? ' .' 

, .'. 	 "j. . 

;I. 	 MD .. ,I 

.4. . How many ofthe expUlsions reponed in item #1 resulted' in a:referral ofthe expelled 
student to an alternative school or~prograni? .' :" '. . . . .' -, : 

.~D ... 1 '; 

I .. U 	 .*Caveats o~ ~otes OD tbe data coliectioD~~'in'f~rmation submitt~.for h~dgullS only. 
. * ;" . '.' 	 " 

Note: MD ::: missiDgdata. 

Mississippi 



Gun-Free Schools Act - 1996-97 Data •'Missouri': 

'". , 

1. , Number ofstUdents,expelied in Missouri under Missouri's State lawthat,requires a one-
year expulsion for a student Who brings a fireann to school. 

School,Level , 
Elementary 

\; 

Junior High 

Senior High 

Total ..', ' ' 
'r 

./. 

,,, 

,Handguns 
O. 


1 . 
. 

7 

8 


" 'Rifles! ' 
Shotguns' 

0 


,0 

; 

2 

2 


Other 
~ii'eanns 

43 


133 .. 


132 


308 


' ' ... 

Total 
43 


» 

134 

141 


318 


2., ,Nu~ber ofexpulsions reponed in item #1 that weres~one~~d to'a tenn of less than one 
year by the ch iefadministering officer ofan. LEA under the ~-by:-ease' modifi~tion 
provisions of Section 14601(b)( I) ofthe GFSA: " 

33 

, 3. 	 How ,many ofthe modifications reported in item #2 were for students who are NOT 
students with disabilities as defined in, Section 602(a)(l) ofthe IDEA? 

S.. 'I 

4•.:;~ 	 How m~y of the expulsions reponed in ite~ #J resu"lted iru ~fefl'81 of!he expelled : . " 
student to an alternative school or, pro~? . , ' 

.1 MD" I 
,.' 

. ' 	 . . ',.*Cave~ts or notes on tb~data colleCtion: Reponed .figures may include other weapons such 
as kn~ves, air guns, or braSs knuckles. ' 

'Note: :M::o =missing data. 

;'" 

, Missouri 



Gun-Free Schools Act -1996-97 DataMontana 

. , 
I. 	 Number ofstudents expelled in Montana 'under Montana's state law that requires a one-

year expulsion for a student who brings a'firearm to school. .' . 

School Level 
! 

H~dgun$· 
Rifles! 

,Shotguns 
Other 

Firearms. Total 
Elementary . 3 , 0 0 3 , \ 

Junior High I .. o· I 2 

Senior High 3 1 3 7 

Total , 7 I 4 12 .; 

, . "' 
~t" . 

2. 	 . Number ofexpulsions reported in i.tel11 ## 1 that were shortened ~o a term of less than one 
year by the chiefadministering officer ofan LEA under the case-by-case modification 
provisions ofSection 1460 I(bX1) ofthe ~FSA: . , . . 

7 	 I 

, 	 t - .,. . '". 

3. 	 How m8.Qy ofthe'mod,fications~ported in item #2 were for students who.are NOT 
students. with disabiJitie$ as defined in S~ion 602(aXI )'ofthe ID~? 

! 

6 

, 

4. 	 ,How many ofthe expUlsions reported in item #1 resulted in a referral ofthe expelled 
student to an alternative school or progt:am? . .. . . 

4 

'",."*Caveats or. Dotes oli tbe ·data COlleetioD: None. 

Montana 



Gun..free Schools Act -1996-97 Data Nebraska. 

) ~. Number ofstudents expelled in Nebraska under Nebraska's state law. that requires a one~ 
. ,'," 

year expUlsion for a SWd~~twho brjngs a firearm to sehoot ' , ' 

, 

School Level 

, 

Handguns 
Rifles! 

Shotguns 
Other 

, Firearms ,Tota) 
. Elementary MD MD' MD ',MD 

Junior High' MD MD MD 6 

Senior High MD MD MD 14 . 

Total MD MD MD 20 

2.' , Number ofexpulsions reponed in item·#J that were sbonened to a tenn ofless than one 
year by the chiefadministel'i~g officer ofan LEA under the case,!"by-c::ase m~ific::ation 
provisions of Section 1460I (b)( I) of 

, 
the 

"
(lFSA: ' 

7 

, ' 	 , 

-3.·	:'How many of the mc:>dificationsreponed in item #2 were for students who are NOT 
, students with disabilities as defined in Section 602(a)(l) ofthe IDEA? 

.1 5 

:1":" ' ", ' 	 , 
4. 	 ,.How many ofthe expUlsions reponed in item #1 resulted in a referral ofthe expelled 

, student to an alternative school or prograri1? " " , 

I~ 

.. 

i, "*Caveats or notes on tbe data collection: ,Infonnation reponed for alj'fireanns combined," 
not broken out by tYPe ofweapon. -Nebraska did not collect expulsion data from 'elementary 
schools. ' , 

, ' 

Note: MD =missing data. 

Nebraska 



L 

I' 

Gun-Free Schools Act -,1996·97 Data Nevada 

i, ", , 
,	Number ofstudents expelled in Nevada un~er Nevada's state law that requires a one-year 
expulsion for a student who brings a fireann to school. ' 

School Level 
I

Handguns 
Rifles! 

Shotguns 
Other 

Fireanns Total 
Elementary 0 0 2 2 

Junior High 
, 

12 0 8 20 

Senior High ' , 
23 " , ·2 . 7 32 

Total E 35 2 17 54 
h 

2. 	 Number ofexpulsions reported in item #'t that were shortened to a tenn of less than one 
year by the chiefa!iministering officer ofan LEA under ihe case-by-case modification 
provisions of Section 14601(bXI) ofthe GFSA: 

3 

3. 	 How many of the modifications repor:ted in item #2 were for students who are NOT . 
students with diSabilit.t:s as defined in Section 602(aXl) ofthe IDEA? 

. I 	 .1 

4. 	 How many ofthe ~xp~lsions reported in item #1 resulted in,a referral ofthe ~xpelled 
student to an alternative school or program? 

,a. 

*Caveats or DOtes on the data collection: None. 

Nevada 



, Gun-Free Schools Act - 1996·97 Data New 
,Hampsh,ire 	 . 

, 	 . . . 

1. 	 Number ofstudents expelled in New Hampshire under New Hampshire's state law that 
requires a one-year expulsion for a student who brings a firearm to school. 

, ' 

" 

School Level. ' , Handguns 
Rifles! 

Shotguns., 
Other 

Firearms 
", " 

Total 
Elementary 0 0 0 '",0 

,Junior High 6 '0 1 "·..,..,,,7 

Senior Hi$h S 3" 0 8 

Total , 11 3 J ' " .  IS 

(t { 
, '.' 

2. 	 Number ofexpulsions reponed in item # 1 that 'Yere shonened to a tenn of less than one 
year by the chief administering officer ofan LEA under th~ case-by-case modification 
provisions of Section 14601(bXl)oftheGFSA:' ' 

I :, 	 9 I 

3. 	 How many of the modifications reponed in item #2 were for students who are NOT 
students with disabilities as defined in Section 602(aXl) ofthe IDEA? 

,,', 
, ,," J, , "'I " A"' ,I' ," 

4. ' 	 How many ofthe expUlsions reponed in item #1 resulted in a referral of the expelled 
":.::~,. 'student to an alternative sChool or PrO~? " ',' T! 

,4 

.w. 

",,*'Caveats ~r Dotes;D the data collectloD:None. , 	 ; " 

New Hampshire 



Gun~ree Schools Act -1996·97 DataNew Jersey, 

1. 	 Number ofstudents ex~lJed in New Jersey under New Jerse)t'sstate law that requires a 
one-year expulsion for a student who brings a fireann to school. 

School Level Handguns 
Rifles! 

Shotguns 
Other 

Firearms Total 
Elementary 4 0 .3 - 7 

]uniorHigh : 10 0 13 '23 

Senior High ':..13 2 12 27 

Total 27 2 28 S7 

2. 	 . Number ofexpulsions reported in item #I that were shortened toa term of less than one 
year by the chiefadmi~.istering officer of an LEA un,der the case-by-casemodification 
provisions of Section 14601(bXl) ofthe GFSA: 

20 
!. 

3. 	 How many ofthe jnod~fications reported ira item #2 were for students who are NOT· 
students with disabiHties as defined in Section 602(aXl) ofthe IDEA? 

.·1 "201 


4. 	 . How many or-the exptilsions,reported in it~m #1 res~1ted i~'a referral ofthe expelled 
student to an alternative school or program? ' 

'. ' , 

1 IS . ' 1 

*Caveats or DOt~ OD the data COllectiOD: None. 

, , 

", 


, I~ 

New]ersey 



Gun-Free Schools Act-1996-97 DataNew Mexico 

1. 	 Number ofstudents expelled in New Mexico under New Mexico's state Jaw that requires 
a cine-year expulsion for a student who brings a firearm to school. 

School Level I Handguns 
.. Rifles! 

Shotguns' 
Other 

Firearms Total 
Elementary 0 0 3 . '3 

Junior High . 7 0 17 . ·····24 

Senior High 19 7 18 44 

TotaJ 26 1 ' 38 71•. 11 

2. 	 Number ofexpulsions reported in item # I that were shortened to a term of less than one 
year by the chief administering officer ofan LEA under.the case-by-case modification 
provisions,of Section 14601(bX1) of the GFSA: . 

12 

3. 	 How many of the mOdifications reported in item #2 were for students who are NOT 

. students with disabilities as defined in Section 602(aXl) ofthe IDEA? ' 
. .' '". ~ " . . 	 . . 

J ' .12 

4.. ii' How many ofthe expulsions reported in item #1. resulted in a 'refeqal '?J.t1!e expelled 

, student to an alternative school or program? ..' '.' .," ","'''' " 


",·S 

, * 	Cavea~ or Dotes OD the data collectiOD: 20 expulsions were reported separately as an 
unknown firearm. These were added to the "other firearms" eXpulsions. 

,New Mexico . 



Gun..free Schools Act-1996-97 OataNew York 

i ',. 

1. 	 ' Number ofstudents expelled in New York under New York's state law that requires a 
one-year expulsion for ~ student who brings a fircann to school. 

. 	 , 

School Level 
, 

H~dguns 
Rifles! 

. Shotguns 
Other 

Fircanns Total 
Elementary 2 0 2 A 

Junior High :ts 4 19 48 

Senior High SI ' . 6 19 76 

Total 78, 10 40 128 
, ,. 

2. 	 Number ofexpulsions reponed in item #1 that were shonened to a term of less than one 
year by the chief administering officer ofan LEA under the case-by-case modification 
provisions ofSection I4601 (b)(l) ofthe GFSA: 

47 I 

. 3. . How many of the mOdifications reponed initem #2 were for students who are NOT 
.' students with disabilities as defined in Section 602(a)( I) of the IDEA? . 

. I 	 '.'• 

... I·, 13 

.. , ," .' " 	 , 

4. 	 . How many ofthe expulsions repOn~ in item #1 resulted in a referral ofthe exPelled . 
student to an alternative school or program? . . . 

I·" 6S 

.... 
*CaveatS o'r DOt~ OD the data, collecdoD:' The data reported for 1996-97 represents 71 % of 

all LEAs. All of the S largest LEAs are included. . ' 

. I . New York 



Gun-Free Schools Act-1996-97 DataNorth 

Carolina 


I. 	 Number ofstudents expelled in North Carolina under North Carolina's state law that 
requires a one-year expUlsion for 8 student who brings 8 fireann to school. 

" 
School Level Handguns 

Rifles! 
Shotguns,.< 

Other 
Fireanns Total 

elementary MD MD MO 5 

Junior High 'MD, MD MD ' ,54 

Senior High MD MD " MD ',104 

Total MD MD', 'MD 163 

',2. Number ofexpulsions reported in item #1 that were shorteQed to a term ofless than one 
ye~ by the chiefadminiS!ering officer,ofan' LEA under the case-by-case modification 
'provisions of Section 14601(b)( 1) of the GFSA: 	 ' 

, " 

3. 	 How many of the modifications reported in item #2 were for students who are NOT 

s.tudentS with disabilities as defined' in SeCtion 602(a)(1) oftheIDEA? 


I, MD , 

4. 	 How many ofthe expulsions reportCd in item'#1 resulted in a,referral ofthe expelled 

student to an alternative school or program? ,.' , , 


. ~ ", . 

21 I. 
.,= . . .*C~veats or D~t~ OD the data eoUectioD: North Caroli~~ reponed that the information 

submitte,d was broken out by school level but not by type offireann. North Carolina also , 
reported that the responses to items 2 and 4 are estimates. 

Note: MD =missial data. 

North Carolina 
.~ . , 



North Dakota Gun-Free Schools Act -1996-97 Data 

I. 	 Number ofstudents expelled in North Dakota under North Dakota·s state law that 
, requires a one-year expulsion for a student who brings a firearm to school. 

·t 	 ... • 

, 
" 

School Level Handguns 
,Rifles! 

Shotguns 
" 

Other 
Firearms Total 

Elementary 0 0 0 0 
Junior High ; 0 0

, ,. 0 '0 

Senior High , 0 0 ' 1 1 

Total 0 " 0 .. 1 1 

./ ' 

- , 

2. 	 Number ofexpulsions, reported in item #1 that were shortened to a term of less than one 
year by the chiefadministering officer ofan LEA under the case-by.c:ase modification 
provisions ofSection 14601 (b)(1) ofthe GFSA: 

3. 	 How many ofthe modifications reported in item #2 were for students who are NOT 
students with disabilities as defined in Section 602(a)(l) ofthe IDEA? 

I 1 

4. 	 How l11any ofthe exp~Jsions reported i~ item #i resulted iii a refenal ofthe expelJed 
student to an alternative school or program?

.;". . 

TO 
:&: 

i*Caveats or Dotes OD the data COllecti~D: '~~ne. 

North Dakota 



o 	 , 

Gun-FreeSchools Act-1996-97 DataOhio 

.' , 

I. 	 Number ofstudents expelled in Ohio under Ohio's state law that-requires a one-year . 
expulsion for a student who brings a firearm to school. . 

School Level Handguns 
Rifles! 

. Shotguns 
Other 

Firearms Total 
Elementary MD MD' MD MI) 

Junior High MD . MD MD MD 

Senior High MD 'MD MD MD 

.Total MD MD MD .937, .~ 

./,' 

2. 	 Number ofexpulsions reported in item. #1 that were shortened to a term of less than one0 

year by the chiefadministering officer ofan LEA under the case-by-case modification 
, " provisions ofSection 14601 (b)( I) ofthe GFSA:, . 

,MD I· 

3. 	 How many ofthe modifications reported in item #2 were for students who are NOT 
;students wilb disabiliti~s as defined in Section 602(a)(l) ofthe IDEA? . 

" I MD' 'I 

4.';:!~ How many ofthe expulsions reported in item #1 resulted in a referral ofthe expelled 
, " ..student to an alternative school or program? ' '. . 

,< •. : 

.....1 ___.'M_D___......· I., 
oW*Caveats or notes on the data collection: 1996-97 data submitted as a single aggregate 

figure only 8nd are expUlsions for the uselposs~ssion ofweapons rather than firearms only. 

Note::MD =missing data. 

,Ohio 



Gun-Free Schools Act -1996-97 Data ,Oklahoma 
'. 

I. 	 Number ofstudents expellecl'in Okl8ho~a under Oklahoma'5state law that requires a 
one-year expulsion for a student who brings a firearm to School. 

, . 

\: 

School Level 
" 

HandgUns 
Rifles! 

Shotguns " 
Other 

, Fireanns Total 
Elementary . 0 0 0 0 

Junior High' 
., 

0, 0 0 
" 

0. 
Senior High, 0 

i 
0 '0 

.. 
0 

Total 0 0 0 0 

". 

2. 	 Number ofexpulsions 'reported in item #1 that were shortened to a term of less than one 
year by the chief administering officer ofan' LEA under the case-by-case modification 
provisions of Section 14601(bXI) ofthe GFSA: ' ' 

'I ,NA 

3. 	 How ~any of the modifications reported in item #2 were for stUdents who are NOT 
students with disabilities as defined in Sec~ion 60~(aXl) ofthe IDEA? 

',NA ,I 

4. 	 How many ofthe expUlsions reported in item # I resulted in a referral ofthe expelled 
student to an alternative school Or program? ", ' '. ' 

, 1 ,NA", 1 

.. at*Caveats or DO(es OD the data C:OndOD: Non~. 

Note: N~ = Dot appllable. , 

.. 

Oklahoma 



~un~Free Schools Act -1996·97 Data 
J,..Oregon, 

1. 	 Number ofstudents expelled in Oregon under Oregon's state tacW that requires a one-year 
expulsion for a studentwho brings a firearm to schooL " 

, 	 ' 

, " 

School Level, '., Handguns 
Rifles! 

Shotguns' , 
Other, 

Firearms, ' Total 
Elementary , ' MD MD MD " 

MD 
" 

Junior High MD 
" 

MD MD MD 
Senior High" MD ' MD' MD MD 
Total 55 8 22 . ' 85 

2. Number ofexpulsions reported in item # 1 that were shortened toa term of less than one 
, year by the chief administering officer, of in LEA under the case-by-case modification 

provisions of Section 14601(~Xl) oftheGFSA:' ," , 

I 37, J 

" '. 	 ' 

3. 	 How many of the m~ifications report,ed in,item #2 were for students who are NOT 
students with'disabilitiesas defined in Section 602(aXl) ofthe IDEA? " 

I, MD 

4. 'How many of the expulsions reported in item '#1 resulted in a referral ofthe expeUed 
':Y{.."':. student to an alternative school 'or Pr:ogranl? < • ' 

MD 	 ,I 

*C~~eatsor notf:! on the datacolldon: I~forinati~n'submitted by type ofweapon but not 
broken out by'schoollev~l. " 

Note: MD =missing data. 

" 

Oregon 



., 

, 	 1 

. Gun-Free Schools Act -1996·97 DataPe~nsylvania : 

1. 	 Number ofstudentS expelled in Pennsylvania under Pennsylvania's state Jaw that requires 
a one-year expulsion for a student who brings a firearm to School. . 

\: 

.r· 

School Level . Handguns 
Rifles! 

Shotguns' 
Other 

Firearms Total 
Elementary: . :4 0 IS 19 

Junior High , 12 2 36 . SO 
Senior High , 68 J3 SO 131 ., 

Total I, 84, IS 101 200 
~" 	 ~. 

2. 	 Number ofexpulsions reported in item # 1 that were shortened to a term 'af less than one 
year by the chiefadministering officer ofan LEA under the -case-by-case modification 
provisions ofSection 14601 (bX1) ofthe GFSA: . , 

141 

3. 	 How many ofthe modifications reported in item #2 were for students 'Y!ho are NOT 
students with disabilities as dermed in Section 602(aXI) ofthe ID~?' 

.J J18 : 

4. 	 How many ofthe exp~lsions teported,in item #1 resulted in a referral ofthe expelled· . 
student to an alternative school or prOgraql? ' 

781 
~... " 

*c;aveats or Dotes OD tbe data collectioD: None•. 

Pennsylvania 



Gun-Free Schools Act-1996~97 	Data 
". 

1. 	 'Number ofstudents expelled in, Rhode Island under KhodeIsland's state law that requires 
, a one-year expulsion,for a student who brings a firWm to school. 

I Riflesl Other 
' Firearms'School Level ' " 'Handguns' ,Shotguns Total 

" 
" ' ,':',- I Elementary 1 0'0 

,0Junior High , I 0 1 

Senior High S 0 0 S 

7 "Total 0 70 

./ . 

, 	 ' 

2. 	 Number ofexpulsions reponed in item #1 that were shortened to a term of less than one 
, year by the chiefadministering officer ofan LEA under the case-by-case modification 

provisions of Section 1460I(bX1) pfthe GFSA: ' 

'I 7 

3. 	 ,How many ofthe modifications reported in item #2 were for stud~nts who are NOT 
students with disabiJitiesas defined in Section 602(aXl) ofthe IDEA? 

J 	 61 

4. 	 H9w m!U1y ofthe expulsions reported in item #1resulted in a referral of the expelled 
student to an alternative school or program? ' 

o 
.. '*Caveats or notes on tbe data collection: 'None., 

, Rhode Island 



I·' 

Gun-Free Schools Act -1996-97 DataSouth,' 
. 1 

Carolina 

I. Number ofstuden~ expelled in South Carolina under South Carolina's state law that 
. requires a one-year expu~sion, for a student who brings a fireimn to school. 

School ,Level Handguns 
. Rifle&' 
Shotguns 

Other 
Fireanns Total 

Elementary ',4 0 1 S 
Junior High 

.. 
28 0 12 4.0 

Senior High :~37 6 6 ,49' 
.' 

Total '69 
. w .. 

6 19 94 

2. Number o(expuls~ons ~ported in item #1 that were shortened to a term of less than one 

*CaveatS or Dotes OD tbe d~ta collectioll:. None. 

year by the chief administering officer ofan LEA under the case-by-case modification . 
provisions ofSection 1~601(bXI) ofthe GFSA: 

. 16 

3. How many of the modifications reported in item #2 were for students who are NOT . 
students with disabiJiti~sas defined in Section 602(aXl) ofthe IDEA? 

I, 

1__12__1 

4. ,How many ofthe expUlsions reported in item #1 resulted in a referral ofthe expelled 
student to an altemativCil school or program? . . .. 

. 36 

.•' 

I 

South Carolina 



Gun..free 'Schools Act -1996~97 Data.South 
Dakota 

. 	 . 

1. 	 Number of students expelled in South Dakota under South Dakota's State law that 
. requi~s a one-year e~puJsion for a student who brings a firearm to sChool. 

School Level Handguns 
Rifles! 

Shotguns 
Other 

Firearm~ ....Total 
Elementary 0 0 0 .0 

Junior High 0 0 2 2 

Senior High 1 1 3 , 
" 

S 

Total 1 I S 7 

2. 	 Number ofexpUlsions reported in item # 1 that wereshortenecl to a term ofless than one . 
year by the chiefadministering offiCer ofail'LEA under the case-by-case modification 
provisions of Section 14601 (bX 1 ) of the GFSA:< . 

3 . 

. . . 

3. 	 How many ofthe modifications reporte4 in item #2 were'for students who are NOT 
students with disabilities as defined in Section 602(aXl) ofthe IDEA? .. 

I I 

4.:~;: How many ofthe expulsions reported in item #1 resulted in areferta1 ofthe expelled 
'. student to an alternative school or program? 

3 
- ~ ~.... ' 

't.

*Caveats or Dotes OD tbe data coilectiOD: The repOrted figures include' air ~s. 

South Dakota 



Gun-Free Schools Act~ 1996-97 Data Tennessee' 
. '. 

I. 	 Nurt)ber ofstudents expelled in Tennessee under Tennessee'i state law that requires a 
one-year,expulsion for a student who brings a firearm to. school. 

. 	 . 

School Level 
I 

Handguns 
Rifles! 

Shotguns 
Other 

Firearms , Total 
Elementary ·:MD MD MD MD 

Junior High ,MD MD MD MD 

Senior High iMD MD MD MD 

Total " ;,MD. .MD . MD 98 

.J. 

2. 	 Number of expulsions reported in item #I.that were shortened to a term of less' than one . 
year by the chief administering officer ofan LEA under the case-by-case modification 
provisions of Section 14601(b)(l) oftheGFSA: 

I MD 

3. 	 How many ofthe modifications reported in item #2 were for students who areNOT 
students with disabilities as definediil Section 602(aXI) ofthe IDEA? 

I__M_D_...I 

4. 	 How many of the expplsionsreported in item #1 resulted in a ref~m,l of the expelled 
student to an alternative school or program? 

IMD 

*Caveats or notes on the data collection: '. The information was submittedas in aggregate 
figure only. It was not broken out by type ofweapon or school level. 

Note: .MD = missing data. 

Tennessee 



Gun.free·School. Act ;..1996·97 DataTexas 

. , 
1. 	 Number ofstudents expelled in Texas under Texas's state law that requires a one-year 

expulsion for.a stu~en~who brings a firearm to school. .. . 
" 

School. Level Handguns 
Rifles! 

Shotguns' . 
Other 

Firearms. Total 
Elementary 43 0 29. '72. 

Junior High 1()4· 1 66. 171 

Senior High '177 49' 63 . 289' 

Total 324. SO .1S8 . S32 

•r" 

.' . 

2.' . Number ofexpulsions reponed in item # 1 that were shortened to a term of less than one 
. year by the chiefadministering officer ofan LEA under the case-by-case modification 
. provisions of Section 14601 (b)(1) of the GFSA: . 

167 

3. 	 . How many of the modifications reponed in item #2 were for Students who are NOT 
students with disa~ilities as defined in SeCtion 602(a)(1) ofthe IDEA? 

MD 

. 	 . 
4. 	 How many ofthe expUlsions reponed in item #1resulted in a referral ofth~.expelled 

student toaD alternative School or program? ... . 

. 322 I' 

*Caveats or Dotes on tbe data collection: 

:11: 

None•. 

. Note: MD =missing dataL . 

Texas 



Gun-Free Schools Act -1996-97 DataUtah 

" : 

1. 	 Number ofstudents expe,lIed in Utah under Utah t S state law that requires aone.year 
. expUlsion for a student who brings a fireannto school. 

School Level Handguns 
. Rifles! 

. Shotguns 
Other 

Firearms Total 
Elementary 9 0 S , 14 

Junior'High 29 2 1 32' 

Senior High . ·30 .. 1 3 34. 

Total " 

.. 
;68 3 9 801/

.< . , 

, 
2. 	 Number ofexpulsions reported in item 1# 1 thai were shortened to a term of less than one 

year by the chiefadministering officer of an LEA under the case-by-case mOdification 
provisions of Section 14601(b)( 1) ofthe GFSA: . . 

Mol 

3. . How many of the modifications reported in item #i were for StudentS·who are NOT 
students with disabilities as defined in Section 602(a)(l) ofthe IO~? 

'I ~. MO 

4. 	 How many ofthe expulsions:i:eportCd in Item #1 resulted in a referral ofthe expelled. 
student to an alternative school or program? " . . 

:, 	 MD " 

.-'*Caveats or Dotes OD the d~ta colleetioD: 

.a· 

None. 

Note: :MD = missiDg data. 

,:., 

Utah 



Gun-Free Schools Act-1996-97 DataVermont 

1. 	 Number of students expelled in Vennont under Vennent's state law that requires a one-
year expulsi~n for a st;udent wpo brings a fireann to school. . 

\: 

l :f. ...... 	 . 

.1',' 

2. 	 Number ofexpulsions reported in item #1 that were shortened to a tennofless than one 
. year by the chiefadministering officer ofan LEA under the case-by-case modification 

provisions of Section 14601 (bXnof~eGFSA: . . 

4 

3. 	 How many of the modifications reported in .item #2 were for students who are NOT' 
students with disabilities as.defined in Section602(aXl) of the IDEA? . 

4 	 I 

4~':;~ 	 How many ()f the expulsions reportedin ite~ #1 resulte.d in a referral ofthe expelled 
student to an alternative school or program? " . .... 

l 	 1 
...... '*Caveats or Dotes 00 the data C:Oll~tiOD: None. : 

School Level Handguns 
Rifles! 

Shotguns 
Other 

.. Fireanns \Total 
Elementary I 0 0 .) 

Junior High I 0 '0 .1 

Senior High 2 1 0 3 

Total 4 I 0 S 

Vennont 



Gun-Free Schools Act ~ 1996-97 Data Virginia 

1. 	 Number ofstudents ex~lIed in Virginia under Virginia's state law that requires a one: 
year expulsion for a student who brings a fireann to school. , 

School Level 
I'

" ' Handguns 
RifleS! 

. Shotguns 
Other 

Firearms Total 
Elementary· 2 MD 5 7 

Junior High .10 MD 11 '21 . 

Senior High' 44 MD 20 64 

Total ' 56 MD 36 92 

./ ' 

2. 	 Number ofexpulsions reported in item #1 that were shortened to a tenn of less than one 
year by the chiefadministering officer of an LEA under the case-by-case modification 
provisions ofSection 14601 (bX1) of the GFSA: 

.MD 

. 3. 	 How many ofthe modifications reported in it,em #2 were for students who are NOT 
students with disabilities as defined in Section 6Q2(aXl) ofthe IDEA? . 

I MD 

4. 	 How many ofth~ expulsions reported in item'#l resulted in .. refenal of the expelled 
student to an alternative school or prograni? 

Mol 

. 	 d'*Caveats or notes on the da~ eollecti~n: Virginia does not differentiate between handguns 
and rifles. 

~ote: MD .: missing data. 

Virginia 



Gun~Free Schools Act - 1996-97 Data .Washi~gton ' ' 

.,1. ' .. 	 NumQer ofstudents expelled in Washington under Washingto~'s state law that requires a 
one-year expUlsion for a student who brings a firearm to school.' . 

• J 	 :,... , 

School Level Handguns 
Rifles! 

Shotguns 
Other 

' Firearms Total' 
Elementary S 1 ' 0' , , '''''''''6 

'Junior High .. 30 8 1 "39 

Senior High " 76 ~ 2. 101 

Total III 32 3' 146, .;" 


2. 	 Number ofexpUlsions reponed in item # 1 that wereshonened to a term of less than one 
year by the chief administering officer ofan LEA under the case-by..case modificati()n 
provisions of Section 14601(bX1) ofthe GFSA:' " , 

1 .. '103 

3. 	 . How many of the modific:ationsreponed in item #2 were for students 'who are NOT 
students with disabilities as defined in Section 602(aXI) of the IDEA?. . , . 

62 

,How many of the expUlsions reponed in item #1 resulted in a referral of~e ~xpelled 
student to an alternative sChool or program? ' ", ' ' . , . , •". 

'1....__'6_1__....1 

-*Caveats or Dotes OD the data C01Jecti~D:" No'n~: 

Washington 

-" 



, . 

Gun-Free Schools Act -19"-97 DataWest 

Virginia 


'I. 	 Number ofstudents expelled in West Virginia under West Virginia's state law thai 
requ~res a one-year exp,idsion for a student who brings a fireann to school. 

School Level 
, 

Handguns 
Rifles! 

Shotguns 
Other' 

Fireanns .. Total. 
Elementary , 

" 0 0 0 "" 0 
Junior High S' '0 2' , 7 

,Senior High 8 
I 

." S " 7 20 ' 

Total 13 S ' . 9 27 

2. 	 Number ofexpUlsions reported in item # 1 that were shortened to a term of less than one 
year by the chiefadmi~is~ering officer of an LEA under the case-by-case modification 

, provisions ofSection ~4601(bXl)ofthe GFSA: 

8 

3. 	 How many ofthe modifications reported in item #2 were for students who are NOT 
students with disabilities as defined in Section 602(aXI) ofthe IDEA? ' 

. ,<, ." . 

I 7 

" I;:,," 

4. 	 How many ofthe expulsions reported in item #1 resulted in a referral ofthe expelled 
student to an 'alternative school or program? 

I 	 ,9 
.. 
' .... ' 

*Caveats or Dotes OD tbe data colleetioD: None~ 

" 
" 

West Virginia 



Gun-Free Schools Act.-1996-97 Data Wisconsin 

I. 	 Number ofstudents expelled in WisConsin under Wisconsin's State law that requires.a 
one-year expulsion for a student who brings a fireann to school. 

,} , 

School Level 

... 

Handguns 
.Rifles.' 
Shotguns' 

Other 
Firearms . Total 

Elementary 0 " 0 0 0 
,'" 

Junior High 14 J 3 J8 

Senior High' 
:, ) I 

28 O' 8 36 .. 

Total 
. 

42 .. 
; 1 11 54 

. 

. . 2 . Number ofexpulsions reported in item #1 that were shortened to a term of Jess than one 
. year by.the chief administering officer ofan LEA under the case-by-case modification 

provisions of Section 1460'1 (bXl) ofthe GFSA:' . 

. '. &...1__1_1.......~J 


How many ofthe modifications reported in item #2 were for students who are NOT 
students with disabilities as defined in Section 602(aXl) ofthe ID~? 

.' ,'" 

8 

4.. How many ofthe expUlsions reported in item #1 resulted in a referral ofthe expelled 
" student to an alternative sch()Olor program? .:, .•.:. 

ft •....*Caveats or notes on tbe data collection: None; 

. : 

Wisconsin 



I ' 

,Gun-Free Schools Act-~ 1996-.7 Data Wyoming 

I. 	 Number ofstudents expelled in Wyoming under Wyoming's state, law that rciquires a 
one-year expulsion for ~ student who brings a fircann to school. 

School Level Handguns 
Rifles! 

Shotguns 
Other 

Fircanns ' Total, 
Elementary I 0 0 0 0 

Junior High 0 0 0 0 

Senior High 0 0 0 0, 

Total 0, • 0 " 0 0 

./ ' 

2. 	 Number ofexpulsions reponed in item #1' thatw¢re shonened to a term of less than one 
year by the chiefadmin istering officer ofan LEA under the case.;by..case modification 
provisions ofSection 1460I (b X 1) ofthe GFSA: 

N,A 

)
3. 	 How many ofthe modifications'reponed in item #2 were for students who are NOT 

, students with disabilities as defined in Section 602(aXl) ofthe ID~? 

'I 	 NAI 

4. 	 How many afthe expulsions reponed in'item #1 resulted 
, 

in a referral ofthe 
' 

expelled 
student to an alternative school or 'program? ' 

NAI 
,.'.. ' 

*Caveats or notes on the data collection: The information submitted was broken out by 
school level but'n'ot by type ofweapon. ' 

Note: NA =Dot applicable. 

Wyoming 



, ' 

,Gun-Free Schools Act-1996-97 DataPuerto Rico 

I. 	 'Number ofstudents expelled in Puerto Rico under P..,erto'Rico's state law that requires a 
, one-year ex~ulsiol) for;a student who ,brings a firearm to school. 

School Level Handguns 
Rifles! 

Shotguns 
Other 

' ,

' Firearms ' " 'Total 
Elementary '0 ' 0' 0 " .",0 

Junior High 
" 

0 0 0 0 

Senior High 
" 

0 0 0 0 

Total 0 0 , , 0 0 

.1'

2. 	 Number ofexpulsi.ons reported in item #1 that were shortene~ to a ~rm of less than one 
year by the chief administering officer of an LEA under the case-by-case modification ' 

.provisions ofSection 1460J(b)(1.) ofthe GFSA:, . 

I 	 NA 
. , 

" 

.3. 	 How many ofthe modifications report~d in item #2 were for students who are NOT 
students with disabilities as defined in Se~tion 602(a)(l) ofthe IDEA?, 

,.1 	 :NA, , 

,":~::-r.
4. 	 How many of the expUlsions reported in item #1 resulted in a refenal ofth~expelled 

student to an alternative school or program? (. ' 
'. 

_I__.....,_... 'NA 	 ·' 
•• ~..' 

> 

*Caveats or Dotes OD the data COlleCtiOD:' None. 

Note: NA =Dot applicable. 

Puerto RicO 



Gun-Free Schools Act-1996-97 Data 'American 
Samoa' 

1. 	 Number of students expelled in American Samoa under American Samoa's state law that 
requires a one-year expulsion for a student who brings a firearm to school. 

School Level Handguns 
Rifles! 

Shotguns . 
Other 

Firearms Total 
Elemental')' " ·'MD ~MD MD ' - :MD 

Junior High ,MD MD MD -MD 

Senior High, ;.MD ' MD MD 'MD' 

Total MD MD MD MD.." 
, f 
, ',' 

2. 	 Number f;)f e~pulsions reported in item # 1 that were shortened to a tenn ofless than one 
year by the chiefadmillistering officer ofan LEA, under the case-by-case modification 
provisions of Section 14601(bX1) ofthe GFSA: " 

I', MD I 

3. 	 How many ofthe modifications reported In item #2 were for students who are NOT 
students with disabilitirsas defined in Section 602(aXI) ofthe IDEA? 

MD I 

4. 	 How many ofthe expulsions reported in' item #1 resulted in a referral of the expelled 
student to an altemativ,e school or program? . , 

MD ·1 
..... . 

"*Caveats or Dotes OD the data eoliedioD: No data submitted for 1996-97. 
" 

Note: MJ) = missiDg' data. , 

Ani'erican Samoa 



• Gun-F~e Schools Act -1996-97 Data 
. ,Guam 

I. 	 Number of students expelled in Guam under Guam's state law that requires a one-year 
expulsion for a student who brings a fireann to school. . . 

School Level . Handguns 
, Rifles! 
Shotguns 

Other 
Fireanns 19tal 

Elementary 
""'~ . 

0 0 0 0 
." 

Junior High 0 0 .. 0 0 

Senior High ; 0', . 0 0 Q 
Total 0' ; 0 

" 
0 0

..J. 

, ,. 

2. 	 Nl:lmber ofexpulsions reported in item # 1 thatwereshorteried to a tenn ofless than one 
yearby the chief administering officer ofali LEA under the c8se-by~e modification 
provisions of Section 14601 (b X 1) ofthe GFSA: 

NA 

3. 	 How many ofthe modifications reported in item #2. were for students who are NOT 
students with 'di~bilitiesas defined in Section 602(aXI) ofthe IDEA? 

I NA 

4. 	 ~;"'; How many ofthe expUlsions reported in item #1 resulted in it ref~rral of the expelled 
stUdent to an alternative school or prognun? ' n . 

NA 

..'*Caveats or notes on thed~ta collection: None. 

:/ ' 

Note: NA =not applicable. 

Guam 

-.. 



Gun-Free Schools Act-1996-97 DataNorthern 
..

Marianas 

I. 	 Number ofStudents expelled in Northern Marianas under Northern Marianas' s state law 
that requires a one-year expulsion for a student who brings a firearm to school. 

School Level . Handguns 
·Rifles! 

Shotguns 
Other 

Firearms Total· 
Elementary , 0 0 0 0 

Junior High . 0 o ' 0 0 

Senior High 1 0 0 1 

Total 1 0 , 0 1 

.1', 

., 
2. 	 Number of~xpulsions reported in item #1 that were shortened to a term of less than one . 

year by the chief administering officer ofan LEA under th~ case-by--case modification 
provisions ofSection 1:4601 (b)( I) ofthe QFSA: .. 

01 

3. 	 How many ofthe modifications reported in item #2 were for students who are NOT 
students with disabilities as defined iriSeeticm 602(aX 1) ofthe IDEA? 

,_I~'_O_____· I 

4. 	 How many ofthe expulsion~ reported in item # 1 resulted in a referral ofthe expelled 
,student to analtemative school or Pro~? .. 

I 
?,'*Caveats o~ DOt,esOD the data cOllectioD: Non~. 

Northern Marianas 



Gun-Free Schoo •• Act -1996-97 Da~Virgin' 
Islands 

I. Number ofstudents e'.(pelled in Virgin Islands under Virgin IslandS's state law that 
requires a one.year expulsion for a student who brings a flrc8rm to school. ' 

\: 

\ " 

School Level Handguns 
Rifles! 

Shotguns' 
Other 

Fireanns Total. 
Elementary 0 0 0 0 

Junior High 0 0 0 0 
Senior High 1 0 0 1 " 

Total ",. 1 0 .0 1 

, 2. Number ofexpulsions reported in item #1 that were shortened to a term of less than one 
• 	year by the chief administering officer ofan LEA under the, case~bY-Case modification 
, provisions ofSection 1460 l(b X l)ofthe GFSA: 

I 0 

3. ' How many ofthe modifications reported in ~tem #2 were for Students who are NOT 

students with disabilities as defined in Section 602(aXl) ofthe IDEA? ' 


NA 

4. 	 How many of-the ex~ulsions reported in item #lrcsulted in ~ n:ferral ofthe ~pened 
student to an alternative, school or progrmn? ' , ' " 

I MD 
.!Io;. 

*Caveats or Dotes 00 the data cOllectiOD: None.' 

Note: MD = missiDg data, NA =DO~ applicable. 

Virgin Islands 
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PUBLIC LAW 103-382--<lCl'. 20. 1994 . 108 STAT. S907 

./ ' 

,

"PART F-GUN POSSESSION 
"'SEC. 14IOL GUN·P'IQ:E BEQt71BDIEN'I'8. GuIl·Free 

"'(a) . SHORT 'l'rrLE.-ThlI -Metion may be dted u the "Gun. ~ Ad 01 
Free Schools Act of 1994". .. 20 USC 8921.. 

"'(b) REQUDWCENTS.- . , . ~c, 
. "'(1) IN GENEJW..-Ezcept u provided in paragraph (8)r,· 

each State receiving Federal fundi under thiJ Act ahall have:: 
in effect a State 18w requiring local educational agendes to 
~I from school for a ~od of not leas th..-n one year a 
student who is determined to have brought a Weapon to a 
school under the jurisdic:tion or local educational agenda in 
that State, escept that such State law ahall allow the chief 
admiDisteriDg officer of such local educational agency to modify 
such espulsion requirement for a student on a caae-by-cuebam..· . . 

"'(2) CONSTRUCTlON.-NothiDg in thiJ title ahall be con· 

atrued to prevent a State 'from allowing a local educational 

,~cy that has espelled a .tudent from such a student's re~· 

lar lChool setting from providing educational services to such 

student in an iltemative setting.' . 


"'(8) SPECIAL RULE.-{A) A:iJy State that hal a law in,effect 

~r to the date of enactment of t1ie Improving America'i 


ools Act of 1994 which is in coD1lic:t with the not Ius 

than one year expulsion requirement described in paragraph 

(1) shall have the periOd of time described in subparagraph 
(B) to com..ply with suchrequiremenL 

"(B) The period of time ahall be the period l>eain.DiD.lr on 

the date of enactment of the Improving America's SChools-Act 

and endillg ODe year after such date. 


"'(4) DEFlNITlON.-For the purpose or thia &ec:tion, the term 

«weapon· meana a flJ'earlD as such term ii deflDed' in eec:tion 

921 oftitle 18, United Statu Code. . . 

"(c) SPEcw. RULE.-The provisioDior this section ahall be-


construed in a maDDer consiatel:lt with the Individuals with Diaabil
itiea Education Act. 

-Cd) REPoRT TO STATE.-Each local educational agency request
ing as.istaDce from the State educational agency that lato be 
provided from fundi made available to the State under t,)U8 Act 
shall provide to the State. in· the application requesting nch
aaaistaDce- _ 

"'(1) an assurance thala'wuch local educational agency Ia 
in compliance with the State law required by subseeUon (b);
and -.' 

-(2) • description of the c:in:umataDces surrounding any 

~ulsionl impo.ed under the State law required by .ubsect1on 

(b). inc1u~ - . 


"(A) the name or the school conc:e.med; _-m) the number or student. espe1led from such achoOl; . -. 
-and . 

_Appendix A - the Gun-Free Schools Act 
. ". 

http:l>eain.DiD.lr


108 STAT: 8908 PUBUCLAW103-382.:..ocr.20,l994 

20 USC 8922. 

\; 

20 USC 8923. 

.r" 

Reportl. 

. . "(e) the type ofweap'»nB concerned..· . 
"(e) REPoRTING.~ State ahal1 report the information 

described. in subsection (e) to the Secretary on an annual buia. 
, "(() REPoRT TO CONGRESS.-Two yean after the date of enact

ment of the Imp~ America's Schools At;t of 1994, the Secretary
shall report to Congre;u if any State II not in compUance with 
the requirements Of this title. . 
"'SEC. l48Ot. POUC!' BEGAB.DING CIlDDNAL .nJIm:CE SY8T£II BEFJi:B. 

. ~ .. ' 

"'(a) IN GENERAL.-No fundi ahal1 be made aVailable UDder 
thilJ At;t to an)' local educational agenC,f UDleas such agenC,f has 
a policy requinng referral to the c:rfinin81 justice or juveislle deJ.in.. 
quency IPtem of any ltudent who brinP a tireaim or weapon 
to a school served. by sUch agency. . . 

. "(b) DUINlTIONS . ....;.For the purpose or this section, the terma 
'firearm' and 'achool' have the aame mea.g.i.nJ given to such terms 
by section 921(a) of title 18. United States Code. . 
"'SEC. 14603. DATA AND POUC!'DISSEMlNA110N.UNDEIl mEA. 

"The Seeretary ~ 
"(1) widely: cUuem1nate the policy of the Department in 

effect on the· date of enactment of the Improvln:g America's 
Schools At;t or 1994 with rupect to diac:iPliIiinf clilld.ren with 
disabilities· 

"(2) collect data on the incidence of chOdren with cliaabU· 
. itielJ (as such term is defined. in section 602(aXl) of the IncU'rid. 

uals With Di~ilities Education Act) engaging in life threaten· 
.. ing behavior or bringing weapc:lns to schools; and 

"(3) submit a report to Congreu· not later than January 
31. 1995. analyzm, tlie .trengths and probleJD.I With the ~t 
approaches regarding diacipliDin, cb:lldren with cliaabilitiu. 

:~: 

, •• J •• ',' . Appendix A - the Gun-Free Schools Act 

http:mea.g.i.nJ


o. 

Appendix B - Data Collection Instrument 

.. 
.... 

I .,~' . 

.,'. 

Appendix B - 9FSA Data Collectiordnstrument 

-.. 



ELEMENTARY AND SECONDARY EDUCATION ACT (ESEA) 

as amended'by 

IMPROViNG AMERICA'S SCHOOLS ACT OF 1994 (IASA) 

': 

TITLE XIV, PART F 

. '. 

GUN-FREE SCHOOLS ACT REPORT 
./

FORM APPROVED 
. OMS #1810-0602 

I • Expiration Date: 4130100' 

_. . 
According to the PaPerwork Reduction Ad of 1995, no persons are required to respond to a collection of 
infonriation unless sud:l c:ollection displays a valid OMB control number. The valid OMB control number 
for this infonriation collection is 1810-06Q2. The time required to complete this information collection is 
estimated to average 8 hours per I:'8$ponse, Including the time to review Instructions. search existing data . 
resoun::es, gather the data needed, and complete and review the information collection. If you have any 
comments concerning the accuracy of the time estimate or suggestions for Improving this form, 
pfease write to: U.S. Department of Education, Washington,DC 20202-4651. If you have comments 
or concerns regarding the status of your Individual submission of this form, write directly to: Safe 
and Drug-Free SCtloois Program~ U:S. Department of Education, 600 Independence Avenue. S.W•• 
Portals Building. Room 604. Washington, DC 20202-6123. . 
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, 
" 

GUN-FREE SCHOOLS ACT REPORT 

INTRODUCTION, 

The Gun-Free Schools Act (GFSA), P~ F ofTltle XIV ofthe Elementary and',Secondary Education Act,::': 
(ESEA) of 1965, requires that each State have in 'effect a State Jaw requiring local educational agencies 
(LEAs) to expel from school for a period ofDot less than one year a student found to have brought a .: 
weapon to school. In addition. under the GFSA. LEAs rec~lving ESEA funds must adopt a policy:', 
requiring referral to the criminal justice or juvenile, delinquency system of,any student who brings a :, 
fireann'to school. ' 

Each State's law also must allow, the chief administering officer of the LEA to modify the expulsic:m 

requirement on a case-byooease basis. The GFSA also states that nothing in the. GFSA shall be construed 

to' prevent a State from allowing a locaJ educational ageney that has expelled a student from' such 

student's regular school setting from providing educational services to .that student in an' alternative 

se~ing. 

The GFSA also requires States to provide' annual repoi1:s to the' Secretary of Education concerning. 
implementation of the Act's requirements. The SeCretary is required to report to Congress if any State is 

, Dot in compliance with the GFSA. ' , 

.. , 

PLEASE USE 1HE ATTACHED FORM TO PROVIDEINFORMA110N ONIMPLEMENTA110N 

OF1HEGFSA. 


... . 
.".... . 

'. 

...F~nnApprovcd: OMB No. 181000602: ExpiTation Oaic: :4130100 • 



I"' ..-'.. .:,. 

GENERAL DrRECTIONS FOR COMPLETING THE REPORT 

1. 	 The time period covered by this repon is the 1996-1997 school year. 
. 

2. 	 Please complete this entire fonn. If questions are 
, 

left. blan.k. we will not be able to 
' 

interpret the 
results and will have to follow up with a phone caU. Ifa response to a question is ""0" or ""none,It be 
sure to enter ""0" or ""none." If infonnation is Dot available or not applicable. please indicate by using 
the following abbreviations: 

MD -.Missing Data 	 NA • Not Available 

3. 	 Please retain a copy of the cOmpleted fonn for your files so that you will have a (:()py·on hlind to 
refer to if we have questions,about your responses. 

4. 	 Please complete the a~ched fonn'lind mail no later than November 1. 1997 to: 

Wesw 
" 	1650 Research Boulevard 

Rockville. MD 20850 

If questions arise about completing any of the items on the attached fonn. please do not hesitate to 
contact the' Safe and Drug-Free Schools Program at (202) 260-3954 for clarification . 

.......... 


Form Approv~ OMB No. 181()..()602. Expiration Dale: 4I30f00 
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,. 

GUN-FREE SCHOOLS ACf 
, , STATE REPORT FORM 

RESPONDENT INFORMATION 
" .. 

, 

:Name ofAgency Itcsponding: 

, . 
"' 

" .... 
.. . ....... " 


.,Mailing Address: .." ,
" " 

, , 

\ ,f. 

" ",' 

~ 
" 

Name and Title of~dividual Completing this'Report , , 
" 

" " 

Telepbone and Fax Number ofIndividual Completing this Report 

~"-~ . 

..' 


.-' 

. ::.: 

Form Approved. OMB No. 1810-0602. Expil'llioD Date: 4130100 
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LEA 
GFSA 
IDEA 
£SEA 

Elementary school 

Junior high school 

Senior high school 

Other r1t'eanns 

ABBREYJAi10NS AND DEFINITIONS 

local'educational agency 

Gun-Free SchoOls Act 

Individuals with Disabilities Education Act 

Elementary and secondary Education Act 


A school classified u elementary by state and local practice and composed of ~y span of 
grades not above Grade 6. Combined elemenauyljunior high schools are considered junior 
high schools and cOntbined elemanal')' and secondary schools"(e;g.. K-12 buildings) are 
classified as high schools for this report. , ' 

A' Separately organized and administered schoOl intermediate between elementary and senior 
high schools. which might also be called a middle school. usually includes Grades 7. 8. and 9; 
Grade 7 and 8; ,or ,Grades 6. 7, ad 8. Combined elementaryljunior high schools are 
considered juniOr high schools for this repon; junior/senior high school combinations are 
dermed as senior high schoolS. ' 

A SC:hool offering the final yearS of schoOl work n~essary for graduation. usually including 
Grades 10. lJ. and 12; or Grades 9. 10. JI. and 12. Combined junior and senior high schools 
are classified as'high schoofS for,this form; combined elementary and secondary schools (e.g., 
K-12 buildings) are classified as high,schools. 

Firearms other than handguns. rifles or shotguns as dermed in 18 USC 921. According to 

Section 921. the foUowingare included within the definition: 
.., ' . 	 " 

' 

,- any weapon (including a starter guD) which wiu or is designed to or may readily be 
convened ~ expel a projectile by the action ofany explosive; 
the frame or receiver ofany weapon described above; , 

- any r1t'ea.nr1 muffler or firearm silencer; 
any destrUctive deVice, which includes; 
Ca) any explosive, incendiary, or poison gas 

(I) 	 bomb;' '"... 
(2) 	 'grenade., " 
(3) 	 rocket having a propellant charge ofmore than four ounces, 
(4) 	 ,mis$i1e !living a explosive or incendiary charge ofmore than 

one"quarter ounce. 
(5) 	 mine, or ' 
(6) 	 similar device " " , ' 

(b) any weapon which will. or which may bt: readily convened to, expel a 
projectile by the, action ofan explosive 'cr other propellant, ind which has 

, any barrel with a bore ofmore than on~a1f inch in diameter' ' 
(c) 	 ,any combination or pans either designed or intended for use in ~onverting 

" any device into any destrUctive device descn'bed in the two immediately 
preceding examples. and from which a destnictive device may be readily 
assembled. " ' . 

Fonn Approved; OMS No. 1810.0602.' Expiration Due: 4130100 
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.FIREARMS EXPULSIONS 

1.. 	 Please indicate the number of students expelled in your State underyo~r State's law that requires a 
one-year expulsion for astu~ent who brings' a firearm to school. [Do not include in yOUI' response 
to this question studenlS who have brought a firearm to school but who have !!QLbeen apelled, <.;. 
whether because of disability, an intervening COIll1. order, delays in t!le process. or any other -,. 
reoson.}. : ,.' . . .' '" , ,,;. 

," 
, "'f< 

", 

School Level ,Handguns . RifleslShotguD$ Other Fireanns 

Elementary sChool 

:~Junior Hilb School 
" 

',' 

Senior High School. . , . 
Total . 

%. 	 How many gftheexpulsions reported in item #1 were shonenedtoa te~ of less than one year by 
the chief administenng officer 'of an LEA under the' case~by-caSe modification provisions of 
Section 14601{bXl) of the GFSA? [Do not include in your response to this question modijiclllions 

.imder the cose-by-cose exception provision .of Sectic,n 14601(b)(I) other than those that shorten 
, the term ofthe expulsion to less than on,year.}" 	 . 

.:', 

... 
. . 

. . 	 . 

3. 	 How many of the modifications reported in item #2 were for students wbo are ;,ot studentS with 
disabilities as defined in Section 602{aXl) ofthe IDEA? 

',' 	 , , " '" i'· .' . 

[The GFSA explicitly stlllU that .the Act milst be construed in a manner consistent with the 
. Individuals with Disabilities Educlllion Act (IDEA). Complialrce 'with the GFSA. can be achieved 
, cbruistentwilh the IDEA os long os discipline ofsuch ~tudenlS is determ/nei:i'on a cose-by-cose 

bosis under the GFSA. provision that permilS modijicalion ofthe ~ion requirement on a' cose
by-cose basis. A student with a disability who brings a.firearm to school may be removed from 
school. for ten' school days or less. and in accordance with Stale law•. placed in an interim 
alten"nive educalional selling that is letermined·. by the student's individUalized educalion 
program. team, for up to 45 calendar days. If the student'.s penIS initiale due proCus 

. proceedings under the IDEA. the .student must remain in that· interim altemalive educal/onal 
selling during authorized, review proceedings. unless the pare,nlS andscfWol district can agree on a 
diffe~ntplacemenL .' Before ail apulsion can occur, the IDEA require.s a deter!lfination by a group 
ofpersons knowledgeable about the studenton whether the bringing Ofa firearm to school wos a 
manife,station ofthe srudent's disability. A student with a disability' may be apelled only' if this 
group ofpersonsdetermjnu that the bringing ofa firearm to school was not amani/estation ofthe 
student'~ disability, and the s~hool follOWl applicable IDEA procedural safeguards, before the ... 

Fonn Approved. OMS No. 181000602. Expintion DIIe: 4130100 

s 

..... 



.:" 

cq:rulsion ocern. Undu IDEA. students with disabilities who an tapelled in accordance with 
IheSe condilions .tmlSl'contimie to receive educQ/ional services durhlg th~ expulsion period. .Under 
Section 602 (a)(l) oflhe IDE"t the tum "chi!dr.en wilh disabililies" is defined 11$: 

childnn
(i) with mental nll:1l'di:ztio". Maring impDirments including deafness. speech or 
language impairments. visual· impairments. '. including blindness. serious' 

: . 
emotional disturbance. orthopedic impDirmenlS. autism. lI'QIIIIIQlic brain injury. 
other healt~ impairments, or specific learning disabilities: IJIId 

(ii) who. by rel1$on tMno/. need special educQ/ion IJIId nlQ/ed services.} 

4. 	 How many of the expulsions'reponed in item III resulted in a referraJ of the expelled student to an 
alternative school or program? 

LEA COMPLIANCE 

S. 	 List the name and address of each LEA that has not provided an assurance that it is in compliance 
with the State law that requires that a student who brings a fireann to school be expelled for one 
year. 

,-'.... 


(Attach a separate sheet ifmore space is required to list LEAs.) 

Fonn Approved. OMS No. 1810-0602. Ex.PiratiOD Dale: 4130100 
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6. List the name and add~ of each LEA ~ has not provIded an.assurance that it is iq ,compliance 
with the requirement in Section 14602 that an, LEA receiving ESEA fu.nds hav,e in place a policy 

.. : ,- - 'requiring referral to the eriminaljustice or:juvenile delinquency system of any Student who brings 
. a fireann to a school. . 

(Attach a separate sheet if more space is required to list LEAs.) . 

_., . _.-

Fonn Approved. OMB.No. 1810.0602. Expiration Dale: 4130100 
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,·.g~~~Ry~1NTOF.ED9rA+ION·.·~I.· .•.••..... \A!s 

" -, ',. ",. ! . 

'. ",'FO~RELEASE:.May:S, 19,98. ! . ' ',: "':eontact:M~li~daKitchell Mali~o 
'.j' I (:202) 40.1 -1 008' ".,. 

' :.' I' . .-' . ~ I.· "'; ~ 

• . .', .J" 
"J " '. t I ..' ,.!,!. , 

:.:'. MORE THAN ~;009 STUDENTS NATIONWIDE, EXPELLED . 
. .,.' .... 'FORBIDNGINGA FIREARM TO SCHOOL'.' "." 

,, ':".:::'~~ .: ;: . I .' ,'.~'." .. ' '. . ~ ." '.. ':,": ". 
", . In school year 1996-9.7, tne u.:S, Department ofEducatIOn estimates that, :under zero 

. ,:, ,.' '.': .:.. ';: 'i .' .;. ' ...' '.' :; ....., '. 
tolerance poliCies; 9,9,93 student~\vere'expelled from public schoolsTor bringingafireaim to 

. " . "; . . .' . ;,' " 

It .l· 
;" )..' ,'. J '/", " >, ~ .;, ,- ,;T,., •• 

s~hool. 
", . J ..... , .", . ,j' .,').,:. ",,' ... ' . ,.,;: ,'.' .' ..... ;, . 

"This .report :is a 91ear. indj'cati~nthatoufc nation's public schools are cracking dO~'on 
". . -,,' ,.: ',;, ',' It.' " . <'.'. ..' .' .." . .... . 

,," students who bring guns toschoQI/' said DiS, $ecretary ofEducation Rich~dW; Riley. "We .• 
',' , .'. '. • • : L i; i '. . .... ..' ' ,. .' . ,.' . 

.need to be tough ,minded :about k~epi~g guns. out ofour sch90ls. cu:ad dp everything'possi~leto . '. 

keep ~ur children ske." .:.1 '. ". '. ".... .' . 
. . The Gun:-FreeScho~ls A~t, signed into law'in-1994, requir~s states.to pass laws ordering 
. . . . ::. I . ',' ~ . '., ... . 

school distri~s' t~ expel for one·~ear.·~y s~dent who brings a flieaim to school. All states have 
,. .' '. • ,.1 .. ,' .., .., :. . . .••r; 

pas~~d suchlaw~ and'this' report ~s:th~ firs~ state-by-stat~'106k ~itheimplementatio~"ofthe act. 
.' ., ',: .. ......;,.: r:J'.' :." <"" ':'.. .,' . . 

.~ The .overwh~liningmajQ1~ ofjexpulsions un4~r:the ~aw' --58 ,PerceIlt--,werelor' 

.~, . ,'" f~· , ,(,t .. .' ." ,, ' ',', '.',' .,:'. ,,' , 
.handguns broi:Ight to scho()i. Seyen p~rcent were for rifles or sho'tgun~, and 35 per~ent were for 

. . '. ,.!; .,' ...'.. .' . . ..,. . 
" . ' _'._',' l' .:~, ,'j'" 1':. ~'~. ,u'" • ," • • H 

some~t~er type ~ffi~earm; ,~nd~9iI)g pombs,gr,en,adeS"or, starter pistol~. Forty:sevelLstates an~ 

. territorie~r~Ported this data'bysiat~.r··'·':' "'\ . 

. •. '. . ,. ,,: . .... ::', .' . ~ •... j:;~., t ..' '."".:, / ..;'., ,>' . . 

'.. "1,urge schoOls to do eve£Ythi~g' possible.,to make sure that expelled student~ are sent to 
., . ':". I .' 

'. alte~ativ~.Schools/' said ruley; k:Xst~dent. who g~~~.expeUed·.ro'rbril1ginga'gunto ~hoo~ s~ould' 
'.' " '. " .,::,., I, .' . ,:,.' .' . '" "' .. 

·,not be ,aUowed to just hang out O,nihftstreet. •The~ young people nceq to get theirliyes .turned. 
• • • " .' ~" ,:;. <, ,: .,' :: '" ,'!, , . . ,,-/, ',. ". ". ,~ • 

';. J .... ' 

around.;",. 
i 

. ' .:. 

. '" {, 
, . 

, . 
'i " 

: , 

http:states.to


", r 

, . 
:, Tti~:departnient notes the repor(s findings should beinterpr,eted Wit~ caution" Some 

",v,,> ,,' ...... ~ • . " '"'' .~. , "';.' ,'" , 'i" • ~ , , 

,,states< submitted ,data, tin all weapons, ,not ~reanns. Others submitted ;aggregate da~a ,not broken 

, out oy school level andJor type of weapon. Dat~ collection is improving since.implem~ntation ~f 
. 	 . . . 

the "taw; but the qtialityof dat~ 'o'~ expulsions vari~s widely~tate~to-st~te, , 
• 	 • ' j 

Guns prompted expulsions in,alileveis of schools. The majority of e~pulsions, 56 percent, 

were, in' high ~hools, 34 percent were in junior highs and ,9 percentwere ,in elementary schools: 
,,' , " 	 . . , .' 

More than two-thirds of all reported 'expulsions were rep~rted by school level; with49 states and 

< , 	 ;' 

, territories reporting this data. 

'States mu~t submi't annual reports,o~the number of studentse~pelled by, firearm type and • . ~ ",.; ~ '. . . . . ~ 	 . 

sch~ollevel~the, number of e~pulsions that were modified 'on a' case~by-c3.se':basis; how many of 
• t, . . . > ,... 	 ,'. ' ' •• 

,. 	 .,' . 

those 'cases were not forstud,ents wjth disabilities; and the nu~ber ofexpelled students who were 

referted to an altemB:tive School or program. ' The report, inCludes state.;bY-,s~ate data for these 
. 	 ~ \, , " 

categories~ however"riot all states and territories submitted data for each category.' 
, . "., . 	 " 

, ,Other findings from t~e report ~dude: 

• 	 one-third of expulsioni'were sh~rten,ed to less than one year, with 43 states and territories 
repo'rting this data; The law pennits flexibility by alloWing school districts to modify the, 
e~pulsion requiremen, ~m a case-~y~Case basis. ~' ' ,', 

,". 	 ,:..... 

• 	 39 states reported 'on the disability statu~ ofthe ~tudents whorecehled shortened' 
,expulsions, rtwea1ing that 63.p'erceniofthese studertts\Vere not considered'disabled. 

.. 56 percent of students were refeIT~ f9f an alternative placement.' The Gucn Free Schools 
Act allows localoffici3Js to refe( expelled students to an alternative school pr program. 
Forty States reported 'information for thi~ item. ',' ~ 

,The Gun Fr~ S~hools Act' is auttio~e<l u~der the'Elementary and Secondary 'Education 

Act as'amended in' 1994: thedataCover~.siudeilis ingrades K-12.; , 

### 
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Tobacco Q&A 

May 8, 1998, 


Q: 	 I understand Minnesota will announce this afternoon that it has settled its tobacco 
lawsuit. What does this mean for tobacco legislation? . 

A: 	 Assuming Minneseta has settled its suit as reperted in the press, we think it will add to. 
the mementum behind streng, cemprehensive, and bipartis'!l1 tebacce legislatien. In feur , 
states, the tebacce industry will have been held acceuntable ~- and will have agreed to. 
teugh measures to. reduce yeuth smeking. The remaining chall~nge is to. pass legislatien 
that puts·theseand.ether measures into. place en anatienallevel. Ail eur natien's 
children are at risk from tebacce, and we must have cemprehensive natienallegislatien 
to. step yeung Americans frem smeking befere they start. 

Background: Accerding to. the AP, under the settlement, which has not yet been 
fermally anneunced, the tebacce cempanies weuld pay Minneseta and Blue Cress and 
,Blue Shield mere than $6 billien ever the next 25 years. Other pertiens efthe prepesal, 
accerding to. "St. Paul's Pieneer Press," are permanent injunctiens to. cembat marketing 

'cigarettes to. miners and engaging in anti-cempetitive activities; the shutdewn efthe 
Ceuncii fer Tebacce Research, an erganizatien used to. raise deubts abeut the health 
hazards ef smeking; and the release ef mere internal tebacce cempany decuments. 



Tobacco Q&A's 

May 8,1998 


Q. 	 . Today's New York Times indicates that smuggling tifUS cigarettes abroad is a 
major problem. DOil~tyou.expect this to become exacerbated if there is a significant 
price increase on cigarettes? 

A. 	 The article highlighted that tobacco companies are complicit in smuggling overseas, 
which reiterates what Treasury Deputy Secretary Larry Summers said last week during a 
Senate Judiciary Committee hearing. Broadscale smuggling simply does not take place 

. without the·companies' knowledge and complicity. It is ironic that on the very day of 
this report of industry. complicity in smuggling, the industry shouldput.out an 
advertisement saying that. comprehensive tob,acco legislation would cause smuggling 
problems. 

The Administration has proposed a system that would minimize smuggling, similar to the 
one that's been in place for alcoholic beverages for over sixty years arid largely 
incorporated in Senator McCain's bill. 'This system ~ould (1) create a "closed 
distribution system" for tobacco products so that only lipensed entities can sell or buy 
products; (2) clearly brand packages for export, to prevent them from being diverted, and 
(3) establish and enforce penalties and other actions for violators. Under this system, US 
cigarette manufacturers who were complicit in any 'smuggling operation would face 
enormous legal risks such as the possibility of losing their license. We believe that with 
these safeguards in place, tobacco smuggling will be minimized . 

. \, 

Q. 	 How do you respond to the full page ad in today's Washington Post quoting major 
law enforcement organizations which believe that the.McCain biHwili create a huge' 
black market for cigarettes? 

A. 	 First, as today's New YorkTimes story indicates, broadscale smuggling cannot take place 
without the knowledge and complicity of the tobacco industry; It's ironic that the 
industry is running this ad, when the industry that is responsible for this law enforcement 
problem. ' 

Of course, wetake this issue very seriously, but we believe that safeguards can be put in 
place to minimize the danger of smuggling. Last week, at a Senate Judiciary Committee 
hearing, Treasury Deputy Secretary Larry Summers' proposed a system that would 
minimize smuggling, similar to' the one that's been in place for·alcoholic beverages for 
oversixty years and largely incorporated in the McCain bjIl. Other major law 
enforcement organizations, such as the Major Cities Chiefs and the International 
AssoCiation df Chiefs of Police; have written letters agreeing with the Treasury 
Department that black market activity can be minimized through sufficient law 
enforcement safeguards. This system would (I) create a "Closed distribution system" for 
tobacco products so that only licensed entities can selLor buy products;'(2) clearly brand. 



·' 

packages for export, to prevent them from being diverted, and (3) establish and enforce 
penalties and other actions for violators. 

At the hearing, law enforcement officials from A TF and Customs concurred that with the 
right system in place we can keep smuggling to a minimum' . 

.. 



Class Size Q's,and A's 

May 8,1998 ' 


Q. 	 The Senate already rejected a class size, amendment several weeks ago when it took 
up the Coverdell bill, along with other key parts of the President's education 
agenda, such as school construction. What do you expect Congress to do with the 
legislation the President transmitted today? 

A. 	 We expect the Congress to take this proposal up, and we will fight to get it passed in both 
the House and Senate. The fact that .the Senate turned this down as an amendment to the 
Coverdell bill does not mean it will do so when the propos31 is considered on its own 
terms. As we learned in 1996, as we get closer to the Fall elections, Congressional 
inter~st in taking steps to'improve education increases. Reducing class size and 
modernizing school buildings are among the most important and tangible steps this 
Congress can take to improve our schools. ' 

.	This proposal is an important part of the President's overall effort to strengthen public 
education. Parents and teachers know that children will learn more in smaller classes, and 
the report released by the Education Department backs that up with solid research 
evidence. This national effort to reduce class size in the early grades 'Will help significantly 
improve the quality of our public schools. 

Smaller classes,should not be a partisan issue. It isn't a partisan issue outside of 
Washington, where governors of both parties (e.g., Wilson in CA, Gilmore in VA, Carper 
in DE) have launched their own efforts to reduce class size. Mayors ofboth parties, who 
met with the President just yesterday, support federal funding t<.;> help reduce class size. 
We hope the Congress will join with parents, educators and elected officials to support 
this effort on a bipartisan basis. ' , , 

Q. 	 The President has proposed to pay for this class size reduction initiative out of funds 
from the proposed tobacco settlement. Yet in an interview (with AI Hunt) last week, 
the President ~aid he would be willing to let Congress give states more flexibility in 
how to spend tobacco money. How hard is the President going to fight for this 
proposal? 	 ' ' 

A. 	 Right now, the President is focusing on making sure'Congress passes legislation that will 
dramatically reduce youth smoking. As the legislative process progresses, we will work 
closely with 'the Congress to ensure that the President's priorities are reflected in how 
tobacco revenue is spent. The President is going to fight hard for this proposal, as he has 
been doing for all of his education proposals. That's why he went to Delaware today--to 
continue to make the case for his proposals throu~hout the country. 
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Q. The President has proposed to pay for this class size reduction initiative out offunds 
from the proposed tobacco settlement. If the Congress doesn't pass tobacco 

" legislation will the President be forced to drop this proposal, or is there another 
funding source for this? 

A. Of course, we expect the Congress to pass tobacco legislation this year. The President 
and members of Congress from both parties are working to make that happen, and we 
believe it will. But if tobacco legislation does not provide funds for these purposes, we 
will look for other offsets. This is a high Administration priority, and we will work hard 
to fhid effective funding mechanisms. 

Q. Delaware is trying to pass its own legislation to reduce class size in the early grades. 
Why should the federal government do the same thing, if states are already doing it? 

A. First, there are many states and many communities which are not yet working to give 
students small classes, so it is a mistake to assume that because some states are working to 
lower class size that all are. Second, while it is very important to give students smaller 
classes, it is also expensive to do this. The President has called for national effort to 
create smaller classes, and for creating a partnership between federal, state and local 
governments to accomplish this goal. The President's proposal provides significant 
resources to help states and communities reduce class size. 

Q. California already has it major initiative to reduce class size to 19 students in grades 
1-2. If the President's proposal passes, wouldn't a state like California simply stop 
spending its own money on" this, and use federal money instead? 

A. Like most federal education programs, the President's proposal would require states to 
continue its own efforts and n~t simply substitute federal funds for state funds. But, 
California could use the funds under this program to further reduce class size in the early 
grades -::- say to 15 students. Or, it could use these funds to expand its efforts to additional 
grades. 



School Shootings Q&A 

May 8,1998 


Q. 	 In recent months, several small towns have experienced multiple shootings in their 
schools: Jonesboro, West Paducah, Pearl, and Edinboro. Why do you think this is 
happening and what is the Administration doing about this problem? 

A. 	 In the wake of the tragedy in Jonesboro, Arkansas in March, President Clinton asked the 
Attorney General and Secretary ofEducation to convene a panel of experts to discuss the 
recent school shoot~ngs. Two weeks ago, the President met with this group to discuss the 
common features of these tragic shootings and learn about what we can do to prevent 

. such horrible in~idents from occurring in the future. 

Shootings like these are very rare. Recent studies tell us that almost no homicides occur 
in schools, and that 90% ofpublic schools do not report any serious crimes to law 
enforcement. Still, we cannot overlook these tragedies as statistical anomalies. They tell 
us a great deal about the changing and more violent youth culture and about young people 
who grow up disconnected from their communities. These young people see simple 
conflicts resolved with weapons on television and in video games, and they do not have 
responsible adults in their lives to teach them differently_ 

We are still learning the details about the recent shootings. We do know, however, that 
there are some similarities between most of these cases: the alleged offenders knew their 
victims, had access to firearms, and -- perhaps most importantly -- exhibited warning signs 
that went unnoticed or unreported to responsible adults. The Attorney General and 
Secretary ofEducation will continue to review these cases and their similarities, and make 
any necessary recommendations to the President. 

But our overall response must be to take on the broader issue ofyouth violence in our 
country. Too many children in America are being killed with guns and using guns to kill 
each other, and there is so much that we can do to prevent this senseless violence. We can 
do more to make our schools free ofgangs, guns, and drugs; to cut off youth access to 
firearms; to keep our children off the streets and in safe and supervised settings. So we 
hope that the Congress will take the opportunity to consider our comprehensive youth 
violence strategy before it adjourns this year. 



gI~A-RPT.Q&A 

Questions and Answers on the Report on Gun-Free Schools 
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Q: What is the Gun-Free Schools Act? 

A: Enacted on October 20, 1994, as part of the Improving America's Schools Act, the 
Gun-Free Schools Act (GFSA) requires each state receiving Federal funds under the 
Elementary and Secondary Education Act (ESEA) to have in effect a state law requiring 
Local Educational Authorities (LEAs) to expel for a period ofnot less than one year any 
student who is determined to have brought a firearm to school. These policies are more 
commonly referred to as "zero tolerance" gun policies, 

Q: What does the GFSA Report tell us about implementation of the GFSA? 

A: This report provides the first comprehensive information about expulsions under the 
GFSA, With all states now having passed legislation requiring zero tolerance policies, the 
report's primary finding is that of the 51 million students in elementary and secondary 
schools, 6,093 were expelled last year for bringing a firearm to school. Most ofthese 
were high school students (56%), and most cases involved handguns (58%). Also, most 
of the students expelled (56%) wer~ placed'in an alternate school or placement. 

The GFSA report further breaks down the data by state, school level, type of firearm and 
expulsions that were shortened. 

Q: Does this represent an increase or decrease in expUlsions? 

A: It is difficult to compare the estimated number of expulsions last year with this year's 
report. Although we estimated that a similar number of students -- about 6,000 -- were 
expelled for bringing a weapon to school last year, fewer states had submitted data -- and 
the data were also less specific. This year's report is really the first comprehensive picture 
we have ofexpulsions under the GFSA. 

Whether expulsions are up or down, however, is much less important than the fact that 
more than 6,000 students bringing a firearm to school is unacceptable, And the more 
detailed information we have about this problem, the better we will be able to address it. 

Q: Do you believe that the GFSA is making our schools safer? 

A: Absolutely. As a result, all of the states have passed and are now enforcing zero tolerance 
polices that have disciplined and/or removed more than 6,000 dangerous students from . 
our schools. Zero tolerance for firearms is now an important component of school safety 
throughout the country, and that will make a difference. As the Superintendent of the 
Alexandria, Virginia Public Schools recently told the President in a White House event, 
strict enforcement ofzero tolerance causes students to change their behaviors. In 



Alexandria, zero tolerance initially resulted in increased suspensions and disciplinary 
actions, but the number ofsuspendable offenses have now dropped by 40%. 

But we need more than zero tolerance policies to make and keep our schools safe. We 
need more resources for after school programs to keep children safe and. supervised. And 
we need police, parents and other responsible adults to be involved with their schools. 

Q: What happens to students who are expelled? 

A: The majority of expelled students are being sent to alternate schools, and the number of 
these schools has nearly tripled over the past decade (from 894 to 2,604). However, the 

. report seems to indicate that some ofthese students are not being placed in alternative 
schools, and that is troubling. The Administration supports the growing movement to 
develop alternative schools, many ofwhich tend to be charter schools .. 

Q: Why were some of the expulsions in the GFSA report shortened? 

A: For one of two reasons: first, the GFSA generally allows the chief educational officer at 
the local level to modify expulsions on a case-by-case basis; and, second, this flexibility 
allows children with disabilities to be disciplined under the provisions ofanother law -- the 
Individuals with Disabilities Education Act (IDEA). Under the IDEA, disabled children 
may be suspended for not more than 10 school days or removed to an alternative setting 
for up to 45 days. . 

Q: The District of Columbia has indicated in the GFSA report that, although it is . 
currently implementing its GFSA policy, it did not do so during the 1996-1997 
school year. Why not? 

A: We are beginning an investigation ofwhy the District did not enforce this policy during 
1996-1997. We do know, however, that the District is currently enforcing the GFSA. In 
fact, four students have already been expelled this year for bringing a firearm to school. 
The Department ofEducation is working closely with the incoming school superintendent, 
Arlene Ackerman, to make sure that the District continues to comply with the GFSA. 

Q: Is DC in danger of losing its funding because it did not implement the law in 
1996-1997? 

A: Under the GFSA, any state that does not comply with the GFSA could lose its ESEA 
formula grants funds -- or $31 million in the District's case. We know that the District is 
now enforcing the law; We are beginning an investigation, with the full co-operation of 
the incom~ng superintendent, to understand why the law was not enforced during the 
1996-1997 school year. We expect to have some preliminary answers within the next 30 
days. 
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, SUBJECT: 	 Presidential Transmittal of the "Class-Size Reduction and Teacher Quality Act 
of1998" 

I am forwarding a legislative proposal-- entitled the "Class~Size Reduction and Teacher 
Quality Act of 1998" --: for yourtransmittal to the Congress. This proposal would'implement 
your FY 1999 Budget initiative to help States and'local educational agencies recruit, train, and 
hire 100,000 additional teachers in order to reduce the average class size to 18 in grades 1 
through 3, and improve the quality of teaching. 

This package contains two originals and eight copies of: the Presidential Transmittal 
Message to the Congress, the legislative proposal, a sectional analysis ofthe proposal, and a 
,related fact sheet. 

These materials were prepared by the Department ofEducation. They have been 

coordinated with the Domestic Policy Council and this Office. (The legislativepr"posal was 

also reviewed by the Departments of the Treasury, Justice, and the Interior.) 
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TO THE CONGRESS OF THE UNITED STATES: 

I am pleased to transmit today for your immediate 
consideration atid enactment. the, "Class-Size 'Reduction and Teacher 
Quality Act of 1998." This'legisl~tive proposal would help 
States and local school districts recruit, train, and hire 
100,000 additional well-prepared teachers in order to reduce the 
average class size in our Nation's.public schools to 18 in grades 
1 through 3. It is an essential part of our overall effort to 
strengthen public schools throughout the Nation. 

As schools across the Nation struggle to accommodate a surge 
in enrollments, educators and parents have become increasingly 
concerned about the impact of class size on teaching and' 
learning, particularly' in the critically important, early grades, 
where students learn reading and other basic skills. This . 
concern is justified: rigorous research confirms what parents 
and teachers have long believed -- that students in smaller 
classes, particularly in the. early grades, make greater 
educational gains and maihtain those gains over time. These 
gains. occur because teachers in small'classes can provide' 
studen6s with more individualized attention,· spend more time on 
instruction,and less time on discipline, and cover more material 

fectively. Moreov~r, the bene~its of smaller classes are 
greatest for poor, minQrity, and' inner-city children, the 
children who frequently face the greatest challenges in achieving 
to high educational' standards. ' 

Small'er clas will. have the greatest impact on· student 
learning if the ~ew teache~s brought'~nto the claisrbom are well 
qualified to teach reading and to take advantage of smaller 
learning environments. For this reason, ~y proposal emphasizes 
not just class-size reduction but also educator professional 
development·, and it will ,give school districts adequate tim~ to 
recruit and train staff,' while phasing in smaller classes. . 
Furthermore, .all new teachers hired under the program would be 
required to pass a State teacher competency' test and would' also 
have to be certified to'teach' or 'be making satisfactory progress 
toward full ,certification. ' . ,. 

We can help 1 of our students learn to read independent'ly 
and well by the third grade, get a sblid foundation in basic 
skills, and reach high educational standards if we sta~t them off 
with small classes and well-prepared ~eachers in the early 
grades . 

. Under my proposal, ~he Department.of Education would 
allocate $20.8 billioninmandat.ory appropriations over a 10-year 
period (beginning with $1.1 billion in fiscal year 1999) to 
States. The States would the'n'distribute the ,funds to local 
schoOl districts based on their. relative class sizes in grades 1 
through 3, as well as on ,their ability and effort .to finance 
class size reductions with their own resources. The bill would 
provide ,States with considerable flexibility in dist~ibuting 
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these funds, while ensuring that the most needy school d1stri'cl:s 
receiv~ a fair share~ 

Moreover, because the proposal would actually appropriate 
the funds needed to carry out the program, States and local 
communities could count on these funds without the need for 
separate congressional 'appropriations each year. This proposal 
is fully paid for withiri my Fiscal. Year 1999 ,Budget, and " .' 
therefore would, not reduce the budget surplus . 

. School districts would use these funds to reduce.> class sizes 
in, grades 1 through 3. Just as importantly;, ,these funds would 
also be av~ilable for ~ variety of activities to ensure that 

. students in the early grades receive'sound and fective 
instruction, such as making sure that 'teachers know how to teach 
reading and other subjects fectively in sma~l classes. 

This proposal includes strong accountability for results. 
participating school districts would produce' "repOrt cards" 
documenting reductions in class sizes and the achievement of 
their students in reading, based on rigorous assessments. 
Schools whose students fail to make gains. in 'reading would be 
required to undertake corrective actions. In addition, the 
Education Department would undertake a comprehensive national 
evaluation of this program and its impact on reading achievement 
and 'teaching. 

I urge the Congress to take prompt and favorable action on 
this pr'oposal. Its. enactment would help school districts reduce 
class sizes in the early grades and improve instruction and 
achievement in reading, issues that are of major importal1:Qe to 

. parents and to the Nation . 

WILLIAM J. CLINTON' 

THE WHITE HOUSE 
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For Immediate Release 	 May 8, 1998 

Class-Size Reduction and Teacher Quality Act 

FACT SHEET , . 

The President today forwarded to Congress a legislative proposal to help States and s(~hool 
districts recruit, train, and hire 100,000 additional teachers in order to reduce the average class 
size to 18 in grades 1 through 3 .. The legislation wquid also assist schqol districts in ensuring 
that the new teachers hired, in the national effort to reduce class sizes, have the:skills and training 
needed to e~ucate their students to high standards. ' 

Need for the Bill 

The need for this legislation is clear. As schools across the Nation have ~truggledto . 
accommodate increasing enrollments, educators and parents have become increasingly concerned 
aboutthe impact of class sizeon teaching and learning, particularly in the early elementary . 
grades, where students learn reading and other basic skills. This concern is justified:' rigorous . 
research has shown that students in smaller classes, particularly in those grades, make greater 
educational gains and maintain those gains over time, Moreover, the benefits of smaller classes 
are greatest for poor, minority, and inner-city children, thechildren who frequentiy face the 
greatest challenges in achieving to high educationa,l standards. 

Smaller.classes will have the greatest impact.on student learning if the new teachers brought into 
the classroom are well qualified to teach reading and to tak~ advantage of smaller le~ing . 
environments. For this reason, the propo~al emphasizes not just class-.size reduction butc:tlso 
educator professional development, and it will give s'chool districts adeq~ate time to recruit and 
train staff while phasing in smaller classes. . 

Summary of the Proposal 

o 	 The bill would authorize $20.8 billion in mandatory appropriations over a 10-year period, 
beginning with $1.1 billion in FY 1999: This proposal is fully paid for inthe President's 
FY 1999 Budget, and therefore would not reduce the budget surplus. 

o 	 The Department of Education would distribute these funds to States on the basis of each' 
State's share of funding under the Elementary and Secondary Education Act Title I . 

. program (which provides formula grants primarily on the basis of counts of children '. 
living in poverty) .. 
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o 	 States, in turn, would distribute the funds to school districts thathave the most crowded 
classes, in grades 1 through 3, and the least ability to finance class-size reductions with 
their own resources .. In order:to ensure that' the neediest districts' are treated equitably, 
districts with high levels of child poverty would be guaranteed the same share of funding, 

. under this program, as they receive under Title 1. 

o 	 School districts would use most of the funds to reduce class sizes in grades 1 through 3. 
Because students learn best in small classes, at least 10 percent of the funds allocated to 
school districts would be used for such activities as training teachers in proven practices 
for teaching reading and in effective pnictices insinall classes; providing mentors or 

. other support for newly hired teachers; recruiting well-prepared teachers;.testing new 
. teachers before th~y are hired; and developing rigorous new assessments for new 
k~he~. . 

o 	 The initiative would help ensure teacher quality by requiring States to give teacher 
competency tests to new teachers hired under this initiative, and it would help States 
adopt rigorous assessments of teaching proficiency and upgrade certification 
requirements for new teachers. . . 

o 	 The Federalpovernment car.mot, and should not, bear the entire c~st of making 
reductions in class sizes; rather, this should be a shared local, State, and Federal 
responsibility. For this reason, the bill would require school districts, except the neediest 
ones, to provide a P9rtion of the costs under the program: It would 'set a matching rate of 
up to 35 percent, depending on the poverty rate of the distric~. 

o 	 The proposal stresses accountability for results. Schools andsch901 districts participating 
in the program would issue report cards to parents and the public, documenting their 
progress in reducing class size, recruiting well-prepared teachers, and, most importantly, 
improving reading performance in the early grades. Schools whose students fail to make 
reading gains, over time, would be required to undertake.serious improvement actions . 
and, ultimately, would lose program funding. 


