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ABSTRACT 

Although the federal regulati ons regarding the criteria fo r specific learning 

di sabiliti es influence state definiti ons and criteria, states have significant di scretion in the 

implementati on of specia l educati on di sability diagnosis. These defin itions and 

classification criteria are in fl uential statements about whi ch children are most in need of 

the resources associated w ith special educati on programs. This study determines if a 

difference ex ists in the rate of identifi cation of Specifi c Learning Disability between three 

counties very close in geographi c prox imity, each of w hich uses a diffe rent method of 

classificati on . The di stri cts incl uded are Montgom ery County, Tennessee, Chri stian 

County, Kentucky, and the Department of Defense Domestic Dependent Elementary and 

Secondary Schools (ODESS) Kentucky di stri ct. Thi s study also looked at how each of 

these counties compares to the nati ona l average regarding identificat ion of specific 

learninn disabilitv to determine anv sinni fica nt di ffe rences exist. b • ., 0 

\ ' 
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Specific Learning Disability Incidence Rates i M 
n ontgomery County Tennessee, 

Christian County, Kentucky and the Department of Defens D . e omest1c Dependent Elementary and 

Secondary Schools Kentucky District 

It is important that those served under the spec·a1 d · b • . 1 e ucall on um re\la be 1dent1fied 

and placed in accordance w ith actual need and di sability. Although the federal 

regulations regarding the crite ri a for specific learning di sabi lities influence state 

definitions and criteria, s tates have significant di scretion in the implementation of special 

ed ucati on di sa bility diagnosis . These definition s and classification criteria are influential 

statements abo ut which children are most in need of the resources associated with special 

educati on programs. The variabili ty between state definitions and criteria result in the 

possibl e misidentification of students in need of these resources, as well as the possible 

refusal of services to a child who is considered e li gibl e accordin g to one system but not in 

the oth er. 

Due to the incons istencies in the identification process of those w ith specifi c 

learning di sabilities across the country. it is probable that some systems are more likely to 

over- or w1der- identi fy studen ts 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 identifi cation of di sabiliti es m atches national prevalence data. This study sought to 

determine if a difference ex ists in the rate of identification of Specific Learning Disabili ty 

between three counti es wh ich are very close in geographic proximity and each of which 

uses a different method of classifi cation . The di stri cts included were Montgomery 

County, Tcnn esee, Christian County , Kentucky , and the Department of Defense 

Dome tic Dependent Elementary and Secondary Schools (DDESS) Kentuck--y diSlrict. 

Thi s study a lso looked at hov,· each of these counti es compares to the national average 
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regard ing identifi cati on of specifi c learning di sabili ty. 

Confus ion and controversy have been assoc· t d · h 
1 

· • • • • 
ta e wit earnmg d1sabtl1t1es as long 

as they have been recogni zed as disabiliti es Poor acad · , . k 
· em1c per1ormance 1s a ' ey 

element in most current definiti ons of learning disabilities (Ri vers, D . & Smith, T. , 1988). 

Therefore, m any children now identifi ed as having specifi c learning di sabilities would 

have previo usly been labe led slow learn ers, em oti onall y di sturbed, or even mentally 

retarded ass um ing they received any additi ona l instructi onal support at all. 

Currentl y , services rela ted to learning disabiliti es make up the largest program for 

special needs children in the United States. Unlike any other area in specia l education , its 

growth rate has increased from a bout 25% of a ll students with disabiliti es in 1975 to 

nearl y 50% in 2000 (U.S. D epartment of Education, 2002). A lthough, children classified 

as hav ing a specifi c learning di sability (SLD) represent the largest g roup of 

exceptiona liti es being served under provisions and funding authorizations of Publi c Law 

94-1 42. and vet there continues to be m a jor di scussion and controversy surrounding both . . 

defini tion and classifi cati on in the fie ld of learning disabil iti es . Thi s increases the 

potential for both mi si denti fica tion and over-identifica tion of the di sabili ty (Ri vers & 

Smith, 1988). 

Federal Defin itions and Classification . . 

The term spec ifi c learning disability was introduced by an educator, Samuel Kirk , 

· l 96~ · · ·1· · d fi d b dela,,s deviati ons and discrepancies 111 _, . Ht s co ncept of the d1 sab1 1ty 1s e me Y - , ' 

· d · h d ) nuane prob lems that cannot be in aca em1c perfom1ance , as well as speec an ano o 

• d fi · . o ti onal di stur bance (Hardman, attrib uted to m enta l re tarda ti on. sensory e 1c1ts, or em 

M.L.. Drew . C .J . & Egan. M .W ., .2005). However, the defini tions of learning disabiliti es 
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,·af)' across disciplines and even the educational 
sySlems that seek to identify them. This 

is due in part to the different theoretical views of th d. b" . 
e isa il1ty. lt has been suggested that 

learning disabilities have been defined in more ways 6 d. . . . 
Y more 1sc1plmes and professional 

groups than any other type of disability (Mastropieri & Scruggs, 2000). 

The Individuals with Disabilities Education Act (IDEA) of 1990 stated that: 

"Specific learning disability" means a disorder 1· 11 one f h b · or more o t e as1c 

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[6][4]). 

This definition included many of the same concepts incorporated in Kirk ' s definition, and 

at the same tim e it provided some leoal ouidance for the use of the term in the public 
0 0 

school sett ing. This definition, al though it led to a set of "Rules and Regulations'' to help 

in the identi ti cation of those with specific learning disabilities, imposes no real way to 

measure a learning disability. In 1998, the ational Joint Committee for Learning 

Disabilities included some important elements in the definition of specific learning 

d. b In parti·cular, one part of this definition states 1sa ility which are not included in IDEA. 

the fo ll owin o-e· 
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Learning Disabilities is a genera) ter th 
m at refers t I 0 a 1eterogeneous group of 

disorders manifested by significant diffi 1 . . 
icu ties 111 the acquisition and use of 

listening, speaking, reading, writino rea • 
i:, , sonmg, and mathematical abilities. These 

disorders are intrinsic to the individual ( ) 
' are presumed to be due to central 

nervous system dysfunction, and may occur ac th 
1
-r 

ross e 11espan (I 998, p. 187). 

This definition includes an emphasis on specific learni 1 d. b.1. . . 
fib 1sa 1 1ties as bemg made up of 

3 group of disorders, causing significant difficulties in learn· d h 1 • 
mg, an t e ongev1ty 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 m easured (Reschly, D.J. , & Hosp, 

.l .L. , 2004 ). 

Heterogeneity classification addresses the variety of areas where these children 

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

E . . . E , · Basic Readin u Skill, Reading 
xpress1on, Listening Comprehens10n, Wntten xpresswn, 0 

C . . d M h t"cs Reasoning. Finally, the 
omprehens1on, Mathematics Calculat1on, an at ema 1 

. . 0 disability cannot be due to other 
exclusion approach addresses the idea that the Jearnm0 

c · . . . handicaps, mental retardati on, 
ertain cond1t1ons, such as visual , heanng, or motor 

e · . 1 or economic disadvantage. 
motional di sturbance , or of environmental , cultura ' 
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Another area often addressed when co · d . . 
nsi enng thi s disability is that of an 

in forma tion processing deficit. Cognition, or inform . . 
atton processmg, refers to the way a 

person acquires , retains, and manipulates informat' (H 
IOn ardman, et. al , 2005) . It is the 

believed by many that these processes are difficult fi . ct · . . . 
or 10 1v1duals with learning 

disabilities. Research suggests that children with !ear • ct· ... 
nmg 1sabI11t1es do not uniformly 

exhibit the same processing deficiencies (Henry ')001 ) S h . . 
, , - . ome may ave difficulty with 

short-term memory, while others may struggle with Jong term t · 1 • 
1 

• 
1 - re neva or v1sua spatia 

thinking. However, many educational systems require the identification of these 

processing di sorders , 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 meaSLlred 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 heavil y 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 frequentl y move between these syStems. 

Tennessee Definition & Eligibility Criteria 

. . f T ee defines Specific Learning 
Similar to the federal definition, the state o enness 

Disability as follows: 

.. . . . ,. . der in one or more of the basic 
Specific Leaming Disab1ltty means a disor 

. din or in using language, spoken or 
psychological processes involved in understan g 
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wri!len , that may manifes t itself in an im erfi .. 
p ect ability to listen, think, speak, read, 

write, spell , or to do mathematical calcuiaC • . 
ions including conditions such as 

perceptual disabilities, brain injury, minimal br • d . 
am ysfunction, dyslexia, and 

developmental aphasia. (State Board of Educat' R 
1 1011 ue0520-1-9-.01 (15)(m) 

"Disabilities"). 

This definition is very much like that of IDEA with the 1 • f h . 
, exc us1011 o t e exclusionary 

cri teria. This however is addressed when considerino the state ' t d d .. 1. •b·i · 
t:i s s an ar s 1or e 1g1 1 1ty. 

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. 

· c 1 · deterrn inino elioibility under Tennessee employs the use of a discrepancy 1orrnu a m b b 

h . . Th t be a severe discrepancy between 1 e category of specific learning disability. ere mus 

. . h t is based 011 the best measure of 
educational performance and predicted achievement t a 

. . d cational performance and predicted 
cognit1 ve ability. A severe discrepancy between e u 

, . onitive ability is defin ed by at least 
achi evement that is based on the best m easure of cob 

- . . . o re uression-based discrepancy 
l.) Standard Error of the Estimate Units when utillzmo 0 
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Jvses described in Tern1essee's guidelin f, 

.'.]J l .'l . es or evaluation of . 
. . Specific Learning 

D·s·ibiliti es (Tennessee Department of Educat· 
, . < 10 11 , 2004 ). 

In addition to the ability /achievement di·s crepancy re . 
qu1rement, Tennessee also 

quires the identification of certain processin d. 
re g isorders. Their guidelines state that 

there must be evidence of a cogniti ve processino di d 
b sor er that adversely affects the 

child 's academi c achievement. A cognitive process· , d. . 
mg isorder IS defined as a defi cit in 

the manner in which a child receives, stores, transfo . 
rms, retrieves, and expresses 

informati on. There must al so be documented evidence th t d 
a emonstrates or expresses the 

mani fes tati on of the processing disorder in the identifi ed achievement defi cit. 

Lastl y, li ke the eligibili ty criteria set out by IDEA, there must be evidence that the 

chi ld· s learning difficulti es are not due primarily to visual, hearing, or motor 

impai rments; Mental Retardation; Emotional Disturbance; environmental, cultural , or 

economi c di sadvantage; limited English proficiency; motivational factors; or situational 

traumas . It is also a stipulation that children who perfo rm in classroom academics in a 

maimer commensurate with expected academic standards at the child's grade level cannot 

be cons idered as having a Specific Leaming Disabili ty, even though they may show 

defi cits on achievement tests in one or more of the seven academic areas. 

Kentudy Definition & Elig ibility Criteria 

f Kentucky also defines Specific 
Identi cal to the fe deral definition, the state 0 

Learning Disabili ty as fo llows: 

d. der 1· n one or more of the basic 
''S ·fi · b·1 · " ans a 1sor pec1 1c Learning 01 sa 1 1ty me 

. d tandin n or in using language, spoken 
psychological processes involved lll un ers 0 

. _.: t abilin., to listen, thi nk, speak, 
. . If . an impe1 iec •; 

or written, that may manifest 1tse lll 
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read, write, spell , or to do mathematical calc I t· · I d. · · u a ions me u mg conditions such as 

perceptual disabilities, brain injury minimal b · d fi · · , ram ys unction, dyslexia, and 

developmental aphasia. Specific learning disability d · 1 d I · oes not 111c u e earn111g 

problems that are primarily the result of visual hea · d . b·1· · f , rmg, or motor 1sa 1 1t1es, o 

mental disability, of emotional disturbance, or of environmental, cultural , or 

economic disadvantage . (Kentucky Administrative Regulations 707 KAR 1 :31 o 

(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 intell ectual 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 

achi evements 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 academi c achi evement al thou uh this term is included as part of the definition 
' 0 

currently being use (Ken tuck) ' Department of Education, 2003 ). 
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DoDEA Definition and E/igihility Criteria 

The Department of Defense Educar A . . 
ion ctivny (DoDEA) . 

1s a civilian agency of 
the U.S. Department of Defense headed by ad. 

1rector who 0 versees all agency functions 

from DoDEA headquarters . The schools serve the ch· .. 
Iidren of military service members 

and Department of Defense civilian employees th h 
roug out the world. The Department of 

Defense (DOD) Domestic Dependent Elementan., d S 
·; an econdary Schools (DDESS) is 

one of two distinct educational systems operated b)' D DEA DDE . 0 • SS provides 

comprehensive educational programs on military installat· I d · ions ocate 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 is 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). 

bTt)' and achievement discrepancy 
Thi s definition does not include the severe a 1 1 

. . . . . . ts do require poor academic 
requirement. although the system's ehg1b1hty reqrnremen 

. . . • ed to have specific learning 
achi evement. Within thi s system , a child is determlll 

. . . . . rocessing and/or production of 
disability only when the presence of a disorder in P 
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I c•uaPe and/or information which relates t 
anC" o o an academ - . 

ic deficit. Significant differences 

Ll11011c, scales or standard scores for clusters -
t1 o m a com r h -

p e ens1ve battery in accordance 
wi th publisher's guidance are considered evidence of . 

this . Also, significant weaknesses 

•dentified across sub-tests or clusters of more th 
1 an one asses . · sment mstrument can be used 

as supporting evidence of a processing deficit. Th· . 
is processmg disorder must adversely 

affecting educational performance. This can be h . 
s own m performance on academic 

achievement test, which must be at or near the 1 oth .1 (pl . 
percenti e us or mmus the standard 

error of measure of the assessment that is administered) Al d . . . so, aca em1c achievement at 

h .-,-th ·1 .c h 
or near t e _,.) percent1 e ror t ose students who are above average intell ectual 

fw1ctioning 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 

Kentucky, it is stated in DoDEA's regulations that in no case will a student be fo und 

eligible without having an identified processing deficit. This processing deficit shall be 

substanti ated 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 

different states , but there is not currently much research about the incidence rates among 

the Department of Defense Education Activity (DoDEA) school syStems, and how it 

compares to other state and national incidence rates. 

. . nfi ation from school districts in 
Thi s research looked at special education 1 orm 

Ed ation Activity to determine if 
Tennessee , Kentuckv. and the Department of Defense uc 

. . . . ecifi c learning disability exists 
a difference in definitior. and identifi cation cntena for sp 

b h ther or not identification of students 
etween these systems. Also of interest was w e 
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urrently being placed in special education unct 

c er the label · 
specific learning disability is 

ccurrinn at the same rates between these sy t 0 o s ems and a d" s pre icted by national 
prevalence data. 

The results of this study should be of 
1
· t 
n erest to speci I d . a e ucat1on departments in 

the districts used in the study as well as researchers h . 
w O are Interested in the trends of 

specific learning disability identification in general 1 . 
· n particular, by reviewing this 

srudv, special education directors and appropriate revie\,\' t .
11 

b . 
, earns w1 e able to see 1f there 

is sinnificant over-identification or under-identification of s ·fi 1 • d. . . . . 
o pec1 1c eammg 1sab1ltt1es m 

their district as compared to those neighboring di stricts and nationwide. This study is 

also important because it allows one to examine the probability of a cluld who is 

considered exceptional in one district not qualifying to receive ervices in another 

neighboring district. 

Additionally, thi s study provides a larger base of information for future 

researchers that might wish to examine similar questions pertaining to specifi learning 

disabilities. Implications for future research includ identi fy ing trends in special 

education placements across different areas of the country with different definitions and 

processes for identification. A lso it would be beneficial to explore possible interventions 

1 • · d. bTt"es and in guiding re earch that to prevent the over-diagnosis of specific leammg isa 1 1 1 

. b tw en sv terns that have different may wish to explore effects on children who move e e · 

identification criteria. 

The research 
There are four research questions this studY seeks to answer. 

questions this study will investigate include: 

. .fi tl v hi nher di aonoses of specific 
l . Did any of the three districts ha e sigm ican , 0 0 
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learning disability than would be predicted b 
ased on nat" 1 Iona prevalence data? 

2. Did any of those districts using 
O 1 . 

n Y a d1screpanc ~ . . 
. . . . . Y ormula to 1dent1fy specific 

]earning d1sab1ht1es have higher rates of stud . . 
ents with this label? 

3. Did any of those districts using a dis 
crepancy formula along with identification 

of some processing deficits to identify specific learnin, . . .. 
g disabilities have higher rates of 

students with this label ? 

4. Did any of those districts that only require ·d ffi · 
I en I 1cat1on of some processing 

deficit s as a means to identify specific leamino disabiliti·es h h. h 
e ave 1g er 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. It is 

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

bring an over- or under-representation of a given disability such as specific learning 

ct · 6·1 · · · · h I proximity of the three counties, it is isa 1 1t1es 111 the areas they serve. Given t e c ose 

likely that the populations overlap and are similar; however th is does need to be 

. . · aht show a si rrnificantlv higher or 
considered when interpreting the findings. Data m 10 0 

• 

l . ·fi I arnin (l disabilities in those regi ons, 
ower proporti on of students diagnosed with speci ic e 0 

b . ~ tures of the region rather than a 
ut that discrepancy could be due to the umque ea 



with diagnosis or placement. 
problem 

Lastly, the data was drawn from particular school district databases, and while 

13 

. Id compose the entire population of the area being studied in most cases it would 
th!S WOU ' 

what harder to generalize these specific results to other areas of the country . For 
be some 

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

h d. stricts mi ght have little or no practical application for this research data. 
but ot er i 
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Methodology 

The data examined in this study are fil . 
I es m databa . ses archived by the state of 

Tennessee, the state of Kentucky, and the De artm 
p ent of Defense Education Activity 

(DoDEA). The data considered is from indep d 
en ent school districts rather than 

individuals , and specific school districts were cho b . . 
sen ased on their inclusion in this 

publicly available database of the Tennessee special d . 
e ucat1on censuses, Kentucky 

special education censuses, and DoDEA special educat· ton censuses. Some data was 

obtained through direct contact of the examiner with the d,·rect f th c: ors o e state or 1ederal 

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 

includes the numbers of students identified in these systems during the 2003-2004 school 

year. These three districts and their databases contain files on a total of 43 ,976 st
udents. 

0 
. . · d I 816 are considered to 

f these students , 6,520 receive special education services, an ' 

h d
. . ts border each other in some location, 

ave a speci fic learning disability. All three tStriC 

d 
. . ts for SLD identifi cation. 

an all three have different classificat1on reqwremen 



D ,i·i" l1 anJ Procedure t , t, 

The information of interest to this st d 
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u y related direct! 
. . Y to the number of students 

who are currently 1dent1fied as having a specific le . _ _ _ 
anung disability, and these children 

were listed under the special education census fi . _ 
or each dtstnct. Therefore, the 

information needed for thi s study was taken from the . 
above mentioned special education 

databases holding census information. There was •ct . . . 
no I entifymg mformation gathered 

such as name, race, or sex. The database is in th bl . d . 
e pu ic omam and is designed to 

Protect the identities and confidentiality of the students Th 1 . +- • 
· e on Y m1orrnat1on the 

researcher had access to was the total number of students ;,., a di.st · t th I b f u, rte , e tota num er o 

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 wi th specific learning disability within each district were 

gathered to derive the percents used for comparison. Analysis of the data required the 

commerciall y available software package Excel to derive statistical results for the first 

f d t Who .:-:all under the label of specific learning 
research hypotheses. Percents o stu en s 1 ' 

ct· · • . - -d· the number of those students 
isabllny were mathematically determrned by divi mg 

id - . . . . . , the total number of students within 
entified as havmg a spec ific learnmg d1 sabillt) by 

the . . _ ull ed from the Office of Special 
distnct. TI1ey were compared to nat10nal data P 

E . 0') and a Chi-Square Test for 
ducat1on Programs (OS EP) Annual Reports for 20 ~ 
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of Fit on Excel compared the obtained values for M t C 
ooodnes on gomery ounty , 

. ·an county, and Kentucky ODESS with predicted values from the United States to 
oristl 

. ·r any significant difference exists. 
deterin1ne I 

After it was determined whether there were any significant differences between 

. nta(res found in each district and the national data, descriptive statistics were 
those pet ce o 

are the three di stricts with each other. The data from each district was 
used to comp 

d the national data and any difference in identification rate was discussed. 
compare to 
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Results 

J'rucedure fur A nulysis 

The information needed for this st d 
u Y was taken fi h . 

rom t e previously mentioned 

Special education databases holdino census • .- . 
0 m1onnat1on. Procedure for thi s study 

required downloading the data from the state's b . 
we Site to a computer hard drive in order 

to transfer that information to a statistics prot!fam O . . . . 
0 

· escnptive statisl!cs such as the total 

nwnber of regular education students, special educ t· d . 
a ion stu ents, and students with 

specifi c ]earning di sabili ty ,vithin each district were gath d d . 
ere to en ve the percents used 

for comparison. Analysis of the data required the commercially available software 

package Excel to deri ve statistical results for the first research hypotheses. Percents of 

students who fall under the label of specific learning disability were mathematically 

determined by di viding the nwnber of those students identified as having a specific 

learning di sability 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 

Offi ce of Spec ial Education Programs (OSEP) Annual Reports for 2002. A Chi-Square 

Test for Goodness of Fit 0 11 Excel compared the obtained values for Montgomery 

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

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

· h · o qualitative comparison and any 
111 each county w ere then compared to each ot er usm0 

d.f • d t address the last three research 
1 f erences noted between them were d1 scusse 0 

questions. 
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•,· 1,lc In n 2004 Dis1ri cl l{nw Dnla 
2003· 
ois1r icl Number or 

Number or S111den1s 
~ 1 Counl )'. Kc11111cky 8,735 

SLD Id . Sluden1s wi1h 
Raic ol'SLD ldcn1 ilica1ion 229 cnllficaiion 

~ mcry Counly, Tennessee 28, 170 0.026 
1,323 

~ck)' Dis1ri c1s. ODESS 7,07 J 0.046 
201 

c-- 0.028 

Tntilc Iii 
Ohservcd vs. l'rcdiele . >flCC I IC earn in g Disahilitv Diagnosis 

Q 1s1riel Chi-Square Value 
Degrees of F recdom 

Significan1 
C hris ii an Coun1 y, Ken1ucky I. J 8 2 .05 (X' - 5.99 1) 

d S fi L 

N 
Mon1gomery Counly, Tennessee 0.28 2 

N 
l( e111ucky Districts. DDESS 1.66 2 

N 

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 stati stically 

insignificant at the .05 level for their respective degrees of freedom. Based on this 

infonnati on, it is determined that there .is not a statistically significant difference between 

ti ·fi I · disability within each district 
le rates of students identified as having a speci ic earnmg 

as - · · compared to the national rate of 1dent1ficatwn. 

~ Its of Research Questi on 2 

. . to the relationship between the 
Data for the second research question pertarnrng 

. . form ula only as the means of 
1dent' fi , - . d a di screpancy 1 ication rates of those cow1t1 es that use 

. mparison to the rates noted 
SLD ·ct · Kentucky rn co 1 en11fica tion namelv Chri sti an County, 

' -
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. 1 , other two distri cts was analvzed using 6 . 
in t i c - as,c descripti ve stati stics alone It . 

. . . . · 1s noted 
1 Chri stian County d1 stn ct 1dent1fi ed student , . h . t,1e s as avmg a .fi 

spec1 ic learning disability at 
lower rate than the DDESS Kentucky distri ct and t 1 a a a ower rate than the Montgomery 

count)' di stri ct. 

lki ults of Research Questi on 3 

Data fo r the third research question pertaining t th 1 • . 
o e re at1 onsh1p between the 

iden ti fica ti on ra tes of Montgomery County, Tennessee wh· ch d. 1 uses a 1screpancy fo rmula 

as we ll as the requirement of identification of some processing defi , -1 · d . 1 "f c1 m or er to c ass1 y 

someone as having a specifi c learning disability in comparison lo the rates noted in the 

other two di stri cts was analyzed using basic descripti ve stati sti cs alone. It is noted that 

this district identifi ed at a higher rate than both other districts . 

Results of Research Questi on 4 

Data fo r the fo urth research question pertaining to the relationship ben:veen the 

identificati on rates of the Kentucky DDESS system whi ch does not use a di screpancy 

fo rmula. ho\-vever does require the identification of some processing defici t in order to 

classif)1 someone as having a specific learning di sability in comparison to the rates noted 

in the other two di stri cts was analyzed using basic descripti ve stati stics alone. It is noted 

that thi s distri ct had the lowest rates of identification of students with a specific learning 

di sability 

. d. h I ·t thr e research ques tions Although the info rmation determmed regar mg t e as e 

wa b d · t" ve information, it is still 
s not ased on any statistical measure, but rather on escnp 1 

of intere · 1 st to compare the rates m genera . 
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Discussion 

There are several findings from this stud , h 
) t at may b · . 

e mterestmg to note. G" 
ncern for misidentification and over- or und iven 

the co er-representati f . 
on o students m special 

d ·a ti on it is important to determine if the meth d ·f . . e uc o o 1dentJfic t" . a ion used is related to thi s 
blem. The results of this study show that there · . . 

pro is not a significant difference between 

h percent of students labeled with specific Jeamino ct · bT . . 
l e o isa I ity ma given Kentucky 

district. Tennessee district, and ODESS district and that wh· h Id b 
IC wou e expected based 

011 national norms. Each of these districts uses a different meth d t ·ct •"- h o o 1 ent1J y t ose 

students considered to have a specific learning disability. Despite some variations 

between each districts' prevalence rate of SLD identification, they are all still considered 

to 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 is interesting to 

note the differences between the three districts themselves. 

Discussion ofI-l vpothesi s I 

. •fi · f each district as compared to 
When comparing the rates of SLD 1dent1 1cat10n ° 

. . . . all · 0 · ficant differences identified. 
national identifi cation rates. there are no stat1st1c y s1ern 

I tes This 
All district rates are considered to be similar to that of national preva ence ra . 

in~ . . . . . that looked at rates within the entire 
ormat ion 1s m agreement with prev10us research 

d the rates of identification for the MO 
Slate of Kentud.y1 and T en11essee which have foun 

L ,004) No previous 
state . . . hi D J & Hosp, J · , - · 

s lo be sim il ar to nati onal rates (Resc Y, · · 
. t therefore the 

re · . · 11 identification ra es , 
search exists regard ing the ODESS special educatio 
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oDESS special education identifi cati on rates in , 
. genera) have not as of yet been compared 

.th nat ional rates and 111formati on on DDESS ct· . 
1" 1 1stncts as c . . ompared to national norms is 
not available. It 1s encouragmg that despite th ct · g 

e , erent methods used and the different 

rates found between the three di stricts, that they ar 11 e a not far from what would be 

expected based on the national data. This may 
suggest that the method used fo r 

ident ifi cati on does not make a difference when cons·d • h . . 1 enng w o 1s considered to have a 

specifi c ]earning disabili ty and that each of the three m th d d. e o s 1scussed here are equall y 

success ful in determining whi ch students actuall y have thi s di sabili ty . 

Discussion of Hvpothesis 2. 3. & 4 

Although all three di stri cts were not considered to have rates of SLD 

identifi cation that were signifi cantly di ffe rent from that of the national SLD identifi cation 

rate, there are some differences between the districts themselves that are of interest. 

Despi te their close proximi ty to each other, these three countie had some clinicall y 

significant vari ances in identifi cati on rates . Montgomery County. Tennessee for example 

identi fi e at t\-vice the rate of the DDESS Kentucky distri ct. This is appears to be a rather 

large di ffe rence when considering the large number of children who move between the 

two distri cts quite frequentl y. It is very likely that a child who is identifi ed as having a 

. . ·11 t be given thi s label shoul d 
specifi c learn111g di sability in Montgomery County wi no 

ti This was not what the researcher 
1ey move to the neiohborino DDESS di strict. 

0 0 

. . ,athered from working with in 
expected to di scover in doin o thi s research. Expen ence g 

0 

th . . , t there would be higher rates of SLD 
ese three di stri cts led the researcher to beli e, e tha 

·ct This di stri ct appeared less stringent in its 
1 en ti fication within the DDESS di strict. 

d
. ancv formula. Also it is 

cla . ··fi . . t use the ,screp -
ssi 1cat1 on requirements because it does no 
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ted by 111any psychologists ,vo rking withi th ' . 

r·cpor n is particular school system that 

·idren who often were deemed ineligible for . 
chi . services under this label in other districts 

fo und eligible m the DDESS school system were • It is ven , 1·nt · . ; erestmg that the numbers 

did not support these experi ences and opinions. 

Lirniwtions of Studv 
:;:;.c--

One major limitati on of thi s study is the data II d 
· co ecte on the DDESS Kentuck--y 

distric t is not readil y available on a public database The · fi . · 111 ormat1on vvas only 

obta inable by contacting the DDESS headquarters and requesti·n , th • r . g e 1111 ormat1on. 

Because thi s information is not published anywhere as of yet, it is possible that the 

num bers are not as accurate as the other data reports. The info rmation 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 communicati on, ovember 2005). 

Also, those students initiall y identifi ed as having a specific learni ng disabili ty who were 

in the process of re-- eval uati ons may not have been represented fo r th is distri ct. 

Secondly , the most current national data used for comparison in this study \\.'as of 

the 2000-200 l school year, whil e the specific di stri ct data was taken from the 200J-2004 

schoo l year. Some data such as the total US enrollment were ro unded to the neareSt 

thousand before reported. Although thi s is not beli eved to have signifi cantly altered the 

• d ta ,oul d be preferable and 
results of thi s study, it is important to note that more precise a '" 

improve the conclusions of thi s study. 

. bles that factored into the 
A h . . . d . th .. - 1,,10 wn vana 

not er l1m1 tation of th is stu y 1s e wuu 

. d . teri a for di a£? nosis, rep · • · d )mes an en -
Orting of results. Althou\.!h the state provides gui e 

- d th is cannot 
lheoret' ias will affect the data, an 

real perspecti ve, experi ence, and natural b 



.. wited for or eliminated from the dat p 
i,c ~Leo a. rofessionals su h 
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. . c as school psych 1 . 
. se clini cal Judgment to diagnose specifi , J . 0 og1sts 

rnusl u ic earning disabili ty d 
. . . . . an much of this ma 

re subi ect1 ve rn nature which will influe 1 . Y 
be rno . nee c ass1fication data F 

. . . . . urtherrnore, some 
. dents with thi s d1sabd1t)' may actually be served . 
stt1 under different IDEA I b 1 a es, such as 

L 
ouane Impaired, if it is not considered to be th . . 

ano o e primary disability Th. 
· 1s may also 

ffect the nwnber of students reported as having as , .fi . 
a pee, ic learning disabili ty within the 

system. 

Lastl y, the study is limited in that it only looked at thr d'f•c . . 
ee 1 1erent d1stn cts. This 

makes it diffi cult to use thi s info rmation in a general way . It may not generalize to other 

co unties or distri cts. 

Recommendati ons 

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

!). Professionals involved w ith special education in the schools should be aware of the 

current literature and stati sti cs pertaining to speci fi c learning disabiliti es. Awareness of 

the varieti es of methods used for identifi cation as well as current rates of identification 

may lead to more research and inves tigati on in the fi eld regarding these issues. 

2)-Assessment staff such as school psychologists should be thoroughly fami liar ~~th the 

dis d · , . . . . . . t eans and other relevant or er mcludmg its diagnostic cnten a, course, treatmen m ' 

info. · i:: ·1iar with state standards for the 
rniation. Furthermore, such personnel should be iarni 

d. . . · 1h I , from clinical or federal 
iagnosis of specific learning disabili ty, which may di ffer shh t) 

standards. 

' ) l t some diaunosti c 
., . With the reauthorization of IDEA in December of 2004, at eas ~ . 

, "fi Learnino Disability label is 
Cri teri a . h Spec1 1c 0 

are being rev iewed and updated. When t e 
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eviewed. it v,rould be benefici a l if practices and roe . 

r P edw-es m the assessment of thi s 
cl" bilitv are thoroughly surveyed and reviewed An . 153 

• · appropnate team should consider if 

1 re are ways to improve the standard for diagnosi d . 
l 1e s an increase the accw-ate 

identification of students with a specific learning disability. 

4). f urther research of the DDESS school system is 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 thi s re earch. 
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APPENDICES 



District Profile for C . . 
hristian C ounty 

2003-2004 . I I /23/200 

Robert Charles Lov · 
'00 IGnlgood, Superintendent 
- ass St 

Hopkinsville, KY 42240 

·v£~rs,:: --============= - -
i~ -

I 2000 200 1 · 1 )'ears 2002 ·nOO 2003 2004 ]·\· 

: D ·iv Attendance S. 072 11 8. I :i-l -1 8 
'"g a1 • l-i .0%.7<1 8. H,(U li }i_ (l); (, .~li 

/iembership 8,794.00 8,777 00 8,78 I .00 8,7:'i :'i .00 8,735 .00 
!~ 

nree71/ear:Com1 arison of Revenue and-Expenditures 

,hool Year 2002 2003 2004 

·oral Revenue: (I. Ill, 

,~I Expenditures 58 .61 6.855. 89 56.7 13. 116.00 0.00 

' - Docs no\ incl ude "Oihcr l(cvcnuc" 
\FF: 

District Staff (FTE) 

298 
15Q 

Ill Sum oi @Facilnies 
II Sum of @Instruct ional 
O Sum of @Operat ion Non- Instructional 03 

O Sum of @Suppo r1 Services Staff 208 

Total· OJ2 

82 
159 

~ Distric1 State 

Personnel Total Salary 

63:?. .4 8 9.%S.:'i 6-l .36 

Average Teacher Salary 
0 00 0.00 

0.00 
Pupil Teacher Ratio: 

0 00 

- .·· ,,1_. · " .£ HER 



Distr·ict Profi)l' for- C lu· · ·t· 
- is ian C ountv 

2003-2004 . 

Robert Charl es Lovingood S . 
100 , upermtendent 
- G lass St 

H opkinsville , KY 42240 

Suspensions and Expulsions: 

Headcount Incidents 
1,390.00 2. 84 5. 00 

40.00 40 .00 

Count: 1,508 .00 

Personnel Sa la[)' % of Total 

taff 0.00 0.00 

instructi onal 0.00 0.00 

es Staff 0. 00 

0.00 
0.00 

0. 00 

Class ified Staff (FTE) 
Personnel Salar)' 

nstructional Staff 158 .74 2,004 ,479 .05 
Operati on Noninstruc tional 93.35 1.346.099.43 
::,upport Servi ces Staff 298.37 4,843, 182.08 ... 

aci Ii !ties/Constructi on 82 .02 1.774.803 .80 

Fi~u n ·s tiu I\ OT intl udc O c Bdiall 

Current Exoense ( I 000-3900) 

Instructi on ( I 000) 

2100 Inst Suon Svcs 
2200 Inst Staf Sunn Svcs 
2300 Dist ri ct Adm in Sun n Svcs 
2-100 School Adm in Sunn Svcs 
2'i00 Business Sunn Svcs 
2600 Plant Ooer & Maint 
2700 Pupil Trans 
2800 Centra l Offi ce Sunn Svcs 
29()() O\her \ns\ Sunn Svcs 
3100 Food Svcs Ooer 

,_1300 Comm Svcs Oner 
.. JCJOQ Non-Inst Svcs 
...:!_100 Fac·1liti es Sit e Acau 
..QQo Facilities Site Imor 
Jl()O Faciliti es Arch and Eng 
.Ji.DO Facilites Educ Soec Dev 
~ Fac ilites New Build Const 
J&Q.o Facilit ies Build lmor/Ren/A dd 
~ Fac il iti es Oth er 
~ Debt Serv ice 

·2 ~ Fund Transfers 
r 0tal Exoense ( I 000-5200) 

O 00 0.00 0 0( 

0 00 0.00 0.00 
0 00 0.00 0.00 

0.00 

0.00 

0 .00 
0.00 

0.00 

0.00 
0 .00 
0.00 
0.00 
0.00 
0.00 
0.00 
0.00 

0.00 
0.00 
0.00 
0 00 
0.00 
0.00 
0.00 

0.00 0.00 
0.0( 0 0( 

0 .00 0 .00 

0.00 0.00 

0.00 0.00 

0.00 0.0( 

0.00 O.(){ 

0.00 0 0( 

0.00 0 0( 

0.00 0.00 

0 00 0.0( 

0.00 0.00 

0.00 0.00 

0.00 0.0C 

0.00 0.00 

0.00 
0 0( 

0.00 0.0C 
0.00 0.00 
O.Q( 0 00 

0.00 0.0 

I I /23/ 

1/o of Total 

25. 1(, 
147(; 
47.17 
12.97 
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(TAB LE 8 _ NET ENROLLMEIIT - COUNTY AND CITY PUBL.IC SC HOOLS - KINDERGARTEN THROUGti TWELVE - 2003-200,1 ' 
2 
r. 

K 1ST 2ND 3RD 4TH 15TH 6TH 7TH 1TH 11TH 10TH 11TH 
SPECIAL 

12ni EDUCATION TOTAL 
r. 

660 MCNAIRY COUNTY 386 J.(.( 306 311 362 347 370 369 363 356 327 285 267 75 4,463 
660 MACON COUNTY 274 300 306 287 278 298 307 316 271 381 219 215 233 32 3,772 
670 MADISON COUNTY 1,062 1,0-40 1,026 1,039 1,108 1,090 1,1M 1,207 1,197 1,301 1,115 1163 851 310 14,l 62 
680 MARION COUN TY 397 347 340 308 326 313 297 350 341 275 287 268 280 14 4,128 
681 'RICHARD CITY 20 31 21 22 29 27 32 29 32 45 3.( 23 27 0 372 
690 MARSHALL COUNl Y 400 387 343 369 408 387 483 403 4« 370 3T7 287 325 61 15,024 
600 MAURY COUNTY 933 913 907 871 877 932 920 189 902 1,0311 Ui 759 776 140 11,904 
610 MEIGS COUNTY 162 137 142 137 145 140 11511 150 153 131 152 152 111 25 1,8H 
620 MONROE COUNTY 346 370 349 3215 370 3.(7 394 417 381 142 15711 435 462 65 5,4i1 
621 SWEETWATER 166 146 146 152 172 169 182 182 198 0 0 0 0 14 1,488 
630 MONTGOMERY COUNl'Y 2,263 2.272 2,2« 2,172 2,125 2,099 2,2U 2,1112 2,248 2,4511 1,1112 1,1()8 1,132 526 28,170 
840 MOORE COUNTY 72 72 77 71 715 77 78 113 75 97 " 63 60 12 '88 
660 MORGAN COUNTY 264 260 240 241 241 272 243 29.( 269 277 267 223 243 46 3,370 
860 OBION CO UNTY 362 317 301 31111 323 36-4 331 3« 315 386 2'1 2611 232 46 4,240 
661 UNION CITY 121 134 114 117 815 116 1111 133 117 130 118 77 102 0 1,483 
670 OVERTO N COUNTY 318 294 284 286 233 268 287 2115 261 248 2%0 2« us 33 3,4-04 
680 PERRY COUNTY 90 103 112 70 98 76 76 87 91 112 ,a 98 98 14 1,198 
11ll0 PICKETT COUNTY 64 63 48 52 41 61 53 51 57 14 80 75 48 10 727 
700 POLK COUNTY 223 226 190 223 186 194 192 222 2011 287 1'4 182 148 32 2,'85 
710 PUTNAM COUN TY 863 840 788 830 748 756 827 813 805 1113 808 BM 851 11 10,345 
720 RHEA COUNTY 327 340 286 273 282 298 328 313 317 42-4 3%9 328 321 24 4,18' 
721 DAYTON 87 72 66 88 88 78 72 114 86 0 0 0 0 2 709 
730 ROANE COUNTY 630 513 512 518 498 517 521 507 5-43 597 ua 480 485 172 7,0311 
7-40 ROBERTSON COUNTY 789 818 786 797 7611 798 1101 822 151 1143 721 855 585 78 10,180 
760 RUTHERFORD COU NTY 2,24 8 1,957 2,027 1,985 2,033 2,071 2,077 2,782 2,796 3,011 2,7'8 2,201 2,099 508 30,5611 
761 MURFREESBORO 1,038 166 8ll1 94,1 877 1112 830 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 6,«7 
760 SCOTT COUNTY 241 228 216 206 187 203 227 2.«; 208 2511 211 173 178 2 2,781 
761 'ONEIDA 89 132 94 92 93 95 103 116 118 111 101 u 10 0 1,:JOJ 
770 SEQUATCHIE COUNTY 161 182 129 1"1 141 181 1111 177 134 184 155 111 103 72 2,020 
780 SEVIER CO UNT Y 1,026 1,088 1,038 1,042 993 1,081 1,098 1,121 1,178 1,257 1,038 918 802 278 13,1147 
790 SHELBY COUNTY 3,746 3,518 3,U7 3,874 3,767 4,081 J,131 3,1128 3,761 4,2117 3,951 3,631 3,248 8'5 411,931 
791 MEMPHIS 10 ,492 9,877 9,4-42 9,3119 9,617 9,8 15 10,200 10,215 9,468 10,490 8,8'8 1,750 5,819 4,102 124,112 
800 SMITH COUNTY 260 199 251 232 211 270 2.45 277 288 3011 239 220 224 34 3,2311 
810 STEWART COUNTY 176 160 139 167 165 162 200 202 181 188 187 161 150 23 2,251 
820 SULLIVAN COUNTY 868 967 850 969 973 1,023 1,0M 1,087 1,05-4 1,287 1,053 1,005 8114 42 13,188 
821 BRISTOL 289 289 244 30 3 299 295 324 330 3111 383 2,1 269 247 27 3,1115 
822 KINGSPORT 622 4ll1 527 521 518 562 577 5-40 522 551 481 466 414 164 8,851 
830 SUMNER COUNTY 2,217 2,295 2,490 2,8117 2,1S4 1,828 1,727 5'7 21 ,832 2,156 2,217 2,237 2,263 2,275 2,528 

10 11 ,841 840 TIPTON COUNTY 868 860 830 900 849 882 888 1,007 951 1,078 uo 806 788 . -- . - . --- -- - - - ·· -- - . - --·· -·-· -- - . - . - -- ... --- . -- - . --- -- . -
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DDESS KENTUCKY DI STR 

'J Q03-2004 School Year 
..:::-

KentuCk'Y District (03 -04 ): 
Total Enroll ed: 707 1 
SPED Enro llment: 909 
SLD Eli gib le: 201 

2004-2005 Schoo l Year 

Kentucky District (04-05 ) 
Total Enro llment: 6927 
SPED Enrollment : 94 7 
SLD Eli gible: 156 

ICT ENROLLME T 

*Informati on given by Cynthia Chen, Director of DoDEA peci al Edu ation (11 /2005) 



?003-2004 School Year 
_;.-

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

2004-2005 School Year 

Kentucky District (04-05) 
Total Enrollment : 6927 

PED Enrol lment : 94 7 
SLD Eligible: 156 

*In fo rmati on given by Cynthia Chen, Director of DoDEA pe ial Education (11 /2005 



Table AA3 

Number of Children Ages ~21 Served Under IDEA, Part B by Disability, 
During the 2000--01 School Year 
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LETTERS OF APPROVAL TO CONDUCT RESEARCH 



,1 ichae!lea Cox . 
·, I Sil\'er Star Dnve 
~iarksrille, TN 37042 

Ar 
Austin Peay 
State University 

College or Graduate Studies 

" ur app lication regarding stud y number 05-073: A Study of S ·fi L . . 
Rf: 1 0 TN Cl · · C pee, ic earn111g D1sabilit I ·d . ,1 ,, tgomery County, , m st1an ounty, KY and the DDESS K t k D' . Y nc1 ence Rates 
111 :, o en uc y 1stnct 

Dear Michael lea Cox, 

Thank yo u for you: recent submission. We appr~ciate your cooperation with the human research review 
process. J have rev~ewed y_o ur request for expedited approval of the new study li sted above. This type of study 
qualifies fo r exped ited 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 
approval is subj ect to APSU Policies and Procedures governing human subject research . 

You are granted permission to conduct your study as described in your application effective immed iately. The 
study 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 
acontinu ing study. Please submit the appropriate form prior to January 24, 2007. 

Please note that any changes to the stud y as approved must be promptly reported and ~pp_roved. If you have any 
quc5tions or requir __ further information, contact me at (2:21-7415 ; fax 221-7641; email _pmderc(a)apsu.edu): 

1 Again , thank you for your cooperation with the APSU IRB and the human research review process. BeSt wishes 
! for a successfu l study! 

Sincerely, 

Ji . \/') 
Ch I "-(4v /f · f/v1~, 
Char es A. Pinder, Ph.o'. 

cc-~- Aust in Peay Institutional Rev iew Board 
· r. Larry Lowrance 

www.apsu.edu 

P(J p 370-1-1 • P: (93 1) 22 1-7-lH 
. · lll.\ ·l -l;if3 • Clarl-;svill c . 'l'i\' 

• F: (93 I ) 22 1-76-l I 
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