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Abstract 

Concerns relative to the eligibility criteria for categorical 

programs prompted this study. It involved assembling data about 

"special" students and the support services offered to them in the 

Fridley school district. The results identified many important 

problems and strengths including the major finding that a 

substantial number of "at risk" students are unserved by any 

support program. Proposals are made for further study and for 

addressing specific problem areas. 
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Introduction 

The Fridley School District conducts a number of support programs 

designed to meet the needs of students who have not been progressing well in 

the "regular" school programs or who have other school-related problems. 

Among these are the special education programs which have become larger and 

more complicated in recent years. Nationally, about 11% of students are 

enrolled in special education programs; in Fridley, 10 .9% of the total 

student body were receiving special education at the time of the last 

federal reporting date (December 1, 1988) . 

In Minnesota and elsewhere there has been rising concern for the large 

and increasing numbers of students placed in I.earning Disability (ID) 

programs. Nationally, about 44% of all special education placements are now 

in the ID category. In Fridley, the total number of students in special 

education programs (as of December 1, 1988) was 292 of whom 117 or 40% were 

in the learning disability category. The Fridley School District is about 

average in the rate of categorizing students as learning disabled and in 

other eategories. 

The Chapter I program which offers instruction in reading and 

arithmetic for one-half hour per day in regular classrooms operates only in 

the elementary schools. other programs serve students for whom English is a 

second language, those showing behavioral disorders, students with 
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significant sensory problems, those who are intellectually retarded, and 

students with speech and language irnpainnents. Remedial reading programs, 

supported by local funds, operate in the Middle and High Schools. 

It is of concern that the boundaries of categorical programs as 

conducted at local level are so highly influenced by state and federal 

guidelines, policies, and regulations. The boundaries are changed from time 

to time. As a result, a student can become ineligible for a program silllply 

because a state rule has changed. A particular problem has been raised 

recently in connection with action taken by officials of the Minnesota State 

Deparbnent of Education (SDE) to change eligibility guidelines for several 

of the categorical programs. Another concern has been to achieve 

consistency in illlplementation of eligibility criteria across all schools of 

the district. It was in this context that the present study was proposed. 

The idea was to look closely at what is happening in the educational lives 

of all students, especially in the cases of students who are progressing 

least well in basic school subjects or who appear to be "at risk" in some 

way. 

The concern outlined above was the basis for a request to the College 

of Education, University of Minnesota, and its new Center for Applied 

Research and F.ducational Improvement (C.AREI ) , to undertake a collaborative 

study in the Fridley School District. The study would involve assembling 

data about present "special" students and the full variety of support 

prcgrams offered to them, followed by cooperative deliberations on policy 

and progranrrnatic issues. An agreement was reached in Fall, 1988, to 

undertake the study in a collaborative way and the study was conducted in 

the following months. 
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The Study Questions and Plan 

A basic question to be addressed through data collection and analysis 

was: How many students who need special help are falling "between the 

cracks" of the several programs? Two subsidiary questions were: (a ) how 

many students who show poor reading ability fall below the 20th percentile 

on reading test scores are (and are not) receiving support se:rvices? (b) 

How many students are identified by teachers and other professional staff as 

"at risk" and how many of them are (and are not) receiving support se:rvices? 

Parts of the analyses were perf onned using the total student population of 

the District. Other more limited analyses were made only for students in 

grades 2, 3, 4, 6, 9, and 12. The limitation to these six grade levels 

occurred because recent achievement test data were available only for 

students in these grades. Even for these selected grades levels, data are 

somewhat incomplete since a few students withdrew from the district during 

the period from Spring (when tests were given) to Fall, 1988, and some new 

students entered the district in the same inte:rval. For these reasons, plus 

others--such as absence from school of some students on test- taking days-

the data reported here do not summarize the situation in the district in a 

complete way. However, it is believed that they are reasonably complete and 

reflect major program features and trends in the selected areas of study. 

Beyond the data analysis, the study was intended to lead to 

discussions of policy and planning which would consider broadly the problems 

of learning and adjustment of students and the possibilities for program 

improvement in the district to meet student needs. The possibility of 

seeking "waivers" of some State rules and regulation_s in order to undertake 
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experimental -programs was a consideration from the beginning; but only if 

data supported needs for new kinds of programs and there was strong support 

for trying new approaches. 

The LJ::M Reading Group 

A key part of the study involved a "close look" at students who scored 

below the 20th percentile on a general measure of reading ability. We refer 

to these students as the "low reading group." This brought into focus the 

lowest groups of students at the several grade levels according to reading 

test scores. Studies show that the two most important reasons for referral 

of students to support programs are poor reading and unacceptable social 

behavior. In this part of the study the focus was limited to reading 

ability.* 

Before proceeding to the low reading group analyses it will be helpful 

to see how well students of the Fridley Schools, in general, do on reading 

tests. Table 1 shows how students in several grades of the schools of the 

Fridley district scored on reading tests in Spring, 1988, in comparison with 

students for the entire nation. Nonn-referenced standardized tests are 

constructed so that 25% of students in the national nonn group fall within 

each of the quartile ranges shown in Table 1. Fridley students scored 

consistently higher than the national nonn group used for the test. For 

example, at 3rd grade level 39.8% of the students at Elementary School B 

scored above the 75th percentile, an excess of 14.8% over the 25% expected 

*A limited amount of data was collected on students who scored in the 
top 20% in reading (above the 80th percentile), but time did not permit a 
full study of this group. Perhaps this kind of extended study can be done 
at a later time . 
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if this group of students were strictly "average" as compared with all 3rd 

graders of the nation. Only 5.9% of 3:rd grade students at Elementary School 

B scored within the bottom quartile range. on average, 3:rd graders at 

Elementary School B, when tested at grade level 3.7, were reading as well as 

students (nationally) at grade 4.3. In general, scores for 3:rd grade 

students at Elementary School A were closer to national averages, but the 

very lCM incidence of poor readers (only 5.8% in the lc:Mest quartile range) 

is notable. At Middle and High School levels, Fridley students score-on 

average--about one full grade year higher than the national averages. While 

the test results might be construed to i.nd.icate that Fridley is doing very 

well with respect to teaching students to read, recent evidence leads us to 

be more consei:vati ve in our appraisal. Apparently, virtually all State and 

school districts report that their students are scoring above the national 

norms. 

The data in Table 1 provide a context within which the analyses of lCM 

reading groups in the Fridley School District can be considered. For our 

purposes, "low" will be defined relative to Fridley norms rather than 

national norms. It is important to try to understand the characteristics of 

those shc:Ming least progress in reading in local schools; and it is true, of 

course, that a feM local students do score lCM in all contexts and 

comparisons. 

For our analyses we identified the students scoring in the bottom 20 

percent on reading test scores based on local school norms. Most students 

in the lCM reading group had attended Fridley Public Schools for their 

entire fonnal schooling (170 out of 248 ) ; that is, from grade one on. A 
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total of 78 had entered Fridley schools at grade level two or higher. Thus, 

whatever is operating to produce results shown in these analyses must be 

attributed mainly to experiences in families, schools, and the broader 

environs of Fridley. 

Table 2 shows the distribution of these bottom 20% of students by sex. 

At every grade and in every school, boys outnumbered girls in the low

reading group. In total the boy/ girl ratio, 143 to 85, was at approximately 

a 1.7 to 1 level. 

Table 3 reports data on the numbers and percentages of students in the 

low reading groups (those in the bottom 20%) who are still enrolled in 

Fridley schools and who received or are receiving help in support programs 

of some kind. Included as support programs are special education programs, 

Chapter I services, the English as Second language program, and remedial 

reading. The term "support programs" is used when referring to the 

composite of all of these programs. About 60% of the low reading group were 

found to be enrolled in support programs. An additional 11% had received 

help in a support program at an earlier time. About 29% of students in low 

reading groups (IRG) were not enrolled and had never been enrolled in 

support programs. The rates of support program service for I.RG students is 

substantially higher in elementary schools than in middle and high schools. 

In Elementary School A, for example, 85% of the students in the low reading 

group were in or had been in special programs. The comparable rate at the 

high school was 51%. 

Table 4 reports details on enrollments in the various support programs 

for students in the low reading group. Special education enrollments total 
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78. .A breakdown of the special education enrollments is given by 

categories: E/ BD = emotionally and behaviorally disturbed; LD = learning 

disability; MH-MM = mentally handicapped/ mild and moderate; S/ LI = speech 

and language impaired. Of all students enrolled in special education 

programs (at the selected grade levels studied) , 59% scored below the 20th 

percentile on the reading test. In other words, about 3 out of 5 special 

education students would have been identified simply by observing their low 

reading test scores. More students in the EBD category scored above the 

20th percentile in reading (9 out of 15) than in any other category. A 

total of 80 students were enrolled in other support programs, including 57 

in Chapter I programs. Only the elementary schools operate Chapter I 

programs. Eight students were enrolled in English as Second language (FSL) 

programs, twelve were served in a remedial reading program at the Middle 

School, and one ninth grade student was enrolled in a remedial reading 

program conducted at the High School. The data reported in Table 4 are for 

programs conducted within the respective buildings. This excludes data on a 

small number of handicapped students in highly specialized, out-of-district 

programs. The "overlap" totals shown in Table 4 reflect the numbers of 

cases in which students were enrolled in more than one special program; 137 

students were served in 158 special placements. 

Table 5 reflects data concerning various status variables for the low 

reading groups. First considered is the racial distribution of students. 

In the low reading group 9.65% were minority students which compares with a 

percentage for the entire school district of 6.3%. 'Ibe largest number of 

minority students in the low reading group were "Asian" (N = 11) , followed 
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by Black (N = 7) , Hispanic (N = 4) , and Indian (N = 3) . Because numbers are 

small and because eight of the support program placements were for inunigrant 

children in the ESL program, minority status with respect to race tells 

little about low reading achievement among students of the Fridley district. 

Excluding the ESL program, 6.14% of the enrollees in support programs were 

minority students. 

Data on school absences and tardiness are also SUITU'!'arized in Table 6. 

On average, students in the low reading group missed. school in the 1987-88 

school year on 7 .55 days. That compares with an average for all students of 

the district of 7. 04 days. The mean mnnber of reported days "tardy" for the 

low reading groups was 1. 99 as compared. with a mean of 1. 36 for all students 

of the district. It appears that data on absences and tardiness are not 

greatly different for low reading groups and the school population as a 

whole; however, differences at Middle and High School levels are noteworthy 

and will deserve continued monitoring. 

Students Identified. As "At Risk" 

A second major part of the study was concerned. with "at risk" 

students. All students were considered. and all licensed. staff (teachers, 

counselors, psychologists, and administrators) of the district participated. 

in the study. Data were collected. at the school mid-year (Jan. -March) in 

1989. 

The term "at risk" has become popular but admittedly is quite 

ambiguous. In the present study, an attempt was made to capture the 

observations of teachers and other professional staff about students who 

show signs of significant difficulties in their lives. Teachers were asked. 
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to identify students who appeared to be "at risk" for significant problems 

in one or more of the following three ways: 1) academic, 2) organizational 

(students who come to school without materials and school assignments in 

good order) , or 3) social-emotional behavior. 

Data provided in Table 6 show that the staff rated about 21% of the 

total school population as "at risk" academically. The comparable 

percentages for "at risk" organizationally and social-emotionally were 17% 

and 15%, respectively. Some students were rated as "at risk" in two or 

three of the categories. The total number of students rated as "at risk" in 

one or more categories was 774 (the unduplicated count) , just over 31% of 

the entire student body. It may be noted that the percentages of students 

rated as "at risk" was somewhat higher at the Middle and High School levels 

than at elementary school level. More than a third of the students in the 

Middle and High School were rated as "at risk" by their teachers and other 

professional staff. 

Table 7 records the "at risk" data by grade level. The highest single 

grade in rates of "high risk" designation was grade one--where about 41% of 

students were considered to be at risk. Notably, it is the academic 

category of risk that shows the highest rate at first grade level. Except 

for first grade , the rates of "at risk" categorization across grades is 

relatively constant, with some rise in numbers and percentages at the Middle 

and High School levels. However, data for the 12th grade show a sharp drop 

in numbers of "at risk" students, a finding we cannot explain. Possibly the 

greater number of electives allowed at the senior level facilitates improved 

adjustment. Also, there may be more drop- outs among "at risk" students, 
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although the drop-out rate at the High School reportedly is relatively low. 

Tables 8 and 9 provide sunmru:y data on students in the low reading 

groups, those rated by staff as "at risk" and those who were in both IRG and 

"at risk" categories. Table 8 shows the numbers and percentages of these 

students who were being served in support programs of the Fridley schools. 

The data reported in percentages deserve most attention in Tables 8 and 9, 

since the number of students in the base groups varied and raw numbers 

cannot be compared directly. 

Table 8 shows that of students scoring in the bottom 20 percent on 

CTES reading tests, 60.09% were being served in support programs. For 

individual schools, the rates varied from 77.36% at Elementary School A down 

to 47.44% at the High School. It appears that a very close look at programs 

for low-achieving students would be justified at the High School. 

For all students nominated as "at risk" by staff, 31.40% were being 

served in support programs of the district. That figure happens to be 

almost exactly the same percentage as were nominated as "at risk" (31.1%). 

This indicates that students rated as "at risk" are served in support 

programs at no higher rate than are students in general. 

Further analysis suggests a difference in the percentages served in 

support programs at the several schools, with the High School in the most 

disadvantaged position. At Elementary School A 44.03% of "at risk" students 

were being served in support programs. Comparable figures at Elementary 

School B, Middle, and High Schools were 34.44%, 27.98%, and 24.72%, 

respectively. 
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Continuing the analysis of data provided in Table 8, it may be 

observed that when students are identified both by test (IRG) and staff 

nomination as "at risk," the rates of placement in support programs are very 

high. At Elementary School A, for example, 30 students met both the IRG and 

"at risk" criteria and all of them were in support programs of one kind or 

another. For all schools, students identified by both test and staff, 100 

out of 116 (86.21%) were enrolled in support programs. 

Table 9 shows students who are unserved in support programs of the 

Fridley District, using the same identification categories as in Table 8. 

For example, 53 students at Elementary School A were identified in the IRG 

group; of these, only 12 or 22.64% were unserved in support programs. The 

comparable figure for the High School was 52.56% (unserved) and for the 

entire district 39.91%. A higher proportion of "at risk" students, 68.60%, 

were unserved. in support programs. For students identified. both by lRG and 

"at risk" procedures, only 16 (13.79%) were unserved. as defined. here. A 

total of 16 students from the selected grades were identified. in dual 

fashion (both IRG and at risk) and yet were not in any support program. 

Changing State Guidelines 

One of the concerns which led to the present study was that changes in 

guidelines of the State Department of Education might cause a shift in 

eligibility standards for special education placements in the district. To 

study this situation, each referral for possible special education placement 

made in the first six months of 1988- 89 school year was examined. to see if 

the student would qualify (for special education programs) under both the 

II ld" 'd l' A "old" and the "new" State guidelines or only under the o gui e ines. 
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total of 53 referrals were made; 43 of the assessments were completed. 

Table 10 shows that of 43 cases considered 27 of the placements made in the 

six-month period would be in accord with the "new" guidelines; 5 would not. 

In 11 cases the students did not qualify under either old or new guidelines. 

This matter requires further study; but, so far, it appears that about 16% 

fewer students ref erred for study and possible support program placement 

would be found eligible under the "new" guidelines than under practices of 

earlier years. Note: even the five students "not eligible" under new state 

guidelines were accepted into special programs on a special policy provision 

by the Fridley school board for the 1988-89 school year. Also, it appears 

that an intensive new round of work on State guidelines and rules is 

beginning with new guidelines scheduled for implementation in 1991. 

Table 10 provides a breakdown of data by special education category 

and by school. It may be noted that most (3 out of 5) of the cases of non

eligibility under new guidelines occurred in the special education category 

of Emotional/ Behavioral Disorder (EBD) . The District staff was engaged 

intensively in reworking procedures for classification of students as E/ BD 

during the study period. 'Ihus, the discrepancy between "old" and "new" 

eligibility rates in this category may reflect changes in local practices at 

least as much as changed State guidelines. 

Surrrrnary 

1. Boys far outnumber girls among students who score low on reading tests 

in the Fridley district . 'Ihis is a common finding nationally, but not 

defensible. Such data reveal an important need for improvement in 

instruction for boys. 
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2. Rates of placement in special education programs within the Fridley 

School District are almost exactly "average" as compared with rates in 

other districts of the nation. 

3. Considering pupils who score lCM on reading tests (in the lCMest 20 

percent in each school) , the Fridley Schools do a good job in 

allocating children to "support programs" at the elementary and middle 

school levels. The rate of support placements at the High School is 

substantially lower. 

4. It is estimated that follCMing the "new" guidelines for placement of 

students in special education programs would result in about a sixteen 

percent reduction in such placements as compared with results under 

"old" guidelines. State guidelines do not have the status of 

regulations or law, leaving local officials much discretionary 

latitude in placement practices. It appears that a new set of State 

policies and guidelines regarding special education placements is 

being projected for dissemination and implementation in 1991. 

5. Minority students show a somewhat higher rate of low reading 

achievement than students in general; but the numbers of students 

involved is small. Eight of 22 minority students in support programs 

were enrolled in the low English proficiency program. 

6. School absence and tardiness rates are not greatly different for total 

low reading groups and other students; thus, they give no clues as to 

causes or results of relatively poor reading skill. At the High 

School level it appears that school absence rates ma.y be significantly 

higher for low readers. This situation will deserve close scrutiny 
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and continuous monitoring. 

7. Teachers and other professional staff describe about one- third (31.1%) 

of the student population in Fridley schools as "at risk" in one or 

more ways. The rates are relatively low at elementary school level 

and rise above the one- third level at the Middle and High Schools. 

Two particulars are noteworthy about "at risk" rates: the high rate 

at first grade level (40.76%) and the sharp drop in rate for High 

School seniors (23.89%) . 

8. Most students considered to be "at risk" by teachers are not enrolled 

in support programs. The "unserved" rate is especially high at High 

School level. 

9. For students who are in low reading groups and also nominated as "at 

risk" the rate of placement in special programs is very high: more 

than 86% for the district as a whole. 

Returning to the basic questions raised in planning this study, it can be 

said and suggested: 

1. That the Fridley Schools are doing a very good job in providing 

support programs to low-achieving students, especially in elementary 

and middle schools. It appears, however, that attention to such 

students is needed at the High School. It is suggested that the 

District develop and apply systematic procedures for review of 

achievement test results to detennine whether some students who need 

special help might be overlooked. In this connection it is proposed 

that all students be required to take tests included in the District 

testing program. Apparently make-up provisions are not made 
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consistently in all schools to make certain that students absent on 

the first test- taking days take tests on a "make-up" basis. 

Systematic and careful reviews of the behavioral status of every 

student, using locally-devised procedures,also are needed. Perhaps 

something like the "at risk" inventory conducted in Winter, 1989, 

could be used in future reviews. 

2. It may be appropriate to consider a policy to the effect that every 

student who scores below the 20th percentile on basic skill tests 

(such as in reading and mathematics) and is also considered "at risk" 

by teachers automatically be eligible for an individually designed 

special program. Possibly a waiver could be secured from the State 

Department of F.ducation to approve this procedure for qualifying 

students for special education, Chapter I, or other special programs. 

This would not be proposed as the only eligibility procedure; other 

students might be referred by the cormnon procedures. Nevertheless , 

having an efficient eligibility procedure that would serve most 

students with special needs could release resources, such as the time 

of psychologists and special education leaders , for work on program 

development. 

3. A major finding of this study is that a substantial m.nnber of students 

are considered by their teachers to be "at risk" and that most of them 

are unserved by any support program of the district . The problem is 

most evident at the High School level. It appears that creative work 

is needed in this area--especially in the High School--in both 

identification and in program development. 
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4. A special study is proposed to seek answers to the sharp drop in 

numbers of students considered to be "at risk" between the 11th and 

12th grades. Is there a similar finding for students in the 1989- 90 

academic year? Is there selective dropout of "at risk" students which 

might account for the data? 

5. It is proposed that a special study be made of the 16 students 

identified in Winter, 1989 , who were in low reading groups and also 

nominated as "at risk." A comparable study might be made in 1990. 

Such a study should help to reveal characteristics of students who are 

"falling through the cracks" of present special programs . 

6. It is prop0sed that the District continue to examine carefully 

procedures used to classify and place students in E/ BD programs and 

excercise local discretionary authority in such placements . It 

appears that using State guidelines for classif ica1:ton and placements 

in other special education programs will not present major 

difficulties. 



Table 1 

Percentages of Students in Quartile Groups on "Total Reading" Scores for the 
Comprehensive Test of Basic Skills in Fridley Schools: Spring, 1988 

Elementary Elementary Middle High 
Percentile Ranges School A School B School School 
National Nonns Grade 3 Grade 3 Grade 6 Grade 9 Grade 12 

76-99 20.9 39.8 37.1 37.3 31.9 

51-75 31.4 31.4 29.7 24.9 29.7 

26-50 41.9 22.9 25.1 22.5 22.5 

1-25 5.8 5.9 8.0 15.4 11. 7 

Grade level at 
Time of 
Testing 3.7 3.7 5.7 8.7 11. 7 

Median Grade 
Equivalent 
of Scores 3.9 4.3 6.7 9.8 12.5 



Table 2 

Distribution of students in the Lowest 2 O Percent in Reading by Sex 

School Elementacy Elementacy Middle High Totals 
School A School B School School 

Grade 2 3 4 2 3 4 6 9 12 

Total No. 16 19 18 19 19 24 35 31 47 228* . 

Boys 11 11 11 11 11 18 22 19 29 143 

Girls 5 8 7 8 8 6 13 12 18 85 

CAVFM: 

*20 students who dropped school or moved out of the district have been excluded in 
this analysis. 



Table 3 

Numbers and Percentages of Students in I1:M Reading Groups (Lowest 20%) 
Enrolled and Not Enrolled in support Programs 

Schools and Total Elementary Elementary 
Enrollment in School A School B Middle High 
Selected Grades (292 ) (334 ) (174 ) (394 ) 

I1:M N 53 62 35 78 
Reading 
Groups ~ 0 18.15 18.56 20.11 19.80 

CUrrently N 41 36 23 37 
in at I.east 
One support ~ 0 77 . 36 58.06 65 . 71 47.44 
Program 

Previously N 4 12 5 5 
in at I.east 
One Support % 7.55 19.35 14.29 6.41 
Program 

Never N 8 14 7 36 
Enrolled in 
a support % 15.09 22.58 20.00 46.15 
Program 

Total 
(1194 ) 

228 

19.10 

137 

60 . 09 

26 

11.40 

65 

28.51 



Table 4 

Enrollments in Supp:?rt Programs by students in Inw Reading Groups for Selected Grades 

School 

Grades 

Special Ed. 
Program 

E/ BD 

LD 

MH-MM 

S/ LI 

Other 
Services 

Ch.I 

ESL 

Reading 
Remed. 

Other 

Totals 

overlap 

Served 
Students 

Elementacy 
School A 

2 3 4 Total 

16 

0 0 3 3 

3 2 2 7 

2 2 0 4 

0 1 1 2 

34 

7 14 9 30 

1 0 1 2 

0 0 0 0 

0 2 0 2 

14 21 16 50 

9 

41 

Elementacy Middle High 
School B School School 

2 3 4 Total 6 9 12 

10 15 

0 0 0 0 2 4 2 

0 2 5 7 8 7 10 

0 0 0 0 2 5 3 

0 1 2 3 3 2 3 
(PH=l) 

29 12 

11 14 3 27 * * * 

0 2 0 2 0 1 3 

0 0 0 0 12 0 1 

0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

11 19 11 39 27 21 24 

3 4 

36 23 

*Chapter I program is not available for middle and high school students. 

Grand 
Total 

Total 

37 78 

6 11 

17 39 

8 14 

5 13 

5 80 

0 57 

4 8 

1 13 

0 2 

42 158 

5 21 

36 137 



Table 5 

status Variable Data on the low Reading Groups Compared with Data on Total Student 
Population of the District 

Elementary Elementary 
School A School B Middle High Total 

Variables N = 53 N = 62 N = 35 N = 78 N = 228 

N ~ N % N % N ~ N ~ 0 0 0 

Minority 
students in lRG 5 9.43 7 11.29 3 8.57 7 8.97 22** 9.65 

Majority 
students in lRG 48 90.57 55 88.71 32 91.43 71 91.03 206 90.35 

Absences 
low Reading 7.94 5.78 7.78 10.41 7.55 
Groups * 

Absences 
Total 6.61 6.13 6.36 8.40 7.04 
Population * 

Tardiness 
1ow Reading 1.91 0.84 2.75 2.62 1.99 
Groups * 

Tardiness 
Total 1.47 0.91 1. 70 1.50 1.36 
Population * 

* The numbers shown are the average number of days. 

**Eight of the minority students were recent i.rrrrnigrants enrolled. in the ESL 
program. If these students are omitted. from the calculations, only 14 minority 
students were enrolled. in support programs. That means that 6.14% of enrollees in 
other support programs (excluding ESL) were minority students. 



Table 6 

Numbers and Percentages of Students Designated as "As Risk" Academically, 
Organizationally, or Social-Emotionally by Teachers and other Professional Staff 

\ Schools 
\ 

\ Total 
\ enroll-

\ ments 
At Risk \ 
categories 

Academic 

Organizational 

Social/ 
Emotional 

Unduplicated 
Total 

Elementary Elementary 
School A School B 

N = 578 N = 604 

N 117 96 

% 20 .24 15.89 

N 89 72 

% 15.40 11.92 

N 76 56 

% 13.15 9.27 

N 159 151 

% 27.51 25. 00 

Middle High District 
School School Total 

N = 513 N = 794 N = 2489 

118 184 515 

23. 00 23.17 20.69 

119 144 424 

23.20 18.14 17. 03 

106 146 384 

20.66 18.39 15.43 

193 271 774 

37.62 34.13 31.10 



Table 7 

Numbers and Percentages of Students Nominated as "At Risk" by Gr ade 

\At Risk Social or Unduplicated 
\ Academic Organizational Emotional Total 

Grade \ 
N* N % N % N ~ 0 N ~ 

0 

K 194 23 11.86 12 6 . 19 18 9 . 28 34 17.53 

1 184 52 28.26 34 18.48 27 14.67 75 40.76 

2 212 36 16.98 28 13.21 29 13.68 58 27.36 

3 202 28 13.86 23 11.39 18 8.91 40 19.80 

4 212 39 18.40 34 16 . 04 25 11. 79 58 27.36 

5 · 178 35 19.66 30 16.85 15 8.43 45 25.28 

6 174 44 25.29 32 18.39 29 16.67 57 32.76 

7 163 31 19.02 44 26.99 40 24.54 67 41.10 

8 176 43 24.43 43 24.43 37 21.02 69 39 . 20 

9 168 54 32.14 32 19.05 29 17.26 60 35.71 

10 191 51 26 . 70 42 21.99 45 23.56 78 40.84 

11 209 47 22.49 47 22.49 42 20.10 79 37.80 

12 226 32 14.16 23 10.18 30 23.89 54 23 . 89 

TOI' 2489 515 20.69 424 17 . 03 384 15.43 774 31.10 

* Total enrollments at each grade of the four schools. 



Table 8 

IRG and "At Risk" Students Served in SUpport Programs 

Elementary Elementary 
Schools School A School B Middle High Total 
Total 
Enrollment* N = 578 N = 604 N = 527 N = 794 N = 2503 

N in Selecte:l 
Grades** N = 292 N = 334 N = 174 N = 394 N = 1194 

N in 
IRG 53 62 35 78 228 

N Serve:l in 
Support Programs 41 36 23 37 137 

% Serve:l in 
Support Programs 77.36 58.06 65.71 47.44 60.09 

N at Risk2 159 151 193 271 774 

N at Risk in 
Support Programs 70 52 54 67 243 

% at Risk Serve:l 
in Support 44.03 34.44 27.98 24. 72 31.40 
Programs 

N in IRG 30 27 21 38 116 
and at Risk 

N serve:l in 
Support Programs 30 25 18 27 100 

% Serve:l in 100.00 92.59 85.71 71.05 86.21 
Support Programs 

CAVEAT: 

*Data for students in all grades of the four schools. 

**Data for students in grades 2, 3, 4, 6, 9 and 12 who took the test in Spring, 
1988. 



Table 9 

LRG and "At Risk" Students Unsei:ved in Support Prcgrams 

\ Schools 
\ 

Total \ 
Enrollment \ 

N in Selected 
Grades 

N in IRG** 

% in 1RG 

Elementary 
School A 
N = 578 

N = 292 

53 

18.15 

N of LRG Unserved 
in Support Programs 12 

% in LRG Unserved 
in support Programs 22.64 

N At Risk 159 

% At Risk 27.51 

N At Risk Unsei:ved 
in Support 89 
Programs 

% At Risk Unsei:ved 
in Support Programs 55.97 

N both 1RG and 
At Risk** 

(N) unserved 

( % ) Unserved 

CAVEAT: 

30 

0 

10 . 00 

Elementary 
School B 
N = 604 

N = 334 

62 

18.56 

26 

43.33 

151 

25. 00 

99 

65.56 

27 

2 

7.40 

Middle 
N = 513 

N = 174 

35 

20.11 

12 

34.29 

193 

37.62 

139 

72. 02 

21 

3 

14.29 

High 
N = 794 

N = 394 

78 

19.80 

41 

52.56 

271 

34.13 

204 

75.28 

38 

11 

28.95 

Total 
N = 2489 

N = 1194 

228 

19.10 

91 

39.91 

774 

31.10 

531 

68.60 

116 

16*** 

13. 79 

*Data for students in grades 2,3 , 4,6,9 and 12 who took the tests in Spring, 1988. 
**Data for students identified by teacher/test both served and unsei:ved. 
***Five of these sixteen students had been sei:ved in at least one support program 
at one earlier time, but were not enrolled in any such program in the 1988-89 
school year. 



Table 10 

Status of Students Referred for Special Study 

{September 1988 - March 1989) 

Qualified Did Not 
Qualified Urrler Old Qualify 

Schools category Students Not In- Under But Not Under override 
Referred Assessed Complete New Rules New Rules Either 

Sill Total 21 1 0 9 1 10 1 
Elementary-B 4 0 0 2 1 1 1 

Elementary-A 9 0 0 4 0 5 0 

Middle 6 1 0 1 0 4 0 

High 2 0 0 2 0 0 0 
E/BD Total 24 0 9 12 3 0 0 

Elementary-B 2 0 2 0 0 0 0 

Elementary-A 7 0 5 2 0 0 0 

Middle 11 0 1 10 0 0 0 

High 4 0 1 0 3 0 0 
MMMH Total 7 0 0 6 0 1 0 

Elementacy-B 3 0 0 3 0 0 0 

Elementary-A 1 0 0 1 0 0 0 

Middle 2 0 0 2 0 0 0 

High 1 0 0 0 0 1 0 
OHI Total 1 0 0 0 1 0 0 

High 1 0 0 0 1 0 0 

Grand Total 53 1 9 27 5 11 1 


