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ABSTRACT

Although the federal regulations regarding the criteria for specific learning
disabilities influence state definitions and criteria, states have significant discretion in the
implementation of special education disability diagnosis. These definitions and
classification criteria are influential statements about which children are most in need of
the resources associated with special education programs. This study determines if a
difference exists in the rate of identification of Specific Learning Disability between three
counties very close in geographic proximity, each of which uses a different method of
classification. The districts included are Montgomery County, Tennessee, Christian
County, Kentucky, and the Department of Defense Domestic Dependent Elementary and
Secondary Schools (DDESS) Kentucky district. This study also looked at how each of
these counties compares to the national average regarding identification of specific

learning disability to determine any significant differences exist.
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Specific Learning Disability Incidence Rates in Montgomery County Tennessee
christian County, Kentucky and the Department of Defense Domestic Dependent Elementary and

Secondary Schools Kentucky District

It is important that those served under the special education umbrella be identified
and placed in accordance with actual need and disability. Although the federal
regulations regarding the criteria for specific learning disabilities influence state
definitions and criteria, states have significant discretion in the implementation of special
education disability diagnosis. These definitions and classification criteria are influential
statements about which children are most in need of the resources associated with special
education programs. The variability between state definitions and criteria result in the
possible misidentification of students in need of these resources, as well as the possible
refusal of services to a child who is considered eligible according to one system but not in
the other.

Due to the inconsistencies in the identification process of those with specific
learning disabilities across the country. it is probable that some systems are more likely to
over- or under- identify students in this category as compared to national data. For these
reasons, it is important that school psychologists and school personnel are aware of how
their identification of disabilities matches national prevalence data. This study sought to
determine if a difference exists in the rate of identification of Specific Learning Disability
between three counties which are very close in geographic proximity and each of which
uses a different method of classification. The districts included were Montgomery

County, Tennesee. Christian County, Kentucky, and the Department of Defense

Domestic Dependent Elementary and Secondary Schools (DDESS) Kentucky district.

- - . 1 erace
This study also looked at how each of these counties compares to the national averag
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regarding identification of specific learning disability.

Confusion and controversy have been associated with learning disabilities as long
as they have been recognized as disabilities. Poor academic performance is a key
element in most current definitions of learning disabilities (Rivers, D. & Smith, T., 1988).
Therefore, many children now identified as having specific learning disabilities would
have previously been labeled slow learners, emotionally disturbed, or even mentally
retarded assuming they received any additional instructional support at all.

Currently, services related to learning disabilities make up the largest program for
special needs children in the United States. Unlike any other area in special education, its
growth rate has increased from about 25% of all students with disabilities in 1975 to
nearly 50% in 2000 (U.S. Department of Education, 2002). Although, children classified
as having a specific learning disability (SLD) represent the largest group of
exceptionalities being served under provisions and funding authorizations of Public Law
94-142, and vet there continues to be major discussion and controversy surrounding both
definition and classification in the field of learning disabilities. This increases the
potential for both misidentification and over-identification of the disability (Rivers &
Smith, 1988).

Federal Definitions and Classification

The term specific learning disability was introduced by an educator, Samuel Kirk,

in 1963. His concept of the disability is defined by delays, deviations, and discrepancies

in academic performance, as well as speech and language problems that cannot be

attributed to mental retardation. sensory deficits, or emotional disturbance (Hardman,

M.L.. Drew. C.J. & Ecan. M.W.. 2005). However, the definitions of learning disabilities
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vary across disciplines and even the educationg] Systems that seek to identify them. This
is due in part to the different theoretical views of the disability. It has been suggested that
Jearning disabilities have been defined in more ways by more disciplines and professional

groups than any other type of disability (Mastropieri & Scruggs 2000)
S5O & J

The Individuals with Disabilities Education Act (IDEA) of 1990 stated that:
“Specific learning disability” means a disorder in one or more of the basic
psychological processes involved in understanding or in using language, spoken
or written, which may manifest itself in an imperfect ability to listen, think, speak,
read, write, spell, or to do mathematical calculations. The term includes such
conditions as perceptual handicaps, brain injury, minimal brain dysfunction,
dyslexia, and developmental aphasia. The term does not include children who
have learning problems which are primarily the result of visual, hearing, or motor
handicaps, of mental retardation, of emotional disturbance, or of environmental,
cultural, or economic disadvantage. (PL 101-476, Sec. 5[b][4]).
This definition included many of the same concepts incorporated in Kirk’s definition, and
at the same time it provided some legal guidance for the use of the term in the public
school setting. This definition, although it led to a set of “Rules and Regulations™ to help
in the identification of those with specific learning disabilities, imposes no real way to
measure a learning disability. In 1998, the National Joint Committee for Learning
Disabilities included some important elements in the definition of specific learning

’ . e -
disability which are not included in IDEA. In particular, one part of this definition states

the following:



Learning Disabilities is a general term that refers 10 4 het
€terogeneous group of

disorders manifested by significant difficylyies i the acquisition and use of
S1tIon and use o

listening, speaking, reading, writing, reasoning, and mathematica] abilities. Th
2 Hines. €se

disorders are intrinsic to the individual, (are) presumed to be duet -
e 1o centra
nervous system dysfunction, and may occur across the lifespan (1998, p. 187)
This definition includes an emphasis on specific learning disabilities as being made up of

a group of disorders, causing significant difficulties in learning, and the longevity of the

disorder. This clears up any misunderstanding that a learning disability is only a mild
problem.

There are three major elements that are typically used in classifying learning
disabilities. These include discrepancy, heterogeneity, and exclusion (Fletcher, J.M.. et
al., 2001). The discrepancy approach to classification is based on the idea that there is a
specific gap between intellectual ability and achievement in academic areas, such as
reading, math, language, etc. The meaning of severe discrepancy is heavily debated
among professionals as well as how this discrepancy is measured (Reschly, D.J., & Hosp,

JL., 2004).

Heterogeneity classification addresses the variety of areas where these children

frequently exhibit academic performance problems. These include areas such as Oral

. : . i «ill, Reading
Expression. Listening Comprehension, Written Expression, Basic Reading Skill, R o

: ine. Finally, the
COmPrChension, Mathematics Calculation, and Mathematics Reasoning. Finally

. . ‘cability t be due to other
exclusion approach addresses the idea that the learning disability canno

— ) - .ans. mental retardation,
¢ertain conditions, such as visual, hearing, or motor handicaps. m

S .onomic disadvantage.
e disturbance, or of environmental, cultural, or ecor



Another area often addressed when considering thig disability is that of an
information processing deficit. Cognition, or information processing, refers to the way a
person acquires, retains, and manipulates information (Hardman, et. a 2005). It is the
believed by many that these processes are difficy]y for individuals with learning
disabilities. Research suggests that children with learning disabilities do not uniformly
exhibit the same processing deficiencies (Henry, 2001). Some may have difficulty with
short-term memory, while others may

struggle with long-term retrieval or visual spatial
thinking. However, many educational systems require the identification of these
processing disorders, and verification of their negative influence on a student’s ability to
perform academically in order to find him or her eligible for special education services
under this label.

Again, there is much debate over what constitutes a learning disability and how it
is measured throughout the field. This lack of agreement over basic concepts has resulted
in inevitable difficulties in both research and treatment (Hardman, et. al, 2005). Specific
Learning Disability (SLD) diagnostic decisions rely heavily on the eligibility criteria,
which produces potential changes in eligibility of children for special education
depending on their state of residence. This can become a very complicated issue when
considering those children who frequently move between these systems.

Tennessee Definition & Eligibility Criteria
Similar to the federal definition, the state of Tennessee defines Specific Learning
Disability as follows:

i i or more of the basic
“Specific Learning Disability”™ means a disorder in one
1 i ken or
i i using language, spo
psychological processes involved In understanding or in g lang
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\\’l'illcn. “ at may manifCSl l.lSlein an impex Ie t e
1 Ct abill y 1 1
to llSten, thlnl\ Speak read

write, spell, or to do mathematical calculationg including conditions such as
perceptual disabilities, brain injury, minima] brain dysfunction, dyslexia, and
developmental aphasia. (State Board of Education Rule 0520-1-9-.01 (15) (m)
“Disabilities™).
This definition is very much like that of IDEA, with the exclusion of the exclusionary
criteria. This however is addressed when considering the state’s standards for eligibility.
These include six factors which must be addressed. First of all, the child must
demonstrate a continued lack of progress when provided with appropriate instruction in
the suspected area of disability. There will be documented evidence which indicates that
effective general education interventions and strategies have been attempted over a
reasonable period of time. The determining factor for identification of a learning
disability may not be due to the lack of appropriate instruction. There must be evidence
that the child does not achieve commensurate with his/her age and ability in one or more
of the following areas: listening comprehension, oral expression, basic reading skills,
reading comprehension, written expression, mathematics calculation, and/or mathematics

reasoning.

Tennessee employs the use of a discrepancy formula in determining eligibility under

o / 1 / between
the category of specific learning disability. There must be a severe discrepancy b

; : ¢ est measure of
educational performance and predicted achievement that s based on the b

. - ance and predicted
cognitive ability. A severe discrepancy between educational perform P

i i Titv is defined by at least
achievement that is based on the best measure of cognitive ability 1
S P on-based discrepancy
1.5 Standard Error of the Estimate Units when utilizing regression-b



analyses described in Tennessee's guidelineg for evaluatio g

N of Specific Learn;
- on T ning
Disabilities ( I'ennessee Department of Education 2004)

In addition to the ability/achievement discrepancy requi
fement, Tennessee also

requires the identification of certain processing disorders Tt gu
. It guidelines state that
: be evidence of a cognitive . )
there must processing disorder th,
at adversely affe
\ cts the
1" »mic achievement. A cognitj . .
child's acade gnitive processing dis i
order is defined as it
a deficit in
{he manner 1n which a child receives, stores, transformsg retrieves, and express
2 > X €S

information. There must also be documented evidence that demonstrates or expresses the

manifestation of the processing disorder in the identified achievement deficit

Lastly, like the eligibility criteria set out by IDEA. there must be evidence that the
child’s learning difficulties are not due primarily to visual, hearing, or motor
impairments; Mental Retardation; Emotional Disturbance; environmental, cultural, or
economic disadvantage; limited English proficiency; motivational factors; or situational
traumas. It is also a stipulation that children who perform in classroom academics in a
manner commensurate with expected academic standards at the child's grade level cannot
be considered as having a Specific Learning Disability, even though they may show
deficits on achievement tests in one or more of the seven academic areas.

Kentucky Definition & Eligibility Criteria

7 - s Specific
Identical to the federal definition, the state of Kentucky also defines Specih

- -
taming Disability as follows:
’ basic
: ne or more of the
“Specific Learning Disability” means a disorder in ©
) . . e, spoken
in using language.
psychological processes involved in understanding OF &

perfect ability to listen. think. speak,

Or written, that may manifest itself in an 1m
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read, write, spell, or to do mathematical calculations including conditions such as

perceptual disabilities, brain injury, minimal brain dysfunction, dyslexia, and

developmental aphasia. Specific learning disability does not include learning
problems that are primarily the result of visual, hearing, or motor disabilities, of
mental disability, of emotional disturbance, or of environmental, cultural, or
economic disadvantage. (Kentucky Administrative Regulations 707 KAR 1:310
(22) 2000).
Although this definition is exactly as is stated in the federal guidelines, and is very
similar to that used by the state of Tennessee, the criteria required for eligibility in this
state is somewhat different. In the state of Kentucky, the determination of whether a
child has a specific learning disability that adversely affects educational performance
depends on the factors that follow. First, the child must not achieve commensurate with
his/her age and ability levels in one or more of the seven academic areas previously
mentioned (oral expression, listening comprehension, etc.), if provided with learning
experiences appropriate for the child’s age and ability levels. Also, the child must have a
severe discrepancy as identified by a validated regression method between achievement
and intellectual ability in one of those seven areas. The child cannot be identified as
having a specific learning disability if the severe discrepancy between ability and
achievements is primarily the result of any other condition listed in the definition (visual
impairment, hearing impairment, mental disability, etc.). These guidelines do not require
any documented evidence of a cognitive processing disorder that adversely affects the
child's academic achievement, although this term is included as part of the definition

currently being use (Kentucky Department of Education, 2003).



Do EA Definition and E//'gi/)i/ity Criterig
The Department of Defense Education Activity (DoDEA) is a ¢ i
civilian agency of

the U.S. DCpa‘ tment of Defense headcd by a diTCCtOr ho
Who oversees all a 1
gency functions

from DoDEA headquarters. The schools Serve the children of military 1 b
service members

and Department of Defense civilian employeeg throughout the world. The D art f
: epartment o

Defense (DOD) Domestic Dependent Elementary ang Secondary Schools (DDESS) i
D) 1S

one of two distinct educational systems operated by DoDEA. DDESS provides
comprehensive educational programs on military installations located in seven states and
Puerto Rico that are comparable and competitive with that of any school system in the
United States (Department of Defense Education Activity, 2005).
Within the Department of Defense Education Activity system, Specific learning
disability 1s defined as:
A disorder in a student’s ability to effectively use one or more of the cognitive
processes (i.e., discrimination, association, retention, reasoning) in the educational
environment. The term does not apply to students who have learning problems

that are primarily the result of visual, hearing or motor disabilities, of mental

retardation or emotional disturbance or of environmental, cultural, or economic

disadvantage (Department of Defense Activity Regulation System Transmittal,

DS 2500. 13-M).

. g iscrepancy
This definition does not include the severe ability and achievement discrepanc)

| N fre pax wendemic
requirement. although the system’s eligibility requirements do require p

| o ) e specific learning
achievement. Within this svstem, a child is determined to have 5P )

Isabi i i i nd/or production of
dlsabllit}' only when the presence of a disorder in processing a p
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— »r information whi
language and/or hich relates 1o an academic deficjy. g; ificant d
- Slignificant differences
among scales or standard scores for clusters ip 5 COmprehensive battery i d
ery in accordance
. isher’s guidance are considered evig '
with publi £ vidence of this. Also, sian;
- AAlSo, significant weaknesses
identified across sub-tests or clusters of more than ope assessment instrument can be used

as supporting evidence of a processing deficit. This processing disorder must adversely

affecting educational performance. This can be shown in performance on academic
achievement test, which must be at or near the 10" percentile (plus or minus the standard
error of measure of the assessment that is administered). Also, academic achievement at
or near the 35" percentile for those students who are above average intellectual
functioning is sufficient for eligibility purposes within this system. These academic
deficits cannot be due to an intellectual deficit. Unlike the regulations of the state of
Kentuckys, it 1s stated in DoDEA’s regulations that in no case will a student be found
eligible without having an identified processing deficit. This processing deficit shall be
substantiated with supporting data, such as other test/sub-test scores and/or classroom/test
performance. The processing deficit must impact adversely on academic achievement.
There is data available to the public regarding the incidence rates across these

; incidence rates amon
different states, but there is not currently much research about the incide &

. / , and how it
the Department of Defense Education Activity (DoDEA) SEhpol Ssisme, an

compares to other state and national incidence rates. |
This research looked at special education information from school districts 1n |
Tennessee, Kentucky. and the Department of Defense Education Activity to determine if
. ific i isability exists
adifference in definitior. and identification criteria for specific learning disability €XI
i i i f students
between these systems. Also of interest Was whether or not identification of stu
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currently being placed in special educatiop under the Japye) specific |
ccilic learning disability is
; the same rates between th
occurring at 1 these systems
and as predicted b i
Y national

prevalence data.

The results of this study should be of interest 1o special education departments i
ents in

the districts used in the study as well as researchers who are i
are interested in the trends of
specific learning disability identification in general. In particular, by review; thi
A » DY reviewing this
study. special education directors and appropriate review teams will be able to see if there

is significant over-identification or under-identification of specific learning disabilities in
their district as compared to those neighboring districts and nationwide. This study is
also important because it allows one to examine the probability of a child who is
considered exceptional in one district not qualifying to receive services in another
neighboring district.

Additionally, this study provides a larger base of information for future
researchers that might wish to examine similar questions pertaining to specific learning
disabilities. Implications for future research include identifying trends in special
education placements across different areas of the country with different definitions and
processes for identification. Also, it would be beneficial to explore possible interventions
0 prevent the over-diagnosis of specific learning disabilities, and in guiding research that
may wish to explore effects on children who move between systems that have different
Wdentification criteria.
dy seeks to answer. The research

There are four research questions this stu

Auestions this study will investigate include:

. Y iaonoses of specific
1. Did anv of the three districts have Sigmﬁcaml} higher diagn p



_—— disability than would be predicted based op nationa]
lonal prevalence data?

2. Did any of those distri : _
Y ricts using only a dlscrepancy formula to identif "
11y specific

learning disabilities have higher rates of studentg with this labe]?
15 label?”

3. Did any of those districts using a discrepancy formula along with identifi
5 1dentification

of some processing deficits to identify specific learning disabilities have higher rates of
1gner rates o

students with this label?

4. Did any of those districts that only require identification of some processing
o

deficits as a means to identify specific learning disabilities have higher rates of students

with this label?
Limitations

There are some possible limitations of this study. One limitation to consider is
the fact that unique regional differences do exist despite the close proximity of the three
counties examined. These regional differences may influence the population that is being
studied. For example, there may be a significant difference in the population living on a
military base from those residing in the two neighboring counties. The presence of a

local university in one of the counties may also influence the population in this area. Itis

possible that movements from the military or increased education from universities might

. i i isability s specific learning
bring an over- or under-representation of a given disability such as sp g

isabiliti i (imity ties, it 18
disabilities in the areas they serve. Given the close proXimity of the three coun

. imilar; / I s need to be
likely that the populations overlap and are similar; however this does ne

. i - a significantly higher or
considered when interpreting the findings. Data might show a significantly hig

i i i isabilities in those regions,
lower proportion of students diagnosed with specific learning disabi

i > eoion rather than a
but that discrepancy could be due to the unique features of the reg
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-oblem with diagnosis or placement.
p C

Lastly, the data was drawn from particular school district databases, and while
(his would compos€ the entire population of the area being studied in most cases, it would
be somewhat harder to generalize these specific results to other areas of the country. For

that reason this study may be beneficial to the school systems where the data was drawn,

but other districts might have little or no practical application for this research data.



Melhodology
participants
The data examined in this study are files in databases archived by th f
e state o

Tennessee, the state of Kentucky, and the Departmen
tof Defense Educati ivi
on Activity

(DoDEA).  The data considered is from independent school districts rather than
individuals. and specific school districts were chosen based on theijr inclusion in this
publicly available database of the Tennessee special education censuses, Kentucky
special education censuses, and DoDEA special education censuses. Some data was
obtained through direct contact of the examiner with the directors of the state or federal
departments. There was no identifying information gathered such as name, ethnicity, or
gender. The database is in the public domain and is designed to protect the identities and
confidentiality of the students.

Only one district from each educational system was considered for this study,
therefore school systems in other districts and in other states were excluded despite
geographically close proximity to this study. These districts were chosen because of their
location to each other, as well as their criteria requirements used to determine eligibility
under this category. The districts included are Montgomery County, Tennessee,

Christian County, Kentucky, and the DDESS Kentucky District. Information examined

. . s 230,
includes the numbers of students identified in these systems during th‘e 2003-2004 school

. " 43,976 students.
vear. These three districts and their databases contain files on total of 43.9

nts S ) ]lcal- erv .(:e are COIISideIed to
f hese Su_lde . 6s ..-O Ieceive Special ed 0on S /1CES, and 1;816
a Sl)eL 1 n b hr 1 [r. ea(?]l ()[]ler in some location.
: > 1 16 lear i]lg dlsa 111[_\' A” t ee. d]S 1C1S bOrder

i i SLD identification.
and all three have different classification requirements for



Desigh and Procedure

The information of interest to thig Study relateq directly 1o th
0 the number of students

] d ntl led as ing a Spe i m
Vl rrer [l) 1ae l llaVl“E p Clﬁc lea i“ i ] ly
cu 1 g dlsablli and theSC Ch.
5 lldren

: the special educati
- Jisted under 10n census for each distrj

1strict. Therefore, the
) : ded for this study w
i formation nee Y was taken from the ab i

OvVe mentioned special educati

ation
databases holding census information. There wag no identifying information gathered
athere
such as name, race, or sex. The database is in the public domain and is desioned to
f=)

protect the identities and confidentiality of the students. The only information the

researcher had access to was the total number of students in a district, the total number of
students receiving special education services, and the total number of those diagnosed as
having a specific learning disability. The source of the information itself protects
students. districts, and the researchers from risk.

Procedure for this study required downloading the data from the states' website to
a computer hard drive in order to transfer that information to a statistics program.
Descriptive statistics such as the total number of regular education students, special
education students, and students with specific learning disability within each district were
gathered to derive the percents used for comparison. Analysis of the data required the

commercially available software package Excel to derive statistical results for the first

i rning
research hypotheses. Percents of students who fall under the label of specific learning

disability were mathematically determined by dividing the number of those students
identified aq having a specific learning disability by the total number of students within
the disir iet, They were compared 10 national data pulled from the Office of Special
Education Programs (OSEP) Annual Reports for 2002 and a Chi-Square Test for
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Goodness of Fit on Excel compared the obtained values for Mopt
ntgomery

County,

tian County and Kentucky

) DDESS wij s
Chris § with predicted values from the United States to

det’fmine if any significant difference exists.
(¥

After it was determined Whether there were any significant differences between
those percentages found in each district and the national data, descriptive statistics were
used 10 compare the three districts with each other. The data from each district was

compared to the national data and any difference in identification rate was discussed.




/’;m-uz/urcﬁ”' Analysis

The information needed for thig Study was takep from the . )

previously mentioned

special education databases holding cengyg information Procedure for this study
required downloading the data from the state's website tg 5 computer hard drive in order
1o transfer that information to a statisticg program. Descriptive statistics such as the total
pumber of regular education students, special education students, and students with
specific learning disability within each district were gathered to derive the percents used
for comparison. Analysis of the data required the commercially available software
package Excel to derive statistical results for the first research hypotheses. Percents of
students who fall under the label of specific learning disability were mathematically
determined by dividing the number of those students identified as having a specific
learning disability within each district by the total number of students within that district.
They were compared to hypothesized percents taken from national data pulled from the
Office of Special Education Programs (OSEP) Annual Reports for 2002. A Chi-Square
Test for Goodness of Fit on Excel compared the obtained values for Montgomery

County, Christian County, and Kentucky DDESS with predicted values from the United

R i incident rates
States to determine the results of the first proposed research question. The in

_ ‘ tativ nparison and any
in each countv were then compared to each other using qualitative comp

. . st three research
differences noted between them were discussed to address the la

questions.



l.;ll)‘ic‘ 311"(14 District Raw Data
(/l%/ ftJumbcr of Nu -
[ Dis Students SLE?: Of studengs with Rate of §
| c == $ : cof § entilicat:
e Coty Kook 735 S dentcaio °TSUD deniTcaion
_ 2
T County, Tennessee 28,170 1353 —
- - 0.046
entucky Districts. DDESS 7,071 201
0.028

1/_//,

Table Ib ) _ . N
(]):,qcnrcd vs. Predicted Specific Learning Disability Dig nosis

Chi-Squarce Valye

District
|

b T iy
Christian County, Kentucky 118

|

Montgomery County, Tennessee 0.28

Kentucky Districts. DDESS 1.66

Results of Research Question 1

Data for the first research question pertaining to the relationship between the
prevalence of identification of students with a specific learning disability in Montgomery
County, Tennessee, Christian County, Kentucky, and the DDESS Kentucky District as
compared to the prevalence of SLD identification according to national norms were
analyzed using a Chi-Square Test for Goodness of Fit.  All were found to be statistically
insignificant at the .05 level for their respective degrees of freedom. Based on this
nformation, it is determined that there is not a statistically significant difference between

i ing disability within each district
the rates of students identified as having a specific learning SRS

45 compared to the national rate of identification.

Results of Research Question 2

ini ationship between the
Data for the second research question pertaining t0 the rel

a only as the means of
' iy cv formula onl)
dentification, rates of those counties that used @ discrepanc) d
: i the rates note
\ , v in comparison to
SLD identification, namely Christian County: Kentucky If



the Christian County district identified students ag having a specific |
1¢ learning disabilit
) y at
L lower rate than the DDESS Kentucky district and at a Jower rate than the M
€ ontgomery

County district.

Results of Research Question 3

Data for the third research question pertaining to the relationship between the
identification ra(es of Montgomery County, Tennessee which uses a discrepancy formula
as well as the requirement of identification of some processing deficit in order to classify
someone as having a specific learning disability in comparison to the rates noted in the
atfigrbio diStmCEs Was antalyzed using basie descriptive statistics alone. It is noted that

this district identified at a higher rate than both other districts.

Results of Research Question 4

Data for the fourth research question pertaining to the relationship between the
identification rates of the Kentucky DDESS system which does not use a discrepancy
formula, however does require the identification of some processing deficit in order to
classify someone as having a specific learning disability in comparison to the rates noted
in the other two districts was analyzed using basic descriptive statistics alone. It is noted
that this district had the lowest rates of identification of students with a specific learning
disability. |

. . i 5 T uestions
Although the information determined regarding the last three research q

it is still

-~ TR SR tion.
Was not based on anv statistical measure, but rather on descriptive informa

of intere .
'terest to compare the rates in general.



Discussion

> are S ve ] lndlncs Il()”l [hls SIUd\ lhat ma> be ”nele “][ ) {0 ]l()‘e (‘ll en
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concern for misidentification and over- op under-

. Tepresentation of students in special

gion it is important to determine if the meth d of ident;
focation i od of 1dentification ysed ;
sed is related to this

problem. The results of this study show that there jg not a significant difference betw
cen

the percent of students labeled with specific learning disability in a given Kentucky
jistrict, Tennessee district, and DDESS district and that Wwhich would be expected based
on national norms. Each of these districts uses a differen method to identify those
students considered to have a specific learning disability. Despite some variations
between each districts” prevalence rate of SLD identification, they are all still considered
1o be similar to that of national prevalence rates. It is interesting to look at the three
districts and evaluate how they compare to each other both in identification methods as
well as rates of identification. Although none of the districts evaluated in this study have
identification rates that differ significantly from the national norms, it 1s interesting to

note the differences between the three districts themselves.

Discussion of Hvpothesis 1

: . . istri ared to
When comparing the rates of SLD identification of each district as comp

' e sionific i ces identified.
Nalional identification rates, there are no statistically significant differen

| nside 1 1 evalence rates. his
Al dlS[ric{ rates are consi red to be Simllar to that of nzmonal pre a [
| greeme { rates within the entire
mfor Bl is in agr nt with prC\’iOUS )'CSCal'Ch that lOOl\Cd at
uck and 1 0 iden ifica ion - the two
entificatl for
e Ochlll CRY ennessee \\’lliCh have found the rates fi

—= P 10US
) ]{ Y Z 5 .]L }OO ) NO rev

) h o ‘il ll g liO]la] rates ( CSCh]"’. D J & HOSP 4

on idemiﬁcation rates, IheleOIC the

“Search exists reparding the DDESS special educat
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DDESS special education identification rageg in genera] have
notas of yet been co
mpared

[h T d“( né - lSlllCls as COlllpale(l to ]la“()][dl norms 1
. 8 dl ldt(" a S

e . It is encouraging that despj :
not available Spite the different me
thods used and the diff
erent

between the three districts, th
ates found » that they are all not far f
rom what would be

expected based on the national data. This may suggest that the method used .
€d 10or

idcmiﬁcation does not make a difference when considering who is considered to h

s ave a
specific learning disability and that each of the three methods discussed here are equally
successful in determining which students actually have this disability

Discussion of Hvpothesis 2. 3. & 4

Although all three districts were not considered to have rates of SLD
identification that were significantly different from that of the national SLD identification
rate. there are some differences between the districts themselves that are of interest.
Despite their close proximity to each other, these three counties had some clinically
significant variances in identification rates. Montgomery County, Tennessee for example

identifies at twice the rate of the DDESS Kentucky district. This is appears to be a rather

_ a0 53 s i / ve between the
large difference when considering the large number of children who mo

two districts quite frequently. It is very likely thata child who is identified as having a

: . v is label should
specific learning disability in Montgomery County will not be given this labe

This was not what the researcher

they move to the neighboring DDESS district.

jence gé .d from working within
®Xpected 1o discover in doing this research. Experience gathered
i / ¢ higher rates of SLD
these three districts led the researcher to believe that there W ould be hig

. stri in 1ts
i : N TIPN. d less stringent 10 1
entification within the DDESS district. This district appeare
: Also it is
n ; 5 epancy formula. /
“lassification requirements because it does not use the discrep



porlcd by many psychologists working
re b

abe 1n Olher dlSlrl t
= i & S

oIS found ligible in the DDESS school System. [t ig Very interesting that th
g that the numbers

did not support these experiences and opinions.

imitations of Study

One major limitation of this study is the data collected on the DDESS K k
= entuc Y

district 1s not readily available on a public database. The information was only
obtainable by contacting the DDESS headquarters and requesting the information,
Because this information is not published anywhere as of yet, it is possible that the
numbers are not as accurate as the other data reports. The information was given to the
researcher by the director of Special Education at DDESS headquarters, who also stated
that they may not be accurate (C. Chen, personal communication, November 2005).
Also, those students initially identified as having a specific learning disability who were
in the process of re-evaluations may not have been represented for this district.

Secondly. the most current national data used for comparison in this study was of

the 2000-2001 school year, while the specific district data was taken from the 2003-2004

school vear. Some data such as the total US enrollment were rounded to the nearest

osnd before reported. Although this is not believed to have significantly altered the

I aw oferable and
resuls of this study. it is important to note that more precise data would be prefe

IMProve fha ) ‘
Prove the conclusions of this study.

‘ari . (hat factored into the
Another limitation of this study is the unknown variables th
o ideli iteria for diagnosis.
“Porting of results. Although the state provides guidelines and cn
i1l affect the data. and this cannot

theoret; . |
Hielngg] perspective. experience, and natural b1as W




ccounted foror eliminated from the
be

, ber of students reported as h in i
affect the num 45 having a specific learning disabil;
Ing disability within th
e

system.

Lastly, the study is limited in that it only looked at three different districts. This
makes it difficult to use this information in a general way. It may not generalize to other
counties or districts.

Recommendations

Based on the results of this study, the following recommendations are made:

). Professionals involved with special education in the schools should be aware of the
current literature and statistics pertaining to specific learning disabilities. Awareness of
the varieties of methods used for identification as well as current rates of identification

may lead to more research and investigation in the field regarding these 1ssues.

). Assessment staff such as school psychologists should be thoroughly familiar with the

Is i : ; zlevant
disorder including its diagnostic criteria, course, treatment means, and other re

' : 1 th s s for the
‘nformation, Furthermore, such personnel should be familiar with state standards

I ' : - ~ linical or federal
diagnogis of specific learning disability, which may differ slightly from ch
o J?

Standardg.

- With the reauthorization of IDEA in December of 2004, at leas |
ty label 18

, : isabili
Criter: . N rning Disabl
eria are being reviewed and updated. When the Specific Learming



(here are ways to improve the standard for diagnosis and increase the accurate
identification of students with a specific learning disability.

4). Further research of the DDESS school system s necessary as well. It would be
beneficial to have more concrete data and information of this system in order to make
more valid comparisons regarding both general education and special education
populations with in the schools. This school system is unique in its operations and should
be looked at in more detail.

5). There is a need for further research in this area and for the other disability categories
as well. There are many research questions that could be asked based just on the
database used for this study. Future research should consider additional hypotheses that

could be tested and further build or validate the results of this research.
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Robert Charles -OVingood,
200 Glasg St
Hopkm%wlle KY 42249

Superintendent

| = 2003 2004 |
“Daly Attendance 8,072.11 8,154 48
"_/—/‘_' 8.090.79 8.160.38 $.080 84
[Tmhcrshlp 8,794.00 8,777.00 878
! $,781.00 8,755.00 8,735.00
¥ N S
\NC[AL:
o 7| Tax Revenue e _
ool -REVC_F_IPC_,' - T 0.00 StateRevenue SEEK-General Fund 0.00
ot 02T Other _Local Revenue i A
e T o 0.00 Jowimtit s Other State Revenue 0.00
: em]_RQ\{CﬂUQ 5 0.00 Other RCVCDUC Includes Fund Transfers
S L | & Insurance 0.00
R i ocd State Federal Total
enue Per Pup 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
. Year:Comparison of Revenue and Expenditures
ool Year 2002 2003 2004
izl Revenue: NEO2INN0.56: * SO022363.79 * 006
FalExpenditures 58.616.855.89 56.713,116.00 0.00
\FF: * - Does not include "Other Revenue”
District Staff (FTE)
B Sum of @Facilties 82
150

B Sum of @Instructional
[0 Sum of @0Operation Non-Instructional 93

[ Sum of @Support Services Staff 208

208
Total 032

O Behall

1 ‘e 2 S " ',
Fioures do N OT includt

\ District State
otal S 0
Personnel Total Salarny 0.00 0.(
632.48 0,968,564.36 0.00 0.00
0.00 . e ,
= isit th -owth charts and KPR by chering HERFE
visit the &7 g

T Pereentages., dropout. Fetentention ratt
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| District Profile

for (fhristizm County
2()03—2()()4 ‘ o
Robert Charleg Lovingood

200 Glass St
Hopkinsville, KY 4224¢

Superintendent

Guspensions and Expulsions:

’/ Headcount Incidents
1,390.00 2.845.00
40.00 40.00
\;:mional Child Count: ~ 1,508.00
ified Staff FTE Personnel Salary % of Total Classified Staff (FTE) -
Personnel Salary %o of Total
ol Sl 0.00 0.09 0.00 nstructional Staff 158.74 ]2,004,479.05 23510
—on Noninstructional 0.00 0.00 0.00 |  Dperation Noninstructional 93.35 [1.346.099 43 14.7¢
— Services Slaff 0.00 0.00 0.00] Bupport Services Staff 29837 |4,843,182.08 | 47.17
e Construction 0.00 0.0 0.00 Facililties/Construction 82.02 |1,774.803.80 12.97
l Ficures de NOT include On Behalf 1
[ e . Prpehdiree e = Txpenditares Per Pupil— ]
District District State
Current Expense (1000-3900) 0.00 0.00 0.00
Instruction (1000) 0.00 0.00 0.00
2100 Inst Supp Sves 0.00 0.00 0.00
2200 Inst Staf Supp Sves 0.00 0.00 .00
2300 District Admin Supp Svcs 0.00 0.00 000
1 2400 School Admin Supp Sves 0.00 9.00 0.00
2300 Business Supp Sves 0.00 L L
BT : 0 0.00,
2600 Plant Oper & Maint 0.00 EL 0.00
=700 Pupil Trans 0.00 0‘08 0.00
2800 Central Office Supp Svcs 0.00 280 ()._(x)
2900 Other Inst Supp Sves 0.00 0.00 0.00
3100 Food Sves Oper 0.00 OAOO 0.00j
3300 Comm Sves Oper 0.00 ()A()() 0.00
3900 Non-Inst Sves L 0.00 =
3100 Facilities Site Acau 0.00 0.00 0.00
1200 Facilities Site Impr _0.00] 0.00 0.00
4300 Facilities Arch and Ene _________ﬂ(’_ 0.00 __/w
=200 Facilies Edue Spec Dev 00— 0.00
j\O(b Fac@liles New Build Const 888 0.00 /————O'(—J'g
600 Facilitjes Build Impr/Ren/Add - 0.00 _____———/(lg-
3900 Facilities Other //-O—O-O——/”’U_(—)(Tr’,_____—o—@
2100 Debt Service — e 000
;2()() Fund Transfers - _’//f’m—/"w
Lotal Expense 1000-5200) 0.00



strict Narl MIiD FIWID  Hi S/L 1 EBD Ol OHI SLD DB WD AUT
Adair Co 9 19 2 111 6 40 1 31 76 — 1 121 1)
Allen Co | 111 10 2 68 15 3 39 85 - | 21l 2]
Anchorage . - 32 , : . 12 16 . 1 8 |
Anderson C 18 4 276 1 13 4 90 67 - 9 2
Ashland In 53 25 2 191 35 - 44 86 , g >
Augusta In 9 2 1 14 - 1 - 3 13 - 1 1
Ballard Co 19 6 62 2 11 1 25 22 - 4 3
Barbourvill 8 26 - 1 - 11 24 - 8 -
Bardstown , 50 - 24 2 37 49 - 13 9|
Barien Co 2 162 2 53 4 75 103 - 33 | 9|
Bath Co 1 106 1 18 3 15 29 - | 10 | 4|
Beechwood 2 21 - 11 2 35 10 = | 2] 5|
Bell Co 4 132 5 7 1 29 92 - | 14 | 8 |
Bellvue Ind 1 77 6 - 22 21 - ] 3] - |
Berea Ind : 26 3 13 : 14 24 - | 10] 6]
Boone Co 24| 648 7 47 7| 372| 357 - | 30| 38
Bourbon C 124 1 12 1 38| 102 -~ | 20] 4]
Bowling Gr 2 128 1 29 5 31 88 = | B 12
Boyd Co 3 193 1 52 4 116 75 - 1 41 9|
Boyle Co 2 110 5 14 1 715 110 - | 48] 6]
Bracken Co 43 4 i 8 2] - | 3] 1]
Breathitt C 5 108 5 33 - 16 54 - 6 | 9]
Breckinridy 1 156 3 35 1 44 85 . 25 4J
Bullitt Co 8| 476 2 87 8| 134| 420 - 92 28 |
Burgin Ind 1 30 - 2 - 12 18 - 3 3]
Butler Co 4 119 2 10 5 25 59 14 6|
Caldwell C 92 2 10 6 42 58| - 7 7]

=ik \\()g

r()“; L

IS

\[lllm\{

vl AR

R

Ao uoneanp:l |



o LD

NP

SRR

alloway Cd 49 7 2 110 4 50 21 63 88 | A 16 1A
gampbe;; c 54 17 L[ 5 226 6 67 < 89| 229 q 2% T\?\
Campbellsv| 19 7 | 67 1 10 m 20 16 | e 1 5 2\
CarlisleCo| 11| 2 : 21 ] 8 1 19 17 - | 31 5|
Carroll Co 56 18 6 49 2 13 2 21 70 - 10| 3|
Carter Co 156 35 5 259 9 43 8 45 217 1 29 | 6
CaseyCo | 76 11 - 100 1 13 ; 58 76 , 20 3
Cavernalnd 27 9 1 9 - 5 . 17 29 - 5 .
ChristianC¢ 229 42 0 576 3 69 12 90 292 - 67 27
Clark Co 119 32 6 220 8 69 4 108 96 3 8 8
Clay Co 239 49 7 294 5 14 3 39 155 g 21 7
Clinton Co 34 6 72 13 1 18 49 - B 3]
Cloverport | 12 | 36 - - 6 17 - 4] - ]
Corbin Ind 73 | 9 1 102 - 2 - 13 69 | 6] 7]
Covington | 7] 20 5 142 5 69 1 80 137 1] 49 | 8|
Crittenden 1] 6 1 78 1 8 - 20 72 | 5] - |
Cumberlan : 6 1 63 : 3 - 5 28 | 1] 1]
Danville Ind| 7 1 81 1 32 2 58 44 ] 9] 12 |
Daviess Co 13 4 540 7 149 15 273 240 [ 18]  37]
Dawson Sp 10 36 1 - - 9 27 ] - ] - ]
Dayton Ind 3 3 85 1 13 2 27 24 = | 4] 1]
East Bersta 27 1 2 - 5 6 l 7 | 1]
Edmonson 18 > 57 6 25 1 78 104 16 5]
Elizabethto B 84 8 2 37 49 9 8 |
Elliott Co 22 1 74 1 2 . 21 61 2 - |
Eminence Ir 1 12 8 - 11 38 4 i]
Erlanger In 3 161 1 17 1 47 53 11 BJ
Estill Co 37 2 143 8 - 28 82 7 -
Fairview In G 1 18 6 . 2 16 2 -
Fayette Co 71 33 £69 6 154 37 | 1,045 509 175 86




ITABLE 8 - NET ENROLLMEMT - COUNTY AND CITY PUBLIC SCHOOLS - KINDERGARTEN THROUGH TWELVE - 2003-2004

SPECIAL
K 1ST 2ND 3RD 4TH 8TH 6TH 7TH 8TH STH 10TH 11TH 12TH | EDUCATION]| TOTAL
560 [MCNAIRY COUNTY 386 344 306 kAR 362 347 370 369 363 358 327 286 267
660 |[MACON COUNTY 274 300 306 287 278 298 307 316 271 381 279 216 233
570 |MADISON COUNTY 1,062 1,040 1,026 1,038 1,108 1,090 1,164 1,207 1,187 1,301 1,116 853 861
680 |[MARION COUNTY 387 347 340 308 328 313 297 360 348 276 287 268 280
681 | "RICHARD CITY 20 kA 21 22 29 27 32 29 32 45 34 2) 27
590 |[MARSHALL COUNTY A00 387 343 369 408 387 463 403 444 370 ki gd 287 325
600 [MAURY COUNTY 933 813 807 871 877 932 920 989 902 1,039 948 789 776
610 |MEIGS COUNTY 162 137 142 137 146 140 169 150 183 131 152 162 111
620 [MONROE COUNTY 346 370 349 326 370 347 394 417 361 842 579 435 462
621 | SWEETWATER 166 146 145 182 172 169 162 182 188 0 0 0 0
630 IMONTGOMERY COUNTY 2,263 2,272 2,244 2,172 2,126 2,099 2,238 2,182 2,248 2,469 1,012 1,808 1,832
840 |MOORE COUNTY 72 72 77 7 76 7 78 83 76 97 56 63 60
660 [MORGAN COUNTY 264 250 240 241 241 272 243 204 269 2n7 267 223 243
860 |OBION COUNTY 362 317 301 389 323 364 331 344 316 366 291 269 232
661 | UNION CITY 121 134 114 117 85 116 119 133 117 130 118 77 102
670 JOVERTON COUNTY 318 294 284 266 233 258 267 285 261 248 220 244 195
680 |PERRY COUNTY 90 103 92 70 98 76 78 87 91 112 98 86 98
880 |PICKETT COUNTY 64 63 48 52 41 61 63 61 67 64 80 75 48
700 |POLK COUNTY 223 226 180 223 188 194 192 222 209 287 194 182 146
710 |PUTNAM COUNTY 863 840 798 830 748 758 827 813 806 913 808 694 861
720 |RHEA COUNTY 327 340 286 273 262 298 328 313 317 424 329 328 321
721 | DAYTON 87 72 66 68 86 78 72 94 86 0 0 0 0
730 |[ROANE COUNTY 630 513 612 516 498 517 621 807 643 697 568 480 465
740 |ROBERTSON COUNTY 789 818 766 797 768 798 801 822 861 943 721 6565 585
760 |JRUTHERFORD COUNTY 2,248 1,967 2,027 1,985 2,033 2,071 2,077 2,782 2,786 3,019 2,766 2,201 2,089
761 | MURFREESBORO 1,038 956 891 944 877 912 830 (] 0 0 0 0 0
760 |SCOTT COUNTY 241 228 216 206 187 203 227 246 208 269 211 173 176
761 | "ONEIDA 89 132 94 92 93 96 103 116 118 91 101 89 90
770 {SEQUATCHIE COUNTY 161 182 128 141 141 181 169 177 134 184 156 11 103
780 |SEVIER COUNTY 1,026 1,088 1,038 1,042 993 1,081 1,096 1,121 1,178 1,267 1,036 816 802
790 |SHELBY COUNTY 3,746 3,618 3,847 3,674 3,767 4,081 3,931 3,828 3,768 4,207 3,958 3,631 3,248
781 | MEMPHIS 10,492 9,877 9,442 9,389 9,817 9,616 | 10,200 | 10,215 9,468 | 10,480 8,638 6,760 5819
800 |SMITH COUNTY 260 199 261 232 211 270 246 217 268 309 239 220 224
810 |STEWART COUNTY 176 150 138 167 165 162 200 202 181 188 187 161 150
820 ISULLIVAN COUNTY 868 967 960 969 873 1,023 1,084 1,087 1,064 1,267 1,083 1,006 894
8211 BRISTOL 289 289 244 303 299 296 324 330 319 383 297 269 247
822 | KINGSPORT 522 491 627 521 518 862 677 640 522 561 488 466 414
830 |SUMNER COUNTY 2,217 2,296 2,166 2,217 2,237 2,263 2,276 2,628 2,490 2,807 2,154 1,828 1,727
840 |TIPTON COUNTY 858 860 830 900 848 882 .11} 1,007 951 1,078 960 808 ™
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/YABLE 171 - NUMBER OF CHILDREN AGES 3 THROUGH 21 WITH DISABILITIES RECEIVING SPECIAL EDUCATION SERVICES - 2003-2004 ’-;
EMO- PHYSI- HEAR- VISU- TRAU- =
TIONALLY HEALTH| CALLY ING ALLY MULTI | FUNC- |DEVELOP-| maTC
LEARNING | MENTALLY BPEECH [ LANGUAGE DIS- AU- M- ™- - IM- | DEAF/| DIS- | TIONALLY |MENTALLY| BRAIN
DISABLED | RETARDED | GIFTED [IMPAIRED| IMPAIRED ( TURBED | TISM | PAIRED|PAIRED | DEAF | PAIRED| BLIND | PAIRED| BUIND | ABLED | DELAYED DELAYED | INJURY | TOTAL™
§50 [MCNAIRY COUNTY 182 82 83 166 - 15 - 4 " o = 0 = 0 - 18 52‘ e
560 [MACON COUNTY 224 21 % 82 108 . - 37 ™ 2 - = 0 = 18 20 -
§70 [MADISON COUNTY 1,221 300 24 352 187 182 3 120 . 0 13 = . 0] 92 121 119 -
580 |[MARION COUNTY 228 50 18 168 30 . o - - = as 0 - 0 14 00 45 -
681 [ *RICHARD CITY 30 - 12 " - 0 o B 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 = - 0
580 |MARSHALL COUNTY 358 38 166 168 30 22 e 48 L] o 2 0] 0 0 12 18, 21 0
600 [MAURY COUNTY 718 184 232 320 163 108 40 180 16 b 27 0 2 0 23 " 119 &
610 [MEIGS COUNTY 79 23 = 66 84 0 0 (1) . 0 0] 0 o 0 o 40 18 L
620 |MONROE COUNTY 423 102 63 150 18 30 ol 80 a 0 s e - [J 13 33 42 0
621 | BWEETWATER 64 32 . 89 26 = o8 1 - 0 - 0 - 0 . - o) -
€30 {[MONTGOMERY COUNTY 1,323 235 698 850 218 135 | H 248 24 - 25 i 21 0 35 11 01 il
440 [MOORE COUNTY 87 1" - 26 3 . L] 16 s 0 e 0] 0 0 e bl 0 [
860 |MORGAN COUNTY 144 28 68 122 82 13 = 47 bt . U Lo 0 0 o 11 17, Lt
480 |OBION COUNTY 3 82 204 182 24 18 ” k1] Ll bl " 0 e 0 - o 13 “
461| UNIONCITY 83 23 0 1 80 = = 10 0 0 L 0 0 0 o i = 0
€70 |OVERTON COUNTY 401 28 181 103 43 13 o 31 - 0 ) 0 e 0 = 10 12 0
880 |PERRY COUNTY 87 17 13 38 81 16 e 24 0 0 L] 0 el 0, & * - 2
690 |PICKETY COUNTY 3 18 0 34 10 - 0 L we 0 0 0 * 0 0 g il 0
700 |POLK COUNTY 118 28 23 100 13 - = 1 L 0 o 0 0) - 2 22 27, 0
710 |PUTNAM COUNTY 879 122 281 281 118 62 35 191 21 ” 22 0 1 0 18 47, 05 "
720 |RHEA COUNTY 149 a7 12 60 (1] - 10 (1] - 0 o 0 = 0| 4 24 19 v
121| DAYTON 61 10 0 27 » L 0| e 0 0 0 0 - 0 0 - i o
730 |ROANE COUNTY 626 73 71 266 A5 33 - 182 - - o . 10 0 31 i 56 & 1,680
740 |ROBERTSON COUNTY 818 46 220 376 239 35 18 169 L 0 17 L o 0 13 1] 70| 0 2,078
760 |RUTHERFORD COUNTY 1,742 336 1,099 485 303 184 7 329 40 - 54 19 16 ] 49 141 186 = 5,049
781 | MURFREESBORO 294 29 12 223 73 L L 82 - - o0 0 = 0 e 22 116 - 804
780 |SCOTT COUNTY 113 118 - 104 52 o4 0 19 5 [} o 0 - 0 0 o 0 0 425
781 | “ONEIDA 48 21 0 12 18 0 . 14 - 0 . 0 - 0 - o = 0 149
770 {SEQUATCHIE COUNTY 150 3 i 72 20 - - » - - o 0 #| 0 = 14 o G ac
780 |SEVIER COUNTY 688 129 362 652 172 83 26 227 19 - 17 * Ly 0 38 101 143 L 2,867
790 [8HELBY COUNTY 3,967 328 3,288 283 423 108 108 902 108 0 85 - 31 0 79 77 327 16/ 10,811
191 MEMPHIS 4,686 4,541 2,695 1,818 201 212 189 716 (1] 0 216 0 60 0] 204 35 27 ~| 15,872
300 | 5MITH COUNTY 196 38 14 79 90 . - 73 - 0 . - & 0 & 10 22 i b31
810 |STEWART COUNTY 226 - 15 P 4 1 o 18 v o . 0 0 0 - 21 30 0 400
120 |SULLIVAN COUNTY 789 189 s 471 25 28 . 299 = - . o 12 0 - ” am i
121 | BRISTOL 223 60 51 121 22 14 . 51 . 0 o o . 0 - 18 [1) 0 644
822 | KINGSPORT 456 74 158 5a3 58 o5 17 a1 o - o 0 - 0 30 ET) 75 = 1403
830 |SUMNER COUNTY 1,379 169 T88 662 LAL) 17 1.1} 536 32 = 34 il 14 0 21 4 e : ;1.::
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DD 4 -
ESS KENTUCKY DISTRICT ENROLLMENT

»003-2004 School Year
2003-2004 SCNOO: Tedr

Kentucky District (03-04):
Total Enrolled: 7071
SPED Enrollment: 909
SLD Eligible: 201

2004-2005 School Year

Kentucky District (04-05)
Total Enrollment: 6927
SPED Enrollment: 947
SLD Eligible: 156

*Information given by Cynthia Chen, Director of DoDEA Special Education (11/2005)
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Kentucky District (03-04):
Total Enrolled: 7071
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36”53 COX <
; Star Drive

N 37042
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7] Silver

caksvilles T

- lication regarding study number 05-073: A Stud i i
— tud d udy of Specific Lea > Disability Incj
ix[oxlth"’er}r County, TN, Christian County, KY and the DDESS Kentucky Ir)nilsl:ﬁc?lsablm) pedence Rates

Dear Michaellea Cox,

Thank you for your recent submission. We apprgciate your cooperation with the human research review
ocess. | have rev?ewed your request for expedited approval of the new study listed above. This type of study
qualifies for expedited review under FDA and NIH (Office for Protection from Research Risks) regulations.

Congratulations! This is to confirm that I have approved your application through one calendar year. This
spproval is subject to APSU Policies and Procedures governing human subject research.

Youare granted permission to conduct your study as described in your application effective immediately. The
siudy is subject to continuing review on or before January 24, 2007, unless closed before that date. Enclosed
please find the forms to report when your study has been completed and the form to request an annual review of
dcontinuing study. Please submit the appropriate form prior to January 24, 2007.

Please note that any changes to the study as approved must be promptly reported and apgrovcd. If you have any
questions or require further information, contact me at (221-7415; fax 221-7641; email pmderc@apsu.edu):
Again, thank you for your cooperation with the APSU IRB and the human research review process. Best wishes

lora successfyl study!

Sincerely.

o 4 Pk

Charles A Binder. P

air, Ayst ituti -
N r?ustm Peay Institutional Review Board
-Larry Lowrance

www.apsu.edu

- q31) 221-7641
p. (931) 221-7414 p: (B8] 25

"0-Bos 1458 o Clarksville, TN 37044 ©
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