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& P . A -
The Learning Disability Eli%;Pility-Screening‘procedure has been '
developed by the Macdhb;csmthify‘ScHools to assist ;ﬂe regular classroom
teacher andsthe learning disability teacher'identify and ‘more appropria%aly

serve children,who are learning disabled. It is hoped that this procedure |,

A

‘will maximize the serVice available to children and minimizé the ti \\\spent

~

determiming eligibility. : . ’ ‘

L]
- v

v Conservative estimates indicate that'from one to three percent of *

. . )
school. aged children have a learning disability serious:enough to require’
special education services& Studies have also established ‘that many less

severely disabled students are handled routinely by the regular classroom_

-

" teacher and if counted could raise the total ndﬁber'of‘LQ children to as,

(3

L

high as_seven percent. N L e

~

' The term "learning disability" has emerged after decades.of confusion

regarding various groués_of children experiencing similar difficulties.'

k3 4 . Al ,- .
It has included such terms as neurologically impaired,-word blindness,

' - > ” L a®
Strauss syndrome, minimal brain dysfunctién, brain injury, minimal brain
y, 2 . - . “’ ,
damage, . perceptual disorder, and dyslexia. The lack of a common definition ,

« . Ve

4

for LD has caused many lay peoéle and professionals alike to inaccurately
equate- learning disabilities &ith,learning prcoblems of almost any type.
. ) ’ ‘

The Specific'Learning_Disabilities Amendment of P.L. 94-142 has provided

a definition desjgned to resolve this confusion.

o Specific learning disability means a disorder. . . which
. may manifest itself in an imperfect ability to listen, think,

, speak, read, write, spell, or to do'mathematical calculfgions

-

The term includes such conditions as perceptual handicap
brain &nqﬁrvaminamalmbraanwdysfunstxon~~d¥slexta§

s P

. .
‘ . ."6 “
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. may not qualify to receive special éducatiqp-se%vices. To qualify as a ’ .

- services. -

-~

xa
4

- develppmental aphasia. The term does not include children -

-+ who have learning problems which dre primarily the result of .
visual, hearing, or, motor handicaps, of mental ,retardation,

~ Of emotional disturbance, or of envirconmental, cultural, or
‘economic disadvantage. ‘(Federal Register, 1977) -

.

It is clear that LD children are Egt'a homogenous group.‘ The§ have

been generally characterized with' some of the following attributes:

\ v . . , ~
i1) hyperactivity, 2) high distraction rate; 3).easy frustration, 4) persevera-

tion, 45) motor deficits, 6) short attention span, 7) impulsiveness, 8) short
I4
‘memory :span, and 9) disturbed self—concépt and body image.
. ] R ¢ v
. ? ’ * ¢ Y . ca s
It is important to note that many children who have a learning disability

Y

Ay

‘hand}éapped child who is learning disabled the-child will "not achievel -,

commensurate with his or her age and ability levels {and exhibit) @ severe

. [ A

discrepancy between achievement’and intellectual ability in one or more of
z ot ¥

<4
w . ° -

the follo&ing areas: 1) oral expresgion, 25 listening comprehension,.

H [ 3

’ -t P .‘°.- y « « « M . «
3) written expresston, 4) basic reading skill, 5) reading comprehension,

———— —— —

' 6) mathematics calculatign, or matheﬁatics reasoning." (Federal Register,

1977) The child must ’exhibit a severe diécrepa;cy between aﬁili%y and -
Lo : . C oy
achievement to be considered eligible for special educatiopn and related

s
-
<. - &
.

~

.

. <
-

Identification of lLearning Disabled Children .
- ~ N - V -
. There is general agreementsthat considerable inconsistency exists in
. . '; e - , o

. \d - —_ » 0
the identificdation of learning disabled children and that the process is
Zertainly unreliable and probably discriminatory (Adelman, 1979; Sherry,

1979; Van Nagel, 1977; Webster, 1977f4 Teacher referrals remain the major
. . - & .

sdurce of identification although widely disparate definitiens of learning

[—
e~ g N

disabilities are emplgyed. ' Considerable disagredment has been found among

‘ »
-

special educators, psychologists; speech therapists, and parents' regarding

,

the major panameters of a learning disability (Alley, Deshler, arfd Millarg, >

® .
. - - .

g
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#1979) . Though a multidisciplinary staff approach empioy§ an attractive .

. - .o ) 3
- . < .

group decision making procéss, it is probably better employed as a program

¢ planning device thaé‘5~ﬁethoa ofwidentifying LD children. The tests o -

administereQ~and'the information geherated by the multidisciplinary team.

- . N

appear to be wnrelated to reliable identificatidn of ledrning aisabilifies' .
(Thurlow and Ysse}dyke,_1979). Effective assessment is the process of ¢
colkecting data that can be reliably used in making educatipnal decisions. o

N ’ - f “. .o
N

° That learning disability eligibility must be based on an achievement-
L. . ¢ °

- . . .
ability discrepancy 4is clear in the regulations of‘Public Law 94-142. It A
: t . ~ N
is also generally accepted by authorities in the field that an objactive
way of assessing this discrepancy is neéded (Hanna, Dyck, and Holen, 1979)._...
Eligibility Screéening, - \ ' /4
_hgy¥lgggst_jl972) proposed a ratio of actual achievement to expected
'achievement§>expressed as a Learning Quotient (LQ), as a metho§ of*
determining “severity of learning aisability. The- formula for computation' ;
of the Learning Quotient is as follows: Y
\ . ' -
Lo = actual achievement level |, where P

expected achievement level.

3

actyal achievement is a grade equivalent score for any achievement test or

subtest plus 5.2, and expected achievement level is the average of the

v

following:, ' . \
v v '
. chronological age, " N
v : grade level plus 5.2,
, and mental age.

Grade level i§'€ﬁé~actuql grade placemént of a student and mental age

(Mp) is that yielded by'an intelligence %esté Chronological age (CA) is.

inCOrporatea because it reflects physiological maturity. Grade level.is\

o - ¢ .

}ncludeduas a quantitative indicator of experience, particularly with

b
{

re;pect to. opportunity for schqél learning. ° The constant value 5.2 (based

-

. ..
. ' , ! N '
LA, RN - N ~ .-
. - g St . -
L IR oA -~ . 4. R 3 , . "
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on school entry a?e), added to grade level, is a conversion factor which

4?adjusts grade level to the same relatiye scale as MA and:CQ (Macy, Baker,

and KOSinski, 19769 . Myklebust suggested that an LQ cutoff value of 90 be

used.as one basis for classi%ication of a leafning disability. .‘
- Two major studies.have been conducted_dn the us; of the Myﬁlebust ’

forimla: Macy," Baker, aRd Kosinski (1976) and the Skokie (IL) School

‘ \

District (1969)." .Macy, et al., found that learning_qUOtient distributions .

differed among grade levels, subject ar7as and gender-by-ethnicity subgroups.

-

They: found that an IQ of 90 was heeded to use the formula and that the

inclusion of the grade eqﬁivalent scores created a limitation to the
. - -
As .
validity of the learning quotient. They indicated that variable criterion

- . - )

valies (aad cutoff scoresl shoﬁld be used ‘to guaiantée faii selection.
. ’The Skokie.stpdy used a.tyo-phase appgpaeh that e;ployed gioué tests
in phase one and an individually adqinisteied test‘(WlSC) in p;ase two. .
They fouad the learning quotient to be an effective method to establish
' objecfive placegent ciiterion. Vafiable cutoff scores were recommended ,

based on the results of their study that included 93 for the first three

4 -
months of ‘grade two or below (many children eiperiehcing learning problems
could not arithmetically attain an 89 or léss), 85 for grades two through

i ¢ ’ ) ’ ’
' s3x»(89 resulted in the identificatiSK of many mild underachievers) and a

continded monitoring .of 86-89 scores in grades two through six (and

- Y

. ) :
difficulty in two academic areas) for cbntinuiﬁg problems and possible
. . ’

a [

future placement. . - .
) R . .
The use of a formula to identify 'the learning disabled is not without

its critics (McLeod, l§79; Hanna, Dyck, and Holen, 1979). Such a method .
is fraught with statistjcal errors and‘errors of assumpfion and both studies

indicate the/need for considering additional criteria when classifying*

'learning disabilities. ¥ S . )

BN

.
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. , ’ II. THE MACOMB STUDY

- R -
- - R— . . L d
. . - ¢ AY
- -

_— Thé Myklebust Learning Quotient Method”of;idéntifying learning
] . . < *

L4

&

1 . .
'disabilities was field tested (Swartz, 1980) to determine appropriate§?§s
' and efficacy for use /in ;he Macomb Community Unit School District. The

study generated new data from instruments émployed e;pecially to test the

o~
‘

_f§rmu1a and analyzed exiéting achievement data in relation to formula

N &

utility. . ~
£ v -

1

Subjects . ° o - , X

All children in grades one through twelve diagnosed as learning

s

. . Y
. disabled (N=163)'were used in the study. Selfrcontained LD childrem (N=32)
- . , .
ﬁ /
N were matched by gfade afd sex to an equal group of resource LD children for
) group comparisons.¢ . -

N - r
A random sample of regular students in grades one Fhrough eight (N=33)

3 was selected for comparison to a random group of LD students (N=40) selected

-
. P -0 .

, .

_scores constituted a sample of the whole (N=46) , all LD children.who had *

° ' [

- been administered the WISC in grades .one through twelve.

, . i o . . c 4
.Procedure . ) 'g' -
. ' X The procedure employed'tests tha% can be administered by teachers in a .
ne, :' relétively short period of time. The kﬁhlmann-AndersonyTest wa;'use5~§o
- . ) .

i ' generate mental age. This test was administered in small groups. Achievement

level was measured by the Peabody quividﬁal Achievement Test (PIAT). This

. .
-

Boeo. test was ‘administered individually to all children in the study. The PIAT

- .

. -
- 3 N -
sy . - . )
' s o s ~ . . . 1 O N N
‘ L e . N
P 4 0 ‘ i . ' 3

[




& , . . ﬁ R -

general lnformatloﬁ subtest was - not used'in calculat;ng the formula.because»

-~

1t should generally not be affected by a learnlng disability. Calculation

- oY

L of LQ was termlnated for chlldren who scored below 80 on the Kuhlmann-
s 3 M )
-~ N Anderson Test og for those whose behavior ptoblems‘we‘e affecting test
administration and results. All LQ formula component:\ésing this data for LD

students is listed in Table 7 of the Appendix and data for the regular

. :‘ student sample is listed in Table 8, &lso in the Appendlx. A summary

comparison of this data can be fognd in Table 9. - ‘

s

The SRA Achievement Series is ad?iniStered each year to all students

[y

in the district for gfedes one through eight. In addition to achievement

scores this test also generates an IQ equivalent score.- The results of .
/ -~

this testing are summarized in Table 10 in the Appendix. Learning Quotients

.oe

.
°
/ ?

were calculated using this data and the results are listed for a sample of

)/ . .
LD-students /in Table 11 and for a:sample of re§d{;£\students in Table 12 in

r

<, the Agpendlx. . =~

“Scores for the Weschler Intelllgence Scale for Chlldren'(WISC) were
- not available for all LD students. Though no new data was generated d?rlng
: ‘ . , 7 .

this study, existing data was collected to analyze test stability. Leafhing,

-

Quotients calculated using WISC sc®res .are listed in Table 13.

A . - -

-

Learning Quotients calculated for -LD self-contained children and the

. metqped sample of LD resource children are~1isteg separately in Tables 14
v * . “
A - and 15 of the Appendix. >t .
s

’

’ -~

- Results .
' . ' y .
. s Learning Quotients calculated from the Kuhlmann-Anderson Test and the

[

. PIAT for LD and regular students are summaxized in‘Table 1. Mean’LQis and
o ¢ o . . )
]
. . standard deviations were calculated for primary, intermediate, and juniox
. o t B

- ’ - . . A

) high levels. Decreases are noted for both groups as grade level inreases.
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_“Table 1.~ - . . .

4

Learning Quotients of LD and Regulax Students

. - . -
- ) r— X LQ - 8D
) Primary LD 86.2 7.2 -
Primary Regular .100;7 8.5
Intermedjate LD 83.4 8.4 7 ¢
B Intermediate Regular 96.3° . 12.6,
- Junior High LD . 76.9. " 7.8 N ‘
. -Junior High'ﬁegular, 86.3 ¢ 13.9 ' )
N : . Y * ?
) © All LD . 83.2 8.5 e

A all Regular 95.6 12.5 .. o

~

N\ . . .
“* Learning Quotients calculated from SRA Achievement Series scores ™

o

(using both achievement subtest scores and IQ squivalent -scores) ar -
. s . <) -

summarized and companed‘to LQO's generated from the Kuhlmann-Anderson Test .-

- ~

and the PIAT in Table 2. A £ test was used to determine a significant'

difference between the distribution of means. The £ values obtained were ;
. ~ ~ _ . A, .
. . - \ /

insignificant at the .0l level. 2 ’ - .

N -
- . 4 ° N - ~

~ \ . ¢

Table 2

.

Comparisen of LQ's Using Kuhlmann-Anderson/PIAT Scores and SRA Scores

L4 2 L
A nj . ] . R , ® ’ -
. Kuhlmann-Anderson - : ‘ . »
. PIAT-X IO SRA-X LQ 1 value _ . daz
) . [ o * ! . . ' s .
Primary LD - 86.2 , * 83.3 > .92 . 62 4 -
A  Intermediate LD 83.4 ¢ ) 83.2 .08 52 '
Junior High LD 76.9 70.0 1.78 34 -
- . ' . . . . , . .
R ) ' o i .
All LD ' 83.2; o 195 2.61 153 L.
R . - ‘ ) o

4 R "N
. . 14
. ~- nd

: . Intelligence Quotients from the Kuhlmann-Anderson Test and the IQ
. * N N . ' . -/ v
St equivalent scores from the SRA Achievement Series are listed in Table 3. .

r .
>

P . . . L. T .\
Q/t test was used to determine A significant differencé between the distribution

. .
. * .
. . . ¢’
. ; » . -
[ ’ & . " . -
. s - -
- . - 5 . ‘ .- :
: ' - P .y




¢ of means. The %, values obtained for the Inkermediate LD .and all LD were

A significant at the .Ql -level.. . Lo ' .

LT e ’ " ‘ ' ) : * .-
v r N « Table 3 T
/IW *  Comparison o'f'IQ's Using*Kuhlmann—Ande;on ‘es‘and SRA Scores
N L. . N . ‘
o — .
~ . ‘ 'S . -"‘;on - . .
. . & ltuhlmam:/ . SRA-X IQ £ value *© 4f
~X TQ . :
ey 7 ] =
- . Primary LD , 96. i""' 93.5 .84 66
. Intermediate LD . 94.0 1 85.0 3.84% 57
" . Y Junior High LD 9204 95.0 1.33 35 .
" R . /

¢ K1l LD '94.1 90.7 2.07* 162 - \

. *Significant .0l ) 1 .

. ia . i
‘.Learning Quotients calculated using Kuhlmann-Andersofi scores and WISC

.

- .

\ . ¢
scores (both 'using PIAT scor}s\) are listed in Table 4. A % test was used .
f

- to determine & significant }d fgrence between the distribution of means.
v - — | |
- ~ The £ values obtained were insignifica‘nt at the .01 leveY.

[P

-

. . g . ) ..
. ) “ ‘ . . . “
- S . - _ Table 4 7, .

.
. [y

Compariéon gf_ LQ's Using Kﬁhlmax_m-Anaerson Scores and WISC Scores .

L

- L4 -0

N . Kuhlmann«in‘de;son LQ WISC LQ % value d4f N

o

) Primary LD 83.4 . 85.0 © .60 15,
. ° Intermediate LD . 82.5 81.1 . .44 26
Junior High ID . Yi.2 ,75.3 .34 24

0.9 61.8 '~ .29 18

Seniotr High LD ' 60.

LD - 76.2 . 75.3 .35 89

e Intelligence Qﬁotiox&g__{r,ém the Kuhlmann-Anderson Test”and the WISC

are listed in ‘rable 5.

A 1 test was 'used tqlﬁetermipe a significant

A T e Aty N



" difference between the distr\ ution of means. The £ values obtained are

.

insignificant at the .0l level,

- ~

. L - Table 5 ' K r.
- - . ‘ : 1 . - ‘ 2
Compérison of IQ's Using Kuhlmann-Anderson Scores and WISC Scores

-
S

T ' *  guhlmann-Anderson IQ . WISC IQ £ Value df
./w R ) N ] . -
T ” | 2
Primary LD 91.8 ) 8.0 1.26 16
Intermediate LD 91.1 . 94.0 1.45 26
Junior High LD g 95.1 © 91.0 - 1.09 24
Senior High LD - 96.7 90.0 1.79°° 18,
v all LD 91.0 93.3, 1.35 90 -
. ‘@' .
P ’ﬁ § o Learning Quotients using Kuhlmann-Anderson and PIAT scores for self- .

contained LD and resourcé LD children are listed in Table‘6l A £ test was

- « * )

" used to determine a significant differeﬁce betweén the distribution of means.

) K

’ . Y
» The £ value obtained was insignificamt at the .0l levgl.

1]

“ ~ - N - - .

C : ' " Table.6 _ -

. - * ) B . , , N

. Comparison of LQ's for Self-Contained and Resource LD Students
. - . \‘ XL ~ £ value daf
R Self-Contained LD 75.0 1.6Q 62

' Respurce LD 79.6 ) e

' % . )
~ . o ' A
» . ;
Discussion » . s

«

: The Macomb School District is pfésently proviaingfspecial education to
<0 . . .
"children labeled learning disabled numbering in excess of 6 percent of the
" Cos ) ¢ .;. ’ .

total schogl population. This number’ is considered an overidentification

. [

e .Q
. »
- . _1‘4
oV - T . . 4
. - Sy e - L -

o

..
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-

and appears to include’an ifordinate number of underachievers (see Table 7).
v * - -
) -
Table 7 also .indicates that a large number of children Served have an intel-

. "
¢

ligence quotient of one standard deviation below normal. This cog}dubeau

r

the result of teacher referral being the major method of LD identification.

Children with lower abilities and Relow average achievement are more likei§

to be referred than thildren-with higher than average abilities and near’

°

average achievement. However, an achievement-ability discrepancy will

: L4 .
more likely he found in the second group. Applying the Myklebust formula
and using a cutoff of 83 (oné standard deviation from the regular student
. Learning Quotient mean, Table 1) would result in the identification of four

peréeht of the school population’as iearning disabled. This number more

-

closely approximates the theoretical incidence level. It was also judged
-~ :

,tﬁat the low achievement of those children qualified usihg this cutoff was

more clearly related to an ideﬁtifi@ble learning disability. The use of

an 83 cutoff score does present some problems when applied to Erades 1 and

2. A theoretical child in grade 1 (MA=6.0 - CA=6.0) with no méasurable

achievement would obtain an LQ of 86. 'A'theoretical child in grade 2 ,
. 13 ¢ . '

(MA=7.8 - CA=7.0) with achievement levels at 0, .5, and 1.0 would obtain an
L . . > - .
ILQ of 74, 81, and 88, respectively: An adjustment of the tutoff value
- . E‘ . c .
seems ,indicated for grades 1l and 2. A“cutoff of one standard dewjation

.

- - ’p‘
below the mean regular primary achievement would generate a cutoff score
4 . .

-
-

of 92 (see Table 1). This score would continue to identify an inordinate
-y N - _— . ,
numberasf underachievers. A 1.5 standard deviation represents an®appropriate

-7

qutoff modification for gradés 1 and 2 (2Q=88).

* - . M "

- The theoretical use of ﬁhe'Miklebﬁst formila would factor @n grade-

level to grade twelve. Most learniﬁg disability program models take a
. . .
. decided shift in focus in the higg school. Work in academic skill deficit
areas. is replaced by vocational training and the development of skills
1




-\ N ] 11

T . : Al . 9
shift in program content should be reflected‘inﬂcalculating the forﬁula.

) necessary for productive citizenship after hiéh‘schedl graduation. This ,
- Grade Aée (GA) should not skew..thé calculation of Expected Achievement (EA)

° . \ ’ ) . o, R . @
. ) if a constant of 9.0 was entered.  This would result in the following \

v

formula modificetion,for high school students: . /

T + CA + 9.
. .. MA + CA + 9.0 _ . . "

3. . : L N .
Beqause SRA Achievement Series scores are available for all children

in theadistrictﬁ it represents an attractive source of potential,sgreening

data. Learnlng Quotlents calculated using this data were not "found to be

51gn1f1cant1y dlffetent than the -LQ's generated &slng the Kuhlmann-pnderson
> .

Test and the PIAT (see Table 2). Thougi scores are POt ‘available for high .

- L
&

school students (such aehievement'scores generally are not)? they might be

effectively used as a first level el{gibility screening. The IQ equivalent
: . . o
- score genérated by ,the SRA was not found to be stablke (see Table 3). SRA -
. ¢ . : .
\ ‘achievement subtest data could be used, however, if the score from the

L}

e, i l . . .
“%  Kuhlmann-Anderson Test was substituted for the SRA IQ .equivalent score

when calculdting the formula. . SR
There is some criticism of usihg a papei and pencil, broup:administered

. o
< P

test like the Kuhlmann—Andersen to generate an accurate measure of cdghitive
abilities. A compatiség of Ld‘s using the Kuhlmann~Andersoe and the ﬁISC

: . ’
found no siénificant d;fferencé (see Table 43. A comparison of the IQ - B
seores generated by both tests alsd yielded no'significant difﬁere;Le (see

° : Table 5) Though the KuhlmannrAnderspn Test is not being recommendea .as

}‘ : a substltute for the 1nd1v1dua11g,a hlstered WISC, the score is o

. r . suii:c1ently stable when’ calceletlng this formubi\to be used with confldencez\
i “.Though certalnly various erlterla are used to determine program place-

ment, there is an implicit assumption that the placement of learning . e E

-

- disabled students in a self-contained classroom (moxe restrictive) rather

,
- . .

. .ot
¥, - ’ L. -
.t ‘., - N < . . .
- A oA " . co. e T b
. Y F L s PRI EIR .. s
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12
o ‘ ) - T NI ' '
sthan a resource classroom (less restrictive) would b? to 'some extent based
w~ A v A * ¢ T *
. * . LN \
on severity of learning disability. This was.not found to be the case in‘,

this study (see Table 6). vCriteria used in-adéitiohlqé the Learning — .‘

” —

' Quotient fdr'prggram blégﬁment’decisions should clearly be delineated to - o

insure that such placements are not arbitrary and capricious but rather

‘

based on objective data or ‘judgement criteria. . e \

If the Myklebust formula is to be used as a ﬁ;phod of deté%mining Ny \ 1

eligibility for learning disability programs, some cautions appear in order. '’
.{"\a - ' P : ;"
It cannot be oﬂéﬂemphasized that the tests used in this process are designed ;

to. quantify the achievement-ability discrepanéy only. They are not an

- °

effective substitute for a battery of tests used in the diagnostic-

-

§ et

prescriptive brgces§<33~?inpoint gpecific learning aisqpilities and,éevelop .
-9 .

i -
14

instructional strategies to remediate these deficits. Screening for °

i, . . ' s Y

eligibility must be followed by appropriatgJdiagnostic-prescriptive methods,.
Some of the data in this study suggests that lower ability bhildgéﬁ .

= are the major population being served in leérning disability programs.

- -

if this,is true, it is the result of an errox infbur\éonceptualization_gf )

_the parameters of learning disabilities. Achievement relative to grade

. level is an unimportant notion il our consideration of who is learning

~
o
. [N

. be “expected to achieve at that level, Likewise, a below normal ability "

disabled. A very baight child (1.0 to 1.5\$D abdve normal) should also

child would be expected to achieve at that level. Howfylosely a child's
‘. ° : : -‘w
’ achievement approximates grade level is an inadequate yardstick of child v

or program success. The availability of district-wide achievement data
e - . ; » .
]

and a measure of ability level would be ja valuable asset as a first level® . _
: . ) . o

teacher referral as a method of identifying learning disabled students.
The process desgribed 'in this study can for %he mdst .part be

' s
accomplished by special education teachers or others familiar,with the :
- . . S ,. -4 : ' l . . o

. iy
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*

) - .

,testing instrumégts. Only children failing to réespond apﬁxopriately pb

-

3 -

o
. e " R

the tésting‘insﬁruments need be referred to the school psychologistf' This

is not*an attempt to exclude'the psychologist as an important member df foe

the LD team. It is rather intended to maximize the use of resép;cés and

o

personnel. If this screening process provides more time for in-depth work

* A

with LD chiigren by the school psychologist, then it‘would bé a worthy end.—

o2 o .
School psychologists who do, however, maintain an active rol§ in qualifying
: ¢

chMdren for LD service-might want to consider the application of this $§$

- *

formula to the results of their own testing. Clinical judgement would be .

. v

greatly supplemented if an objective measure of LD eligibiIitz,and severity

-
was used. . $

-

e -
3 -
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. l *III. wQUIDELINES FOR LEARNING DISABILITY ELIGIBILITY SCREENING

~

Directions »

- .\: 4
L e e aea b T
JAll LD referrals will be screened using the eligibility formula. .
; < , _
Screening steps include the following: . . = _ '

. 4 .

S

B jﬁbtain written parent permission for test administration and

LD screening. ¥

2. The Xuhlmann-Anderson Test should be administered to all

4

referrals. This should be done jn strict accordance with .

- the procedures outlined in the test manual. Children who

score 79 and below or who cannot complete the test for any

reason shopld be referred to the school psychologist.
-

S w
3. a. "Grades 1-2. The lowest SRA subtest should be used

to calculate the LQ. Enter grade‘when the SRA was

administered for number 2 on the attached fofm (FormAi).

~.  +The referral is t@fiinateg for Learning Quotients of 89

’

. | r -
' or ‘higher. Childrer! with Learning Quotients of 88 or ‘

below shoutd be administered ﬁhe’PIAT. Do not use - ‘

- . B

the Geneé&k Informg&ion subtest when calculating the
i . ) .
. o formula. Children.with Learning Quotients of 88 or .

N below. using these tests are determined eligible for

LD service. ™\

v

- .b. Grades 3-8. 'The lowest SRA subtest should be-used to

calculite the LQ. Enter grade when the SRA was:

A e

admihispered forlnumber,? on the attached form (Form 1).

-

N




- 4 - 4

- . . The referral is terminated for Learning Quotients of

84 or ‘higher:. Children with Learning Quotients of e .

e

. ‘ ‘ ’ 83 or below should be administered the PIAT. Do hot

.ggﬁ ’ use the PIAT General Inﬁofmation subtest when

ot

r”)/

Ealculating the formula. Children with Learning \ '

-~

Quotients of 83 or below using these tests are
)

.

determined eligible for LD service. ' T .

¢. High School. Adminisster the PIAT to all referrals

.

. \ that have completed the Muhlmann-Anderson Test. Do
not use the PIAT General Informa%ion subtest when

v ' & -
calculating the formula. Use Férm 2 for all high
AN ’ 1] . 3
] school referrals. Children with Learning Quotients

5 : " of 83 or below are determined eligible for LD service. '
4. Teacher administered diagnostic ‘testing and needed psychological

.
A S . ~ ‘ .

testing should be completed at thif time.
* - ~ o, .
g - .5. Convene the multidisciplinary staff conference.e .

N - . b 9
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T v ) _ LD ELIGIBILITY-SCREENING
:? ’ \ n 13 2 4 . ) . - N * -
.. . ‘ o Form 1 - Elementary ang_ggnior High
s’ ' ' . o« % s Y

A . Name“ - - _Age (CA) . ' Grade

1. Kuhlmann-Anderson (Form ) X .ca . .

L €. F . 4

\ 2. Grade . + 5.2 = GA (Grade age). . . >
, - T - 4 1

. . é , ,
51 3. MM, . +CA . +GA_. = =——— )
. . . ==EA (expectaﬁsy age)

- . 3 . . . e ’ . . o
~ Lo “ k] > ) . - . i
4. Achievement Test (lowest subtest) *.¢ 4 5.2 =. . AA (achievement age)
. /\ *— s . .

! subtest used

" N5, m . ¥ . ,

. . o .
=4 _. X100 = £0 (learning quotient)
" N EA . te . B ; . ‘
—_— . . ( -
7 N . ) .
: 4 v o
S . ) ; .
. Other test data ' - B
. T ek A
® ‘ - R
" . .\ . . ’ -
- " / . ‘ ‘
. N X
"- I hd ) . .

d - o
T ’
. L
. ‘ (42 . .
. ) . . r .
. - ..
. . -
.
- > - - LY
g
PR _—, ‘-
. .
W
& R T
Date
. A
. s
~ n r
R : deron « s .
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LD ELIGIBILITY SCREENING: -, .
. ~ 4 ' R . .
. , Form 2 = Hiqﬁ School )
} /- ‘
Name ' > Agew (CA) -/ Grade
- . Q
'y . , _ : :
1. Kuhlmann-Anderson (Form ) X Ca . ‘
' . = MA ..
o 100 .o ° T
MA . .+CA . _+9.0 - _ .
— -t CA —_— - . + EA (expectancy age),
.3 F ) e, ) . ,

$

Adhievement Test (lowest subtest) ..
e

4 . M

.

(achievement age)

3

. , A
a ¢ subtest used ¢ ,
< . I3 i .
) - Y N
* § P - -
AA © . . ° . . .
. . . . N . i '
. — = . X 100e= LQ (learning quotient) .
. . ————— f"‘ P
- EA —_, j . ' . . 2T s, )
. i _ . ) ‘
. ‘ . .
R .
Other testtdata . i -t .
‘ il * LN at > 5 P
y . :. - -
[ ’ - 1 , ; .(} . \ £ . '% =
. . : - K »
. - L S .
. . , -/ @ b .
4 . , 3 1
' . - vi o
Referred by N . * . . . -
. . Coud K . . [ . . —
3 ..
< I . ) e J/ : .
v . . ,‘ ‘ . ) B N
» '. . a . . \.
L : Date.’ ) 2 : -»LD, Teacher = °
.. S s - 5‘,:‘;‘); RIS e, B
e ey - é %3 =
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TABLE 7. FORMULA COMPONENTS--LD STUDENTS (N=163)
- o * Lowest
. Subject. e . Lowest Subtest
” Number 10 cA MA Grade * GA EA Subtest Score. | An - Lo
1 97 6.0 5.8 1% .2 6.0 Spelling .7 .5.9 .98
, 2 107 7.4 7.8 1 6.2 7.1  Spelling 1.7 6.9 97
3 122 6.3 7.7 1:4 6.6 6.9 Rdg. rec./ 1.4 6.6 96
» ' . Spelling .
. 4 95y 6.8 6.5 1.2 . 6.4 6.6  JSpelling 1.0 6.2 94
5 103 6.8 7.0 1.9’/ 7.1 7.0 Math. 1.1 6.3 90
; 6 89 6.1 5.4 1.0 6.2 5.9 Rdg. comp. 0 5.2 88
7 6. . * . . . . . a
. '94 3 5.9 1.0 6.2 6.1 _ Rdg. comp o éJ 85
.. 8 103 6.9 7.1 1.0 _ 6.2 6.1  Rdg. rec. .5 , 5.7 85
9 * 90 8.3 , 7.5 1.5 6.7 7.5  Math. 1.1 6.3 84
10 86 6.8 5.8 1.0 6.2 6.2  Rdg. comp. 0 5.2 83
.11 3 . 7.3 8.2 1.4 6.6 7.4  Math.:. .6 5.8 78
12 91- = 7.3 6.6 1.0 6.2. 67  Rag. comp. -0 5.2 77
X 13 93 7.2. . 6.7 1.5 _ 67+ 6.9 Math. 1 5.3 77
. . :
, 14 96 72 + 6.9 1.2. 6:4-~ . 6.8  Rdg. comp. 0 5.2 76
4 15 9% "y 614 5.9 2.2 «“74 6.5  Spelling 1.4 6.6 102
- 16 103 7.1 7.3 2.2 1.4 7.3 spelling 1.7 6.9 96
17 95 8.2 7.8 2.2 . 7.4 Y 7.8  Math./Rdg. 2.0 7.2 92
18 98 8.1 7.9 2.1 7.3 7.8 Rdg. rec./ 2.0 ° S 7.2 92
wr : comp. .
19 102 7.4 7.5 2.0° 7.2 7.4  Rdg. rec. <f6, 6.8 92
20 . 83 7.8 6.5 2.9 8.1 7.5 Rdg. .rec. RN 6.8 91
- %6 8.2 7.1 2.0 7.2 7.5° Rdg. rec. 1.5 T 6.7 89
22 . 107 7.9 8.4 2.3 7.5 7.9  Math. 1.9 7.1 89
) " 23 103 ° 7.8 \g0 .20 4\ 7.2 7.7  Rdg. rec. 1.6 6.8 88
e D .
.o ) : P ; .‘," '
SN X N N 24 .
. ERIC N : " -
: — ) \ . s .
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TABLE 7. (Continued)
- 7 ' =~ ‘

<o K Lowest °
Subject > ¢ Y Lowest ,  Subtest .
Number 10 CA . MA . Grade GA - EA Subtest ’ Score AK/ 19
. 24 90 8.1 7.2 2.0 7.2 7.5  Rdg. rec. 1.4 " 6.6 88
25 99 . 8. 8.2 2.0 7.2 7.9 « Spelling 1.7 6.9 | 87
26, 93 8.3 7.7 2.0 ° 7.2 7.7  .Rdg. rec. 1.5 6.7 87
27 99 8.2 8.1 2.0 7.2 7.8 Math. 1.5 6.7 86
28 104 7.6. 7.9 2.2 7:4 ° 7.6 “Math. 1.1 6.3 83
29 91 8.7 7.9 2.9 8.1 8.2  Spelling 1.6 - 6.8 83
30 110 8.0 8.8 2.3 < 7.5 ‘8.1  Math. 1.4, 6.6 81
k) K 117 . 1.3 8.5 ° 2.2 7.4 7.7 Rdg: comp.. , 0 RY-) 68
. 32 100 7.1 7.1 3.0 8.2 7.4 Math, 2.1 7.3 98
33 87 9.2 8.0 3.2 8.4 8.6  Math./sp. 2.9 8.1 95
34 95 8.4 7.9 3.0 ' al2 8.1  Math. ‘2.5 7.7 " 95
35 98 8.3 8.1 3.2 8.4 8.3  Rdg~ comp. 2.4 . 1.6 92
36 94 8.1 7.6 .o’ 8.2 7.9  Rag. rec. 2.0 7.2 91
37 , 107 8.1 8.7 3.0 8.2 8.3 Rdg. rec. 2.2 7.4 89
38 - 99 9.1 9.1 3.0 8.2 8.8 ~ Rdg. comp. 207 7.9 89
. 39 T&@ 1.1 1.1 3.7 8.9  10.4  Rdg. comp./ . 4.1 - 9.3 89

. Spelling .

“do 98 8.6 8.4 «- 3.0 - 8.2 8.4 * Rdg: rec. 2.2 . 7.4 88

a1 80 9.3° 7.4 3.2 8.4 8.4  Rdg. rec. 2.2 ~7.4

42 87 9.0 7.8 3.0 ™ 8.2 8.3 - Spelling 1.8 7.0

43 90 10.4 9.4 3.9 9.1. 9.6 Spelling 2.8 . 8.0

a4 a 96 87 T a0 8.2 8.8  Rdg. rec. 2.0 7.2

4? 92 . 8.9 8.2™ 3% 8.2 8.4 Spelling . 1.6 6.8

a6 93 8.4 7.9 3.2 g.4 8.2  Rdg. rec. 1.4 6.6
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TABLE 7. (Continued) . -
1 - ~
> oo g
, . : Lowest * ’
Subject . ~ Lowest Subtest .
Number . IQ . Ca MA Grade : GA EA Subtest . Score AA Lg
YR 86 . 9.0 7.7 3.2 8.4 8.4 Math.’ 1.5 6.7 - 80
48 " o93 ‘8.3 7.8 /%2 . 8.4 8.2  Rdg. rec. 1.3 6.5 79
. 49 » B 10.2 8.2 3.2 8.4 8.9  Math. 1.9 7.1 LI
v ~ oo . , ’ -
50 99 8.6 8.5 3.0 8.2 83g__ Math. ’ 1.5 6.7 79
< 81 93 9.2 8.6. ' 3.0 ' 82 8.7° Rdg. rec. 1.6 ‘6.8 , 18 _
i 52 89 9.9 8.8 3.0 8.2 _ "8.7, Rdg. rec. is L e L1 U
53 87 9.1 7.9 30 ' 8.2 8.4_ Rdg. comp. = 1.5 6.7 . M
Prima . . ) .
x ¢ 96.1 8.1 7.7 ; 7.7 1.5 6.7 86.2.
. . . . S e -
sp 8.7 1.1 ° 1.0 0.9 . 0.8 . 08 7.2 °
) ) ‘ P < = %
" 54 81 9.1 7.9 4.2 9.4 ‘8.8  Spelling 3.4 8.6 ’
55 90 9.1 8.2 _ 4.1 9.3 8.8 . Spelling 2.9 . 8.1 92
13 . \ - ~
56 . 109~ 3.8 10.6 40 _ 9.2' 9.9 Spelling 3.6 8.8 _ 89
' s7 92 9.8 9.0 ‘4.9 10.1 - 9.6  Math. 3.3 8.5 89
/":\ .
sg 80 9.4 '7.5 4.2 9.4 8.8 Math. | e 2.5 REX 88
. \ 59 ~100 9.6 9.6 4.0 9.2 95 7 mathe | - 3.2 8.4 g8
. K i - , . ‘ i . - - »
60 g3 9.4 8.7 4.2 - 9.4 -9.2, Spelling ' ° 2.9 B.1 887
61 . 93 9.3 8.6, 4.0 9.2% 9.0 - Math. : 2.6 7.8 87 v -
P 62 . .86 9.9 8.5 - 4.0 9.2 . 8.9  HMath. 2.4 7.6 85 —
_ \'63 . 104 9.5 9.8 4.0 9.2 9.5 ‘gpelling” , 2.8 . " 8.0 84
64 86 10.3 8.9 4.2 ‘9.4 9.5  Rdg. comp.’ 24 . Y6 . 84 .
65 . 103 9.6 9.9 4.0 9.2 . 9.6 Rdg. rec. ' 2.4 7.6 772 7
) o a2 . vt
"\ ‘ .
B R ’] g&i - ‘ s S
» ‘. l“)\ , I =

"
13
.
hid
"
z
: 5 - : . sl
3 . . . . -« o
1 ; . \ . . . “ . X




Lowest
. Lowest Subtest
GA EA Subtest Score AA

4.2 - 9.4 8.7 Math. 1.5 6.7

4.2 9.4 . 9.7 Spelling 1.6 . 6.8 -
5.0 10.2 J10.0 7 Math. 4.4 9.6
5.0 10.2 9.9  Spelling 4.1 9.3
5.0 10.2 + 10.0  Rdg. rec. 3.3 8.5
5.0 10.2  10.9  Rig. rec. 3.9 9.1
5.0 10.2 ° 10.3  Rdg. rec. 4.0 9.2
5,0 . 10.2 10.5  Spelling 2.4 7.6 ‘
6.2 T, 114 107 Math. ) 6.2 11.4 107
" 6.0 11.2 11.0  Math. 5.3 10.53 * 96
6.2 . 11.4 12.0  Rdg. rec. 6.0- 11.2 93

1

6.8 11.1  11.4  Math, - 5.3 10.5 92

L3

6.2 11.4 11.2 ' Spelling - 4.6 . 9.8 88
6.2  11.4 11.2  spelling y’ 4.4 - 9.6
6.2 = 11.4 11.4  Math. = 4.6 9.8
6.0 - 11.2 11.2  Spelling 4.1 9.3
62  11.4 11.6  Rdg. rec. 4.2 9.4
. 6.2_. 11.4° 11.5 gspelling 3.9 9.1
6.2 . . 11.4 11,0. Rdg. comp. . 3.5 © 8.1
6.2  11.4 11,0 Spellidg 3.4 8.6 78
6.0 112 1.2 Maep/sp) A5, .87
62 ¢ 14 112 Math, 35 87 -
6.2 "11.4 11,8 Rdg. rec.| = 4.0 9,2 78
T 8.9° 1.1 Spelling | 4.6 . 9.8

PAruiToxt provided by enic [N
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. TABLE 7. (Continued) ’
fo Lowest
Subject ‘ . . lowest Subtest
Number 1Q < CA MA Grade GA EA Subtest Score, AA 19
90 9 11.3 10.5 6.0 1.2 '11.0  -Spelling ' 3.3 8.5 77
91 95 11.6 11.0 6.2 1.4, 11.3  Spelling 3.4 8.6 .. 176
- 92 107 11.7 12.5 6.0 11.2 11.8  Spelling 3.4 8.6 72
gé‘“ SR 11.6 11.3 6.0 11.2* 11.4  R4g. rec. '’ 3.0 8.2 n
- 94 - 92 1.6 10.7 6.0 11.2 11.2  Spelling 3.6 8.8 79..
95 107 11.5 12.3 6.3 11.5 11.7, Spelling 3.0 8.2 70
96 88 12.8 11.2 6.2 11.4 11.8\ Rdg. comp. 3.1 8.3 70
Intermediate ’ - . % .
X 94.0  10.9 10.3 10.5 3.6 o 8.8 . 83.4
sD 7.1 131 . ’ 1.1 1.0 1.0 8.4
97 88 12.9 11.4 7.2 12.4 12.2  Rdg. rec. 5.6 10.8 89
" 98 88 11.5 10.1 7.1 1.1 ‘10,9 _Rdg. rec. 4.0 9.2 84
99 85 13.0 1.1 7.1 12.3 12.1  Math. 4.9 10.1 -83
100 99 12.1 12.0 7.2 12.4 12.2  Spelling 4.1 9.3 76
101 82 12.1 9.9 7.1 12.3  11.4  Spelling 3.2 8.4 74
102 88 1.3 11.4 7.2 12.4 12.3  Rdg. rec. 3.9 9.1 74
. 103 100 12.1 12.1 7.1 12.3 12.2  Spelling 3.5 8.7 n
: 104 84 1.5 10.5 7.1 12.3 ns Rdg. comp. ‘3.1, 8.3 570
105 " 84 12.8 10.8,. 7.1 12.3 12.0  Rdg. comp. "2.6 7.8 65
L 106 e “134 12,0 8.2 ®13.4  12.9 Spelling- “6.2 11.4 88
107 80 13.2 10.6 8.1 13.3 12.3  Rdg. res. 5.6 10.8 87
. ‘108 - 88 12.1 ¢ 10.7 8.1 13.3  12.0  Rdg. rec. 5.2 10.4 87
. - - v . - , .
o : 28 .

4
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TABLE 7. (Con;:inued) :
,
) N 'Lowest
Subject ' Lowest Subtest .
Number - I1Q CA‘ MA Grade "GA- EA Subtest Score AA 10 i
109 88 13.1 70 1.5 8.2 13.4 12.7 Math. 5.7 10.9 86
110 83 14.6 12.1 8.2 13.4 °13.4 ° Rdg, comp. 6.0 T 1.2 84
m 87 13.1 11.4 8.1 13.3 12.9  spelling 5.6 10.8 84
112 93 13.0 12.1 8.1 13.3 12.8 , Rdg. comp. 5.5 10.7 84
Cums . % Mao o2 sa 133 130 | mag.comp. 5.0, 102 78
. 114 99 13.2 " 13.1 8.1 13.3 13.2 Rdg. rec. 4.8 . 1000 76
115 85,——14.2  12.5 8.1 13.3 13.5 Spelling 4.9 10.1 75.
. us 17° 13.3 ._-15.6 8.2 13.4 14.1 Spelling 5.6 10.8 77
117 95 14.0 13.3 8.2 ° 13.4  13.6 - Rdg. rec. '5.8° 10.% 74
e * @7 12.9  -11.2 . 8.2 13.4 - 12.5 ' Spelling 3.9 9.1 73 )
119 89 ~ ' 13.3 1.8 8.2 13.4 12.8 Rdg. rec. 3.9 91 n
120 88 13.8 12.1 8.1 13.3 13.0 . Spelling 3.9 9.1.° .70
121 101 4.1, 1.2 8.2 13.4 13.9 Spelling 4.1 9.3 67
122 ° 100, 1;‘,5 13.5° 8.1 13.3 13.4_, Spelling 3.8 | 2.0 67
123 #5 13.6 11.6 8.1 13.3 12.9 '  Rdg. comp./ 2.8, 8.0 62~
. Spelling
Juniér High. ) °
X '60.4  13.1  11.9 12.7, 9.7  76.9
) 8.0 0.8 1.3 0.8 A1 1.0 7.8 .
‘. Primary, Intermediate, . . : K - .
Junior High Total L.
iox 9.1 - . 83.2
5D 8.2 ' . 85
4 \ ‘"
‘ s .. 29 :
o g e o g v . S 7 ‘ S




TABLE 7. (Continued)

.

\ : N
! . . Lowest
Subject Lowest Subtest
Number IQ . s CA MA Grade - GA EA Subtest Score
124 92 14.9 13.7 9.5 14.7 14.4  Math. ‘ -~6.7
: 125 ‘88 + 15.6 5 13.7 - 9.5 14.7 14.6  Rdg. rec. 5.8
1226 102 14,3 14.5 9.1 «  14.3. 14.3  Rig. rec. 5.4
127 .94 4.0 13.1 T 9.1 . 14.3 13,9  Math. 4.9
128 . 89 ... M.7___13.0. 9.5z 147 24u1——RAgrcompr— -5:0
. 129 82 14.7.  12.0 9.1 14.3  13.7  Spelling 3.7
. 130 .' 89 14.4  12.8 9.5 14.7  *33.9  ‘spelling 3.9
131 4 87 15.7  13.6 9.5 T 1.7  14.6  Math. 3.67
132. 93 16.3  15.1 9.5 4.7  15.3 ' Spelling 41 " "
133 82 1.1 1.5 9.6  ° 14.8  13.41- Rdg. rec. 3.3,
134 98 15.3 , 14.9 9.5 14.7 - 14.9 . _Rdg. rec. 3.6
135 99 4.0 138 9.1 4.3 14.0  Spelling 3.8,
136 ~ 90 4.3 12.8 9.1 . 14.3  13.8  Spelling 3.9
137 + 89 15.2  13.5 9.1  © 14.3 - 14.3  Spelling 3.9
138 89 16.0  14.2 9.1 . 14.3  14.9  spelling 3.9
19 er 15.9 144 105 157 15.3. Math, 8.2
140 80 4.5 16 102 154 13.8 Ry, rec. 5.5
141 88 15.0 11.20 101 - 15.3 - 14.5  Rdd. comp. 6.0
142 95 . 15.9  15.1 10.5 - 157 15.5  Math. 6.4
143 93 4.1 131 10.1 15.3  14.5  Spelling 5.3
144 91 15.3 13.9 10.2 °  15.4 14.8 Rdg. rec. 5.2
: 145 82 153  12.5  10.2  _ 15.4- 14.4  Math. 4.9
146 86  14.1 121  10.2 " 15.4 13.8  Rdg. rec. . 4.5
147 82 - 164 - 134  10.2 15,4  15.0  Rdg. comp. 4.5
. ~ -\ ’
Fger 2
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. . - : TABLE 7. (Continued) ¥ s e Y
. , * . ? Lowest
* Subject : Lowest Subtest *
Number 10 ~CA MA ° Grade GA EA Subteg®® Score AR o’
. -148 95 14.5 ° 13.7 10.2-, 15.8 14.5 Math, 4.2 ~9.4 64 ‘
149 .+ 93 15.4 14.3 10.1 15.3 14.1 Rdg. rec. 4.8 9.1 =~ b4, |,
150 83 15.2  ogilile 10.2 15.4 14.4 Math. 3.8 9.0 ° 62 -
151 g1 ' 1s.8 12.7 10.2 *15.4 14.‘6/ Spelling 3.6 8.8 60 :
. 152y 83 ‘16.3 13.5 10.5 15.7 13.4 Rdg. comp. 2.9 M-I 60
. 153. 87  16.9° 4.7 10.5 5, , 15.7 »15.7 Rdg. comp. 4.2 9.4 59
. 154 . 82. 17.2 14.1 1.1 16.3 15.1 Rdg. rec. 5.2 10.4. 69
155 82 16.8 13.7 1.1 16.3 15.6 Math. 4.4 9.6 62
156 92 15.1 13.9 1.1 163 15.3 Spelling  ~ 4.2 9.4 61
157 95  16.8 15,9  1l1.1 16.3 16.3 Rdg. comp. 3.9 9.1 55
158 «81 18.0 14.5 11.5 16.7 16.4 Rdg. comp. 3.9 9.1 " 55
T 159 85 17.1 14.5 1.1 16.3 16.0 Spelling 3.8 8.1 50 .
160 82 ° 18.6  15.2 12.2 17.5 17.1 Rdg. rec. 5.8 . 11.0 64 "
- 161 88 17.1 15.0 12.5 17.7 16.6 Rdg. _cor:p. 5.3 10.5 63
P 162 8l 17.5 14.1 12.2 17.4 16.3 Math. 4.9 10.2 . 62
;163 87 17.8 15.4 12.1 17.3 16.9 Spelling 3.9 9.1 54
< 164: 95 18.5 17.5  12.5 17.7 17.9 Spelling _ 4.6 9.8 , 54
High Schiool T S l ‘ _
X, 88.4 * 15.7  13.8 . _\ 14.9 _ 4.6 ' 9.7 64.7 *#
5.7 1.3 1.3 . 1.1 - 1.0 1.2 » 8.4 . -
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TABLE 8. FORMULA COMPONENTS - REGULJR STUDENT ‘SAMPLE (N=33)

» T »

. ) ~ &% l . . Lowest .
Subject - _ ° . Lowest . Subtest .
Number . 10 oA MA Grade . GA EA Subtest Score .AA 19
R * 99 "6.9 6.8 1.9 7.1 6.9  Spelling 2.3 7.5 108
o 99 7.3 7.2 1.9. 7.1 7.2 Math. 2.1 7.3 101
3 126 7.3 '9.2 1.9 7.1 7.9 Rdg. comp. 2.7 \ 7.9 100
4 126 7.3 9.2 1.9 o 7.1 7.9 Spelling 2.3 7.5 95,
"5 106 7.4 7 7.8 7 1.9 7.1 7.4 Math. 1.5 6.7 91
: B——6:8—FF\—19— 81— 7.9 Rdg. rec. . 1.6 6.8 86
7 140 .8.2/(1,1.5 R 8.1 9.3 .Rggéﬁ'i'ﬁﬁ" 5.3 10.5- 113
8 1030 . 8.2 8.4 « 2.9 8.1 8.2 Spelling  , 3.9 9.1 111
. -9 137 1.5 10.3 2.9 8.1° 8.6  spelling * 3.8 *9.0 104"
10 _ 124 8.1 10.0 29 . ‘8. ~ 8.7 - Math./Sp. 3.8 9.0 103
11 110 S 9.3 . 10.2 3.9 9.1 9.5  Math. 5.3 _ s 110
12, o4 9.7 _ 9.1 ° 3.9 01 ¥ 9.3 Spelling 3.5 © 8.7 o4
13 - 98 ° , 9.0 8.8 3.9 9.1 9.0  Math. 3.2 &i.i .93
. - - s N s
rimary ' _ ’ ¢
X 114 7.9 9.0 8:3 3.2 8.4 100.7"
sb 16.0. 09 1,3 ' 0.8 1.2 1.2 8.5.
14 148 9.1 13.5 4.9 101 10.9 Rdg. rec. K 9.1 143 0
15 116 *  10.3 11.9 4.9 10.1 10.8  Spelling 6.0 1.2 104
16 104 9.8 10.2 4.9 1041 10.0  Spelling 4.2 9.4 94
) 110 9.8 - 10.8 4.9 10.1 10.2  Spelling a1 9.3 . 91 -
18 - 132 10.3  13.6 49 . 101 .11.3 Spelling 4.9 10.1, . 89
19 C120° 10.3  12.4 49 101 109 Rdg. rec. 4.2 9.4 86
20 .118 *+  10.6 12.5 5.9 1.1 11.4 Rdg. comp. * 5.8 11.00 9
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. TABLE 8. (Continued) ) i -
)
, Lowest
Subject . Lowest Subtest -
' Number cIQ CA MA Grade GA EA Subtest Score AA 10
21 116 1.5 . 13.3 5.9 11.1 12.0 Spelling . 7.4 12.6 105
22 115 1.4 131 5.9 1.1 11.9 Math. 5.7 10.9 92
. 23 120 12.3 14.8 6.9 12.1 13.1 Spelling 7.1 12.3 94 ‘
’ 24 92 . 13.3 12.2 6.9 12.1 12.5 Math. 6.0 . 11.2 90-
25 160 1.8 11.8 6.9 12.1 11.9 Rdg. rec. 4.8 10.0 8 .
Integediate
- x (115.9  10.9 12.5 . 11.4 5.8 \P\u.o 96.3
“'sp . 14.6 1.2 1.3 - 0.9 1.5 1.5 "12.6
26 120 13.3 ¥ 16.0 7.9 151 141 speiling 6.5 11.7 »
27 93 13.6,}/ 12.6 7.8 13.0 13.1 Spelling 5.2 10.4 79 )
28 122 13.2 16.1 7.9 - 13.1 14.1 Spelling - 5.3 " 10.5 74 -
* 29 125 1.0 175 8.9 ! 14 15.2 Rdg. comp.  12.8 18.0 118
, - 30 116 13.5.  15.7 8.9 14.1 14.4 Rdg. rec. 7.9 13.1 9
\ 31 94 13.8 13.0. 8.9 o 1401 13.6 spelling ~ 6.5 11.7 ,86
32 100 13.8- 13.8 8.9 “ 14.1 13.9 Rdg. comp. 6.2 11.4 82
33 - 115 13.8 15.9 8.9 14.1 14.6  Spelling 6.0 11.2 77
; Junior Higl:x*" , ) . e o )
. X 110.6 ~ 13.6 15.1 - 14.1 7.1 12.3 86.3
© s " 129 0.3 1.7 : 0.6 .5 2.5-. 13.9
{Total Group ' ‘ '
Cx " 114.4 - : 95.6 .
- sp 14.3 ' 5 7 2 4:—12:5 :
¢ . 33 ’ s ‘ ." * L ”§
N el
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TABLE 9. COMPARISON OF IQ AND LQ OF REGULAR AND LD STUDENTS
- X 10 sD X 1O w SD

A = . \ L ]
Primary Lp . 96.1 8.7 86.2% 7.2
- . .t . .0
Primary Regular 114.0° 16.0 100.7 8.5
Intermediate LD 94.0 7.1 3.4 8.4
R’é . g :
< Intermediate Regular 115.9 14.6 96.3 12.6

A n ,
Junior High LD 90.4 £ 8.0 ™ 76.9 7.8
. Junior High Regular 110.6 12.9 - 86.3 13.9
- j" T -

All LD 94.1 8.2 83.2 8.5

X . Y]
All Regular 114.4 4.3 95.6 12.5

° i
. . . )
'3

|




N
. . . -
_TABLE 10. SRA ACHIEVEMENT TEST - MEAN AND RANGE OF_GRADE EQUIVALENT SCORES

. . - " 1Q Equivalént
Composite . Reading Mathematics L Lariguage Arts Scores (SD=16)

. - v
- Range '’ Range ° X . Range - X Range . X Range

ry

oo

B . . “
6.2 0.1~ 6.1 2.3 0.1~ 4.6 . 69-141

6.9 . - . 0.5~ 6.1 3.2 _0.3- 6.8 0.1- 6,8 _ 106 "75-145

8.7 : 0.9-10.7 h 1.8- 8.7 0.6-10.87 = 106 674145 .

1.7-11.1 . . 1.2-12.9 5.3 1.5-10.0 © 0.1-12.6 . 109 68-145"

A

2.8—11".5‘ 1.8-12.9 6.7 3.6-11.3 1.7-12.9, 110 - 68-136

] .

2.8-12.9 8. 2.0-12.9 8.3 2.3-12.9 8.7 0.1-12.9 112 66~139

»

2.4-12.9 1.8-12.9 9.0 3.5-12j_

. —_

9.7 3.4-12.9 ° 111 65-138

°

v - .
. 2.8-12.9 : 1.8-12.9 11,8 4.8~12.9 10.8 1.4-12.9 | 111 69-137 .

v
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v .’ TABLE ¥l.- FORMULA COMPONENTS -°'MEAN IQ AND LO USING SRA DATK * LD STUDENTS s -
. . . K ' L ° ¢ =N s ‘,‘Lowest ‘.
- Subject - . . , Tt . ‘. lowest -  Subtest -
- Nusber ., IQ % MA* Grade GA <EA Subtest Score . AA ) 7o)
- N . : '7 L
. 1 96 6.8 © 6.5 1.8 7.0 6.8, . Reading - 1.0 . . 6.2 9
< .3 - 120 6.7 '8.0 18 , 7.0 .7.2 ~ Redfing 27 7.4 103, __J
: ) . ' .o ‘ '
5 120 6.6 7.9 1.8 7.0 - ‘7.2, Readings 3.5 _ 8.7 ~ 121 )
9 9% 8.6 8.3 1.8 7.0 _ .8.0 Reading .8 6.0 . 75
13 81 7.1° 5.8 . 1.8, 7.0 6.6 aeé\ding >4 - 5.6 -85
' g . . <3 . 2 . v
17 83 8.8 ,7.3 2.8 8.0 8.0 ;y,ﬁ..n. s+ 9. 61 . 76
19 97 8,07 7.8 2.8 8.0 7.9 LA, ¢ ., 11" 6.3 80 )
. N /o/ | , . /:_;;%
e a 70 8.1 2.8 8.0 L.A: ., .8 6.0 -
s 22 113 8.7, 9.8~ 28 . 8.0 8.8 2.7 I " ST 7 O
~ . Y Fy . R [N .
. 23 89 , 8.6. 7.7 . 2.8 . 8.0 ‘8.1 .5 5.7 5.
32 86 , 8.7 7.5 . 3.8 9.0 ° ‘8.4 19 . 7.0 83
33 79 9.8 ‘ 3.8 9.0 3.4 . 8.3

¢
92.0* " 1 B 8.3 .
9.0 8.9 L.A, . -6 5.8 65

%0 . 9,5 + Readings 1.1 6.3 66

34 . 76 9.0
‘ 36" 84 ‘9.6
40 112 9.2

Primary . ' B ‘ S ”
' X 93.5, - . 83.3 .
, SD 16.2 . ) K ’ 15,9
58 65 . 9.1 4.8 0.0 © LA E SR :m .
84 10.2 8.6 4.8 10.0 /9.6 - Math. a4 ' 96 100
81 10.1 8.2 4.8 10.0 , 9.4  Reading - -2.9 8.0 ‘85
68 10.2 ’ 4.8 . 100 - Reading 2.2 74 oo
94 10.4 9.8. 4.8 _ 10.0 10.0  Bedding. 4'.3q“ 9.5 \ax/" '
. . ) ‘
- ’ . 3,6 O » ' ‘-" !
E A “ e Lo
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' TABLE 11. (Continujm/ ' -
, “Lowest 2
Subject . _ - Lowest Subtest .
Nusber 10 . CA MA Grade _ GA EA Subtest Score AA 10
68 - 99  10.9 10.8 5.8 11.0 -10.9 , L.A. 4.3 9.5 87
69 88 10.1 8,9 © 5.8 11.00  10.0  ~Math. 5.2 10.4 104" '
70 94 10.1 9.5 5.8 11.0 10.2 L.A. 3.9 9.0 88
n 77 11.5 " 5.8 18.0 Reading .7 7.9
7 87 11.8 10.3 5.8 11.0 11.0 . Reading 2.5 7.7 70 .
74 68’ 12.5 . 6.8 12.0 Rdg./L.A. ¢ 3.5 8.7 .
76 102, 12.6  12.9 6.8 12,0, 12.5  L.A. 4.0 9.2 74 &
82 88 12.2 10.7 6.8 ~12.0 11.6 * _ Reading 431 9.3 80 ,
) 80 90 12.2 11.0° 6.8 12.0 11.7 Reading 2.0 g2 62
86 80 12.3 . - 9.8 6.8 12.00 11.4 L.A. 2.8 8.0 70 :
Intermediate ’ .
X 85.0 - 83.2
sb 10.5° -+ - N ) 13.4
9 g 93 13.3 12.4 7.8 13.0 12.9 L.A. 3.2 8.4 65
98~ 84 13.6 1.4 . 7.8 13.0 12.7 Reading 1.7. 6.9 54
100 108 12.7  13.7 7.8 "13.0° . 131 na\ 5.5 10.7 82
101 \ 86 13.5 11.6 7.8 13.0 12.7 L. \Y“) 8.2 65
104 79 13.0 7.8 13.0 *  Reading 2.1 7.3 )
106 98 13.1 12.8 8.8 14.0 13.3 Reading 7.3 10.5 79 -
110 91 ° 15.0 13,7 . 8.8 14.0 14.2 L.A. 1.4 6.6 46 .
116 me 13,9 161 j eus 4.0 14.7  Math, 8.5 13,7 93 -

]




TABLE 11. (Continued) .

. - o

. Lowest —

Subject . Lowest Subtest

Number 1Q CA "MA Grade GA EA Subtest Score FY 10

117 87 14.8 12.9 6.8 14.0 13.9 L.A. 6.4 11.6 83
> 18 208 - 13.3 14.4 8.8 14.9., 13.9 L.A. 3.6 8.8 63

Junior High { e , ’
x " 95,0 _ ' N o : 70.0

* sD 12.2 » * 15.2

\\4 x 90.7 . g ) ‘ - 79.5
sp . 137 ! . 15.6
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TABLE 12. FORMULA COMPONENTS - MEAN 1Q AND LQ USING SRA DATA - REGULAR .STUDENTS
a P N

.t ¢ mwest
Subject ) Lowest . Subtest
Number CA Subtest Score

'Rdg./Math. 2.6.
Rdg. 6.3 -
Math. 3.8
Math, 2.8
Rdg. I.5
Rdg. . 2.2
Rdg‘. 4.3
Math. 3.4
L.A. 4.7
Math. 3.8
Math. 5.5
L.A." 3.1
Rdg. 3.1

v

1 .
2
3
4
5
6
7
g
9

[
o

106.7
10.6

No scores

132 10.2

103 . 9.7

105 9.7

132 10.2
- 121 10.2
"9 10.3




' - . ‘ -~ * ) <
- - |
R / A i l . - j
.
' i’ @ . |
A . o ’ |
s ' Vo
TABLE 12. (Continued) . ‘ ..
[N S - -
N— ¥ R
. i, ) Lowest™
Subject . Lowest Subtest . ~
Bumber Y CA MA Grade . GA EA Subtest Score AR 1O ‘
21 101 11.4 . 11.5 5.8° 11.0-  11.3 - Math. 7.6 12.8 13 -
22 99 11.3 1.1 5.8 11.0 11.2  Rdg. 6.5 11.7 104 o
23 112 12.2 13.7 6.8 "12.0 12.6  Math. ! 8.8 14.0 ni .
24 118 13.2 , 15.5 6.8 12.0 13.6 _ L.A. 6.8_‘.’ . 12.8' ) 88
25 103 11.7 12.0 6.8 12.0 11.9 ’ Rdg. 2.9 8.1 68 - .
Intermediate . \\
. ' .w . -
x 111,2 . ' L 99.4 .
sb 12.8 - 14.6
Fi:f ‘i . . e
26 Tl 125 13.2 16.5 7.8 13.0 14.2. °  L.A. 10,7 . ¢18.9 W1 ¢ o
’,% 14 - N . P A nﬂ«(:' uyu"}tra\nw),;‘tli
27 % .No scores . \ ) o |
./ oo . . {
28 128 13.1 16.8 7.8 . : 13.0 . 14.3 . L=A. 11.§ 16.8 117 o
29 ¢ 130 13.1 § 17.9 8.8 14.0 14.7 » ' Rdg./Maths/ 2:9° 1821 123 ‘
: o . . L.A. . A
30 \ . 1 13.4 153 8.8 4.0 4.2 Rdg. 9.1 14.3 100"
3L 103 137 1457 8.8 14.0 139  Math. 8.5 13.7 98
32 112 13.7 15.3 8.8 14.0 14.3, Rdg.» \11.1 16.3 114
g *
33 102 13.7 24.0 8.8 14.0 13.9 _  Rdg. 9.3 _14.5 104 T e
- ' N / n .
L) = = - R .
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TABLE 13." FORMULA co&boums - MEAN IQ AND IQ USING WISC

WISC_IQ Score

fgj

Subject Mo,

e

[4

87
101
90
83
102
89
81
77
64

w—

26
27
28
"33
4

e o o o
Ppownoo

WWwwwwwmenn
. .
NMOoOOO

4.0
4.2
4.0
4.0
6.0
6.2
6.2
6.2
6.2
6.0
6.0
6.0
6.0
6.0

e
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> .
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- R c TABLE 13. (Continued) ‘4 g
."' ’ ° -~ * - : ) '
L L Subject No. “crade WISC IQ Score . 10
L . . - — —%
R 117 8.2 92 75 ..
4 18 8.2 101 69
, 119 _ 8.2 90 n o, S
oL 11 8.2 105 66 '
123 8.1 96 60 .-
.‘ ‘
) . Junior_High '
,oX . 91.0 75.3
. 3 s ‘ ’ 9.9 8.0
125, 9.5 ' 105 n
.12 9.1 100 75
© 129 9.1 .100 . 61
. , : 133 9.6 90 61
' 13¢ - 9.5 11 56 4
: 135 o - 9.1 . 103 57
\ 136 9.1 81 - 60
g 137 9.1 . 99 55
- ¢ 138 9.1 ' 87 5%
~ 151 . 10.2 . 91 58 St
A ! " 2 3 °
w . 0
& . High School ;
E : ) X . \ 90.9 82.5 .
: . sb o 9.2 7.4
LI " ’ - - L,
- . All . . A \ 1
\ X o 93.3 75.3
A sp . 9.3 11.3 i
e ‘ - ; 7 - ’
AR : -
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TABLE 14. FORMULA COMPONENTS - SELF-CONTAINED SAMPLE .
I.oqest: ¥ ,I
Subject IS Lowest Subtest |
Number 10 CA MA Grade GA EA Subtest. Score AA 9 |
6 89 6.1 5.4 . " 1.0 . 6.2 5.9 Rdg. comp. 5.2 88 7
94 6.3 5.9 1.0 ., 6.2 6.1 ' 'Rdg. comp. 0’ 5.2 85
' 103 6.9 *© 7.1 1o 6.2° 6.1  Rdg. rec. .5 5.7 85
10 86 6.8 5.8 1.0 6.2 ., 6.2 .Rdg. comp. 0 5.2 .83
12 9 7.3 6.6 1.0 6.2 6.7 Rdg. comp. 0 5.2 77 ‘
24 90 8.1 . 1.2 2.0 7.2 7.5  Rdg. rec. 1.4 6.6 88
33 87 9.2 8.0 3.2 8.4 '8.5  Math./Sp. 2.9 8.1 95
46 93 8.4 7.9 3.2 8.4, 8.2  Rdg. rec. 1.4 6.6 80 ’
47 86 9.0 7.7 3.2 8.4 8.4 « Math. 1.5 6.7 80
48 a3 8.3 7.8 3.2 8.4 8.2 Rdg. rec. 1.3 6.5 79 My
54 Y g 9.1 7.9 4.2 9.4, 8.8  Spelling ‘3.4 8.6 8
' 60 93 9'.4 8(7 4.2 " 9.4 9.2 Spelling . 2.9 8.1 88’
" 64 86 10.3 ‘8.9 4.2 9.4 9.5  Rdg. comp. , 2.4 7.6 84
67 ° ‘89 '10.4 9.2 4.2 9.4 9.7  Spelling 1.6 6.8 0 .
87 87" 11.6 -10.6 6.2 11.4 112 Math, 3.5 8.7. 8. -
. 96 88 128+ 1.2 6.2 11.4 11.8  Rdg. comp. 3.1 8.3 70 b
102 88 13.0 11.4 7.2 12.4 12.3 - Rdg. rec. 3.9 9.1 74
104, 84'.  12.5 10.5 7.1 12.3  11.8 . Rdg. comp. 3.1 8.3 70
105 - 84 12.8  “10.8 71 - 12.3 12.0  ‘Rdg. comp. 2.6 7.8 65 .
- 118 87 12.9 1.2 8.2 13.4 12,5  Spelling 3.9 9.1 737
119 89 13.3 11.8 8.2 13.4 12.8 Rdg. rec. 3.9 9.1 n
123 .. 85 13.6 1.6 , 8.1 "~ 13.3  12.9  RAg:'comp. 2.8 8.0 _ .62 ¥
126’ 102, 143 4.5 9.1 4.3 143 mMath., 5.4 106 ‘
127 94 4.0 ° 1317 e 13.9 10,1 .73

L X

] 'T"-.
.

14.3

&tho ¢

4.1
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! \ . . % ’ TABLE 14. (Coéntinued) . ' \‘ .

. . ) ' ~ Lowest N i -
- 8ubject _ . : Lowest Subtest

‘Number -+ IQ. cA MA  Grade @ . EA Subtest Score A 10

129 82 14.7 12.0 9.1 4.3 13.7 Spelling 3.7 . 8.9 65
136 90 14.3 128 . 9.1 14.3 13.8 Spelling 3.9 8.1 58 o
. 138 89— 16.0 1:4.2 . 9.1 14:3 149  Spelling - 3.9 8.1 54-. .
41 88, 150 11.2°° P LR '"‘1§:3 14.5 °  Rdg. comp. 6.0 1.2 M ’
143 " 93 4.1 131 101 - 15.3 14.5 - Spelling 5.3 . 10.5 72
© 149 93 * 154 143  10.1. 15:3  14.1  Rdg. rec. 4.8 9.1 64
153 87 .16.9 4.7  10.5 15.7 15.7 Rdg. comp. 4.2 9.4 59

156 92 15.1 13.9 11.1 - 16:3 1’5/';.3 Spelling 4.2 | 9.4 - 6l

P

Sk 89.7 . v : o . 150 -/

- < p
. sD 4.6 10,8
N - - >
] . —_
»
.~ - s -# .
, v - ) .
IR
- .. -
k4 . .
.
. . s —
. “ M . ° . »
. . a
.
2 -
[
N . P . _—
4 . " ! .\ L . -
r -
?‘ ! “ej’ ‘l
“ - . * 5 -
?, ~ R - e . , ‘ -
i - 3 . S
3 < /;,u{ .«", Yo,
1 ' oo A% llj«{w( S
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TABLE 15. FORMULA COMPONENTS - MATCHED RESOURCE SAMPLE

CA MA

[}
Lowest
Subtest

Lowest
Subtest
Score

6.8 6.5
6.8 7.0 °
7.3 8.2
7.2 6.9
7.4 7.8\
8.1 7.9

9.2 8.6
8.4 7.9

. 8.1 1.6 .-
9.1 = 9.
9.1 8.2
9.4.-° 1.5
9.6
9.9 ' 8.5%
11.7 10.5
123 11.6 6.2
12.1  12.0 7.4
129 1n.4 7.2

FARS

: 88 1.5  10.1 8 |
i 12 93 13.0 121 ¢ &1
IR (T T "‘3‘%""“’“’1’3’? R L e B
o <

3

§o 0 122 200 13.5 135 81
‘ 149 137 . 9.5

SR, L

TR

Spelling
Math.
Math.

Rdg. comp.
Speliing

Rdg. rec.
and comp.

Rdg. rec.
Math. -

_Rdg. rec.
Rdg. comp. -

Spelling
Math. .

- Math.
‘Math.

Spelling
Rdg. rec.

Spelling

Rdg. rec.
Rdg. réc.
Rdgl comp.
Rdg. rec.
Spelling
Math.

Y

1.0
1.1
.6

1.6
2.5
2.0
2.7
2.9
2.5
3.2

2.4
4.6,
4.0

4.1 .
5.6
4.0
5.5
5.6
3.8

6.7




Math.

- = ./
2
- . TABLE 15. (Continued) . .
']
—— Ll ™ |
g o . Lowest } |
: Subject . . . Lowest Subtest . |
. Numbexr 10 CA /HA Grade GA ©, EA Subtest Score M . 10
" - 7 -
135 99 14.0 13.8 9.1 14.3 14.0 Spelling 3.8 8.1 - 58
133 82 14.1 11.5 9.6 j 14.8 13.4 Rdg. rec. 3.3, * 8.5™ 59 v
‘a2 89' 14.7-  13.0 9,5 14.7 14.1 Rdg. com®. 5.0 10.2 72 '
125 88 15.6  13.7 9.5 14.7  14.6  Rg. rec. 5.8 11.0 75
. 150 83 . 15.2 12.6 10.2 15.4 14.4 Math. 3.8 ‘9.0 .. 62 )
Lt x o, . . . g
- e 148 95 14.5  :13.7 10.2 15.8 ©  14.5 Math, ° 4.2 9.4 64
- . ¥»"v'
v 147 82 16.4 - 13.4 10.2 15.4 15.0 Rdg. comp. 4.5 9.7 65, e
152 83 16.3 13.5 10.5 15.7 13.4 Rdg. comp. : 2.9 8.1 60"
. 155 82 16.8 13.7 11.1 1@./; . 15.6 4.4 9.6 620
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