-By Rosafind Rossi

¥ Wnhe

Schout officials orn Monday were investizat-
ing reports that & roekie sixth-grode teacher at
2 West Side elementan school used gquestions
abeut crcaine. car thests and prostiontion to
tesy M studems” roath s&lks.

During 3 mecting: a1t Mo Elecentary
Schonl, 512 5. Lavergne, abrit 40 asgey par-
eots. chuldren and area residents demanded
the immedinte wuster from the sosem of
teacher Charles Qouten. 13, a Board of Educa-

Angrv Parents Call
For Teacher’s Firing

tiva emplovee since Movember, 1992 Routen
onsld nut be reached for vomnment Manday.
Parert Therean Welch suid a test allegediy
distributed by Routen on Friday amounted 1o
“mental ornalice.” “This man should not be
admitted to a cassroom.” she said.
Principal Sandra McCann told parems Mon-

day that “until the roatter & resolved, he woo't
be in froot of any children™

The test atlepediy gven by Routen used
street  versacular about drugs. car thefts,.
spray-painting, prostitytion and «en a murder
sentence a6 the bosis for math problems. -

One yuestion, tor example, was ~Rufus i
pimpioy three gids. I she price m 563 tor exch
trick. bow many trichs will each girl bave to
wrn so Rulus can pay lor his a&)ﬂ»p« -day
crack habit™™

Marcu: Mc(‘-ee, 12, 2 wudent io Routen's

Turn to Page 22

B Martin wants 10 cut hia
Paifpovnd of hewoin o

emake 20 pscent more

rolt., How many ounces
ot wil ho need?

mmisgetsszoolor )
a BMW, S50 for
teafing a Chavy snd
100 for a 434, U he has

two BMWs and

4X4s. how many
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renl Tharosa Waloh spoaks
up al the mosting. She called
the est “montal brutohly,”

Test

Cosatinued from Page |

elans, vaid, “"Why do we all have to
coms 10 school to leary this? We
can tears this on the street.”

Marcus sald be was ons of noven
students who complained to thelr
parents about the test and refused
tn Ko to cleas Monday, Parents
’ﬁw a cupy of the test to the Bun-

O,

Welch said she and aboul scven
other parenia ennfronled the
teacher and M¢Cann about tie
tort Monday morning, Welel nnd
miothee parent al the mevting,
Cynthin Balley. 18, raid Routon
admitied during the mgeting he
made 8 “minwake™ by preseiting
the tesd and offgred 1o resign,
Routen allegedly anid ke gof the
temt {rom o [riend. .

"Tie weol on 10 say that he felt
that maybe this wax the anly wuy
he could rolne
tn the chit.
dron,” Balley

o
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Gludents Bhakunds Garnes €toﬂ?
who ware given the teal, 'l didn
bocaune ha might think | know thig stuft’' Ethan said,

Beevern pramiszl the graup
thal Routen would nut retan to
fuy Buhed althougiy he condd mit
guarantee Routen varild he kicked
abt ol the rystern. Suid Benvors:
“Theer's  mometlioy  ealind due
process.”

Weich's daughter, Fhony
Welch, 11, gald abe dlda™ wuler-
stand the text and brught It
hane 1o her mother hecawse “1
thouglit there wns ssmething
wrong with 1L e mmother said
she cnlled other parenis Lo com-
flrm that thyir children, ton, hed
been given the {ou, :

dnckie (inllagher, a spukeswom.

RF

KN B W SUN P S

, Josie Knox and Ethen Deftey,
1 wiant to pul down roal onswers

on fur the Chicago Teacherx
Union, #ald Monday she hadl not
hevd of the mpth test, bui neted
that some  educatora -ndvocatn
tenching klda thasugh “ptroed ver.
st

1 epn't eandemn this ladividua!
teacher Giecausa | don't kiow tha
elreumantanzex s the difficattios
Be might have reaching kidsIn bis
class  with maote  abeirpct Baick
copin,” Callaghey said, “But if our
gunt 8 Lenehers and slueriors b
to raise the level of our sludenn’
juvolvement In roclety, disguming
crack raler, plmplig need humiing
up women ot the way odo

snid. “1 snid,
That's no way
to relate (o
anyhody's
children,’
Bailey »alld
she lajor
lonrned {rvm
nelghbom that
the text had

Sondra MoCana
bren cirenlsting In asme schoals
Tor up te theve monthe. Wrillen ut
the top of (he texy was “Cily of
Chivago High School Math Drofi-

tency EBxsm,™ gven though, ne.
enrding 1o Board apokeswnman
Duwnie Rimesons, the city of (*hi.
eago doex not certify math tests.
. Hallay's son, Ethan Balley, 12,
wald he didn't know whether the
tosl wes & joke but thet sludents
took 1 seciounty, particuinely after
Houten Altentenrd "o pive the
whole clgse an F If they cidn't
teke the tes”
“T. Just pul - anything down"
Ethan aaid, "1 didn't want to put
down reri answors baeousp he
might think Dinow this stuff.”
By Monday ofterncon, dorens
of parestx and Ald, Smith
{26th) met in the school auditori-
um Lo got. an ‘updats from
McCann and subdistrict 4 admin-

Waiadr, Jhonald, st ot ol 1R
bonrd Femmnel department fur
medical and paychologleal evalun-
tion. However, Bimmons soid Roy.
ten didn't show »:!1 at board head-
quarters 2 schedulsd Manday,
‘ “We wont hin migna\!an "
Welch told scheol officiate. “Ho
admitted ho gave tha test Ly the
klde. You hesrd it from the stu-
denta. You heard it [rom the hors-
8's mouth. What mors Information
do you peed?” N
Howsver, McCann cautionad
that Houtén ‘wea “innocent till
proven gullty” and said biard of-
ficlals had Lo first. recoive writion
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U.S. Department of Justice %
Office of Justice Programs So\mﬁ\S

Bureau of Justice Statistics
810 Seventh Street, N.W,
Washington, DC 20531

Fri 04-10-98 01:33PM

TO: Bruce Reed
' Domestic Policy
; Washington, DC 20503-

Phé)ne No.:

Fer: Bureau of Justice Statistics

Phone No.: 202-307-0784
. Fax: 202-307-5846

Subject:

Following ie the prese release for *Students' Reports of School
Crime:1989% and 1995, % embargoed for release at 6:30 p.m. EDT
Sunday April 12, with selected highlights. If you do not receive
all 11 pages or want the full report, call the BJS fax-on-demand
number, 301-519-5550, follow prompts, and select numbers 107-110.
The, full report will be on the BJS web site at the time of :
release at: http://www.ojp.usdoj.gov/bjs/ under "What's New."
and. then "Publications." Questions: Stu Smith, 202-307-0784,
David Thomas, 202-401-1579. After hours, Mr. Smith, :
301~-983~9354. - o : .

- Total pages including cover page: 11
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U.S. Department | U S. Department
of Education S | of Justice
AbVANCE FCR RELEASE AT 6:30 PM. EDT ' BIS
SL]NDAY APRIL 12, 1998 . . ‘ 202/307-0784
' JOINT JUSTICE DEPARTMENT/EDUCATION DEPARTMENT STUDY SHOWS

LITTLE INCREASE IN SCHOOL CRIME BETWEEN 1989 AND 1995

WASHINGTON, D.C. -- There was no significant change from 1989 to 1995in thc
porcentage of students who mported baving been robbed in school, having property stolen from
their lockers or desks or experiencing physical attacks at school, according to a joint study -
announced today by the Justice Department and the Education Departinent. In 1995, the smudy
showed that 14.6 percent of students aged 12 through 19 reported violent or property
victimization at schoof, compared to 14.5 peroent in 1989.

_ There was, however, an increasc in the percent of students in 1995 likely to be victimized
by a violent crime--a physical attack or a robbery by force, weapons or threats—compared to
'1989. In 1995,4.2 pereent of all 12- to 19-year-old students experienced a vxolent crime,

. compared to 3.4 percent six years earlier.

" . The dats, from the Bureau of Justice Statistics (BJS) and the Nanoual Center for
Edncation Statistics (NCES), also found that fewer than one in 1,000 students reported taking a
gun to school in 1995, but about onc in 20 studeats said they saw another student with a gun at
school.

In 1995, the study showed that 12.4 percent of the students who saw another student with

~a gun at school said they were a victim of a violent crime at school, compared to 3.8 percent of
those who had not. :
~ Violent victimization was also reported to be associated with the presence of street gangs.
In 1995, 7.5 percent of all students who reported gangs in their schools said they had been a
violent erime victim at school, compared to 2.7 percent of students who reported no gangs.

Students reporting street gangs in their schools rose from 15 percent in 1989 to 28 percent
in 1995. In 1995 half of the Hispanic students aged 12 through 19 reported gangs in their
schools, compared 10 35 percent of the black students and 23 percent of the white students.

- Thirty-one percent of the public school students and 7 percent of the private school students said
there were gangs in their schools.

. Inboth 1989 and 1995 male students were more likely to experience violent victimization
than were their female counterparts. While about 5 percent of male students reported
experiencing a violent crime in both 1989 and 1995, the percentage of female students reporting
violence rose from 2.0 percent to 3.3 percent,
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1 ' ' In 1995, as in 1989 most students reported that drugs, mclud.mg man;unna, cocaine,
) ‘ ~ crack or uppers/downers, were available to some degree at school. The percentage of students
? - who reported the availability of drugs in 1995 was 65.3 percent, slightly higher than the 63.2
" percentreported in 1989. Students in higher grades were more hksly thnn those in lower grades
~ to report that these drugs were available. ‘ :
*  Forthe study “'chool" mcluded areas in school bmldmgs. on schcol grounds oronm’
school buses.
The study, “Students’ chorts of School Crime: 1989 and 1995" (NCES 98-241 and
. NCJ-169607) was written by Kathryo A. Chandler and Chris Chapman of NCES and Michael R.
.. Rand and Bruce M. Taylor of BJS. Single copies mny be obtaincd from the BJS fax-on-demand -
- system by dialing 301/519-5550, listening to the meny, and selecting document numbers 107
through 110, by calling the BIS Clearinghouse at 1- 80(1’732—3277 or by callmg thc National
Library of Education at 1-800/424-1616.
The report can also be downloaded from: .
L http:/fwww.ojp,usdoj.gov/hjs/ or frora http.ilucm.ed.gov '
v Additional cnmmal Jusucc: materials can be obtained from the Oft“ ice of Justice Programs
hcmcpage at:
htthIwww.on.usdoj.gov
Thc Dcpartment of Education’s media contact is Duvxd 'I‘homas at "02!40l 1579

# ¥ #

B1898067 '
After hours conract: Stu Smith at 30[/983-9354

- o — o ot o p—
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U.S. Department of Education ' o o ’ * [LS. Department of Justice
Office of Educational Research and Improvement o - " Oftice of Justice Programs
National Ceater for Education Statistics ‘ Burcau of Justice Statistics

March 1998

~ 1989 and 1995 School Crime Supplement to
the National Crime Victimization Survey

Excerpts | from —
| Students’ Reports
- ofSchool Crime:
1989 and 1995

Kathryn A. Chandler, National Center for Education Statistics
Christopher D. Chapman, National Center for Education Statistics
Michael R. Rand, Bureau of Justice Statistics
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Introduction and Background |

This report is the first focusing on data collected in the 1995 School Crime 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 vrctxrmzed one or more times. :

To put the 1995 estrmates in context  data frorn the 1989 SCS are. a.lso presented. Key fmdmgs
mclude ‘

e 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 v1ct1rmzat10n at school (3. 4 percent versus
4.2 percent) between the two years. :

e In 1989 most students 63 2 percent reported that marijuana cocaine, crack, or -
.. uppers/downers were available at school (either easy or hard to'obtain; table 2).
» This number increased somewhat to 65.3 percent in 1995. :

o The percent of students reporting street gang prcsence at school nearly doubled .
between 1989 and 1995, increasing from 15.3 percent to 28.4 percent (table 4).

e In 1995, a'series of questions was asked about guns at school.! 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 be between the ages of 12 and 19, and had to have attended school at some
point during the six months preceding the interview. Respondents were only asked about crimes
that had occurred at school during the six months prior to the interview. “At school” was defined
‘asin. the school burldmg, on school grounds or on a school bus

Readers should be aware that the 1989 SCS estimates on vrctrrmzation at.school shown in this |
report do not match the estimates presented in the first analysis of the 1989 SCS.2 In both the

) ! A similar series of questions was not mcluded in 1989. ’
? See L. Bastian and B. Taylor. School Crime: A Nauonal Crime V:clmuza!ian Survey Reporr NCJ-131645 (U.S. Dcpnnmem of Justice,
. Bun:au of Justice Statistics, Washington, D.C.: “1991). . .
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1989 and 1995 SCS collecnons persons 12 to 19 years of age were asked to rcspond to the

N CVS and the SCS, and victimization information was captured in both questionnaires. . The
earlier 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.% Therefore, the authors of this 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 implications on responses to the SCS. Unfortunately, it'is 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 pomts 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 section, 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 shown in appcndxx B are the 1989 and 1995 School Crime Supplement questionnaires.

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

- web site at “http://www.icpsr/umich/edw/NACID/” (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 (BJS) and the National Center for Education Statistics (NCES), will continue to
be fielded as a supplement to the NCVS every few years. ‘

i Kindermann, 1. Lynch, and D. Cantor. Eﬁem of the Redesign on Vlcmmmtwn Estimates, NCJ-164381 (U.S. Department of Justice,
~ Bureau of Justice Statistics, Washington, D.C.: l997)
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\ Sthdenlt Victimizativon

(See also table 1)

Figure 1.— Percent of students ages 12 through 19 who reported
experiencing various forms of vncumlzatlon at. school
1989 and 1995 ‘

Percent k = ) i ‘
20 1989 L 1995

s

‘Any'  Violen?®  Property’ Any'  Violen?® " -Property’

Student reponts of victimization

'Any victimization is 3 combination of reported violent and property victimization. If
the student reported an incident of either, he or she is counted as having experienced any
victimization. If the respondent rcpor(ed having cxpcxienced both, he or she is only
coum:d ance under “Any victimization™.

*Violent victimization includes physical attacks or taking property from the student
‘dlrect!y by force, weapons, or threats.

property victimizaton includes theft of pmperty froma studcm s dcsk lockzr, or other
locauons ,

SOURCE: u.s. Depmment of Justice, Bureau of Justice smis(ics. School‘Crimc .
-Supplement to the National Crime Victimization Survey, spring 1989 and 1995,

. The overall level of -

victimization in schools 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. '

Figure 2. Percent of students ages 12 through 19 who reported

experiencing violent victimization at school, by gender. ;

1989 and 1995
20 1989 o o 1995
15
e | o -
48 e st
5 20 ) : 33 . -
o u " : — :

Male Female . Male " Female
Student gender

: NOTE Violent victimization includes phymcnl atln.cks or lakmg pmpeny from the
swdent direcily by force, weapons, or threats.

SOURCE: U.S. bcpnnmm of Justice, Bureau of Justice Statistics, School Crimc
Supplement to the Notional Crime Victimization Survey, spring 1989 and 1995.

L

; 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 victimization

and gender in 1989.

While the percent of male
students who reported having
experienced violent

‘victimization at school was

about the same in 1989 as it

" was in 1995, there was an
increase in the percent of

female students who reported

- such victimization.
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Availability of Drugs (See also tables 2 and 3)

Figure 6.-— Percent of students ages 12 through 19 who reponed that

drugs were available at school, by grade: 1989 and 1995

1989 1995

15.875.6 722158

]
Percent
90

79.4 803
80 .

696
70 |63.2 6s.2

60
50
40
30
20
10

0

589
50.1

.5

Al g 7 8 9 10t > 12* Al g g 3"' o 100 B
Student grade

NOTE: Inthe 1989 and 1995 SCS, students were asked about the availability of marijuana,
cocaine, crack, and uppers/downers. If the students reported any of these to be easy or hard
to obtain at school, they are considered having reported that drugs were available at school.

SOURCE: U.S.‘ Department of Justice, Bureau of Justice Statistics, School Crime
Supplement 10 the National Crime Victimization Survey, spring 1989 and 1995.

. Though the increase

was small, the
percentage of students
reporting that drugs
were available rose
from 63.2 percent in
1989 to 65.3 percent in
1995.

Students in higher

* grades were more likely

than students in lower
grades to report that
drugs were available at
school in both 1989 and
1995.

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

and 1995
Percent
%0 )
%0 1989 1995
7 648 ‘ 672
50
50
40
30
20
10
0
Public Private Public Private .
Student school type -

NOTE: In the 1989 and 1995 SCS, students were asked about the availability of
marijuana, cocaine, erack, and uppers/downers. If the studenis reported any of these to
be casy or hard to obtain at school, they are considered having reported that drugs were
available at schocl.

SOURCE: U.S. Depastment of Justice, Burcau of Justice Statistics, School Crime
Supplcmcnl to the Nmipml Crime Victimization Survey, spring 1989 and 1995.

6

In 1995, students in public
schools were more likely to
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,
However, the percent of
private school students who
reported that drugs were
available at school was about
the same in 1995 as it was in
1989.
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(See also table 4)

Figure 1'l.— Percent of students ages 12 through 19 who reported that
‘street gangs were present at school, by place of residence:
1989 and 1995

Percent

so. . 1989 ‘ 1995

Central city Suburbs  Nonmetro-

Central city Suburbz  Nonmetro-
politan area politan area

Student place of residence

SOURCE: U.S. Department of Justice, Bureau of Justice Stotistics. School Crime Supplement
to the National Crime Victimization Survey, spring 1989 and 1995

i

Students in central cities
were more likely to respond
that there were street gangs at
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 i 1989,

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

Figure 12.— Percent of students ages 12 through 19 who reported that
street gangs were present at school, by school type: 1989
and 1995

Percent 1989 : » 1995
|35 b _ i 30.6

30 :
as

" Public Private © Public Private

Student school type

SOURCE: U.S. Department of Justice, Bureau of Justice Statistics, School Crime Supplement
to the National Crime Victimization Survey, spring 1989 and 1995

Students in public schools
were more likely to report
that street gangs were present
at school than were students
in private schools in both
years. In 1995, 30.6 percent
of students in public schools
reported that street gangs
were present compared to 6.8
percent in povate schools.

‘The 1989 percents were 16.4

and 4.4, respectively.

Public school students were
more likely to report that
street gangs were present at
school in 1995 than in 1989,
while private school students
were about as likely to report
that street gangs were present
in both years.
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{See also table 5)

Figure 13 ~— Percent of students ages 12 through 19 who reported knowing
a student who brought a gun to school, by age: 1995

Percent

12 13 14 15 16 17 18 19

Student age

SDURCE us. Department of Justice, Bure:m of Justice Smisﬁcs School Crime’ Supplemcm :

to the National Crime Victimization Snrvey spring 1995, -

In 1995, older students were
more likely than younger
students to report knowing a

 student who brought a gun to

school.

Figure 14.— Percent of students ages 12 through 19 who reported the
: presence of guns at school, by student reports of street
gang presence at school: 1995
"
Percent :
Know student who bmnght gun to school
35 ; i
01 248 : o !
. ‘
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Yes No ' Yes No

Student reports of stroet gang presence at school
i

SOURCE: U.S. Depanment of Sustice, Burenu of Susuce Statistics, Schook Crime S\:pphmem
1o the National Crime Victimization Survey, :pnng 1995,

o
{

j : v
. |

107

Street gang presence ata
student’s school was related to
knowing another student who
brought a gun to school (24.8
percent v. 7.7 percent). In
addition, street gang presence
at a student’s school was
related to seeing another
student with a gun at school
(11.9 percent v. 2.8 percent).
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Report on State lmplementatlon of the Gun-Free,Schools Act -
School Year 1996-1 997 - '

lntro'duction

The Gun-Free Schools Act (GFSA) 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 (LEAs) in the state to expel from school for at least one year any

student found bringing a firearm to 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 must be construed to be consistent with
the Individuals with Dlsabll:tles Educatton Act (IDEA).

The GFSA reqmres states to report information about the lmplementatlon of the act annually to
the Secretary of Education. In order to meet this requrrement and to monitor compliance with
the GFSA, the Department of Education (ED) requires each state' to submit an annual report
that provides the number of students expelled (by type 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 dlsabllmes and the number of expelled students who were referred to
an alternative school or program Two additional items regarding specific LEA compllance wlth
the GFSA were reported but are not lncluded in thls report

i

Data Collectinn and Verifi cation'

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 .

e As each survey was received, it was reviewed for accuracy and entered into -
a database. ! :

e |n 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 the submitted forms 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 final verification of their data by fax. To date, 53 states
~_have verified thelr data in this manner’.’ ,

Organlzatlon of the Report

his report is divided into three sections and summarizes 1996-97 data submitted by the

states. The 1995-96 data are not included in this report because, as it was the first year of
the GFSA data collection, there 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 '

i

! For the remainder of this report, the te:m “states” refers to all 56 of the lunsdlctlons (ststos and terﬁtones) oovered under the Gun-
Free Schools Aot

? The state that has yet to submit 1996-97 GFSA information is: Amencan Samoa. Westat continues to work to obtain a oompleted‘
survey instrument from this state. .

> 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 accompanymg the data. Finally, a copy of the GFSA state data collection: mstrument
can be found in Appendxx B of thls report

‘Data Quahty and lnterpretation of Flndlngs .

n of the information contained in this report should be interpreted w:th caution Flrst,
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 considered.. This Is of
. particular importance when examining national totals, as they are not made up of data
that are comparable from state to state in all cases (for example, some states submitted
data on all weapons, not firearms). Second, some states submitted aggregate data that
was not broken out by school level and/or type of weapon. The expulsionsfor these
states are included in the overall summary totals but are not included in the figures by
type of firearm or school level. This means that the total number of reported expulsiens
. d:ffers for each questlonnatre item summarized In this. report.

As with all new reportmg efforts, we expect the quahty of the data submltted under the GFSA
will continue to improve. ED wxll work to assist the states in their data reporting to ensure thls
lmprovement

Fmally. thus report is not des:gned to provide information to the reader regarding the rate at .
which students carry firearms to school. The data reperted by the states concemn d:sczphnary
' actlons only. - : : . ,

* Summary .

* Overall 55 states reported data.under the GFSA fer the 1996-97 school. year These
states reported that they expelled an estimated total of 6,093 students from school for
bnngmg a firearm* to school out of 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 reported total expulsions for all weapons, not just firearms. Therefore, the figures

" reported by some states may either over- or underestlmate the actual expulsions under
the GFSA. Refer to Table 1 for more detailed information regardmg these over- and
underestimates as well as other data caveats s

* Fifty-six pereent of the expulsions reported by school level were students in hagh school
- 34 percent were in junior high, and 9 percent were in elementary schoo| These data
were reported by school level by 49 states. (See Table 2).

‘ ‘* Flfty-elght percent of the expulsions reported by type of firearm were for bnngmg a
handgun to school. Seven percent of these expulsions were for bringing a rifle or
shotgun to school and 35 percent were for some other type of firearm (such as bombs,
grenades, or starter ptstols) The data were reported by type of weapon by 47 states.
(See Table 3). )

* * Please see Appendices A and B for a detailed definition,
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% Forty-three states repertedfon expulsions that were shortened to less than one year. In
these states, 34 percent cf expulslons were shortened to less than one year. (See Table
4). : .

X Thirty-nine states reported?on the clisability status of students receiving shortened
expulsions. In these states, 63 percent of shortened expulsions were for students who
were not considered disabled. (See Table 5). ,

. % Inthe 41 states reportmg data on alternative placements, 56 percent of the expelled
students in these states were referred to an alternate school or placement. (See Table 6)

3

Expulsions for Brlnging a Flreann to School - Overview

Overall 55 states provrded data on the number of students expelled for bnngmg afirearmto .
school, for a total of 6,093 expulslons California®, Ohic®, and Texas were the only states
with greater than 500 expulsions, and the District of Columbla Hawaii, Oklahoma, Wyoming,

" Guam, and Puerto Rico reported that they had none during the 1996-87 school year When
viewed as the number of expulsions per 1,000 enrolled students, Colorado’, Ohio®, and -
Missouri® 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 firearms. Refer to Table 1 for more detailed mfcrmatlon on these caveats.

Figure 1. Number and percentage of students
School Level expelled, by school level, 1996-97
F orty-nine states provi ded data : :
on their expulsions by school . Elementary school (391)
level. Over two-thirdsofall | 0% .
reported expulsions were reported : '
by school level (4,125 of 6,093)?. ﬂ

Of these 4,125 expulsions,.over
half (2,317 or 56 percent) were ©
students in senior high schools, 34
percent (1,416) were students i m S A
junior high, and 8 percent (391) High school (2,317) ;
were elementary school students. . | pu notes: %

Note that the percentages may:not - || s Percentages may not'sdd to 100 due to rounding. '
add to 100 due to roundlng (See :%3‘&2" prar :';::.b:fl:::::d mmﬁz‘:ﬁi&m o
Figure 1 and Table 2) o . : v

- Junior High school (1,416)
v

" $The expulsions reported by Callfomla represent the total number of school cnme incidents that involved a gun. -
-$The data submitted by Ohio are for expuls:ons for tha useipossasslon of we m s rather than Just ﬁrearms '
7 Colorado reported figures that represent expulslons for all all weapons, not just firearms.
® The expulsions reported by Mrsseuri may mdude expulsions for other weapons such as knlves air guris, or brass knuckles

*Orie expulslon was from a non-graded school
l
: )
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Type of Firearm = A anure 2. Number and percentage of students
S o expelled by type of firearm, 1996-97
orty-seven states provided data
differentiating the type of firearm | 4
brought to school by students. - . Otrer F?;Q“ “‘207). |
Almost 60 percent of all reported '
expulsions 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

Handgun (2,043) - -

types of firearms (such as bombs, o N "
grenades, starter pistols, and + |« Percentages may not add t0-100 dus to rounging. - - ' :
rockets). Note that the percentages | s See the detailed caveats on Table 3 fof additional information regarding these data.

may not add tO 100 due tO T '.Theﬁgumshownmmisgraphambaudondalareponedbyﬂstates
roundnng (See Figure 2 and Table 3) “ o ‘

Shortened Expulstons and Students with Dlsabiliﬂes

he GFSA a!lows the LEA chief admmlstenng officer to modnfy any expulsnon for firearm
_violations on a case-by-case basis (for example, by shortening the expulsion to-less 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 and GFSA
requirements are implemented consistently. In order to capture these modifications, states are
" asked to report the number of students who had their period of expulsnon shortened as well as
" the number of these cases. that were not for students with dlsabulmes :

Shortened Expulsions v = e =

‘ 'Figure 3. One-year expulsions vs. expulsions .

Forty-three states l'ePOFted the - shortened on a case-by—case basls 1996-9?
number of students whose: ‘ s

expulsions were shortened to less

than one year as part of the case-

by-case review process.

Expulslon shortened

Of the 3,155 expuisions in these : :
states, 1,059 (or 34 percent) were
shortened to less than one year.

- Note that the percentages may not o -E’;":\“o'fe":eg"‘.
add to 100 due to rounding. (See: *(2,096)
Figure 3 and Table4) Lo h . ee%

’ Data Notes:

v ’ .Pamnmoamaynouddlo*!mdustemundhg
. 'ns«medewmcambonTahh“oraddtﬁonalhfmﬂoanemmdam
.Thengm:mmhmhmhmbmdonmmwamm )

« . o . : . - .. | K < B K
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Disabliity Status of Students with

Shortened Expulsions

hlrty-mne states reported on the

disability status of the students
with shortened expulsions. Among |
these 39 states, the overall number |}
of shortened expulsions was 699

(compared to 1,059 for the 43
- states shcwn in Table 4)

Of these 699 students, 441 (63 ‘

percent) were not considered

disabled under section 602(3)(1) of -
IDEA. Note that the percentages

may not add to 100 due to
5)

rounding. (See Figure 4 and Table

. « See the detalisd caveats on Table § for additional information regarding these data. ‘
. .mmmnmmamonﬁmdmmwwm

Figure 4. Expulsmns shortened on a case-by-case
. basis, students with and without disabilities,
1996-97

Students with
disabilities (258)
7% v

Data Notes:
oPWmmmdbtmdummm

' Referrals

he GFSA has in place -
provisions that allow local

~officials to refer expelled students
_to an alternative school or program.

Forty-one states reported.

* information for this data item and

- among these states, 1,901 students
(56 percent) were referred for an
alternative placement. Note that
the percentages may not add to
100 due to rounding. (See Fgure 5

and Table 6)

Figure 5. Expulsions referred to an altematlve
" placement 1996-97

Alternative placement
- (1,801)
56%

No altemative
placement (1,51
44%
Data Notes:
chmaomsynotaddtntOOdwtomunqu
« 506 the deiatied cavests on Tabls & for additiona! information reganding thess data.
« The figures shown in this graph are based on dota reported by 41 atates
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Table 1

Number of students expelled for GFSA violations per 1,000 students of the school-age population, 1996-97

4135 ] $13 QQl-ae neled ae
3 expelled $96-9 populatio 996 ne (000 of pop )3 2
Alabama 91 760,000 - 0.117
Alaska 19 135,000 0.141
Arizona -152 807,000 0.188
Arkansas 62 - 484,000 0.128 . .
) Lqoal ‘ This figure represents the total number of
LCalrfomia 23 8,132,000 , 0.118 school crime incidents that involved a gun.
e : Reported figures are expulsions for ALL
Colorado 4?-5 728,000 0‘6,52 weapons; not just firearms.
Connecticut 19 575,000] . 0.033
Delaware i .7 126,000 0.056
The District of Columbia SOFSCA coordinator
reported that the District has a policy in place,
o - . but the policy was not'enforced in 1998-97. The}
District of Columbia 0 75,000| 0.000| District is now surveying each school to-
' . . : determine whether the schoot had a policy of
: expulsions in place in 1996-97 and whether
. q ~ |students were expelied.” '
JFlorida 202] - = 2,467,000 0.082
Georgia 244|° ' 1,401,000 - 0174 .
Hawaii 0 - .215,000]. 0.000
Idaho 33 258,000] 0.128
. Jillinois - 250 2,241,000 0.112
Indiana 1091 1,089,000 0.100
llowa ., 40 537,000 0.074
Kansas = - 43| 507,000 0.085 N
Kentucky 70| '710,000] | 0.099
JLouisiana - 88] . 806,000 0.097
" Maine REE 228,000 0.057 .
L : ' . ‘ - Reported figure is for the number of inddents
1
Maryland e ‘ 73 927,000 0.079 rather than the number of expulsions. -
Massachusetts 54| . 1,031,000 0.052
; S e o Data are fot the penod Jan 1995 through June’
Michigan’ - e ‘1,_865.000 0.049]1897 (a larger period eftlme than the 1996-9?
‘ e school year).
Minnesota e 18} 931,000 0.019 : :
Mississippi® CUa 1 - 552,000 © 0.020|Information submnted for handguns only
L o o 1 ' Reported figures may include other weapons
b ] .
Msssr»un . 318 1'027'°0° " 0_'310 such as knives, air guns, or brass knuckles.
[Montana 12] . 177,000 0.068 . K
o . . . - |Nebraska did not collect expuision data from
! - ‘ elementary schools. The school-age
Nebraska™ " 2 o 32?‘900 0.061 population figures are for all children aged Sto
17.
Nevada 54 293,000 0.184
New Hampshire 15 220,000 0.068
New Jersey 57 1,415,000] . 0.040
B . . |Twenty expulsions were reported separately as
New Mexico .7 « 365,000 0.195]an unknown fiream. These were added to the
) "ather firearms™ expulsions.




Table 1 (cont'd)

Number of students School-age Expelled students

expelled in 1996.-97 population 1996  per 1,000 of pop. Data Caveats

. : ‘ _ | The data reported for 1996-97 represents 71%
J - S ‘ o of all LEAs. All 5 of the largest LEAs are
3 R . . . . d
New York : 128 3,220,000 A 0.040);c1uded. The school-age population figures are
y ‘ . for ail children aged 5 to 17.

North Carolina ) - . 1683 1,321,000 . 0123
North Dakota : 1 127,000 ’ 0.008 :
H ' - |The data submitted are for expulsions for the
Ohio' ' 937 2,089,000| 0.449|use/possession of weapons rather than
' E i firearms.
Oklahoma ‘0 653,000 0.000
Oregon 85 597,000 " 0.142
{Pennsyivania 200 2,133,000 0.084
|Rhode Island ' 7 172,000 _ 0.041
South Carclina Co . 94 684,000 - 04371 R
South Dakota .7 . 153,000 : 0.046] The reported figure includes air guns.
Tennessee B 98 . 858,000 0.102 : :
Texas - | . 532 3,870,000 0137}
JUtah . - 80 490,000 . 0.163
Vermont : . "8 1110000 - 0045 .
» i . ; : . .. |Virginia does not differentiate between
Virginia . 92 1,777,000 .. 9052}, ndguns and rifies.
Washington ' 146 1,051,000 . 0.139 .
{West Virginia . i 315,000 0.086
* JWisconsin 54 1,006,000 0.054
Wyoming | . . i0 102,000 0.000
{Puerto Rico ' i 0 852,354 .0.000 . o
|american samoa No data s“bm“gggf_fg";‘ 13,629 -
Guam - - . "0 31,797 0.000
Northern Marianas ) ’ S | 7.766 0.129
Virgin Islands ) ik 26,197 0.038
i o Because all states did not submitdataina
) . e o S . " uniform way, this total should be considered an
Total T 6,093 51,293,743 0419 . |estimate. Refer to the caveats shownon the .
S o .7 |individual state lines for a full picture of the data].
? . o submitted under the GFSA.
Number of states: ' 55

Data Notes: C . e Y
The schookage population figures are ch:ldren aged 5 to 17, including both publnc and private school students. For the 50 states and the
IDistrict of Columbia, these figures are for 1996 For Puerto Rico and the other outlying areas, the figures shown are for 1990

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

¥ The U.S. Department of Education is workmg to address this issue. The District of Columbia SDFSCA coordinator also reporied that
lthe policy is being enforced this year (1997-98) and that so far, four students have been expelied for firsarms violations.’

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

t
'
'
‘
i
1
i
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Table 2
Number of students expelled for GFSA violations, by school level, 1996-97 ‘

School Level
Elementary % Junior High % Senior High % Data Caveats
Alabama 12 31 48 91
[Alaska 4} 2 13 19 .

L Row does not add to the total because cne
Arizona 32 . %8 81 152 expuision was from a non-graded school.
Arkansas 10 . 40 12 62 )

. . o Reported figures are expulsions for ALL weapens,
1
Colorado T 202 29 475 not just firearms.
Connecticut o] 3 16 19
JDelaware K 0 6 7
The District of Columbia SDFSCA coordinator
) reported that the District has a policy in place, but
S the policy was not enforced in 1996-97. The District] -
)
[District of Columbia 0 0 0 Olis now surveying each school to determine whether
‘ ' . |the school had a policy of expulsions.in place in
- " |1996-97 and whether students were expelied.”
JFlorida - 73 121 202
{Georgia 11 . 82 151 244
‘FHawaii 0 0 -0 )
lllinois 39 62 149 250)
Indiana 3 - 45 60 109
lowa 4 18 18 40
Kansas 3 10 30| 43
IKentucky . 4 30 36 70
“{Louisiana 16 30] 42 88| .
|Maine 1 2 10 13 ’ :
' \ Reported figure is for the number of incidents,
. 1 3 N
) lMaryland - 4 ) ) 1 3 . iad & rather than the number of expuisions.
Massachusetts 3 23 ., 28 54 :
. [Minnesota’ ol 7 -1 18] : . .
Mississippi® ol - . 4}. 7 11|information submitted for handguns only.
Lo . Reported figures may include other weapons such
1 ! .
Missouri’ - -8 134 141} 318 ¢ knives, air guns, or brass knuckies.
Montana 3 . 2 7 12 - ) .
- : " ) Nebraska did not coilect expulsion data from
3 . el
Nebraska® .. . MD & ) 14 - 20 elementary schools.
- JNevada 2 20 - 32 54 N
INew Hampshire 0 7 8 15 .
New Jersey 7 23 - 27 57 .
- Twenty expulsions were reported separately as an '
New Mexico 3 24 44 71|unknown firearm. These were added to the "other
: ’ firearms" expulsions.
» A The data reported for 1996-97 represents 71% of
3 . .
New York 4. 48| 76 12821/ LEAS. All§ of the largest LEAS are included.
North Caroliﬁa 5 .54 104 - 163
North Dakota 0 0} 1. 1




Table 2 (cont'd)

School Level
Elementary Junior High Senior High Data Caveats

Oklahoma J )

Pennsylvania 19 . 50 131 200

Rhode {sland R B R 5 4

South Carolina 5 . .1 40| 49 94

South Dakota 0 2 5 . 7| The reported figure includes air guns.

Texas 72 17 ‘ 289 532]

Utah ' . 14 .. 32 34 80

Vermont : : 1 o 1) 3 5 -

! . ) .| Virginia does not differentiate between handguns
Virginia 7 1 64 92/ 4 rfles, guns
ashington - -39 ) 101} 146

West Virginia 0 L7 : 20f 27

[Wisconsin 0 ;18 36 54

Wyorming -0 i 0 o} - 0

Puerto Rico 0 : 0 0 0

Guam 0 ' 0 0 0

Northern Marianas 0 ) 0 1 1

Virgin Islands 0 0 1 1

. : ' - 1 Refer-to the caveats shown on the individual state
Total 391| 8% . 1,416 34% 2,317] 56%| 4,125|lines for a full picture of the data subfmitted under -
P the GFSA. . .
i
" |Data Notes: ’

MD=Missing Data

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

% The U.S. Department of Education is working to address this issue. The District of Columbia SDFSCA coordinator also reported that the
Joolicy Is being enforced this year (1997-98) and that so far, four students have been expelled for ﬁrearms violauons o

¥ The figure reported by this state may understate, the number of actual GFEA violations.

Percent of expulsions repo’rted by school lavel: . \ : 68%

Number of states reporting information by school level: = . 49




Table 3 .

Number of students expelled

------- lAlabama

5

for GFSA violations, by type of firearm, 1996-97

84! 3 4 g1
. : S - -+ | The figures reported under rifles and shotguns
‘ .' A{aska — 1 8 2 8 indugge any ng?\eric' guns reported by disgtricts.
—JArizona - 103 18 31 152
“JArkansas 53 4 5 62
--JConnecticut 12 3 4 18
Delaware 6 1 0 7
The District of Columbia, SDFSCA coordinator
' . . v reported that the District has-a policy in place; but
1 - s < the policy was not enforced in 1996-97. The District
. JDistrict of Columbia 0 . &0 0| Olis n:: i::t)x’meying each school to determine whether
‘ y the school had a policy of expulsions in place in
o . 1996-97 and whether students were expelied.?
" Fiorida 174 5 22 202]
- §Georgia 165 18] - 63 244|
> JHawail ] 0 0 .0 0].
Jidaho . 8 3 22 33
~ {itinois 104 6 140 250
‘Jindiana 77 11 21 109] - -
iowa 18 "3 191 40| -
[Kansas - . 30 7 6] - 43
[Kentucky 56 4 10 .70
. JMaine - 9 2 2 13 .
: Reported figure is for the number of incidents,
o IMaryland' 52 4 17 3 rat:er thanghé number of expulsions.
... |Massachusetts 36 of - 18 - 54 ' o
. [Minnesota 6 1 1 18 ‘
- IMississippi® 11 0 0 11]Information submitted for handguns only.’
) n Reported figures may include other weapons such
M‘,ss°““<1 o 8 2 308 318 as znfves,ﬁgir guns, gr brass knuckles. - P 1
[Montana 7| 1 4 12 ' R
.- [Nevada . 35] - 2 17 54
[New Hampshire 1 3 1 - 15
- INew Jersey 27 2 - 28] 57
‘ l Twenty expulsions were reported separately as an
~ |New Mexico 26 7 38 71]unknown firearm. These were added to the "other
- firearms” expuisions.
v ' The data reported for 1996-97 represents 71% of
New Yor® 78 10 40 12813 LEAS. aRS of the largest LEAS are included,
North Dakota, 0 0 11 1
Oklahoma 0 -0 0 0 .
QOregon 55 8 22 85
JPennsylvania 84 15 101 . 200
- JRhode Island 7 0 0 7




Table 3 (cont'd)

o Q otq Othe O

South Carolina ’ 69 . gl 19 - 94 :

South Dakota 1 -1 ' 5] . - - 7|The reported figure Includes air guns.

Texas ) . 324 ' 80 158 532 )

Utah . 68 ' 9 80

Vermont 4 1 0 5 :

N Virginia does not differentiate between handguns
Virginia _ - 58 MD 3| - A 92| d rifles. 9

ashington 111 32 3 ~ 146

IWest Virginia 13 8 9 27
wisconsin 42 I 11 54
Jwyoming 0 K E 0 0}
[ | ; :

Puerto Rico 0 0 o 0

Guam ) 0 0 0

[Northern Marianas 1 0 0 1

Virgin Islands 1 -0 0 1

, o 5 - : Refer to the caveats shown on the individual state
Total 2,043| 58% 1247 7%| 1,207] 35%|  3,497|lines for a full picture of the data submitted under
: the GFSA.
Data Notes: ‘ \
MD=Missing Data i

" The figure reported by this state may overstate the number of actual GFSA v:o!at:cns

The U.S. Department of Education is workang to address this issue. The District of Columbia SDFSCA coordinator also raported that the
policy 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.

Percent of expulsions reported by type of weapon: ) 57%
JNumber of states reporting information by type of weapon: 47

¢
i

v
i



Table 4

Nuhber and percent of expulsions for GFSA violations shortened on a case-by-case basis, 1996-97

Total Qverall
Total Number Percent
Expulsions  Shortened  Shortened Data Caveats

Alabama . -9 19 . 21% .
Arizona ) 162] 34 22% .
Arkansas | 62 20| 32% ‘
Connecticut . 19 5 .. 26%

Delaware ' Y ( : 1 14%

The District 6f Columbia SDFSCA coordinator reported that the

. : . District has a policy in place, but the policy was not enforced in

IDistrict of Columbia - " OINA - ) | 0% 1996-97. The 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 expelied.?

JFlorida . 202 28| 14%| -
Georgia -, 244 47 19%
Hawaii - : “O{NA . 0%|
idaho : ) 33 12 36%|
Jindiana’ - ' : 108 .92 84%
lowa . . .40 . - 18] - 45%)
Kansas ‘ . 43] 11 26%
|Kentucky .70 171 24%
IMaine ' : - 13 6  46%
|Massachusetts 54 37, 69%|
|Minnesota 18] - 12 67%] ' -
IMis_souri‘ o a1 | 33| | 10% g:::ﬁdpﬁ::::ﬂr:;ﬁ:dude other weapons such as knives, air |
Montana : ) 12 : 7 - 58%] - . : ,
Neb&ska’ ) 20 T ~ agu|Nebraska did not collect expulsion data from.elementary
: schools.
Nevada . 54} 3 .- 6%
- |New Hampshire - 18] 9 - 60%
[New. Jersey 57 20 © 35%

Twenty expulsions were reported separately as an unknown

. R . M ’ X 0,
[New Mexico . " 12 17% firearm. These were added to the “other firearms” expuisions.

The data reported for 1996-97 represents 71% of all LEAs. Al 5

New York’ 128 4 - S7%I of the largest LEAs are included.

. North Carclina reported that the figures for this question are
North Carqhna ) . 163 64| - 3?% based on estimates. .
North Dakota 1 1 < 100% -
Oklahoma O|NA : e 0%
Oregon : 85| -37] 44%
Pennsylvania - 200 141 71%
|Rhode Island 7 7 100%)
South Carolina 94 16 - 17%) 4 .
South Dakota 7 3 - 43%| The reported figure includes air guns..
Texas 532 167] 3% : :
Vermont T § 4 © 80%
[Washington ] 146 ) 103 - 71%

_[West Virginia .27 8 30%)




Table 4 (cont'd)

0 QOve
P O O eneag O e 0 D3 ave

[wisconsin 54 11 20%

Wyoming O|NA: -. ) 0%

Puerto Rico O[NA, ) 0%]|

Guam - OJNA 0%| .

Northem Mananas 1 : 0%)|

Virgin Islands 1 0%

- .. ' Refer to the caveats shown on the individual sfate lines for afull
[}
Total . 3.155 { 1,059 4% pncture of the data submitted under the GFSA. ' »

Number of states reporting the number of 'e_xpulsi:ons‘u\at'
were shortened on a case-by-case basis: 1 © 43

Data Notes: ; o i

The GFSA lncludes provnsuons that authonze the LEA chief administering ofﬁcer to modtfy any GFSA expuision on a wse-by-mse basis
(for example by shortening the expulsion to less than one year).- '

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

? The U.S. Department of Education i is working - 'to address this issue. The Dlstnct of Columbia SDFSCA coordinator also reported that the
pohcy is bemg enforced thls year (1 997-98) and that so far, four students have been expelled for firearms violations. .




Table 5 o ' ’ i
Number and percent of expulswns for GFSA v1o|atxons shortened for non-dtsabled students on a case-by-case
basis, 1996-97 :

Number Non- Percentage Non-

Total Number disabled disabled

) Shortened Shortened Shortened Data Caveats
“JAlabama ;. . o 19 I 47%;
~-~YArizona , ’ - 34 16 - A7%
- JArkansas. .. 20 .. 15 - - o T8%
« jConnecticut - -5 I E BO%)
_ |Detaware ' P 0%

- ’ ' : ' . |The District of Columbia SDFSCA coordinator mpocted
. S . that the District has a pohcy in place, but the policy was

- Ipistrict of Golumbia ' 0 NAlL al 0% not enforced in 1996-87. The District is now surveying

. : ' o b B each school to determine whether the schoolhada
A T policy of expulsions in placs in 1896-97 and whether
: ' ] . students were expellod 2
" JFlorida ) o ’ 28] - © 13 46%
" |Georgia 47 S48 40%)
- JHawaii o - ONAL NAL 0%
_[idaho . L . A 0%
“llowa - 18 14 78%
Kansas oo 1M 10 91%
Kentucky o T 17| - 13 76%|
Maine 6 3 - . 50%
[Massachusetts ' 37 28 76%
[Minnesota o 12 12 100%
) . o Reported figures may include other weapons such as
lM:ssouri’ : . ! 5 . 15% kni\?es, air guns. or tzass knuckles. i
{Montana 7 6 86%} . )
l Nebraska® - . 7 ‘ 5 7% :I::or:;ka did not collect expuision data from elementary
Nevada . - 3 1 33%|
New Hampshirs : 9 - . - 4 T 44%)

New Jersey - 20 ’ 20 100%

: Twenty expulsions were reported separately as an
New Mexico L 12 .12 . 100%|unknown firearm. These were added to tha “other
. ' firearms" expulsions.

The data reported for 1996-97 represents 71% of all

New York® : 47 13 - 28%(1 FAs. All § of the largest LEAS are Included.
North Dakota 1 1 100% '
Oklahoma : NA NA| - ) 0%

JPennsylvania 5 141} - 118} 84%

JRhode Istand : 7] 6 . 86%)
South Carolina ’ 16| . 12 75% B
South Dakota = . 3 R 33%|The reported figure includes. ait guns.
Vermont 4 4 ’ 100%)
Washington ' 103 . 62 60%)

West Virginia . 8 3 7] : 88%




Table 5 (cont'd) e

Number Non- Percentage Non-

Total Number disabled disabled .
Shortened Shortened Shortened Data Caveats
[
|wyoming NA|
| : P
[Puerto Rico ; NA| ' NAl 0%l
1Guam : -~ . NAL NA| 0%
INorthem Marnianas O - [V 0%
Virgin Islands 0 NA| . 0%
’ ' . i - Refer to the cas)eats shown on the individual state lines
Total ‘ _ 88 ! : i ‘ 83%!tor a tul picturs of the data submitted under the GFSA.

|Number of states reporting the number of shortened .
expulsions that were not disabled: ) 38 .

[Data Notes: '

" The figure reported by this state may ovetstate the number of actual GFSA vnolatmns .

¥ The U.S. Department of Education is working to address this issue. The District of Columbia SDFSCA coordinator also reported that
rhe policy is being enforced this year (1997-98) and that so far, four students have been expelled for firearms vnolatnons

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

t
{

[

e b e e



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%
" JArizona 1520 68 " 45%
Arkansas . 62 6 10% : :
R : This figure re| resentsthetatal number of school enme
. |calfornia 723 723] . 100% madjgm ﬁ'tatplnvolved agun.
JConnecticut 19 14 74%
Delaware 7 3 43% .
IR ' : ' The District of Columbia SDFSCA.- coordmator reperted that|
] the District has a policy in place, but the policy was not
o L S enforced in 1996-87. The District is now surveying each
-|District of Columbia 0 - NA - 0%|5chool to determine whether the school had a ;onlglcy of
expulgions in plaee in 1996-87 and whather students wero
: expelied 2
Florida 202 - 1108 54%
" |Georgia 244 130 53%
Hawaii , o NA| 0%
Idaho 33 3 9% L e
Kansas 43 22 51% ) C
Kentucky "~ 70 21 30% i .
Maine - A3 5. :38%)| .
.. e Reported figure is for the number of i nc»dents rather than
Mary{and’ 3 2 290" thepnumt:-erg of expulsions
Massachusetts - 54 30} 56%
Minnesota- 18 12 67%]| '
Montana - 12 4] - 33% :
' Nebraska did not collect expuls:on data from elementary
Nebraska® 20 15 75%| ¢ noos.
Nevada: 54 42 78%
New Hampshire 15 27%] ,
New Jersey 571 15 26% . .
i , . Twenty expulsions were reported separately as an
New Mexico - Iz 5 7%)|unknown firearm. These were added to the “other
firearms” expulsions.
The data reported for 1996-97 represents 71% of all LEAs.
New Yor’ 128 sl 51% A5 of the largest LEAS are Ind:ded
) : North Carolina reparted that the figures for this uestlon
lNorth Carolina 163 21 13 e o esu:at . 9 q
North Dakota 1 R 0%
Oklahoma .0 NA}- - 0%
Pennsylvania 200 78] 39%
Rhode Island 7 0 0%
South Carolina . . B4 36 1 38%] ] .
South Dakota 7 -3 43%]| The reported figure Includes air guns. -
Texas 532 322 61%| - c . -
Vermont 5 1. 20%
Washington 146] 61 A2%
*fWest Virginia 27 8| 33%)




Table 6 (cont'd) |

State Total Expulsions - Referred Percent Referred Data Caveats

Wisconsin 54 : 13 24%
Wyoming "~ 0] I NAl . 0%
Puerto Rico 0 : NA| 0%|
Guam 0 I NA 0%
Northern Marianas 1 i 0 0%
' : Refer to the caveats shown on the individual state !ineé for
‘ i 0,
Total . 3.417 ‘ 1,901 56% a full picture of the data submitted under-the GFSA.

[Number of states reporting the expelled atudenbs refemad to
an sitemative placement: . ;

41

|pata Notes: o S
The GFSA has provisions in place that aliow !ocai officials to refer expelled students to an altemative school or program.

" “The figure reported by this state may ovefstate the number of actual GFSA violations.

¥ The U.S. Department of Education is workung to address this Issue. The District of Columbia SDFSCA coordinator also reported that th

pohcy is being enforced this year (1987-98) and that so far, four students have been expelled for ﬁtearms wolabons .
¥ The figure reported by this state may understate the number of actual GFSA violations. R

i

-

o



Individual State Sunim;lries

State Summaries



Gun-Free Schools Act - 1996-97 Data -

Alabama

‘ Numbcr of students expelled in Alabama under Alabama s state law that requnrcs a one-
year cxpulsnon fora student who brings a firearm to school. . A

. ' 4 Rlﬂesl Other ‘ R
School Level Handguns Shotguns |~ Firearms -Total
Elementary 12 o | 0 12
| JuniorHigh -+ | 27 1 3 |
Senior High , 45 -2 48
| Total 8 |3 -4 91
2. Number of expulsnons reported in item #1 that were shortcned to a term of less than one

year by the chief admmxstenng officer of an LEA under the case-by—case modxf cation
provisions of Section 1460 1(bX(1) of the GFSA:

[

3. How many of the modxf' cations reported in item #2 were for students who are NOT
' students with dxsabnlmes as defined in Section 602(a)(1) of the IDEA?

S s —

4. How many of the expulsnons reponed in item #l resulted in a referral of the expelled
student to an alternative school or progmm?

i |37 |

Y

* Caveats ar notes on the 'data cailecﬁoii:' For 1996-97 the SDFSC System Coordinators
collected their own data. ' For the 1998-99 school year, thc data wxll be collected state-wlde
. through an electronic data collection. ’ .

r

[
‘

1

‘ ‘ '» Alabama



Alaska

l...

ot

.- Gun-Free Schools Act - 199697 Data

Number of students expelled in Alaska under Alaska’s state law that. requ:res a one-year

- expulsion for a student who brings a firearm to school

A T ,Rlﬂ&sl Other o
School Level Handguns Shotguns’ Firearms Total
-| Elementary 1 3 0 L4
| Sunior High . e 1 0 )
Senior High - 9 2 2. 13
Total . - 11 6 2 19

Number of expﬁlmons feported in item #] that wer‘eA shortened to a term of less than one
year by the chief administering officer of an LEA under the case-by-case modnf cation
- provnsxons of Section 14601(bX1) of the GFSA

|~.MT)_

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

students with disabilities as defined in Section 602(aX 1) of the IDEA?

B )

How many cf the expulsxons reported in item #1 msulted ina mferral of the expelled
student to an altcmatwc school or program?

: * Caveats or notes on the data collection: The fi gures included under rifles and shotguns
include any genenc guns reported by dnstncts ~

- Note: MD = missing data.

Alaska




Arizona

Gun-Free Schools Act - 1996-97 Data

Number of students expelled in Anzona under Arizona’s state law that requires a one-
_year expulswn fora student who brmgs a firearm to school.

_ . o | Rxﬂes/_ '_.Ot.her o
School Level Handguns Shotguns | Firearms .Total -
Elementary 14 9 9 .32 -
Junior High 123 2 13 38
Senior High 65 7 9 81
| Totat '103 18 31 152
2. Number of expulsions reported in item #l that were shortened toa term of less than one

year by the chief administering officer of an LEA under the case-by-case modlt' cation
provisions of Section l4601(b)(l)of the GFSA:

L3¢ |

3. How many of the modtf cations reported in item #2 were for students who are NOT
- students with dlsabllltles as deﬁned in Sectlon 602(ax(1) of the IDEA? o

6]

4. How many of the expulsnons reported in item #1 resulted ina referral of the expelled
student to an altemattveichool or program? '

68 |

* Caveats or notes on the data collectton. One expulsion for bringing a handgun to school
was for a student in an ungraded school. Therefore the handgun column does not add to the

total (102 vs. 103). !

Arizona


http:disabilit!.es

Gun-Free Schools Act - 1996-97 Data

Arkansas

1. Number of students expelled in Arkansas under Arkansas’s state law that requires a one-

year expulsion for.a student who bnngs a firearm to school.

I 1 — 1 Rifley Other
School‘chel _Handguns |  Shotguns- Firearms _Total
-~ | Elementary - 8 - -1 S A B : 1--‘;10:”
| Junior High 35 4 40
«- | Senior High - 10 0 2
;ﬁ : Total . . 53 4 5 62
2. Number of expu!snons reported in item #1 that were shortened to a term of less than one

. .year by the chief administering officer of an LEA under the case-by—case modification
provisions of Section l4601(b)( 1) of the GFSA : :

=

3. i How many of the mod:f cations reponed in item #2 were for students who are NOT
T ,students wtth dlsabllmes as def' ned in Sectxon 602(a)1) of the IDEA‘? '

Y

4. How many of the expulsxons rcported in |tetn #l rcsulted in a referral of the expelled
student to an altematnve school or program?

e

* Caveats or notes on the data collection: None.

Arkansas .




' Gun-Free Schools Act - 1996-97 Data

California

1. "~ Number of students expelled in California under California’s state law that requires a
- one-year expulsion for a student who brings a firearm to school.

e onbitid

o | Rifles/ Other |
School Level Handguns Shotguns Firearms Total
Elementary . MD MD MD 52
" | Junior High* MDD MD . - MD .51
Senior High . MD ~ MD MD 97
' , Total ' MD ~ MD ' MD 723
i 2. Number of expulsnons reponed in item #l that were shortened to a term-of less than one

year by the chief admxmstenng officer of an LEA under the case-by—casc modifi cat:on
provisions of Sectlon 14601 (b)1) of the GFSA

] [ ™MD ]
i ,
3. - How many of the mod:f' cations reported in item #2 were for students who are NOT
students thh disabilities as defined in Sectxon 602(a) 1) of the IDEA?
z -
. ]
4. . ._,.How many of the expuls ions reported in item #1 resulted in a referral of the expelled
student to an alternative school or program? : e

* Caveats or notes on the data collection. ‘I'he reponed figure is the total number of school
crime incidents that involved a gun. Information was reported for 1,057 districts but was
available by school level for only 557 of these districts. Therefore, the total column does not
add to the printed total (199 vs. 723). . S

|‘.
P

Note: MD = misslng data. |

California -



1.' . Number of students expelled in Colorado under Colorado’s state law that requnres aone-
year expulsion for a student who brings a f' rearm to school ‘

“Rifled | Other

School Level. . Handguns Shotguns Firearms ~ Total
Elementary = | ~ MD MD | ~ MD 4
Junior High MD 'MD |- MD 202 .
Senior High — MD | MD | MD 229
Total .| MD | MD |  MD 475

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

year by the chief administering officer of an LEA under the case-by-case rnod:f' cation
' prov:s:ons of Section 14601(b)(1) of the GFSA:

[ MD ]
3. * How many of the modifications repc;ned'in ibtern} #2 were for students who are NOT
_students with disabilities as defined in Section 602(a)(1) of the IDEA?
[ mMD_] I
o, "How many of the’ expulsxons reported in xtem #l resulted ina referral of the expelled
‘ student to an alternative school or pmgram? N
™. ]

* Caveats or notes on the data collectlon. Reported ﬁgures are expulsxons for ALL weapons,
"not just ﬁreanns . ‘ . o

* Note: MD = missing data .

Colorado




Connecticut

i

Gun-Free Schools Act — 1996-97 Data

1

Number of students expelled in Connectlcut under Connecncut s state law that requires a
‘ one-year expulsnon for a student who bnngs a firearm to school. A

L . " Rifles/ Other 4
School Level Handguns ‘Shotguns Firearms Total
Elementary : 0 0 0 0
Junior High P2 1 0 3
Senior High F 10 2 4 16
| Total ‘ ' 12 3 4 19

Number of expulsions" reported in item #1-that were shortened to a term of less than one
year by the chief administering officer of an LEA under the case-by-case modification

provisions of Section 14601(b)X1) of the GFSA:

{
1

L3

How many of the modlf' cations reponed in item #2 were for students who are NOT

students with dxsabxhtles as defi ned in Section 602(a)(1) of the IDEA?

: I 7

}

How miany of the expulslons reported i in item #] resulted in referml of the expe!led
‘student to an altcrnanve school or program? - , ,

o

i

I 14

L

* Caveats or notes on the data collection: None.

. . . " . . .
' B f ‘ o ' . Connecticut



Delaware  Gun-Free Schools Act - 1996-97 Data

. s

1. Number of students’ expelled in Delaware under Delaware’s state law that requires a one-
: year expulsaon for a student who bnngs afi rcanu to school.

Rlﬂcs/ | Other

School Level - 1 | Ha'ridgﬁnsg | Shotgxms "Firearms |  Total
.- | Elementary - 1 0 0 1 L
.- | Junior High 0 0 0. | -0
L Senior High -5 1 0 6
Total 6 1 ... 0 7
‘ 2. Number of expulsxons reported in item #1 that were shortened to a term of less than one

- year by the chief administering officer of an LEA under the case-by-case modlf' cation
provnsnons of Section I460|(b)( 1) of the 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(a)(1) of the IDEA?

9  ',

. 4, .:How many of thc expuls:ons reported in item #1 resulted in a referral of the expel led
i student to an alternative school or program? ~ .

I

K Caveats or notes on ihe data collection:. None. E

Delaware




Gun-Free Schools Act — 1996-97 Data

District of
Columbia

- ¢

'
]

1. Number of students expélled in District of Colixmbna under District of Columbia’s state
law that requires a one-year expulsion for a student who brings a firearm to school.
c leles/ Other '
School Level Handguns Shotguns . Firearms Total
Elementary ~ - 0 0 0 0
| Junior High L0 0 0 0 -
Senior High Fo 0 0 0
Total ' ro 0 0 0
2. Number of expulsions feportéd in item #1 that were shortened to a term of less than one

year by the chief administering officer of an LEA under the case-by-case modification
provisions of Section 14601(5)(1) of the GFSA: :

L__NA ]
3.  How many of the modlﬁcatlons reported in item #2 were for students who are NOT |
students with dlsabllmes as defined in Section 602(a)(1) of the IDEA?
| 1 [ Na_]
4. | ‘How many of the expuls:ons repoxted in item #1 resulted ina referral of the expelled
student to an altematwe school or program? | ,
L NA |

| .o .
i Toe

* Caveats or notes on the data collection: The District of Columbla SDFSCA coordmator
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 1996-97 and whether students were expelled. The U.S. Department of
Education is working 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. )

District of Columbia



Gun-Free Schools Act — 1996-97 Data - |

Florida

1. Number of students expelled in Flonda under F lOnda s state law that requires a one-year

expulsion fora student who brings a ﬁrearm to school
S Rifles/ - Other
School Level Handguns - Shotguns Firearms Total
Elementary s 1 0 3 8
Junior High 63 0 1o 73
: - | Senior High 106 6 9 121
,, .+ | Total N }74" 6 22 - 202
2. Number of expulsions. repérted in item #1 that were shortened to a term of less than one -

year by the chief administering officer of an LEA under the case- by-case modification
provisions of Sect!on l4601(b)(l) of the GFSA: : o -

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(a)(1) of the IDEA?
| o 1]
4.  How many of the expulsions rcported in item #1 resulted in a referral of the cxpel]ed
~* -student to an alternative school or pmgmm" |
1

K Caveats or notes on the data collection: None.

T ) - : B . o : - Florida




Géorgia

Number of students expelled in Georgla under Georgia's statc law that requlres aone-

Gun-Free Schools Act - 1996-97 Data

year expulsuon fora student who bnngs a firearm to school

1 e Rrﬂed ~ ] Other V
School Level _Handguns Shotguns Firearms Total
Elementary 9 0 2 11
Junior High 52 4 26 82
Senior High 104 12 35 - 151
Total .| : 165 16 63 244
2. Numberof expulsxons reported in item #1 that were shortened to a term of less than one

year by the chief admmxstenng officer of an LEA under the case-by-case modxf' cation
provisions of Secnon 14601(b)(l ) of the GFSA:

| 471 1|

3. How many of the modifications reported in n‘.em #2 were for students who are NOT
students with disabilities as def' ned in Secnon 602(aX1) of the IDEA? '

T ]

4 " How many of the cxpulsnons reported in ntem #1 resulted ina referral of the expelled - -
student to an altematwc school or program? . : o
| . [

1

B .

i

" Y Caveats or notes on thé data collection: None.

Georgia



measmlil - Gun-Free Schools Act~ 1996-97 Data
Hawaii- | -.

1.. - Number of students expelled in Hawan under Hawaii’s state law. that requires a one-year
cxpuls:on fora studcnt who brmgs a ﬁrcarm to school.

“Rifley | Other

School Level Handgﬁns ' Shotguns - Firearms ~ | - Total
-| Elementary . 0 0 : 0 , .0
. o | JuniorHigh - | 0 0 0 =0
| -~ | SeniorHigh - | - 0 - 0 0 0
L Total . - 0 0 0 0.
e 2" Number of expulsions reported in item #1 that were shortened to a term of less than one -
R - year by the chief administering officer of an LEA under the case-by-case modifi cat;on
" : provisions of Section 14601(b)(1) of the GFSA:
' L__NA |
3. How many of the modifications reported i item #2 were for students who are NOT - -
- students with disa';bilitics as defined in Section 602(a)X1) of the IDEA? : '
s ‘ ‘ | — ! : ,
4. How many of thc expulswns rcported in item #1 resu!ted ina referral of the expel]ed
student toan altematlvc school or program? :
1 NA ]

K Caveats or notes on the data collection: None: o

Note: NA = notapplicable.

Hawaii




Gun-Free Schools Act - 1996-97 Data |

Idaho

5
‘

1. Number of students expelled in Idaho under Idaho s state law. that requires a one-year

~ expulsion for a student who brings a firearm to school.

.' L .Rnﬂes( Other B
School Level Handguns Shotguns Firearms - Total
Elementary. . MD ‘MD MD _MD.
JuniorHigh. | ./ MD MD “MD MD
| Senior High ' MD MD MD MD. -
Total -8 3 22 33
2. Number of expulslons reported in item #l that were shortened to a term of less than one

year by the chief administering officer of an LEA under the case-by-case modnf cation
provnsnons of Section’ 14601(b)(l )of the GFSA:

2 ]

3. How many of the modlf’ cations rcponcd in item #2 were for students who are NOT
: students with dlsabllmes as defined i in Secnon 602(&)( 1) of the IDEA?

|
S »|‘ ~0 |

4, How many of the expulsions reported in item #1 resulted ina referral of the cxpelled
student to an altcmatxve school or- program?

—//

it

* Caveats or notes on the data collecnon. Information was provided on the data collectlon '
* instrument by type of weapon but not by school level. :

Note: MD = missing da@ : |

Idaho



. Gun-Free Schools Act - 1996-87 Data

Illinois

L Number of students expelled in. Illmoxs under Hlinois’s state law that requxres aone-year

expulsnon for a student who'brings a fi rearm to school. : : :
S Rifies Other N
School Level Handguns _ Shotguns - Firearms “Total
Elementary - 14 0 25 39
Junior High 22 1 39 .. 62
Senior High 68 5. 76 149

“Total 104 | 6 . 140 250,

Number of expulsions reported in item #1 that were shortened to a term of less than one
- year by the chief administering officer of an LEA under the case~by-case mod:f' cauon
provxsxons of Sectson l4601(b)( 1)of the GFSA:

™ ]

3. - . How many of the modifi catnons reported in item #2 were for students who are NOT
students wn.h disabilities as deﬁned in ‘Section 602(a)(1) of the IDEA?

™ ]

4, How many of the expulsxons reponed in item #1 resulted ina referral of the expelled '
""" studentto an alternatxve school or pmgram? :

| MDI

o

* Caveats or notes on the data collection: None.

Note: MD = mlssing data.

. }lhnois .



‘Gun-Free Schools Act - 1996-97 Data

Indiana -

1. Number of students cxf»elled in Indiana under Indiana’s state law that requires a one-year
expulsion for a student who brir;gs‘a firearm to school.
o ; “Rifles/ : Other
School Level Handguns Shotguns » Firearms Total
Elementary '3 0 0 3
Junior High 24 5 17 46
‘Senior High - 50 6 4 60
| Total 7] 1 21 109 -
2. Number of expulsions }eported in item #1 that were shortened to a term of less than one

year by the chief admmxstenng officer of an LEA under the case-by-case modxf' cation
provisions of Section 14601(b)(1) of the GFSA: .

-
3. ~ How many of the mo&iﬁcations fépofted in item #2 were forétudcnt,s who are NOT
students with disabili;ie;gs defined inng:ctioq 602(a)1) of the IDEA? . - :
e -
4. How many of the expulsxons reported in item #1 rcsulted ina refeml of the expelled- |
student to an altematwe school or program? o
v ]

.

W Caveats or notes on the data collection?” None.

Note: MD = missing data. |

i

S ' - , Indiana



Gun-Free Schools Act - 199697 Data - |

lowa

1. Number of students expe]led in lowa under Towa’s state law that requires a one-year
expulsxon fora student who brmgs a f irearm to school. _
S Rlﬂcsl |- Other ~ .
.| School Level Handguns Shotguns Firearms Total
| Elementary - 1 -0 3 4
Junior High ~ 9 2 7 18
| Senior High 8 1 9 - 18
Total 18 3 19 40
2. Number of expulsions reported in item #1 that were shortened 0 a term of less than one

year by the chief administering officer of an LEA under the case-by-case modnf cation
provisions of Secnon l4601(b)(1) of the GFSA '

o

3. How many of the modifi catnons reported in item #2 were for students who are NOT
students with dssabdmes as defined in Sectlon 602(aX1) of the IDE.A? v

|',..14 |

How many of the expulsions reported in item #1 resulted ina referral of the expclled ;
 student to an alternative school or pmgram? ‘ ~

N o

.“ .
i

ol
o -

K Caveats or notes on the data collection: None.

Note: MD = missing data. . -

. N . . . . ) * . ' N y
) . . : ' fowa




~ Gun-Free Schools Act ~ 1996-97 Data

Kansas

.
I

1. Number of students expelled in l(ansas under Kansas’s state law that requrres a one-year
expulsion for a student who brings a firearm to school o .

Other

o _ Rtﬂcs!
School Level Handguns Shotguns 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 of expulsrons reported in item #l that were shortened to a term of less than one

year by the chief administering officer of an LEA under the case-by-case modification
provisions of Section 1460E(b)(l) of the GFSA:

L1 ]

i

3 How many of the modrficatrons reported in item #2 were for students who are NOT
students with drsabrlmes as defined in Sectron 602(a)1) of the IDEA? ’

: o]

4. How many. of the expuls:ons reported in item #1 resulted ina refeml of the expelled
student to an altemattve school or pmgram? ' :

—Z]

* Caveats or notee on the data collection: Nore.

N : . . 'A( . ’
wﬁ( m— x - — = R Kansas

{
st



Gun-Free Schools Act - 1996-97 Data

Kentucky

1 Number of students cxpelled in Kcmucky under Kentucky’s state law that requires a one-

year cxpulsmn for a student who brmgs afi rearm to school.

School Level

Handguns

Rlﬂes/
Shotguns

Other
Firearms

Total

Elementary

4

0

0

Junior High

26

3

30

Senior High

26

7

36

Total

56

Bl W] -

10

70

2 Number of expulsions reported in item #1.that were shortened to a term of less than one
year by the chief administering officer of an LEA under the case»by-casc modxf' cation
provxslons of Section 14601 (b)(l) of thc GFSA

| 7]

3. . How many of the mod:f‘ cations reported i in item #2 were for students who are NOT .
students with’ dlsabiliticsi as def' ned in Sectnon 602(a)(l) of the IDEA?

1]

4, "~ How many of the expulsxons rtponed in item #1 resnlted ina referral of the expelled
student to an alternative school or program‘?

21 ]

L 33

* Caveats or notes on the data collection: None

Kentucky




Lou isiana } Gun-Free séhool; Act - 1996-97 Data

t

1 Number of students ‘cxpélled in Louisiana under Louisiana’s state law that requires a one-
year expulsion for a student who brings a firearm to school.

Rifiey | Other

School Level Handguns Shotguns Firearms |  Total
Elementary ‘MD MD - MD | 16
| Junior High. - MD ‘ MD ’ MD - 30
| Senior High MD | MD ~MD | 42
Total | MD MD ~ MD .88
2. | Number of expulsions r;:ported in ii;zm;#l that were shortened to a term of less than one

~ year by the chief administering officer of an LEA under the case-by-case modification
provisions of Section 14601(b)(1) of the GFSA:

S
3. How many of the modifications reported in item #2 were for students who are NOT
students with disabilities as defined in Section 602(a)(l)9f the IDEA?
S g
4.  How many of the expulsions reported in item #1 resulted in a referral of the expelied -
student to an alternative school or program? ‘ ‘
[ I

i

K Caveats or notes on the data collecﬁon;-.No_'ne.‘

i

t

Note: MD = missing data. '

. Louisiana



Maine

o

Number of students expelled in Maine under Maine’s state law that requsres a one-ycar >y
expulsion for a student who bnngs a ﬁrearm to school. '

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

« P Rxﬂes! Other
.| School Level Handguns Shotguns ° Firearms Total -
| Elementary o 0. 0 1
| Junior High .2 0o . 0. 2.
Senior High 6 2 2 10
Total - 9 2 2 13
o, 2. Number of expulsions reported i in item #1 that were shortened to a term of less than one

year by the chief administering officer of an LEA under the case-by-case modifi catnon
provisions of Secuon }4601(b)(1) of the GFSA: .

s |

'3, How many of the modifications reported in item #2 were for students who are NOT
smdergts with disabilities as defined in Section;602(a_)(l) of the IDEA?

L3 1

4 How many of the expulsnons reported in item #l resulted in a referral of the expelledb'
* student to an alternative school or program?

/=

* Caveats or notes on the data collection: None.

Maine




Maryland

Number of students expelled in Maryland under Maryland’s state law that requires a one-

i
|

~ year expu!s:on for a student who brings a firearm to school

-Gun-Free Schools Act - 1996-97 Data

o ‘ j ' - Rifles/ Other .
School Level Handguns Shotguns Firearms Total
Elementary 200 2 4
Junior High 1 0 6 .13
| Senior High .43 4 9 56
Total .52 4 - .7
2. . Numberof cxpulsxons reported in item #1 that were shortened to a term of less than one

. year by the chief administering officer of an LEA under the case- by-case modlf' cation
provisions of Section l4601(b)(l) of the GFSA:

[ ]
3. . Howmany of the modtﬁcanons reported in item #2 were for. students who are NOT
students with dlsabllmcs as defined in Section 602(a)(1) of the IDEA?
[ ]
4. - How many of the expuls:ons reported in item #1 resulted ina neferral of the expelled
studcnt to an alternative school or program? - CL
B i

e
* Caveats or notes on the data collection: chorted f gure is for the number of mcxdents,
rather than the number of expulsxons

Note: MD = missing data. ‘

e K T ' Maryland


http:progr.am

Massachusetts

e

o . A Riﬂcs/ ‘
| School Level Handguns  Shotguns Firearms Total
* | Elementary 1 0 2 .3
| Junior High 20 -0 3 23
" | Senior High 15 0 13 28
Total 36 0 18 54

Gun-Free Schools Act — 1996-97 Data -

: Number of students expelled in Massachusetts under Massachusetts’s state law that

requlres a one-year expulsnon for a student who brmgs a firearmto school

Other

Number of expuls:ons reported in stem #1 that were shortened to a term of less than one
year by the chief administering officer of an LEA under the case-by-case modxﬁcanon

provisions of Section 14601 (b)(l )yof the GFSA:

. Ay

37

student to an altematwc school or progmm?

30 .

o

* How many of the modifications reported in item #2-were for students who are NOT
students with disabilities as def' ned in Sectlon 602(a)(l) of the IDEA" -

%]

* "How many of the expulsions reported in item #l resulted ina referral of the expelled

* Caveats orvn"étes' on the dag'a'-i:ollécﬁonz' None..

Massachusetts



Y 13 . ; _ Gun-Free Schools Act — 1996-97 Data -
Michigan | o

| Number of students expelled in Mlch:gan under Mlchlgan s state’ Iaw that reqmres aone-
year expulswn for a student who bnngs a firearm to school.

_ S ~R|ﬂes/ Other
School Level ‘Handguns *| Shotguns |- Firearms Total
Elementary ‘MD - MD -MD - MD
Junior High | ‘MD ~ MD - -MD MD
SeniorHigh | MD MD MD MD
Total | 'MD MD | MD 92
2. Number of expulsions fepoi’ted in item #1 that were shortened to-a term of less than one

year by the chief administering officer of an LEA under the case-by-case modlf' cation
provisions of Secnon 14601(b)(l) of the GFSA: ' :

- M
3. Howmany of the modifications reported in item #2 were for studenis who are NOT
" 'students with disabilities as deﬁqéd i{x Section 602(a)(1) of the IDEA?
' ™ ] o
4. . How many of the expulsxons reported in item #1 resulted in a referral of the expelled
student to an altemanvc school or program? ' Co
v ] |

e 14

* Caveats or notes on the data collection. ‘Information submnttcd asa cumulatwe total on!y,
not broken out by type of weapon or school level. Data are for the period from January 1995
through June 1997. .

Note: MD = missing data.

‘Michigan



Gun-Free Schools Act — 1996-97 Data

Minnesota

1. Number of students expelled in anesota under Minnesota’s state law that requlres a

one-year expulsmn fora student who bnngs a firearm to school.

'. Other

A ' - Rlﬂes/-- , ,
:| Schoo! Level . ‘Handguns | - Shotguns Firearms " Total .
.| Elementary 0 0. 0 0
| Junior High 0 0 T 7
| Senior High -6 1. 4 -1
Total .6 1 11 18 .
2.~ Number of expulsnons reported in item #1 that were shortened to a term of less than one

year by the chief admmlstenng officer of an LEA under the case-by-case modification -
provisions of Sectlon 14601(b)(1) of the GFSA

| 3. How many of the modlf catlons reponed in ltem #2 were for students who are NOT

students with dlsabllmes as defi ned in Sectlon 602(a)(1)of the IDEA?
' [ 12 |
4. " How many of the expulsnons reponed in item #l resulted ina referral of the expelled

~ student to an alternative school or pmgram?

| *‘Caveatsv,or} notes on the data collection: None.

T

Minnesota




Mississippi

Gun-Free Schools Act — 1996-97 Data

Number of students expelled in sts:ssnpp: under Mississippi’s state law that requires a
one-year expulsion for a student who brings a f‘ rearm to school

S R m ¥ ™ Other ,
School Level Handguns | Shotguns Firearms Total
Elementary - S0 0. 0 0
Junior High - 4 . 0 0 -4
Senior High 7 0 0 7
Total . it 0 0 1L
2. Num ber of expulsions reponed in item #1 that were shonencd to a term of less than one.

year by the chief administering officer of an LEA under the case-by-case modlf' cation
provisions of Section l4601(b)(1 Yofthe GFSA

[~ ™MD | :
kN : -
3. How many of the modifi catlons reported in item #2 were for students who are NOT
students with disabilities as defi ned in Secnon 602(a)(l) of the IDEA?
| T D | '
4 . How many of the expulsmns reported in item #l resulted ina refen'al of the expelled
- student to an alternative school or program? - ‘ :
o [ ™MD |

* Caveats oi’ hbtu on the d'gta colleéﬁqn: I“h.fdnnétibp submitted for handguns only.

!

Noté: MD = missing data.

- Mississippi



Gun-Free Schools Act — 1996-97 Data

‘Missouri |

1. . Number of students expelled in Missouri under Missouri’s state law that requires a one-

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

Y
N

Other

' . - ' ““Rifles/
.. | School Level Handguns | Shotguns” |  Firearms Total
Elementary 0. . 0 - 43 “i'43
| Junior High 1 0 133 134
| Senior High 7 2 .12 141
Total 8 -2 308 318
'2.. . Numberof expulsnéns reported in item #1 that were shoﬁeﬁgd to a term of less than one

year by the chief administering officer of an LEA under the case-by-case modifi cation
provisions of Section 14601(b)(1) of the GFSA: .

L33 |

3, o vHo»‘\‘"niany of the modiﬁcations rcported in item #2 were fér studenfs who are NOT
"~ students with disabilities as defined in Section 602(a)(1) of the IDEA?

4, ,,, | How many of the expulsxons reponed m item #1 resultcd ina referral of the cxpelled
* student to an alternative school or program?

Sl

* Caveats or notes on the data collecnon. Reponed figures may mclude other weapons such
as kmves, air guns, or brass knuckles.

‘Note: MD = missing data.

" Missouri




Montana

Number of students expel!ed in Montana under Montana’s state law that requxres aone-

|
i

year expulsion for a student who bnngs a firearm to school.

Gun-Free Schools Act - 1996-97 Data

Other

: : ‘ Rlﬂes/
School Level Handguns - -Shotguns Firearms . Total
Elementary 3 L0 0 3.
Junior High 1 0. 1 2
Senior High 3 1 3 7
Total T 1 4 12
2. Number of expulsions reported in ltem #1 that were shortened to a term of less than one

-year by the chief administering officer of an LEA under the case-by-case modification
provnslons of Section l460!(b)(1) of the GFSA )

i —

I

3. How many of the modaf cations reported in item #2 were for students who are NOT
" students with d:sabllmes as defined in Sectxon 602(a)(1) of the IDEA?

;| __6 |

;H

4. >.How many of the expuls:ons reported i in item #1 resulted ina referral of the cxpelled :
student to an altematwe school or program?

——

S

* Caveats or notes on the ~tjhm collection: None.

Montana



Nebra ska Y Guﬁ-Free Schools Aet-:19§81§7 Data

1. . Number of students expelled in Nebraslca under Nebraska’ state law that requires a one-
o year cxpuls:on fora student who bnngs a firearm to school '

B R , AR:_ﬂesf Other
---| School Level , Handguns Shotguns . Firearms . Total
..|Elementary | ~MD | MDD MD .MD -
| Junior High' MD | MDD MD 6
Senior High © MD ~ MD |  MD 14
Total | MD . MD | - MD - 20
2. - Number of expulswns reported in item-#1 that were shortened to a term of less than one

'year by the chief administering oﬁ' icer of an LEA under the case-by—case modification
o provxslons of Section l4601(b)(1) of the GFSA

T

3. . l{mfw many of the modifications neported in item #2 were for 'smdeﬁts who are NOT
‘ - students with disabilities as defined in -Scction 602(a)1) of the IDEA? - ‘

4. How many of the expulsuons reported in item #1 resulted in a referral of the expelled
- student 10 an alternative school or program? -

|'15I

* Caveats or nolu on the data collection: Information reported for all'f rearms combined,”
- not broken out by type of weapon Nebraska dld not collect expulsxon data from elementary
schools o ‘

Note: MD = missing data.

Nebraska




1.

Nevada

Gun-Free Schools Act —1996-97 Data

. Number of students expelled in Nevada under Nevada's state law that requires a one-year

expulsnon for a student who bnngs a f rearm to school.

Other

3 ) ~Rifles”
School Level Hmiguns Shotguns Firearms Total
Elementary -0 0 2 2
Junior High 12 0 8 20
Senior High - 23 L2 7 32
Total ;35 2 17 54

Number of expulsxohs leponed in item #]1 that were shortened to a term of less than one
year by the chief administering officer of an LEA under the case-by~case modifi canon
provisions of Sectlon l4601(b)(1) of the GFSA:

| 3

i

How many Of; lhe modifications reported in item #2 were for students who are NOT a

students with diSabilitles as defined in Section 602(a)(1) of the IDEA?

How many of the expulsnons reported in item #l resulted i ina referral of the expelled
student to an altematwe school or progmn?

| ~'42

[

K Caveats or notes on the data collection: None.

Nevada



'Newvg -

Hampshire

1.

Lo
3]

Number of students expelled in New Hampshire under New Hampshire’ s state law that
requzres a one-year expulsnon for a student who brings a fi rearm to school '

‘; Gun-Free Schools Act - 1996-97 Data

: N Rxﬂes/ Othet; .
School Level :- | Handguns ‘Shotguns: . -|. - Firearms Total
Elementary [ 0 ‘ ‘ 0 |
| Junior High - 6 0 1 T
| Senior High - 5- 3. 0 8
Total \ 11 3 1. <15

Number of expulsions reported in item #] that were shortened to a term of less than one
year by the chief administering officer of an LEA under the case~by~case modification
provisions of Section 14601(b)X1) of the GFSA: - '

|

How many of the modifications reported in item #2 were for students who are NOT
students with disabilities as defined in Section 602(a)1) of the IDEA?

T4 ]

' How many of the expulsions reported in item #l resulted in a referral of zhe expelled
“*‘student to an altematwe school or program? '

—/

ﬂ * Caveats or nétes on the data collectidi; None.

-

New Hampshire




New Jersey

i

Gun-Free Schools Act - 1996-97 Data _

Number of students expélled in New Jersey under New Jersey’s state law that requiresa
one-year expulsnon for a student who bnngs a firearm to school. v

'- — Rifies/ Other
School Level Handguns Shotguns Firearms Total
Elemcmary' : 4 0 .3 -7
Junior High 10 0 13 23
Senior High -.13 -2 12 27
Total 27 2 28 57
2. Numberof expulsions reported in item #1 that were shorteried to a term of Iess than one

year by the chief administering officer of an LEA under the case-by-case modifi cation
provisions of Section l4601(b)(l) of the GFSA: , :

L2 |

3. How many of the modlf cations reportcd in item #2 were for students who are NOT
students with dlsabnht:es as defi ned in Section 602(a)1) of the IDEA?

]

4. How many of the cxpuls:ons reported in :tem #1 resulted in‘a referral of the expelled
student to an altcmatwe school or pmgram?

15 ]

.

* Caveats or notes on thie qhu{ collection: None.

- New Jersey



Gun-Free Schools Act - 1996-97 Data

New Mexico

I. Number of students expelled in New Mexlco under New Mexico’s state law that requires
"~ a one-year expulsmn for 2 student who bnngs a firearm to school. :
: . S T T R
School Level Handguns Shotguns Firearms Total
-~~| Elementary 0 =~ 0 3 "3
*| Junior High - 7 0 17 24
=] Senior High 19 7. 18 - 44
| Total . 26 7 " 38 71
2. Number of expulsions reported in item #1 that were shortened to a term of less than one

year by the chief administering officer of an LEA under the case-by-case modification
provxsnons of Section. 14601(b)(l) of the GFSA: :

12 l

3. How many of the mddiﬁcations fcported in item #2 were for students who are NOT ‘
- students with disabilities as defined in Section 602(a)(1) of the IDEA? :

Lz |

4. ... How many of the expulsions reported in item #1 resultcd ina rcferral of the expelled
""" student to an alternative school or program? e

B

ol

* Caveats or notes on the data collectiow 20 expulsions were reported sepamtely asan
unknown firearm. These were added to the "other firearms" expulsxons

.

- ‘New Mexico -




New York '

Number of students exﬁelled in New York under New York’s state law that requires a

Gun-Free Schools Act - 1996-97 Data

one-year expulsion for a student who brings a firearm to school.

o Rifles/ Other '
School Level. Handguns _Shotguns Firearms Total
~-| Elementary 2 0 2 -4
Junior High 25 4 19 48
| Senior High 51 6 19 76
Total .18 10 40 128
2. Numberof exphlsuoné reported in item #1 that were shortened to a term of less than one

year by the chief administering officer of an LEA under the case-by-case modification
provnsmns of Section l4601(b)(1) of the GFSA!: ,

&7 1
S 30 How many of the modlﬁcatxons reported in item #2 were for students who are NOT
" students with dxsabuhtles as defined in Sccuon 602(a)(1) of the IDEA?
: \l Car e 13 A - l
4. How many of the expulsuons reported in item #1 resulted in a refenal of the expelled
student to an alternative school or program?
o e

.
-

* Caveats or notes on the data collectlon. The data reported for 1996-97 represcnts 71% of
all LEAs. All of the § largest LEAs are included. .

_New York



North | ‘ - &GAun-Free Schools Act - 1996-97 Data
Carolina |

1. Number of students expelled in North Carohna under North Carohna s state law that
: requires a one-year expulsion for a student who bnngs a ﬁrearm to school

Lo I Rifles/ Other = . :
School Level ik Handguns Shotguns .. Firearms Total
.. | Elementary MD | MD MD L5
... | Junior High ‘MD .. MD MD .54
.| Senior High © MD MD | MD 104
Total MD |  MD | MD- 163
2 Number of expulsions reported in item #1 that were shortened to a term of less than one

~ year by the chief administering officer of an LEA under the case—by-case modlf cation
i*prov:s:ons of Section 14601(b)(1) of the GFSA

] 64 ‘ |
3. How many of the modifications reported in item #2 were for students who are NOT
' srudents with d:sabnlmes as deﬁned in Section 602(a)(l) of the lDEA"
: r Ml-) —] :
4. . How many of the expulsrons reported in item #1 resulted ina referral of the expelled ’

s student to an altematwe school or program? ]
| 21 |

* Ceveats or detee on the data eollectiew North Carolina reported that the information .
submitted was broken out by school level but not by type of firearm. North Carolina also
reported that the responses to items 2 and 4 are estimates. :

Note: MD = Imissing data.

.

North Carolina




NOI’th D'akoi‘a G.un-Free’Schoolls Act - 1996-97 naia

L Number of students exﬁe!lcd in North Dakota under North Dakota’s state law that
- requires a one-year expulsion for a student who brings a ﬁrca:m to school. '

~Rifies/

School 'Level Handguns Shotguns Firearms Total
Elementary 0 0 0 0
Junior High C 0 0 0 "0
Senior High 0 0 1 1
Total 0 0 1 1

Number of expu!snons‘ reported in item #1 that were shortened to a term of less than one

year by the chief administering officer of an LEA under the case-by-case modification
provisions of Section l460!(b)(l)of the GFSA:

L1

I —

1

student to an alternative school or program?

{

—

-:.

How many of the modifications repbned in item #2 were for studentsvwho are NOT
students with disabilities as defined in Section 602(a)(1) of the IDEA?

: How many of the expulsnons reported in item #I resulted ina referral of the cxpelled

* Caveaﬁ or notes on théf daté collection: None.

North Dakota



Ohio . Gun-Free Schools Act - 1986-67 Data_

Number of students expelled in Ohio under Ohio’s state law that requxres a one-year .

1.
' expulsaon fora student who brings a firearm to school.
o - Rifles/ Other :
.| School Level ~_Handguns Shotguns -| Firearms . Total
‘ _ .| Elementary . MD |  MD "MD ' . MD
X __ | Junior High MD | MD . MD - MD
_ | SeniorHigh | = MD " 'MD MD - MD
A Total , - MD . MD | MD 937
: 2. . Number of expulsions reported in item #1 that were shortened to a term of less than one
- year by the chief administering officer of an LEA under the case~by-casc modif' cation
. provnstons of Sectnon 14601(b)X1) of the GFSA: .
e
3.  How many of the modifications reported in item #2 were for studenfs whoAare NOT
students with disabilities as defined in Section 602(a)(1) of the IDEA? ~
o ™ ] | |
4

* How many of the expulsions reponed in item #1 resulted in a referral of the expelled

e student to an altemative school or program?

™ 1.

-

X Caveats or notes on the data collection: 1996-97 data submitted as a single aggregate
figure only and are expulsions for the use/possession of weapons rather than ﬁrgarms only.

Note: MD = missing data.

~ Ohio




. 0k|ahoma | Gun-Free Schools Act - 1996-97 Data .

L Number of students expclled in Oklahoma under Oklahoma s state law that requires a
one-year expulsion for a student who brmgs a firearm to school.

— T T ®’Ae | Ote
.| School Level - ~Handguns Shotguns | - Firearms Total
Elementary . |. =~ 0 0 ' 0 0
Junior High o0 1o 0 0.
SeniorHigh | 0 0 0 S0
Total =~ 0 0 0. 0
2. Numberof expulsions reported in item #1 that were shortened to a term of Iess than one

year by the chief administering officer of an LEA under the case-by-case modlf cation
provisions of Section l4601(b)(1) of the GFSA:

L_NA |

3 How many of the mod‘ifications reported in item #2 were for students who are NOT
students with disabilitr'es as defined in Section 602(a)(1) of the IDEA? '

i T NA ]

4. ° Howmany of the expulsions reported in :tem #1 resulted in a referral of the expelled
student to an alternative school or program? S .

re
e

X Caveats or notes on the data collection: None. A

Note: NA = not applicable. Q‘

Oklahoma



‘Oregon -

Numbcr of students expelled in Oregon under Oregon’s state law that requires a one-year
expulsnon for a student who brings a firearm to school

Gun-Free Schools Act — 1996-97 Data

: i : : Rlﬁesf - -Other. :
School Level . - Handguns | Shotguns *- | Firearms . Total -
Elementary MD MD ~ MD_ _MD. ¢
Junior High ~MD MD . | - MD MD
Senior High ~ - MD - MD MD MD -
Total 55 8 22 85

E Number of expulsions reported in item #1 that were . shortened to term of less than one
- year by the chief administering officer of an LEA under the case-by-case modification
provxslons of Sect:on 14601(!))(1) of the GFSA ’

. How many of the mod:f cations reported in item #2 were  for students who are‘NAOT

~ students with dlsabtlmcs as deﬁned in Section 602(a)(1) of the IDEA"
]

" How many of the expulsxons reported in item #l resulted i m a referral of the expelled

= student to an altemauve school or program‘?

v ]

Bl

* Caveats or notes on the data collechon. Informat;on subm itted by type of weapon but not

broken out by ‘school level.

Note: MD = missing data.

Oregon




‘Pennsylvania -

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

Number of students expclleé in Pennsylvama under Pcnnsylvama s state law that requires
a one-year expulsron for a student who bnngs a firearm to school. A

S Rifles/ Other C
School Level | Handguns | Shotguns Firearms Total
Elementary: -4 0 15 19 -
Junior High 12 2 36 50
Senior High 68 13 50 131
Total . " 84 15 101 200

Nixmber of expulsions reported in item #1 that were shortened to a term of less than one
year by the chief administering officer of an LEA under the case- by-case modnf’ cation

prows:ons of Section 14601 (b)(l) of the GFSA

141

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

students with disabilities as defined in Section 602(a)(1) of the IDEA?

118

studem to an alternatwe school or program?

78

-

-
-

 How many of the expulsrons reported in item #1 resulted ina referral of the expel!ed

* Caveats or notes on the data collection: None.

Pennsylvania



‘ Rhodelsland " Gun-Free SchbolsA‘ctf\1§9_5797?aﬁ

L "Number of studénts expelled in Rhode Island under Rhode Island’s state law that requires
~ a one-year expulsion for a student who brings a firearm to school.

— T . | Rifiey | Oher | .
, V ‘School Level T Handguns - - Shotguns . Firearms - Total
« | Elementary - T | 0 |0 ALt B
* | ' |JuniorHigh . [ 1. [ -0 -0 1
' § | o Senior High . 5 0 0 5
e | | Total 7 0 0 -7
2. - Number of expulslons reported in item #1 that were shortened to a term of less than one '

" year by the chief administering officer of an LEA under the case-by-case modxf cation
provisions of Section l4601(b)(l) of the GFSA:

| ——
3. How many of the modifications i'eported in item #2 were for students who are NOT
students with disabilities as defined in Section 602(&)(1) of the IDEA? C
| o
4. - How many of the expulsxons reported in item #1 nesulted ina rcferral of the expclled
student to an alternative school or program? : ,
0 ]

-
-

_ K Caveats or notes on the data collection: None.. |

- Rhode Island




South

Carolma

Gun-Free Schools Act -~ 1996-97 Data

Number of students cxpelled in South Carolma under South Camlma s state law that
_ requnres a one-ycar expulsmn for a student who bnngs a firearm to school.

e

ey |
School Level Handguns Shotguns Firearms Total
| Elementary ‘4 -0 1 5
Junior High - 28 0 12 40
| Senior High 37 6 6 49
Total '69 .. 6 19 94

Number of expulsions reported in item #1 that were shortened to a term of less than one
year by the chief administering officer of an LEA under the case-by-case modzf cation
prov:s»ons of Section 14601(b)(l) of the GFSA: :

| . 16 |

3. How many of the modlf' catmns reported in item #2 were for students who are NOT ‘
students with dxsablhtlcs as defined in Sectlon 602(aX1) of the IDEA?

=]

4. How many of the expulsaons reported in-item #1 resulted in a referral of the cxpelled
: student to an alternative school or program? : -
36 J

wlive

* Caveats or notes on the data collection: None.

~

‘South Carolina



South

Dakota |

Gun-Free Schools Act — 1996-97 Data

L Number of sfudehts expelled in South Dakota under South Dakota’s state law that
- requires a one-year expulsion for a student who brings a firearm to school.

prov:snons of Section 14601(b)(l) of the GFSA:
|

. ’ Rifles/ Other |
<. '-| School Level Handguns |  Shotguns Firearms . Total
... .| Elementary -0 0 0o 0
| Junior High- 0 0 2 2
. [ Senior High 1 N 3 5
Total 1 1 5 7

| Number of expulsions reported in item #1 that were shortened t0 a.term of less than one |
year by the chief administering officer of an'LEA under the case- by-case modlf canon

How many of the modiﬁéatibns reported in item #2 were for students who are NOT -

students with disabilities as defined in Section 602(a)(1) of the IDEA? - -
- o | — ‘

4. “ How many of the expuls:ons reported in item #1 resulted ina referral of the expelled o
- E student to an altematxve school or program? -

T

.- B
- .-

* Caveats or notes on the data collection: The reported figures include air guns.

South D_akota




Tennessee

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

1

- Gun-Free Schools Act - 1996-97 Data

Rifles/

’ ' : - Other
School Level ' Handguns Shotguns |  Firearms Total
Elementary “MD . MD - MD MD
Junior High MD -MD | - MD MD
Senior High ‘MD MD ' MD MD
Total ‘MD. .MD "MD 98
2. Numberof expulsions reported in item #l that were shortened to a term of less than one -

year by the chief administering officer of an LEA under the case- by-case modification - -
provisions of Section l4601(b)(l) of the GFSA:

| —
3. How many of the modnf' cations reported in item #2 were for students who are NOT
students with dxsabllmes as defined in Section 602(aX1) of the IDEA? ’
1 MD |
4. How many of the expulswns reponed in. 1tem #1 resulted ina referral of the expelled
studentto an altematxve school or program? ‘ » :
1  MD 1

2B

* Caveats or notes on the data collection: . The information was submmed as an aggregate
figure only It was not broken out by type of weapon or school level ‘

‘Note: MD = miséing data. -

Tennessee



Texas

Gun-Free Schools Act - 1996-97 Data

Number of students expelled in Texas undcr Texas’s state law that requnres aone-year

expulsnon for a student who bnngs a firearm to school.

. "1 Rifley Other E
- | School Level Handguns Shotguns* | Firearms. Total _
Elementary ‘43 |0 29 2
| Junior High 104 1 66. 171
| Senior High 177 49 63 289
_ Total =~ 324 50 158 | 532
) 2. Number of expulsions reported in item #1 that were shortened to a term of less than one

 year by the chief administering officer of an LEA under the case—by-casc modification
provisions of Scctxon 14601(b)X1) of the GFSA.:

[ 167 |-

3. - How many of the mod|ﬁcanons reported in item #2 were for students who are NOT
students with dlsabzlmes as defined in Sectnon 602(aX1) of the IDEA?

LMD |

| o4 'How ‘many of the expulszons reported in item #1 resulted in a refen‘al of the expelled’
student to an altematxve school or program? -

32z ]

i 4

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

“Note: MD = missing data.

Texas




. Gu'n-Free Schoels Act - 1996-97 Data

Utah

1. Number of students expelled in Utah under Utah’s state law that requires a one-year

_expulsion for a student who brings a firearm to school.

Other

o - Rifles/ ‘
School Level Handguns | . Shotguns Firearms Total
| Elementary 9 0 5, 14
Junior High 29 2 1 32
Senior High 30 1 3 34
Total 68 3 9 80
2. Number of expulsions reported in item #1 that were shortened to a term of less than one

year by the chief administering officer of an LEA under the case~by-case modﬂ' cation
provisions of Secnon 14601(b)(1) of the GFSA:

[ ]

3. How many of the mod:ﬁcanons reported in item #2 were for students-who are NOT
) students with disabilities as defined in Section 602(3)(1) of the IDEA? O

S Y
4 How many of the expuls:ons reported in item #1 resulted ina referral of the expelled
student to an alternative school or program? .

]

-
Bt

K Caveats or notes on the data collection: None.

Note: MD = missing data.




Vermont

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

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

_ Riffey | _ Other '
- | School Level Handguns Shotguns - Firearms ~Total
... | Elementary | N ] 0 -
| Junior High - 0 0 1
| Senior High 2 1 0 -3
Total 4 1 0 5
2. Number of expulsxons reported i in item #1 that were shortened to a term of less than one

© year by the chief administering officer of an LEA under the case-by-case modification
. provxs:ons of Sectxon I4601(b)(1) of the GFSA:

| 4 |

3. How many of the modifications reported -_in.itcm #2 were for students who are NOT
' - students with disabilities as defined in S‘ec;t‘iq'n 602(aX1) of the IDEA? A ‘

o I 4 |

4.  How many of the expulsions reported.in item #1 resulted i ina referral of the expelled
" studentto an altematwe school or program? ;

7

.-
.

B ¢ Caveats or notes on the data collection: None. -

© Yermont




Virginia

Gun-Free Schools Act ~ 1996-97 Data

Number of students expelled in Vlrgmla under Virginia's state !aw that requires a one-
year expulsnon for a student who bnngs a firearm to school. .

' Othér

: ' - Lo Rifles/ '
School Level o Handguns | Shotguns Firearms Total
Elementary- 2 “MD 5 .7
Junior High 10 ~ MD S| S21
Senior High- 44 ~ MD 20 64
Total .56 . MD 36 92

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

. year by the chief administering officer of an LEA under the case-by-case modtf' cation
provisions of Section 14601(b)(1) of the GFSA

N MD |
3. How many of the modifications reported in item #2 were for studcnts who are NOT

students wnth dnsabxlmes as defined in Section 602(aX1) of the IDEA? ‘

' [ ™MD |
4, How many of the expulsxons reported in item #1 resulted ina referml of the expelled
student to an alternative school or program? :
™MD ]
s

. * Caveats or notes on the data collectlon. Vlrglma does not dlﬁ'erentlate betwecn handguns
and rifles. : : . :

Note: MD = missing data.

Virginia



Washington

Gun-Free Schools Act - 1996-97 Data

Number of students expelled in Washmgton under Washington’s state Iaw that requires a
' one-year expulsnon for a student who brings a firearm to school

o : : Rifles/ _ Other
| School Level Handguns __Shotguns - Firearms Total
=~ | Elementary S IR B 0 6
“=- | Junior High . 30 8 1 39
Senior High T 76 23 2. 101
Total 111 32 3 146

. Number of expulsions reported in item #1 that were shortened to a term of less than one
year by the chief administering officer of an LEA under the case-by~case rnodlf' catlon
prO\’ISIonS of Section 14601(b)1) of' the GFSA: ' .

103

" How many of the modifications reported in item #2 were for students who ard NOT

students with disabilities as defined in Section 602(a)(1) of the IDEA? _
, e .

61

” ‘How many of the expulsmns reported in item #1 resulted in 8 referral of the expelled
' student to an alternative school or pmgram?

* Caveats or notes on the data collection: None. -

[

Washington




‘ West

Virginia

Gun-Free Schools Act - 1996-97 Data

Number of students expelled in West Virginia under West Virginia’s state law that
requires a one-year expulsion for a student who brings a firearm to school.

Rifles/

Othei* '

School Level | Handguns | Shotguns | Firearms. |  Total.
Elementary . 0 .0 0 )

Junior High 5 0 2 7
‘Senior High . 8 -1 -7 20
Total 13 5 9 27,

Number of expulsions reported in item #1 that were shortened to a term of less than one
year by the chief administering officer of an LEA under the case-by-case modification
 provisions of Section l4601(b)(1) of the GFSA - :

i

~ How many of the modiﬁcations‘.reponed in item #2 were for students who are NOT

students with disabilities as defined in Section 602(a)(1) of the IDEA?

b n L

7

A How many of the eXpdlsions reported in item #1 resulted in a referral of the e:'c.pell‘ed |
student to an alternative school or program?

9

-
L.

* W Caveats or notes on the data collection: None:

West Virginia



Gun-Free Schools Act - 1996-97 Data

Wisconsin

L. Number of students expelled in Wxsconsm under Wisconsin’s state law that reqmrcs a

one-year expulsnon for a student who brmgs a f' irearm to school

G

o L Rlﬂes! Other ,
School Level Handguns Shotguns * Firearms " Total
Elementary 0 S0 0 -0
_ | Junior High 14 ] 3 18
| SeniorHigh =~ |. .~ 28 0 8 - 36
Total 42 1 1 54
L2 A | Number of exph]snons reported in ﬁem #1 that were shortened to a term cf less than one

 year by the chief administering officer of an LEA under the case—by-case modification
’ prov:suons of Section l4601(b)(1) of the GFSA: :

T

3.~ How many of the rnodiﬁcatidns reportéd in item #2 were for students who are NOT
students with disabilities as defined in Section 602(a)1) of the IDEA?

N 8 |

4. - How many of the expulsxons mported in item #1 resulted in a referral of thc expelled
student to an alternative school or program? ' , g
_nB__1

A
L-—

W Caveats or notes on the data collection: None.

) — T ‘ . : o - Wisconsin




Wyom il‘lg : . | ~ Gun-Free #dhoo!s Act- 1996-{97. Data

1. Number of students expelled in Wyommg under \Vyommg s state law that requlres a
one-year expulsion for a student who brmgs a firearm to school. :

o j Rifles/ - Other
School Level Handguns Shotguns Fireaoms |  Total
Elementary 0 0o -0 ] -0
Junior High 0 o 0 0
Senior High 0 0 ~ 0 0.
Total T 0. ! 0 0 0
2. Number of expulsions ie'ﬁoned in item #1 that were shorteded to a term of less than one

year by the chief administering officer of an LEA under the case-by-case modification
provisions of Section 14601(b)1) of the GFSA:

[ ~Na ]

- 3. How many of the modiﬁcatiods' reported initem #2 were for siudents who are NOT -
" students with disabilities as defined in Section 602(a)(1) of the IDEA?

. — ]
4. How many of the expulsxons reported in‘item #1 resulted ina referral of the expelled
student to an alternative school or program?. ‘ .
| NA |

* Caveats or notes on the data collection: The information submmed was broken out by
school leve! but not by type of weapon.

Note: NA = not applicable.

Wyoming



Puerto Rico

‘Gun-Free Schools Act - 1996-97 Data

“Number of students expelled in Puerto Rico under Puerto tho s state law that requires a
' one-year expulsxon fora student who bnngs a ﬁrearm to school. :

— — T T
.. | School Level Handguns Shotguns - Firearms - Total
.. | Elementary B B 0 0 .0
... | Junior High 0 0 0 0
.| Senior High L0 0 0 0
Total | 0 0 0 0
2. Number of expulsions reported in item #1 that were shortened to a temt ot‘ less than one

year by the chief administering officer of an LEA under the case-by-case modzf cation -
: provnsnons of Scct:on 14601(b)(l) of the GFSA: :

N ]

3. How many of the modifications reported in item #2 were for students who are NOT
students with disabilities as defined i in Secttott 602(3)(1) of the IDEA?

L_NA__ |

4. "";;fa':f"' ‘How many of the expuls;ons reported in item #1 resulted in a referral of the expelled
student toan altcmatwe school or program? - : C .

———

-,
Lo

* Caveats or notes on the data collection:’ None.

‘ Not_e: NA = not applicable.

Puerto Rico



'American " "éun'-Féee s;hools Act-199§-§7 Data
Samoa o

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

Rifley | Other

School Level - Handguns Shotguns - | - Firearms Total
Elementary ° - 'MD -MD - "MD" ‘MD
A | Junior High ~.MD MD | MD ‘MD
. Senior High .MD - MD MD ‘MDD -
* Toal MD |- MD | MD | MD
. 2. Number of eibulswﬁs féponcd in item #] that @em shortened to a term of less than one

year by the chief administering officer of an LEA under the case-by-case modification
provisions of Section l4601(b)(l) of the GFSA:

[ MD |

3. ‘ How many of the modiﬁcations reported m itvem"#Z werte for students who are NOT
students with disabilities as defined in Section 602(a)(1) of the IDEA?

[ ™MD ]

4.  How many of the cxpulsnons reported in item #1 resulted ina referral of the expelled
' student to an alternative school or program? :

[ ™MD ]

L Lme

* Caveats or notes on the dgta éollectioi: No data submitted for 1996-97".

Note: MD = missing data.

~

American Samoa



Guam

' Gun-Free Schools Act - 1996-97 Data

1. Number of students expelled in Guam under Guam'’s state law that requlres a one-year

expulslon fora student who bnngs a f irearm to school.

Other

_ | School Level - Handguns ' Shotguns : Firearms Total
* | Elementary 0 -0 A 0 ' 0
Junior High - 0 0 0 -0
| Senior High 0 0 0 0
Total 0 0 0 )
2. . Number of expulsions reported in item #1 that were shortened to a term of less than one

year by the chief administering officer of an LEA under the case-by-case modification

provisions of Section l4601(b)(1) of the GFSA
NA

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

students wuth disabilitiesas defined i m Sectlon 602(a)(l)of the IDEA?

NA

4. v How ‘many of the expulsions reported in item #1 resulted in a referral of the expelled
- student toan altematlve school or program? - :

NA

L

4

i * Caveats or notes on the data collection: None. |

Note: NA = not applicable.

Guam



N'o ﬁhern Gun-Frée Schools Act - 1996-97 Data
Marianas :

L. Number of students expelled in Nonhern Marianas under Northern Marianas’s state law

that requires a one-year expulsnon for a student who brings a firearm to school.
| “Rifies Other _

School Level o Handguns Shotguns Firearms Total
Elementary. N -0 0 -0

Junior High .0 0 0 -0

SeniorHigh | . 1 2t 0 0 1

Total | 1 0 -0 !

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

year by the chief administering officer of an LEA under the casc«-by-case modxf cation
provisions of Section 14601(b)1) of the GFSA:

L0 ]

3. How many of the modifications reported in item #2 were for students who are NOT
students with dlsabtlmcs as defined in Sectlon 602(&)(1) of the IDEA? -

—//—3

4, How many of the expulsxons reported in item #1 resulted in a referral of the expelled
student to an alternative school or progmm? '
I
-

X Caveats or notes on the data collection: None:.

s

Northern Marianas



Virgin |

Islands

Gun-Free Schools Act ~ 1996-97 Data

. Number of students expelled in Vnrgm Islands under Virgin Islands’s state law that
requu-es a one-year expuls:on fora student who bnngs a ﬁrearm to school. -

“ Rifles/ Other '
. | School Level Handguns | Shotguns® | . Firearms Total .
‘| Elementary R 0 0 0
*| Junior High 0 0 0 0
Senior High 1 o | 0 ]
Total 1 0 0 1
2. Numberof expulsiens reported in item #1 that were shortened to a term of less than one

- year by the chief administering officer of an LEA under the case—by«case modification
‘ prov:snons of Secnon 14601(bX1) of the GFSA: :

——

3. How many of the modifications reported in item #2 were for students who are NOT
students with disabilities as defi ned in Sectnon 602(aXl) of the IDEA?

I NA ]

4, h How many of the expu!snons reported in xtem #l resulted in a referral of the expelled
student to an altematwe school or program?
[ ™MD |

. * Caveats or notes on the data collection: None. v

Note: MD = missing data, NA= not applicable.

Virgin Islands
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PUBLIC LAW 103-882—OCT. 20,1994 . . 108 STAT. 8907

“PART F—GUN POSSESSION ,
"SE(‘a uam. GUN. m mvmm . Gun-Free
“(a) SHORT TITLE.—This section may be cited as ‘the ‘Guno ?&“hm‘

Free Schools Act of 1984". - 20 USC 8921.
R I SENERAL — Except ided in b @)
GENERAL.~Except as provi .*,~ ’
each State receiving Fedmf , 3, provided in paragraph O
in effect a State law og local educational agencies to
expel from school for a pen of not less than one year a
student who is determined to have brought a weapon to a
school under the jurisdiction of local educational agencies in
that State, except that such State law shall allow the chief
administering officer of such local educational agency to modify
;uch expulsion requirement for a student on a use-by-eue

“(2) CONSTRUCTION.—Nothing in this title shall be con-
strued to prevent a State from allowing a local educational
.agency that has lled a student from such a student'’s regu-
lar school setting from providing educational services to such
student in an alternative setting.

“(3) SPECIAL RULE.—(A) Any State that has a law in effect

rior to the date of enactment of the Improving America’s

Py ools Act of 1994 which is in er;n{‘hct mme not lesg

an one year expulsion requirement descri paragrap

(1) shall have the penodn? tune descnbed in subparagraph

(B) to com ﬁ{y with such requiremen

nodofhmeahallbethepeﬁodbe ,
the date of enactment of the Improving America’s Schools Act
and ending one year after such date.

“(4) DEFINTTION.—For the p of this section, the term
‘weapon’ means a firearm as such term is defined in section
921 of title 18, United States Code. -

“(c) SPECIAL 'RULE.—The provisions of this section shall be"
construed in a manner consistent with the Individuals with Disabil-
ities Education Act. . :

“(d) REPORT TO STATE.—Each local educational agency request-
ing assistance from the State educational agency that is to be
provided from funds made available to the State under this Act

shall provide to the State, in the application requesting such
mutanee—

“(1) an assurance that*such local educational agency
in ;umphanee with the State law required by mbsection (b);
an

“(2) a description of the circumstances surrounding any
expulmona imposed under the State law required by subsecﬂon
(b), including— - '

“(A) the name of the school concerned;
d“(B) the number of students upelled from such school o
- am

S

-y

. Appendix A - the Gun-Free Schools Act
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108 STAT. 3908 PUBLIC LAw-ms-ssz-‘--oc'r. 20,1994

o “C) the wea) nseoncemed
“(e) REPO mch Stgge shall report the information

descnbed in mbsect.ion {¢) to the Secretary on an annual basis.
*“(f) REPORT TO CONGRESS.—Two years after the date of enact-

ment of the Improving America’s Schools Act of 1994, the Secreta

shall report to Con if any State is not in eomplianee

the requirements of this title.

20 USC 8922. “SEC. 14602 NUWWNGWWGEWBM
RAL.

“(a) IN GENERAL.—No ﬁmds shall be made available under
this Act to any local educational agency unless such agency has
8 policy reqmnng referral to the criminal justice or juvenile delin.
quen tem of any student who brings a firearm or weapon

ool served by such agency.

“(b) DEFINTTIONS.—For the purpose of this section, the terms
“firearm’ and ‘school’ have the same m ngentosuchterms
by section 921(a) of title 18, United States :

20 USC 8923. *SEC. 14603. DATA AND POLICY DISSEMINATIONIINDEB IDEA.

“The Secreur{
“(1) wid dxsseminate the. pohx of the Department in
the- date of enactment of the Improving America’s
. ‘ iCha%oill:ﬁM of 1994 with respect to disciplining children with
’ s es;
Recorda. “2) collect data on the incidence of children with disabil-
‘ - ities (as such term is defined in section 602(aX1) of the Individ-
- uals With Disabilities Education Act) engaging in life threaten-
- ing behavior or bringing weapons to schools; and
Reports. *(3) submit a mport to Congress not later than January
31, 1995, analyzing the strengths and roblems with the current
, appmaches regardmg dmcxplmmg children with disabilities.

[N

Appendix A — the Gun-Free Schools Act
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ELEMENTARY AND SECONDARY EDUCATION ACT (ESEA) -
as arnended by

IMPROVING AMERICA'S SCHOOLS ACT OF 1994 (IASA)
" TITLE XIV, PARTF -

" GUN-FREE SCHOOLS ACT REPORT

"

FORM APPROVED
OMB #1810-0602

: -Expiration Date: 4/30/00

According to the Paperwork Reduction Act of 19'95, no persons are required to respond to a collection of
information unless such collection displays a valid OMB control number. The valid OMB control number
for this information collection is 1810-0602. The time required to complete this information collection is
estimated to average 8 hours per response, including the time to review instructions, search existing data -
resources, 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,

please write to: U.S. Department of Education, Washington, DC 20202-4651. [f you have comments

or concerns regarding the status of your individual submission of this form, write directly to: Safe

and Drug-Free Schools Program, U.S. Department of Education, 600 lndependenee Avenue SW.,

- Portals Building, Room 604, Washmgton DC 20202-8123 v , A



~ GUN-FREE SCHOOLS ACT REPORT

INTRODUCTION

The Gun-Free Schools Act (GFSA), Part F of T‘xtle XIV of the Elementary and Secondary Education Act-~ -
(ESEA) of 1965, requires that each State have in effect a State law requiring local educational agenc:es
(LEAs) to expel from school for a period of not less than one year a student found to have brought a * o
weapon to school. In addition, under the GFSA, LEAs receiving ESEA funds must adopt a pohcy
. requiring referral to the criminal _]usuce or juvenile. delmquency system of any student who brings a -
firearm to school. :

Each State’s law also must allow. the chief administering officer of the LEA to modify the expulsion
requirement on a case-by-case basis. The GFSA also states that nothing in the. GFSA shall be construed -
to prevent a State from allowing a local educational agency that has expelled a student from such
student’s regular school scttmg from prov:dmg educanonal sennces to that student in an “alternative
setting. «

The GFSA also requires States to provxde annual reports to the Secretary of Educaxxon concemmg
~ implementation of the Act’s requirements. The Secretary is reqmred to report to Congress |f any State is
. notin comphance with the GFSA. .

PLEASE USE THE ATTACHED FORM TO PROVIDE INFORMATION ON MLEMENTATION S
OF TI-IE GFSA. 1

F‘onn'Approved: OMB No. 1810-0602: Expiration Datz4/30/00 o L C "

1




GENERAL DIRECTIONS FOR COMPLETING THE REPORT

. The time period covered by this report s the 1996-1997 school year.
. Please complete this entire form. If questions are left blank, we will not be able to interpret the
results and will have to follow up with a phone call. If a response to a question is “0” or “none,” be

sure to enter “0” or “none.” If. information is not available or not applicable, please md:cate by usmg
the following abbreviations: ,

MD = Missing Data ~ NA =Not Available

. Please retain 2 copy of the completed fonn for your ﬁles so that you will have a copy on hand to
~ refer to if we have quesnons about your responses.

. Please complete the attached form‘and mail no latcrﬁmn November 1, 1997 to:
| Wesm

: 1650 Research Boulevard

Roclelle. MD 20850

If questions arise about completing any of the nems on thc attached form, please do not hesitate to

contact the Safe and Drug-Free Schools Progm.m at (202) 260-3954 for clarification.

1%

i

Form Approved, OMB No. 1810-0602. Expiration Date: 4/30/00
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" GUN-FREE SCHOOLS ACT
STATE REPORT FORM

RESPONDENT INFORMATION

| .| Name of Agency Responding:

i
K

. Mailing :Address:.

| Name and Title of Individual Completing this Report: .

Telephone and Fax Numbér'of Individual Compleﬁng this Report:

Form Approved. OMB No. 1810-0602. Expiration Date: 43000
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LEA

GFSA
IDEA
ESEA

Elementary school

Junior high school

Senior high school

Other firearms

ABBREYIATIONS AND DEFINITIONS .

R
i

“local educational agency

Gun-Free Schools Act
Individuals with stab!lms Eduanon Act

A Elcmemary and Sccondary Eduesnon Act

A school class:ﬁed as elementary by state and local pracuce and composed of nny span ef
grades not above Grade 6. Combined elementary/junior high schools are considered junior
high schools and combined elementary and secondary schools (es., K-lz buﬁdmgs) are
classxﬁed as high schools for this report. ‘

A sepanately organized and administered school intermediate between elemenmy and senior
high schools, which m:ght also be called &8 middle school, usually includes Grades 7, 8,and 9;
Grade 7 and 8; or .Grades 6, 7, and 8. Combined elementary/junior high schools are
considered junior high schools for this report; junior/senior high schooi combinations are

def’med as senior high schools.

A school offering the final yeazi of school work necessary for graduati_on. usually including
Grades 10, 11, and 12; or Grades 9, 10, 11, and 12. Combined junior and senior high schools
are classified as’high schools for this form; combined elemcnmy and secondary schools (e.g.,
K-12 buildings) are classified as hxgh schools. .

Firearms other than handgun.s, rifles or shotguns as defined in 18 USC 921. Accordmg to
Section 921 the following are mcludod wxdxm the deﬁmtxon. ‘ .

. = any weapon (mcludmg 8 starter gun) whxch will or is desxgned to or may readxly be

converted to expel a projectile by the action of any explosive;
- the frame or receiver of any weapon described above;
~ any firearm muffler or firearm silencer; -
-any deswructive device, which includes: o
(a) any explosive, incendiary, or ponson ps '
' (1) bomb; -
()  grenade, - L ‘ B
) rocket having a propellant charge of more than four ounces,
) missile hgving an explosive or incendiary charge of more than
: one-quarter ounce, : _
(%) mine, or v
' (6) similar device
(b) any weapon which will, or which may be readily converted to, expel
: projectile by the action of an explosive cr other propellant, and which has
" any barrel with a bore of more than one-half inch in diameter
(¢) any combination or parts either designed or intended for use in converting
<+ " any device into any desuctive device described in the two immediately
preceding examples. and ﬁ-om which a cestnuctive device may be readily
assembled. - .

i

Form Approved, OMB No. 1810-0602. Expiration Date: 4/30/00

4

Pt



FIREARMS EXPULSIONS =

1.

[ school Level N Handguns Rifles/Shotguns | Other Firearms

. “Junior Hig(‘hA School
| Senior High School.

Please indicate the number of studems expclicd in your State under your State s law that requires a
one-year expulsion for a student who bringsa firearm to school. [Do not include in your response
to this question students who have brought a firearm to school but who have not been expelled, .
whether because of dxsabtluy an zmervenmg court order, delays in the process, or any other -::
reason.]- . : .

Elementary Séhool

Total

How many of the expulsxons reported in ttem #l were shortened to 8 term of less than one yearby
the chief administering officer of an LEA under thc case-by-case modification provisions of
Section 14601(bX 1) of the GFSA? (Do nor include in your response to this question modifications

-imder the case-by-case exception provision of Section 14601 (b){l) other :han those that shorten
- the term of the e.rpzd::on 1o less than one yem' ] , , ’

How rhany of the modifications reported in item' #2 Were‘ for students who are not students with |
disabilities as defined in Section 602(aX1) of the IDEA? . :

- [The GFSA epr:c::{y :faiés ihat'ihe‘ Act mu.ﬁ' be construed in a mannef con.sz:teét with the
- Individuals with Disabilities Ea'uca:zon Act (IDEA). Compliance with the GFSA can be achieved
consistent with the IDEA as long as discipline of such students is determined on a case-by-case

basis under the GFSA provision that permits modification of the expulsion requirement on a case-
by-case 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 State law, placed in an interim
alternative educational setting that is determined by the student’s individualized education

' program.team, for up to 45 calendar days. If the student’s parents initiate due process
. proceedings under the [DEA, the student must remain in that- interim alternative educational
. setting during authorized review proceedings, unless the parents and school district can agree on a

different placemenit. Before an expulsion can occur, the IDEA requires a determination by a group
of persons knowledgeable about the student on whether the bringing of a firearm to school was a
manifestation of the student’s disability. A student with a disability may be expelled only if this

group of persons determines that the bringing of a firearm to school was not a manifestation of the

student's disability, and the school follows applicable ID£.4 procedwaf safeguards before the

Form Apptoved. OMB No. 1810-0602. Expiration Date: 4/30/00 . - o - <
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expulsion occurs. Under IDEA, students with disabilities who are expelled in accordance with
these conditions must continue to receive educational services during the expulsion period. Under
Section 602 (a)(l) of the IDEA, the term “children with disabilities” is defined as:

children — '
(i) with mental retardation, hearing impairments including deafness, speech or
language impairments, visual impairments, - including blindness, serious -
emotional disturbance, orthopedic impairments, autism, traumatic brain injury,
other healtlz impairments, or specific learning dzsabxlmes. and

(i) who, by reason thereof, need special education and related services. ]

4.  How many of the expulsions reported in item #1 rcsulted in 2 referral of the expelled student to an
alternative school or progra.m?

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 requxres that a student who brings a firearm to school be expclied for one
year.

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

Form Approved, OMB No. 1810-0602. Expiration Date: 4/30/00 -
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6.  List the name and address of each LEA that has not provnded an assurance that it is in compllance
with the requirement in Section 14602 that an LEA receiving ESEA funds have in place a policy

- ‘requiring referral to the ¢criminal justice or Juvemle delmquency system of any student who brings
-a firearm to a school.

(Attach a separate sheet if more space is required to Iis.t'LEAs.) :

Form Approved. OMB No. 1810-0602. Expiration Date: 4/30/00
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fUNlTED STATES | B . G
DEPARTMENT or EDUCATION
| FOR RELEASE May8 1998 ; l Contact Mehnda Krtchell Maltco‘”
T A ] S Ry (202)401 1008»:

R MORE THAN 6, 000 STUDENTS NA’I‘IONWIDE EXPELLED
* FOR BRINGING A FIREARM TO SCHOOL LT
B : 1 :
In school year 1996 97 the U S Department of Educatlon esttmates that under zero

1

y tolerance pohcles 6 093 students were expelled from publlc schools for bnngmg a ﬁrearm to

‘o e 1_.
. AM PN Cy .

“school, e A

C
=3, |

- “This report lS a clear mdtcatlo!n that our natlon S pubhc schools are crackmg down on

‘ students who bnng guns to school Y satd U: S Secretary of Educatron chhard W erey “We R
l ,
: need to be tough rmnded about keeplng guns out of our schools and do everythrng possrb e to E

L keep our chtldren safe B
The Gun-Free Schools Act srgned mto law m 1994 requrres states to pass laws ordermg

‘ school dtstncts to expel for one' year any student who bnngs a ﬁrearm to school Al states have :

l

The overwhelmmg majonty of| expulsrons under the law -- 58 percent -- were for
handguns brought to school Seven percent were for rlﬂes or shotguns and 35 percent were t‘or ;

some other type of ﬁrearm mcludmg bombs grenades or starter prstols Forty-sevenstates and y V
' temtones reported thrs data by state 1 ‘

- “I urge schools to do everythmg possrble to make sure that expelled students are sent to

alternatrve schools ? sald Rtley “A student who gets expelled for bnngmg a gun to school should |
Dol .
1 :not be allowed to Just hang out on the street These young people need to get therr hves tumed



http:states.to

, The department notes the report s ﬁndmgs should be mterpreted wrth cautton Some
: ”states submrtted data on all weapons not ﬁrearms Others subnutted aggregate data not broken
- out by school level and/or type of weapon Data collection is tmprovmg since. rmplementatton of

' the law but the quahty of data on. expulsrons vanes wtdely state-to-state

- Guns prompted expulsxons in, all levels of schools The majonty of expulsrons 56 percent

o were in lugh schools 34 percent were in jumor hrghs and 9 percent were in elementary schools

3 More than two-tlnrds of all reported expulsrons were reported by school level Wlth 49 states and
.temtones reportmg this data. 'L' a : e : -
States must subrmt annual reports on the number of students e)rpelled by ﬁrearm type and - :
A school level the number of expulsnons that were modtﬁed on a case-by—case basrs how man)r of
those cases were not for students »\nth disabilities; and the'number of expelled students who we're
‘ referred to an altemattve school or program The report mcludes state-by-state data for these "
categones however Anot all states and temtones subrrutted data for each category |
| ;Other ﬁndmgs from the report mclude |

. one~th1rd ‘of expulsions were shortened to-less than one year with 43 states and terntones B

 reporting this data; ‘The law permits flexibility by allowmg school dlstncts to modrfy the
“ expulswn requn'ement ona case-by-case ba51s '

L

.. | . : 39 states reported on the. dlsablhty status of the students who’ recelved shortened
' expulsions, revealmg that 63 percent of these studenits were not considered dlsabled

e 56 percent of students were referred for an alternative placement The Gun Free Schools
. Act allows local officials to refer expelled students to an alternattve school or program
Forty states reported information for tlus 1tem

e . “The Gun Free Sohools Act is authonzed under the Elementary and Secondary Education
Act as’ amended in' 1994 The data covers students in grades K-12



Tobacco Q&A
_ May 8,1998

I understand Minnesota will announce thls afternoon that it has settled 1ts tobacco
lawsuit. What does this mean for tobacco leglslatlon" :

Assuming Minnesota has settled its suit as reported in the press, we think it will add to
the momentum behind strong, comprehensive, and bipartisan tobacco legislation. In four
states, the tobacco industry will have been held accountable -- and will have agreed to
tough measures to reduce youth smoking. The remaining challenge is to pass legislation
that puts these and other measures into place on a national level. All our nation’s

.. children are at risk from tobacco, and we must have comprehenswe national leglslatlon '
to stop young Amerlcans from smokmg before they start.

Background: According to the AP, under the-settlement, which has not yet been
formally announced, the tobacco companies would pay Minnesota and Blue Cross and
Blue Shield more than $6 billion over the next 25 years. Other portions of the proposal,
according to "St. Paul's Pioneer Press," are permanent injunctions to combat marketing
cigarettes to minors and engaging in anti-competitive activities; the shutdown of the
Council for Tobacco Research, an organization used to. raise doubts about the health
hazards of smoking; and the release of more internal tobacco company documents.



Tobacco Q&A’s
May 8, 1998

. Today’s New York T imes indicates that smuggling of US cigarettes abroad is a
major problem. Don’t you expect this to become exacerbated if there is a significant
price increase on cxgarettes" ‘ '

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 should put out an

advertisement saymg that comprehenswe tobacce 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 and largely -
incorporated in Senator McCain’s bill. ThIS system would (1) create a “closed
distribution system” for tobacco products so that only licensed 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 belleve that with
these safeguards in place, tobacco smugghng will be mlmmlzed :

How do you respond to the full page ad in today’s Washinggon Post quoting niajor
law enforcement organizations which believe that the McCain bill will create a huge
black market for clgarettes" ' '

First, as today ] New York,Tlmes étory 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 1ndustry that is responSIble for this law enforcement
problem. :

Of course, we take 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
over sixty years and largely incorporated in the McCain bill. Other major law
enforcement organizations, such as the Major Cities Chiefs and the International
Association of 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 (1) create a “closed distribution system” for
tobacco products so that only licensed entities can sell or buy products;'(2) clearly brand



packages for export, to prevent them from being dwerted and (3) establish and enforce
penalties and other actions for v1olators ’ : *

At the hearmg, law enforcement officials from ATF and Customs concurred that with the
~ right system in place we can keep smuggling to a minimum. '
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Q.

Class Size Q’s.and A’s
May 8, 1998

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?

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 proposal is considered on its own
terms. As we learned in 1996, as we get closer to the Fall elections, Congressional
interest 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

educatlon 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. Itisn’ta 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 of both parties, who

met with the President just yesterday, support federal funding to help reduce class size.
We hope the Congress will join with parents, educators and elected officials to support
this eﬂ‘ort on a bipartisan basis.

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 Al Hunt) last week,
the President said 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? - -

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 throughout the country. ‘
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Q.

The President has proposed to pay for this class size reduction initiative out of funds
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?

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 wxll work hard
to find effective funding mechanisms.

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?

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.

California already has a 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?

Like most federal education programs, the President’s proposal would require states to
continue its own efforts and not 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. -
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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 of Education to convene a panel of experts to discuss the
recent school shootings. Two weeks ago, the President met with this group to discuss the
common features of these tragic shootmgs and learn about what we can do to prevent

“such horrible incidents 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% of public 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 of Education 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 of youth 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 of gangs, 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.
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Questions and Answers on the Report on Gun-Free Schools
May 8, 1998 '

What is the Gun-Free Schools Act?

- 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 of not 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. :

What does the GFSA Repdrt tell us about implementation of the GFSA?

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 of these
were high school students (56%), and most cases involved handguns (58%). Also, most
of the students expelled (56%) were 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.

Does this represent an increase or decrease in expulsions?

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 of expulsions 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.

Do ydu believe that the GFSA is making our schools safer?

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 of zero tolerance causes students to change their behaviors. In
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Alexandria, zero tolerance initially resulted in increased suspensions and disciplinary
actions, but the number of suspendable 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.

What happens to students who are expelled?

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 of these students are not being placed in alternative

schools, and that is troubling. The Administration supports the growing movement to
develop alternative schools, many of which tend to be charter schools. -

Why were some of the expulsions in the GFSA report shortened?

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 of another 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. ’

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?

We are beginning an investigation of why 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 of Education is working closely with the incoming school superintendent,
Arlene Ackerman, to make sure that the District continues to comply with the GFSA.

Is DC in danger of losing its funding because it did not implement the law in
1996-1997?

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 incoming 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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EXECUTIVE OFFICE OF THE PRESIDENT
OFF CE OF MANAGEMENT AND BUDGET
WASH!NGTON DC 20503

THE DIRECTOR

MEMORANDUM FOR THE PRESIDENT

FROM:  Franklin D. Raines \M‘

‘ SUBJ ECT: Presidential Transmittal of the "Class-Size Reduction and Teacher Quahty Act
' _ of 1998" '

I am forwarding a legislative proposal -- entitled the "Class-Size Reduction and Teacher
Quality Act of 1998" -- for your transmittal 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 contams two ongma]s and eight copies of: the Presxdennal Transmittal
Message to the Congress, the legislative proposal, a sectional analysm of the proposal and a
~related fact sheet. :

, These materials were prepared by the Department of Education. They have been
coordinated with the Domestic Policy Council and this Office. (The legislative pmposal was

also reviewed by the Departments of the Treasury, Justice, and the Interior.)

Aftachments



TO THE CONGRESS OF THE UNITED-STATES-

I am pleased to transmlt today for your immediate
consideration and enactment.the. "Class-Size Reduction and Teacher
Quality Act of 1998." This legislative 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 1mpact of class size on teaching and
. learning, particularly in the critically important.early grades,
where students learn readlng 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 maintain those gains over time. These
gains. occur because teachers in small classes can provide
students with more individualized attention, spend more time on
instruction and less time on discipline, and cover more material
effectively. Moreover, the benefits of smaller classes are
greatest for poor, minority, and inner-city children, the
children who frequently face the greatest challenges in achieving
to hlgh educatlonal standards :

' Smaller classes will. have the greatest lmpact on- student
learning if the new teachers brought “into the classroom are well
qualified to teach reading and to take advantage of smaller
learning environments. For this reason, my proposal emphasizes
not just class-size reduction but also educator professional
development, and it w1ll give school districts adequate time to
recruit and train staff. 'while phasing in smaller classes.
Furthermore, all new teachers hired under the program would be
requlred to pass a State teacher competency test and would also
have to be certified to teach or be maklng satlsfactory progress
. toward full certification.

We can help all of our students learn to read independently
and well by the third grade, get a solid foundation in basic
skills, and reach high educational standards if we start them. off
with small classes and well- prepared teachers in the early
grades

- Under my proposal the Department .of Education would
allocate $20.8 billion in mandatory appropriations over a 1l0-year
period (beginning with $1.1 billion in fiscal year 1999) to
States. The States would then'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 distributing
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these funds, while ensurlng that the most needy school dlStrlCtS
receive a fair share.

Moreover, because the proposal would actually approprlate
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 within: 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 available for a variety of activities to ensure that
-students in the early grades receive sound and effective
instruction, such as making sure that teachers know how to teach
reading and other subjects effectively in small 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 1ts 1mpact on readlng achlevement
and teaching. . :

I urge the Congress to take prompt and favorable action on
this proposal Its. enactment would help school dlstrlcts reduce
class sizes in the early grades and improve instruction and
. achievement in reading, issues that are of major 1mportance to
. parents and to the Natlon

"WILLIAM J. CLINTON:

THE WHITE HOUSE
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For Immediate Release o - Mays, 1998
Class-Size Reduction and Teacher Quality Act

The President today forwarded to Congress a legislative proposal to help States and school -
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 would also assist school drstrrcts in ensuring
that the new teachers hired, in the national effort to reduce class sizes, ‘have the, skrlls and tramrng
needed to educate their students to high standards. ' ‘

Need for the Bill

The need for this legislation is clear. As schools across the Nation have struggled o
accommodate increasing enrollments, educators and parents have become increasingly concerned
about the impact of class size on teaching and learning, particularly in the early elementary
grades, where students learn readmg 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, the children who frequently face the
greatest challenges in achieving to high educational 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 take advantage of smaller learning
environments. For this reason, the proposal emphasizes not just class-size reduction but also
educator professional development, and it will give school districts adequate trme to recruit and
train staff while phasing in smaller classes. : : :

Summary of the Prop_osal

0 The bill would authorrze $20.8 billion in mandatory appropriations over a 10-year perrod

beginning with $1.1 billion i in FY 1999. This proposal is fully paid for in the Prestdent s o

FY 1999 Budget, and therefore would not reduce the budget surplus

0 The Department of Education would dlstrrbute these funds to States on ‘the basis of each
State’s share of funding under the Elementary and Secondary Education ActTitle T
- program (which provides formula grants primarily on the basis of counts of children
living in poverty). - :
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States, in turn, would distribute the funds to school districts that have 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 L. '

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 practices in.small classes; providing mentors or
~other support for newly hired teachers; recruiting well-prepared teachers; testing new

~ teachers before they are hired; and developmg Tigorous new assessments for new

teachers.

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 proﬁc:lency and upgrade cemﬁcatlon
requirements for new teachers. ~ a

The Federal Government cannot, and should not, bear the entire cost 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 portion of the costs under the program. It would set a matching rate of
“up to 35 percent, depending on the poverty rate of the district. ’ :

The proposal stresses accountability for results. Schools and school 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 1mprovement actions
and, ultrmately, would lose program funding.



