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T | ' Abstract . : _— ' o
~ v [ i " N . . v
_ > f The relationship between referral and special education outcome. ~ .
S - T ~ ’ \. .
! ) was investigated in a state qhere students are referred by category ;

. ( .\ . " -
1 : (i.e., referred for LD services, MR. services, etc.). Of specific
v \J N *

4

interest was the congruence between categotries for which students were .

"~

) -  referred and eventual p1ecements. Results indicated that 72% of the
. . ‘
students referred were placed in some form of special education, and

N that most were p1aced in the special educat1on category for which they

- were referred. , Var1at1ons in the congruence ' between referral and | L
. b F ! e

. /
. . outcome as a funct1on of the person submitting the referra]s were

\; ) re]ative]y miner, except for parents " for whom 79% of theﬁreferred ,

A T

) studenn’ were not placed 1n speC1a1 educat1on. The resu1ts .are‘ : ‘  -

. another indication of the’ pr12§ry 1mportance of the referra1 ‘decision 7

ahd. the(.extent o which placement teams ‘operate conf1rmat1on " ‘

¢t

. F . s .- . . B
conferences. { - . ' -
. ) . . .
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b . The Congruence Between Reason for Refeﬂra1-and:

4 e

2 : : Placement Outcome _ -
In most school -ghistricts -teams of professionals' assess and: make

p]dcement decisions about students ,referred for psychoeducationa],

‘evaluation. It is the_referra1 decisian that triggers. action on the -

* - part of the p1acemeht team memberé.' ~In a recent study- (Algozzine, .

kY f b
. C e L)

Ysseldyke, & Christenson in press) it was reported that three to
: five percent of the school age poputation was re?erred for spec1a1
educet1on. -Anjaverage of 92% of the referred students were tested?.
73% }of'-those ‘tested + were pfaceo in specia1? educatidn programs:
> ~ (Algozzine, Christenson, & Ysseldyke, 1982).‘ These.data alone sugoest 3
that there is a'high proh@bi1ity_of referred chijdren being placed in* | ,
specig] educat1on programs. S %”\“ 12 ' . - -
' P1acement may be a* foregone conc}us1on as referral tr1ggers what
Algozzine et al. 'a11ed a Ysearch for patho1ogy”" When ch11dren are
referred, persopne1 begin | the process by * Tooking for what ~ 1s‘wrong o | 4
" with the child. Placing chiHJren in special education(is seen as a ' //
. .

4 ‘ way of helping teachers. The referral itself seems to 1ntroduce bias

~

into the dedisﬁonémaking process {cf. Algozzine & Ysse1dyke 1980

Ysseldyke, Algozzine, Régan & McGue, 1981). Ysseldyke, A1gozzine,
) ; o
Richey,'ard Graden (1982) reported that there was little re1at1onsh1p

" between deC1s1ons reached by pTacement teams and the extent-to which Coe

th" assessment data supported those “decisions. In 11ght cf such

-

findings, its _becomes important to examine more c1ose1y the effect of

the referral itself on outgomes for students. If the referral is a
e ' . \ .
presupposition to the outcome, then the entire referral-to-placement

process becomes _suspect. S ! il
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In most school districts students are: referred: simply forn?.

evaluation. Yet, in other school districts, students are referred for
’ v

specific types of gervices or for specifgc special education services.
]

Investigation of the placement outcomes of these referrals provides a ‘

- J

R uniqde opbo}tunity for studying the importance of the referral of a
~ ‘student -for épecia] education. ' The *purpose of . this stqd}’ was to ‘ ‘ }'

- in&estigate the relationship between referral and blacement outcome

under these cpnditibns. Specifically, we examined‘the extépt to which .

. . . . \
the category for*which a student was referred- agreed with the category o

—_—

in which the S£udent' was placed (if the student was -placed). In

. 4 ) . .
. addition, we Tooked at the degree of agreement between referral //

category and placement as a function of the‘_p 50n making the

referral. : - ) T
o | : " Method
4 . s

> Subjects . : o .

o -

?'Subjects were .258 students from 31-schools in Florida. These
) . ‘ . \

students were onés whose school recdrds .had been made'avaifab1e for °*
the :study. First or original reférra1s accounted for 201 of the
;' cases;‘¢inc1uded were 133 boys and 68 girls. The,'remaining 57
{' | _referra]s'(43 boys, 14 girls) yere reeva1uatjon caset: The rgferra1s
:g ﬁrepresenﬁed §11. grade levels from grades K-10. -0f the 201 ‘first
» ' referra1s,_48.8% were- in grades K-3, 59.8% were in grades 4-7, and 4 S
| }11;4% werg in Qrades_B-lOl of the-reeVa?Gétions, 19.3% were in gradésh )

> K-3, 52.6% were in grades 4-7, and 15.8% were in grades 8-10. B

\

C~

Procedure

¥ —

e

e N . f * ' - -
‘ A The ~data were Fo1jected by reviewing school records of a sample

of -children referred in a Florida scheotl district. This particular :

~ , 7
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* 7 site was chosen for this study since state’ regulations require that’

~

‘

-

S _ 3

the” pgrson making the. referral .specify the category of special

education for which he or she belieVes the Student is eligible.

" Because of this requirement, it was possible to study directly the

relationship between ‘the stated referral reason and placement outcome.

The recbrds,b§%d in the study were random1y'se1eéted:
o , . l‘ ] :‘ .I
The fo1ﬂowing information"Was_cﬁ11ected*by reviewing the records:
(1) the categgory of special education placement for which the student

was béing referred, (2) whether the case was an original referral or
. » [ .

-

reevaluation, {(3) who-was making the referral, and (4) the’ decision

outcome. « Referring agents were teachers, school or staffing. teams,
’\ -
counselors, principals, and parents, In a number of cases, the
’ o TN , :
referring agent was not specif@ed( \\Specia1 education ‘categories
. . oy - . ') . R

included the fo11owing§ (1eaﬁning disabled (LD), emotionally disturbed

or socially maladjusted (ED), eduqab1§”‘men§511y retarded (EMR), .

trainable mentally retarded (TMR), heafing impaired (HI), physically
) . I3 : -

handicapped (PH), multiply handicapped (MH), and gifted.
N N Y _ _

‘Data Ana1§sis

) R * . ’ .
The results were summarized by cross tabulating reason for

“i.referral with placement outcome for first referrals and reevaluations
- 3

, - <5
separate}y. "Both "chi _quare analyses and Kappa correlations were

ca1@u1ated1' Resulxs'were'ana1yzed Furthef by inVestigating the effect

tﬁe;péféph making the referral had on.the outcome. iy

»
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- Results
T First Referrals ‘
/ overall, 144 of 201 students (71.6%) referred for.the first time

[ )
were ptaced in special educatian. Ten students)had been referred for

"reasons" other than. a specific category (e.qg., aporopriate testing,
test for'information'only, achievement low); 30% (n=3) of these were , o
B1aced§in speciai education and 70% (n=7) were not.placéd.‘ Tuenty
students had no reason or category 1isted (i.e., the space uas 1eft~
b]ank); 75% of thEse students were placed in'sbecia] education. Of ' ~
3 © the 171 students referred for a specific category, 126 (73.7%) were | _ <
”itplaCed in speeial education. . N ) /// N _j/:jt
‘ Table 1 is a summary of ,the Eercentage of students p]aced in each <
' category after being referred for that category " As is ev1dent in the -
! | ' tab1e, ost students were p1aced in the speC1a1 educat1on Pategory for
- wh1ch they had, been referred. The Kappa correlation between referra1 o \ .
category and p1acement category was :88, indicating considerable

agreement between the two. 0f the five specia1 education programs for

which students were referred, each had. over 60% of the students p]aced J.

J in tﬁose same programs. ) In ompar1son, the percentaqes of the .
referred students placed in other categor1es or not p1aced at‘a]] were’
a . gquite Tow. In gerreral, if a student was not p1aced in the category N\
\ ',l For. which he/she had been referred, the student was most ﬂ1ke]y,not

1,

Ejaced in, special educat1on - A chi square comparison of the numbers

of students pl/'ed and not. placed. in special educataon as a function

of the referral tategory was nonsjgnificant, X (4) = 2,06, as was a
f chi square'comparﬁson of the numbers of students who were placed in

. _ . . NN \

>

S




> disability programs. oo oy

4

the category for which they were refeﬁied dnd who were placed in othec’”
- LS N '
categories, X (4) -2.10.- . _ : /_ o S

b

igsert Table 1 about here
of the 201 .first referrals reviewed in this study, 103 students

were referred for:learning disability placements.. This is slightly’

~over half of the total.referrals, Of the 20 students not referred\for?'

a specific category or reason, 1 (75%) were placed in: 1earn1nq
. - . ) h R . 11

-

l ——
& .
As "’ the ob3ect1v1ty of ‘the hand1capp1ng cond1t1on qncreased 50

.did the peroentage of referred students p]aced in those categor1es

» Fd

of

 The rate of placement” of students referred for hear1ng 1mpa1red

\
programs was 190% Those categories with less objective placement

cr1ter1a, such as LD and ED, . had 1ower percentages of students placed,

v

‘although il greater than 60%: ‘ 2

/
4

0f the 201 or1g1na1 referrals, the referra1 source was known in

1-\)

61 cases.” However on1y 51 of 'these were referrals for specific N

+

spécia1'educat1on categories, Parents were particuiarly-1ike1y to

-

refer students without 1istihg a specific category; 4 (44.4%) of\the

, parent referrals had. unspec1f1ed categor1es The outcomes of the

| nonspecific referrals were 75% (n 3)° no special p1acement and - 25%

°
(n=1). LD placement. Table 2 is a;summarx of the percentages of

students referred ,fox each . category who were b1aced, in the same -

category, a d1fferent category, or- not placed, as a funct1on af the

person making theqreferra1._ In this sample, most referra]s had been
3 ‘ .




[ W)

(' . o)
. - {_‘

o . . \

made by teachers. Over 50% of the students referred by teachers were-

—~
p]aced 1n/the category for which they had been referred. ?Although the

.

numbers of students referred by counse]ors, pr1nC1pa1s, and school
staffnng teams were stnall, the congruence betWeen referral and , | U
- gy Z

: . “ ™
placement’ was very high. Th1s was especially true forhbr1nC1pa1s-

100.0% of the students they referred for spec1f1c categories were 7

placed in the;category for which they had. been referred.. In fact, all

of the students they referred (even the ones referred withouty any
D . v
category listed) were placed in some special ediicaton category. In

contrast, paren;s who referred their children for speC1a1 educat1on

A

B]acement haofthe outcome of.no p]acement (remaining in the standard

“brogram) 80% of the time if they listed a specific referral reason and
. . ) ‘ ' 3

75% of the time if théy did not.

’,-

nd \

- o p o " - . O g o > " -

t

" {
J Insert Table 2 about here.

. g Ty ot Tl - - — -
.

Tab]e 3 s a display of the percentage of students p]aced in the

category for which they were “referred as a funct1on of the person

making the referral. -In general, percentages -of students, placed in

»

the categories for which they were referred were high except for. one

'.ut_..'—"’/ K . R
o s .

or two specific .categories. . . R

- . - T > -y - oy - -

Insert Table 3 about here
“ . . ‘ . N ‘ . . ’
Teachers 'referred 24 students for specific special educatiom

categories; 15 of these students were placed within special educatfon.
. o . - . :

-~
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P

’ . . N P ) . - , ‘ . - : . 7 . -
The Kappa corne]at1on between referral categOry and p]acement category s
2 - e
was .91, indicatipg cons1derab1e agreement for those students,actually ' . A

placed in'special education {62% of teacher referradls). The greatest
. :
d1screpancy occurred for students whom teacherc had referred for LD 7

serviceg; on1y pne of the n1ne'5tudents'referred for! this category

—T -

actua]]y was placéd in the category. For all other,categories, the

),

p]acement rate was at 1east 75%. ’ V . .

’ A Kappa corre]at1on of .82 was found for counse]or referra]s. 'As : , f\

N

*3

for teachers, the correspondence ‘between referra1 category and_ ; f
p1acement outcome “was at 1east 75% except for LD referra’s where none |
of the three °tudents.meferred for that category were.placed in the
category However, in contrast to teacher referrals 11 of the
students referred for a specrf1c category were placed in some 5pec1a1 ',. N

educat1on category. ,f' ' ' : . _' - . /

~

.0f the sﬁx referrals principals made for' specific categories, all
s1x students wer'e p]aced 1n spec1a1 education. ‘In fact -all students

were p]aced in the category for which they were referred (Kappa =

~

Loo). . - [

-SdhooP “staffing teams referred five students for specific

L)

categories; four of these _students were placed - 1n SpeC1a1 educat1on
(Kappa < .64). Of the three-st J"nts referred for the LD category,

only one Wwas p1aced in that category, another of these students was

~

p1aced in the EMR category anf1 ‘another was not p]aced in spec1a1 .

Jrv——

o
\,
>

educat1on

Parents referred f1ve students for spec1$1c categor1es, four of

thesp students were n N p]aced in spec1a1 educat1on serV1ces.\ For the .-




.\‘

S

iy

»
MY

s

one student-who was p1aced, ghe'p1acement category was the same as the
referral category (Kappa = 1 00). o

Reeva1uat1ox/Referra1s'

For 57 students in the samp1e the referral was  for a

\ ~

reevaluat{on}of-oTacement.V_Overa11_ 11 of the 56 students for whom a

, specifdc category was listed (19.6%) were moved to a regular education

placement; 80.4% rema1ned in some category of special edlication.
Tab]e 4 is a.summary of’the gercentages of students who rema1ned

in the same category, moved to a different category, or moved to

e

£
;regu]ar education as a fupction’ of rneva1uat1on referra1 category. As .

_is evident in the table, most‘“students remained in the special

educat1on category in which they were be1ng served at the t1me of

reeva1uat1on. In on]y two categor1es (LR and EMR) did movement to
t\

another category or: movement to regu]ar education occur. Over 30%-of

the students in the LD category were moved to regu]ar edycation

"

fo]]owdlg reeva1uat1on
i

b mm e cm e ———————

Insert Table-4 about%here -

S, . o e t
3 Tab1e 5 is a d1sp1ay of the percentages of. students rema1n1ng 1ﬁ
the same, category despite the reeva1uatﬂon,_ as a function of thef,
‘, . ) o 7 : !
person making the reevaluation referral. The referral source was

known for 26 of the reeva1uat1on ‘referrals.. In general, the

'percentages of these students rema1n1ng in the same categor1es were

high except in a few specific cases. ° /—"




Kappa correlation between referral category and outcome was 1.00.

S . . ~ ,
* Teachers made 15 of the reevaluation referrals in this sample of
26 stgdents; 10 of these students reméjned in spec{al education. A1l

three LD students were moved. to regular education follgwing

v o . »
«.reevaluation; two of thé'three EMR students were moved to regular

. “ S s . . .
education. For those students rémdining in special education, the

A Kappé correlation of .75 was found for counselor reevaluation
referrals when only those.students wﬁd remained in special‘education
wefe cqnsidered. Tﬁe~LD category was the on1y'category in which all
studénts did not remain.in the same c;tegory; two of the students were
moved to regular education and oﬁe was moved to an ED placement.

'A11 school staffing team reevaluation referral students remained

<

in the same categories (Kappa = 1.00). '7 e

' ) ' Discussion (/ F
In this study, most of the student,\\ztferred for a specific

special educatien category were placed in that category. There are
b

.two possible explanatioss for this phenomenon. It is possib]e that

those who make referra1s have a good eye for appropriately 1dent1fy1ng
specific hand1capp1ng conditions. , Another explanation ‘that aépears

more plausible, hpwever; is thgt the referral itself 1nf1uences or
. v

!

" biases.. the outcome. 0f the 201 originé1 referrals, 72% of the

students were placed in some form of special education. This

placement rate is nearly identical to that reported by Algozzine et —

L

id .
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al. (1982); they éodnd that an average of 73% of evaluated students

were placed in special education programs.~ This is a-high rate, and

one . wonders ,whether "some of these students . could not have been\ T

RN

provided programming within the reguiar classroom.

.The data from reevaluations were not any more grat1fy1ng Only

[

) 23% of the 57 students were reclassified or, dec1ass1f1ed

Particularly in the case of LD students where a_frequent1y stated goal”

© s remediation of the 1earning'proB1em, it is disheartening to see -

STy

that on1y about 30% were returned to regu1ar education. Algozzine,
Ysse1dyke, and Christenson (in press) discussed the concern bf,
"burgeoning masses;'in‘specia1 education, and advocated that We must

v e

begin to addqess this problem or suffer the consequences of increasing

-
.

speeia1 education serVices with no mone} to fund these services.

When"ana1yiing the data accordiﬁg to .the person mak® Athe-'
referral, -it was 1nterest1ng to note that school personnel making
.referra1s were more likely than parents to have the outcome resu1t in
special education p1acement. Caut1on 1s suggested in 1nterpret1ng
these resu1ts since the number of referrals per referra1 source often
was sma11; rep11cat1on is needed before genera11zat1ons can be made.
There are two p1aus1b1e explanations for these preliminary findings.
One 4is that® school personnel have more tra1n1ng and expertise in
jdentifying handicapped students and, therefore, are better brepared

to - make accurate referra1s. Another axplanation is “that schdo1

4

. personnel haye—mfre power in the decision—making_ﬁ?ocess than parents

and therefore,. have more control gver the outcomes. Parent referrals.

perhaps are Viewed.as not as va1id as those made by-schoo1 personnel.,
[ .




T on 1ntervent10n If the only so1ut1on to academ1c d1ff1cu1t1es seen

-

-

'Th1s is part1cu1ar1y a problem if the referra1 process is not focused . .x,wﬁmm

by fhe schooj is spec1a1 education placement, there proBab]y will be a
J J

number of frustrated pe0p1e when special educat1on is denied and no l ;
further help is given. Parents who refer their ch11d due to concerns \

about the child's school performance may feel that the schooT does not

A

care when no he1p is given. - e . ‘ S
o If one_accepts the conc1usion that, at 1east in sonle .of these
cases, the—'referra1 b1ased the outcome for the student then one

begins to wonder about the validity of the' entire referral and

placement process. In order to avoid this kind of\b1as, it would be *

helpful to not only not. refer\ for-a specific categor)/ of spec1a1 X

education, but to not refer for spec1a1 educat1on at all. Rather, .
(J .
when a person has a concern about a student S performance that person
2

should be assisted- in defining these concerns in the form of referra]
J !

questions. What is it that must:be known about the student in order.

to déve1op an'appropriate intervention for that student? Rather than

making a referra1{'that states, "I think this student cow}d benef1t

from some learning disabilities resource help," 1t is more product1ve
- / ,

student's 511ent read1n? comprehens1on sk111s? What are the student's - ] \\\_

¢ ) . i

strengths and weaknesses in reading comprehenS1on7 . Given the 7
!

to state .the referra] in .question form. For example, "What‘are‘the / .

studen 's skills, would another reading ser1es’be more appropr1ate7"
These kindsﬁof\questions shouTd assist the muﬂt1d1sc1p11nary team in

choosing appropriage assessment tools that wi)1 provide answers to the /

questions. The answers, in turn, should provide valuable information j

for developing an intervention for the child. o ;
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In summqrx,‘%he\lgsu1ts of this investigation suggest that the
) refexral may be a source of bias in the- assessment and p1aceﬁent
proEesEi It was .demonstrated that notfonTXQHQS{fhere a h%gh degree of
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Table 1 a
Voo el \
Placement Outcomes for First Referrals® -
’. . . V-
[ K
T I ~ N ° |
Referral, Placed in-that Placed in Other Not b
*  Categlry - "N Category Categories “Placed. . - : '
LD " 103 67.0 5.8 o27.2 N
P '\; f:" . . " ' l
o ED | - 13 61.5 . N 7.7 30.8 ,
f‘(\ﬂ_,v ; N ) ’ i ) ' r .
. EMR : 18. 72,2 7 114 . 1607 .
I /3 100.0 "~ 0.0- 0.0
i -
, Gifted . 34 70.6 , 0.0 v 29.4
. _ ‘ . ' — — ;
%ntries 2je percentages of s?udents referred within eaéﬁ\category. ‘h‘
bTwo othef types of referrals (other and none) are excluded in this '
table. The two categories accounted for 30 of the 201 referrals
(14.9%). ' , . ‘ »
v ) A - : . .
b . .
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T ¢ Table 2 " o
; ~ - © o .
- S} - Placement Outcomes for First.Referrals as a ) S
& TN Y -+
‘ : : FJRiFion of the Referral Source? . . -
- . \ ) \ R . r - ) - i v »
— : - y
. Placed in that Placed in Other Not .. \
Source ‘ N Category . Categories = - Placed
§ ? ] 7 ' :
Teacher . 24 ‘ - 58.3 - 4.2 37.5 . -
Counse]orrf Rl ) -‘ 63.6 ; ' 0.9 . 21.3 -
~ Principal 6 100.0 . 0.0 ° . 0.0
. 1S . TEeTNg
Parent 5 120.0 ‘0.0 80.0 .
i ’ .
Staffing team 5 s 60.0 ;f 20.0 ©20.0

,aEntries are percentages of students referred-by Eéch source for 3,
specific category. Nonspecific referrals were-@ade by 5 teachers, .
4 parents, and 1 principal., . _ ’
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¢ : ~ Table 3 '”“\A -

. \
//;ercentages of Students Placed in Category for Wh1ch Réferred as a Function of the Referrer?

7

o | o | Y
— ¥ _ - - - " A
T B o , N, ¥ Lo

e : ~Categor{ ' .
5 LD ' ED MR HI D
ferrer N % N % N % N % Kappa
acher o9 1 2 100.0 4 100.0 1 700.0 .8 75.0 o

‘M ’ . ) . N \‘* ) .
unselor 3 0.0 0 . -- 4 . 75.0 1 1000 3 ¥°100.0 .82
incipal 0 - 2 100.0 3 . 100.0 0 - 1 100.0 ) 1.00
taffing team 3 - 33.3 1 °100.0 1  100.0 0 -- B R .64
rent 2 CToo 100 B -] 0 .-- = 2 500 1.00

2 Lo

or each category, N refiects the number referred for that ci}egory and_ % re%lects the percentage
ctually placed in that category. : ~ Nig ‘ :

he Kappa correlation reflects* the degree of agneement between ;:;¥rra1ucategory aﬁd placement
ategory for those students actua]]y placed in special education. ) s :

.
¥




g ? ‘\ ‘
- - c -
! ‘ r -~ \ ]7 o
, h o
o~ : @ A
IV o . II"(\
. o Taé]e 4 - . . ) ) ‘ b I
’ ’ B (- R . * -."5 ‘u
’ Placement Outcomes for Reevaluations® .
_ “
| Reevaluation Remained in  Moved to Other .*  Moyed to
'~ . ., Category - N, Category - Category 'Begular- Education
L4 ) . ’/ ] - » . ‘ " P .
W, 28 64.3 3.6 : 32.1
ED 3 7. 100.0 1 0.0 S 0.0
e . . : e . .
A\  EMR 13"  .84.6 - 0.0 -7 5.4 o
., o . EY ' . 5 -}Q:\ , .
TMR ’ 2. 100.0 s 0.0 0.0 X
] 100.0+ 0.0 0.0 SR
_ , ' S
PH 2. 100.0 0.0 ' « 0.0 /
Gifted .4 100.0 00 0.0 S
é“En‘tries_ are percentages of students'refer‘;'ed for -reevaluation within
- : each category. _ - : .
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) ,  . T ‘Table 5

. . : ~

Percentages of Students Remaining in Category as a Function of Reevaluation Referrer

ol
L] v~ . , ’»"* . /'

———vF - T T . L

: o . . Catégories : o
. Lb - CED JEMR MR HI CPH . . Gifted

. / .
er N 2 N % N % N % N % N % N % -~ Kapp:
r 3 00 11000 3 333 1 100.0 3 100.0° 2 100.0 2 100.0  T.C
Tor 4 250 2 1000 2 1000 0 -- 0 .= 0 -- 0 -- .7
ng Team 1 100.0 0 -- 1 1000 0 -—-. 0 .- ‘0 -- 171000 . 1.C

' 7/ - —
ach staffing, N reflects the number of students-referred for reevaluation in that category and % .
cts the spercentage actua]]y remqu:ng in that category. " 2 e

appa corretation reflects-the degree of agreement between reevaluation referrhl category and placeme
ory for those students remaining in a special education placement.
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