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ABSTRACT o

o Durxng the spr1ng of 1981, a San Juan Task force of
Special education staff members developed revised criteria for the
identification of students with specific learning disabilities (SLD).
This report covers the second year of discrepancy criteria

1mglementat1on.71t examines the identification of 225 students w1th
SLD during the first semester of the 1982-83 school year in the San

Juan (California) Unified School District. Of particular interest was
the impact of the California criteria for identification, adopted in

early 1983. The criteria in use in San Juan for the 1981-83 period

were similar to those adopted by the state, but were appl1ed

accordxng to a uniform dlscrepancy score, rather than using a

different discrepancy for each pair of test scores. Students o
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identified under San Juan's criteria were found to be in line with

the adopted state criteria specifications. (Attachments are included

for the state and federal legislation related to SLD, and San Juan's

criteria for services.) The use of discrepancy criteria had no effect
on_the percent of referrals identified. It did; however; have an
effect on the number of students referred for spec1a1 education.:
Because fewer students were referred, fewer students were actually
identified as having learning disabilities. (PN)
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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

This report examines the identification of 225 stidents with Spec1f1c 1earn1ng
disabilities (SLD) during the first semester of the 1982-83 school year in the
San Juan Unified School District. Of particular interest was the impact of the
Ca11forn1a cr1ter1a for 1dent r1catioh adopted ih ear1y 1983 The cr1teria 1h

State but were app11ed daccoraing to a un1form d1screpancy score, rather than
using a different discrepancy for each pair of test scores. Of major concern,

then, was the analysis of any differences in identification rates which would be

found when the State criteria are implemented in the Fall of 1983.
These are some of the study findings:

. Students have been properly identified, with evidence of interventions

prior to referral; and with evidence of substantial deficiencies in
academic ach1evement due to psychological processing handicaps:

. The students identified as having specific learning disabilities (SLD)
have normal ability for learning.

. The gréatest numbér of SLD students Have substantial deficiencies in
math, with reading deficiencies the next most frequent.

. Identified SLD students have one or_ fore psycholodical processing
disorders, with the majority having difficulty in the cognitive area.

effective.
. Student SLD identifications declined by 25 percent since 1981 due to
the use of the new criteria in San Juan.

Using only full scale ability test scores restricts the number of

students qualifying as SLD by about 20 percent; using verbal or per-

formance scores, when higher than full scale, increases the number of
students by 10 and 20 percent; respectively.

. Use of the State-specified criterion values for ability-achievement
score discrepancies {with consideration of measurement error; as is

done at present) will cause on]y a m1n1ma1 reddction (about two

adopted State criteria; and no _untoward differences are ant1c1pated with the
change to State cr1ter1a specifications. _There would be a decline in iden-
tifications if the criterion values established by the Staté were applied
Strictly; with no consideration for psychometric error. Such a procedure would
be contrary, however to recommended test reporting procedures.



SPECIFIC LEARNING DISABILIT"
1982-83 ELIGIBILITY STUDY
INTRODUCTION
e

During the Spring of 1981, a San Juan task force of special education staff mem-

bers developed revised criteria for the identification of students witn specific

Tearning disabilities (StD): The revised criteria were developed to be more

compatible with the intent of the Federal criteria for specific 1eabn1ng disabil-
ities (sve Attachment A).

Changes in the critéria included (1) defining a severe dISCrepancy between
ability and achievement (rather than 1low achievement alone), (2) wusing
individually-administered ability  tests (rather than assuming chat student
ability was normal), and (3) requiring evidence of a processing disorder. It
was expected that the revised criteria would more appropriately identify
students with a "specific learning d1sab111ty, and that their use would reduce
the actual number of new identifications.

was prepared on the effects of their use. This report is on the second year of
discrepancy criteria 1mp1ementat1on in San Juan. It includes all of the types
of information presented: in the first report as well as exploring some of the
variables which might affect the app11cat1on of the California specific learning

disability criteria adopted by the State in the Spring of 1983 and specified

in the California Administrative Code, Article 3.1, Section 3031(j) (see

The criteria developed in San duan for the identification of students with
specific learning disabilities; and used during the period 1981-1983; are pre-
sented in Attachment B.

éomparisoh with Stété éritérié Bévéiohéd in 1982 and Adébtéd jh,19é3

sidered a number of,stat1st1ca1,methods re]ated,to,spec1ﬁy1ng“@ d1screpancy
Among these were statistical significance; the reliability of difference scores;
and standdrd deviations of difference Sscores. The later method was used td
establish the generalized approach adopted for use in San Juan. San Juan's

criteria used during the period 1981-1983 differ from the state Criteria in

their application, as a consistent standard score difference was selected for

use in San Juan. This uniform or consistent score difference was based upon the

median ability-achievement test correlation for the tests most freguently used
in San Juan:

The difference score used in San Juan was equal to 1.5 standard deviations, or
22 common standard score points. This discrepancy is similar to the State-
specified 1.5 standard deviations of the difference score distribution; but it
does not vary when different tests are used. The effects of applying. the State-
specitied standard deviation of the difference score distribution formula are
discussed in a later section of this report.




The following questions were covered in the 1981-82 eligibility study report,
and are reported in this study, with comparisons between the two years.

. What tests are used to measure academrc ach1evement and with what results?

- What ability range is found in identified students?

« In What academic areas are students 1dent1f1ed7

+ What is the distribution of students with single or multiple academic

deficiencies?

- What amount of ability-achievement discrepancy is found?

- What are the psychological processing disorders?

- What {s the distribution, by grade levels, of identified specific learning
disability students?
- How do principals view the SLD criteria?

In addition to the quest1ons above; this report also answers these questions:

- How does the use of consistent standard score d1fferehces compare with the
. use of the standard deviation of the difference scores?

* How are the d1SCrepancy criteria viewed by school psycho]og1sts7 _

* How does the number of new student placements compare with the prior years?

STUDY DESIGN

Information Requirements

To produce a report answering the above questions, several tynes of information

were required. One type of information was related to tests and test scores.

Another type of information was that recorded in the students' IEPs related to

psychological processing disorders, evidence of prior interventions and specifi-

cation of _.no other contr1but1ng factor: The last type of information was

principals' and psycnologists' perceptions regarding use of the criteria:

Student identification--The first Stéﬁ in gathei1hg student information was to
identify those. students who were new placements during the first semester of

thé 1982-83 school year, with specific learning disability identified as the
handicap. This was done through a management information system search.

IEP recordSiISecond the IEP form w1th the recorded ach1evement test 1nformat1on

Confidential records--Third, the record of psychological testing was consulted

for the total and part ab111ty scores of each identified student (this infor-

mation is usually not included in the IEP write-up, but is maintained in a

separate, confidential file).

K-



Intérviews-~Fourth; interviews were held with one-fourth {eighteen) of the
district principals. Principals at eighteen 5chools were interviewed as part of
the year's evaluation plan. Questions related to the revised criteria; their
application and effects were asked during these interviews. The responses were
thea analyzed to tse in this study.

Surveys--Last, school psychologists were asked to complete a survey which
included questions about the criteria and their application.

Information Collecticn, Processing and Analysis

Record sheets were prepared on which student informctizn was entered. Students

were given reference numbers to ensure confidentiality:. The types of information

picked up from the IEP included the identifying achievement test information,

grade, birth year, psychological processing deficit, recorded elimination of

other disorders aﬁa evidence of prior classroom modifications. The total

ability test scores (as well as both verbal and performance subtest scores for
the WISC-R) were retrieved and added to the IEP information: In this study all -
scores were _reported as common standard scores with a mean of 100 and a standard
deviation of 15.

After the information was recorded, zsé student records were key punched and

the California State Un1vers1ty, Sacramento computer center.

Study Limitations

This study has two major limitations. First, some students new to San Juan had
met ¢ fferent identification requirements 1in other districts previously.

Second, the study only included full information on the first semester iden-
tifications.

Identifications From Other Districts--In the process of preparing the student

1nF0rmat1on 1t was found that a number of the students who wcre entering

program as "new" students in San Juan; had been enrolled previously in an other
district's special education program. Of the 258 students originally identified
for the study, 48 or nearly one-fifth had been identified previously by another
district. _ About two-thirds of these 48 students did not have 1Q test infor-
mation Féédi1y,éVji1ab1é for use in this study, although such information may
have been available during the placement process. _This restriction Timited the
total number of students reported in the study findings to 225.

First Semester Identifications--Only the Students identified during the first
semester of the 1982-83 school year weré included in the study. By the end of
the school year, 598 students had bLeen identified as SLD students. This study

then, reports findings for less than half (38 percent) of the year's iden-
tifications. :

N\



__STUDY FINDINGS: PART I_
COMPARISONS WITH 1981-82 STUDY

Academic Achievement Tests Used

Four standardized achievement tests comprised over 95 percent of the student

identifications: The Wide Range Achievement Test (WRAT) was used extensively to

identify basic reading and mathematic computation discrepancies. The

Woodcock-Johnson Psycho-Educational Battery was used for almost all written

language identificaticns, as well as for other academic areas. The Peabody

Individual Achievement Test and the Nelson Reading Tests were used for some

reading and/or mathematics identifications. Other tests were used in the iden-

tification of only twelve students; and these were mainly for students with

_discrepancies in oral expre551on and 115ten1ng comprehens1on The frequency of
test use is presented in Table t and illustrated in Figure 1:

Table 1
) Acadew1c Def1c1t Areas and Standard1zpd B
Achievement Tests Used in the Identification of
225 Specific Learning Disability Students During the
First Semester of the 1982-83 School Year

_ . STANDARDIZED ACHIEVEMENT TEST

Academic WRAT | PIAT | WOODCOCK | NELSON | OTHER || TOTALS
Bef1c1tﬁ§rea o
READINE 77 6 8 8 1 100
ARITAMETIC 120 6 7 | 5 | 2 [] 10
WRITTEN LANGUAGE 0 0 20 0 0 20
ORAL EXPRESSION 0 0 1 0 4 5
LISTENING COMPREHENSION 0 0 0 0 5 5
TOTALS* 1 197 12 36 13 12 270

*Totals include duplicate counts for 45 students with more than one deficit area.

L
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The tést use pattern was very similar to that of 1981-82, with the WRAT used in
about two-thirds of the identifications. The usSeé of other tests was also very
similar for the two years.

Academic Achievement Test Results

The achievement test scores reported in common standard scores (M=100, SD=15),

ranged from a low of 55 to a high of 99 across all areas, with only one

udent _The median
achievement scores in reading, written expression < math ranged from 75 to 80:

exception: a gifted student with an achievement score of 122

The score ranges and median scores are presented in Table 2. The achievement

test results were almost identical to those of the previous year.

Standard_Score and Ability-Achievement Discrepancy Score Ranges and Medians
for 225 Students With Identified Specific Learning Disabilities

AbiTity/Achievement — Number Standard Score Redian Score Discrépancy core Wedian Score
Test Area - of Students lange —— Range Di screpancy
Ability {Full Scale) (225) 71 - 141 99
Reading (100) 59 . 99 77 18 - 55 27
Math (140) 55 - 122 76 19 - 53 2%
Wiriteen Expression {17 65 - 94 15 18 - 50 29
arzl Expression t s 62 - 84 80 22 - X% 2
Listening Comprehension { s 61 - 78 70 21 - 3 2

Ability Test Results

The full scale ability test scores found for the students identified as having

specific learning disabilities formed a normal-appearing distribution. Ability
test scores ranged from a Tow of 71 to a high of 141, with a median of 99. For
the most part, this ability range corresponds with that of the 96 percent of the
popul ation considered to fall within "average” ability levels. The relative
percent of eligible students with various ranges of ability scores is shown in
Figure 2 for both 1981-2 and 1982-3. No significant differences were found
between the ability scores for the two years.
5
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Academic Learning Areas

The academic learning areas which were tested included reading, math; written

expression, aral expression and listening comprehension. Reading and math were
each listed in the criteria as having two sub-areas, but they were treated as
single areas in this study: The area most frequently found as an area of
discrepancy was math, followed by reading and written expression. oral
expression was found as a discrepancy area five times, as was listening compre-

hension. (See Table I for a listing of areas and counts.) The only academic
area which appeared to differ substantially from the previous year was the

apparent decline in the number of students with difficulty in written expression.

Multiple Academic Achievement Areas

While the majority (81 percent) of students with identified specific learning

disabilities had a single area of disability, others had two (71 percent) or
three (2 percent) areas identified. Across the three basic skills areas, more
students had disabilities in math (54 percent) than in reading (38 percent],

with relatively few (8 percant) having a writing disability. These data are
presented in Table 3.
Table 3
Ouplicated and Unduplicated Freguencies

for 215 Students With One, Two Or Three

Disability Areas in Reading, Math, and Written Expression -

3T:gTe e — T T S — Three —Students.
Area

Pisabiiity Area _ . Yeadinq Fath CAIALT Areas {Duplicated Cour.t)
Readinia §0 -- it s 4 100 381
Math 104 31 -- 1 4 140 54
Written Expression 10 5 1 -- 4 20 8%
Undupl icated Totals 174 (81%) 37 117%) 3 12%) 215

(o)1)




Discrepancy Scores

Discrepancy scores were computed by subtracting the achievement score from the

ability score. Discrepancy scores had a range of from 18 to 55 points, with
medians varying from 24 to 32, depending upon the achievement test area. These
discrepancy figures are based upon using the highest ability score of the ver-
bal, performance, or total. Further comparisons between use of part scores and

total scores are presented in another section (see page 11): The relative per-
cent of eligible students with varying standard score discrepancy points is
shcwn in Figure 3. The major difference from the 1981-82 year was a decrease in
the percent identified with moderate discrepancies from one-third to fewer than
one-fifth of the identifications:

FIGURE 3. ZTEMDMRED SCERE BISCRERMAbIDY
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Processing difficulties were mentioned in the IEP for every student identified

as having a specific learning disability. Many students had difficulties in
more than one processing area: . The processing disorder areas were termed
somewhat differently in this year's study; to bring them in line with the new
State criteria: Three areas, cognitive, attention and sensory-motor remained
the same, with processing divided into auditory or visual, and with expression

being eliminated. Of the five areas specified in the criteria, the cognitive
area was mentioned most frequently--for 82 percent of the identified students:
This area was followed by attention (specified for 56 percent of the students),
ard by sensory-motor (named for 37/ percent of the students). Auditory and
visual processing disorders were mentioned 26 and 20 percent of the time,

respectively. The percent of students having each processing disorder iden-
tified, organized by academic disability area, is presented in Table 4 and
illustrated in Figure 4. These percents differed little from those of the pre-

vious yaar (within five percent), except for sensory-motor disorders which had




Table 4
Psychological Processing Disorders for Stiudents

With Identified Specific Learning Disabilities

(Multiple Processing Disorders were Frequently Identified)
PSYCHOLOGICAL PROCESSING DISORDERS

Academic [|TotALNod | | _visuAt | AUDITORY | SENSORY
Disability Ared | STUDENTS | COGNITIVE | ATTENTION | PROCESSING | PROCESSING | MBTOR
READING 100 84 57 24 29 35
ARITHMETIC 140 | 1i3 79 26 31 56
L ANGUAGE 20 15 6 5 7 8
ORAL ] - - ,
| EXPRESSION- 5 5 3 0 ) )
"CISTENING , - ) -
COMPREHENSION 5 4 4 0 3 | 1
DUPLICATED — — — —
COUNT || 270. 221 150 | 55 70 100
RELATIVE . — — L
PERCENT 100% 894 56% 203 T 37%

FIGURE 4.
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The pattern of grade levels at which students were referred and identified as

having specific learning disabilities formed a positively skewed distribution

rather than the "saw-tooth" pattern found last year. One exception was in grade

three, which had only half as many identifications, proportionally, this year:
More k1ndergarten and first grade students were identified;, also. The elemen-
tary grades accounted for 77 percent of the 1dent1f1cat10ns——up from 65 percent
a year ago. _Fewer_students were identified from the intermediate Tevel (12 per-
cent, down from 18 percent) and from the high schoal level (1l percent, down
from 16 percent). These grade level identification figures are shown in Figure

12
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Grade Levels and Academic Area of Deficit

Students having reading and written language problems were most frequently
identified from grade one through grade five. In mathematics, most students
were identified in second throiugh sixth grade. Listening comprehension and oral
expression problems were primarily identified in grade three. Again, the pat-
tern was very similar to that of the previous year. Table 5 and Figure 6 pre-
sent this information.

e . Table§
Number_of Students Identified at Each

Grade Level by Academic Area

GRADE. CEVEL
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Reac {415 of AchoVl Principal to SLD Criteria |

Of tpe ®Tgnt®%n principals at’all levels who were questioned abouty thg 1Pdct of
the,,SUQ,u§T1tQtfaﬁ,reViSi°"s’gf99 percent found the criteria ag&ﬁb?ﬁl@ N for
idenpifying Sp Students. Principals mentioned different reasprs O tpeir

appryvdl i th®lg aPe some of the statements made:

Tnéféf?géiiéfﬁaVé helped to qualify students with more severa fegls: __

- V& 3re £ earér about use of discrepancy between ability and agpie'er®Nt,
- YN® ©ri%ria allow for a wider spread of students with more npudy:
- IN¢ Stultnts who are qualified are those that seem more appropriate ™ L.

e critepia help us to find students who were missed before.

some ¢ the €pfeCts found by San Juan principals after using thy ne® ¢' tgria
for i@ ANg PNe_pal¥ years included:

- Rewer stlyents were identified; |

- Avidents with severe learning problems who used to have to syyy

 €1a5585 were identified; and . | A1

NOHE nof-Vdentified students with low ability and low achieveyynt St ')
Ned Mwips even if not qualified for special education.
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STUDY FINDINGS: PART II

EFFECTS RELATED TO CALIFORNIA CRITERIA

Effect of Use of Whole or Sub-part Ability Test Scores

The criteria implementation guide adopted in San Juan in 1981 stipulated that

the total ability test score was preferred for all identifications except for

those cases in which the verbal score was higher than the total score. The

guide specified that the performance score, alone, would not be used to calcu=
late the discrepancy. Despite this specification, it was found that some
thirty-twe students were identified during the year based upon the performance
score. The effect of using a total score;, the higher of total or verbal, or the
highest of total, verbal or performancgfW@gjg;gmjngq;ifign”bgpb‘fEQQing and
mathematics;, the number of identifications increased by nearly ten percent with

each additional score. This effect is shown in the graph presented as Figure 7:

FIGURE 7.
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Higher Verbal Ability--There were 84 cases in which students had higher verbal
Than total abilTity scoras. Half of these students had verbal scores no more

than 5 points higher than their total scores; and 80 percent were no more than
10 _points higher. In analyzing 1982-83 placements; an_additional 21 students
(10 percent) qualified for identification when the verbal scoré was used rather
than the total.

Higher Performance Ability--There were 118 cases in which students had higher
pgrivrmance,tﬁan full scale ability scores. For 43 percent of these- students,

the performance scores were within 5 points of their full scale scores, and
nearly 80 percent (78%) were within 10 points of their full scale scores.
Twenty-one percent had performance scores greater than 10 points from their full

scale score.
In analyzing the effects of using the performance score rather than the higher
of full scale er verbal, an additional 23 students (10 percent) qualified for

identification when performance scores were allowed.
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Ability Distribution-=Total or full scale ability scores form a relatively nor-

mal distribution, while using the highest of the part or total scores forms a
negatively skewed distribution. This change in the ability distribution is
shown in Figure 8. :

FIGURE 8: -
10 SCORES FOR SLD STUDEMTS
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however, had high correlations with the full scale score-- .84 for verbal and
.85 for performance (see Table 6).
- Tables
Correlations Between Partial and Full Scale
Ability Test Scores

Performance 7Y B B Ep—

WISC-R . o '
performance : - +85%
Full Scale - -

*Sygnificantly correlated, p < .02

Effect of Using State-Specified Tables

Based upon the ability-achievement score discrepancy, with no allowance for

measurement error, the number of students jdentified in 1982-83 under the new
State criteria would be iower by 28 percent. _If one standard error of measure-
ment is allowed; as compensated for in the 1981 San Juan criteria, it appears

that only two percent of students would not meet criteria. The application of
different criterion values-is presented in Table 7. :
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. Table 7.
Peércent of 1982-83 Identified SLD_ Students
Meeting Various Criterion Values

o Under 3an Juan Criteria 82-3 | Under State Criteria 83-4
AC ademi ¢ Without SEM With SEM Without SEM With SEM
Area # Z ¥ | % # % F %
Reading (all tests) 85 85% 100 [ 100% 72 | 72% 95 | 95%
WRAT (66) {(77) (61) {75)
PIAT (6) { 6) ( 4) { 6)
WOODCOCK ( 5) ( 8) ( 5) (7)
NELSON (7) ( 8) ( 2) (7)
OTHER (1t (| ( 0) ,
Math (all tests) 115 83% 140 | 100% 100 | 71% 140 | 100%
WRAT (100) (120). 135) (120)
PIAT ( 4) ( 6) ( 4) ( 7)
WOODCOCK (6) (7) ( 6) ( 7}
~ OTHER ( 6) (7) ( 8) ( 6)
Written Expression
WooncocK 14 70% 20 | 100% 14 70% 20 | 100%
TOTALS 215 83% 260* | 100% 186 72% 255 98%

*This number is a duplicate count; including 45 students who qualified in more
than one area.

Establishment of Correlations Between Tests

Based upon the use:of ability and achievement tests during the past year; it was

possible to derive ability-achievement test correlations for some tests and aca-

demic areas. These correlations were usua]]y higher than the median. correla-

tions selected by the State for use in the tabled criterion values. A

comparison of the correlations between the Wide Range Achievement Test (WRAT)

for Reading and Arithmetic and the Woodcock-Johnson Psycho- Educational Battery

for Written Language and of the common standard score discreparicy required to
meet the criterion value is given in Table 8. The criterion values derived from
the San Juan correlations differed from those in the State tables by 1 to 5
standard score points; with only one of the nine test pairs requiring a greater

criterion value.

L ,,Tablg 8
c;mpa:jsnn of State and San Juan_
Correlation and Criterion values for
WISC-R and Achievement Tests

Correiations with WISU-R — Criterion VaTues [

— - lStandard Score Discrepancy) with WISC-R

Yotal | - Verbal.- —Performance | lotal _ ~_ _verbal _ BrTOrMance

Test - | (N) -| State | SJUSU | State SJUSD State | SJUSD | Scace SJU.SD State SJI]SD State | SJUSD

ARAT - R t96) | 89 | 55 | 5t | 48 [ 35 | .43 23 21 2 23 26 24

WRAT - M (142) .49 .68 .51 .61 .40 .54 23 18 22 20 25 22
WOONCOCK/JOHNSON-R. | .| .46 ] .49 ] .29 - 23 N 23 N 27

W000COCK /JOHNSON=- WL (20) .46 .62 .48 .65 .30 .54 23 22 23 19 27 22
WQODCOCK /JOHNSON-M .52 .58 .39. 22 21 25
PIAT - AR .45 .43 .29 2 23 27
PIAT - RC .47 .52 .38 3 22 25
PIAT - M .58 .57 .39 21 21 25
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These test correlations, however, are based solely upon test1ng results from a

population which has met criteria for specific 1earn1ng disabilities. These

students, while representing a fairly normal population in terms of the distri-

bution of ability test scores; do not represent a normal population in terms of

the distribution of achievement test scores. It is believed that this popula-

tion difference would cause the test correlations to be higher. The rela-

tionship between the ability and achievement tests is further illustrated by the
scattergram presented in Figure 9. 0Only students whose ability-arithmetic dif-
ferences fall ébbﬂé,thé,btdkéh,diagqnal line qualify as SLD when scores from

these two tests (WISC-R Full Scale and WRAT Arithmetic) are compared.

Effect of Allowance for Standard Error of Measurement

The question of how to recognize and provide for measurement error_has not béen
addressed by the State. Common psychometric practice, howéver, includes the use
of confidence bands of interpretation with any score. The allowance for stan-
dard error of measurement associated with the differance score distribution was
described in the San Juan SLD Criteria Guide used 1981-83, as follows:

To determine a severe discrepancy (1.5 S.D:.), there should be 22

points difference between ability and ach1evement using a standard

score scale with a mean of 100 and a standard deviation of 15. To

allow for measurement error; however, the following discrepancy guide
should be applied:

Discrepancy
22 or more points Severe discrepancy; student qualifies.
18 to 21 points Significant discrepancy; requires  strong

supportive evidence and unanimous team iden-
tification.

third of the,students,Jdent1f1ed had m]n1mal,qua11fy1ng,d1screpanc1es Fu]]y 33
percent of all identifications were identified under the allowance for measure-
ment error of four standard score points.

Although this measurement error allowance was continued during 1982-83, staFF

specified 22 point d1screpancy In the 1982-83 sthool year, thqugquer of

ilentified students in the error range decreased by nearly haif, with only 17

percent of the identifications for students with less than a 22 point discre-

pancy. Figure 3 (presented on page 7) illustrates this change in identification

score discrepancies due to more judicious use of the standard error of measure-
ment:
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FIGURE 9. Correlational scatterplot showing ability (WISCR, Full Scale) and achievement

(NRAT arithmetic) scares expressed as comon standard scores for referred SLO

13 students (many students had achievement disabilities measured by other tests in
other academic areas).




A survey dur1ng the Spr1ng of 1983 revealed that the majority of psycho]og1sts
{18 of the 20) using San Juan's criteria to identify students with specific
7 2arning disab11Jt1es, be11eved that, the criteria aﬁre appropriate. Severa!
{15 percent) believed that the criteria tended to "over-identify", and cre
believed that the criteria "under-identify." Nearly all (QQ,perqent)ffound that
their diagnosis of a basic psychological processing disorder was confirmed by
others on the IEP team.

Student placements

Information on SLD student placements was gathered for the entire 1982-83 year:

of the total of 598 SLD identifications during the school year, 400 or two-

thirds were placed in the Resource Specialist Program: The remaining 198 or

one-third were placed in Special Day Classes.

In_comparison with the previous year, slightly more students were placed in
Special Day €lasses: During 1981-82; 448 of 570 newiy- identjfiéd SLD students

Figure 16

FIGURE 10. ST IDEMTIFICATIONS
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in 1981 for SLD decreased the number of referrals the number of 1dent1fied SLD
students, and the number of placements in RSP. Averaging the two years before

1mp1ementat1on with the two years_ following new criteria implementation revealed

a decline in_identifications of 25 percent. There was a corresponding decline

in_ RSP p]acements of nearly one-third (32 percent) Thece year-to-year changes

are presented in Figure 10 above. The decrease in SLD identifications produced

a change in tectal spec7al education enrollment frci 10:6 percent in January,

1981 to 9.9 percent in December, 1982, nearly two yez:s later:

16
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SUMMARY OF FINDINGS
Effect--The ust of discrepancy criteria during both 1981-82 and 1982-83 had no

effect on the percent of referrals identified: It did, however, have an effect

on the number of students referred for special educat1on Because fewer stu-

dents were referred, 7fgyerf§tudents were actually identified as having learning
disabilities. The decrease in SLD identifications noted in both 1981-82 and
1982-83, and attributable to the discrepancy criteria, was 25 percent less than

the nunber of 1dent1F1cat1ons 1n 1979-80 and 1980-81. This de -ease amounted to

special education service,; from on]y 1ow ach1ev1ng students to students who had
more "specific" 1earning problems.

Ability--The criteria permitted the identification within a broad range of
ability, yet the typical student was of "average" ability.

Application--The criteria were used successfully with students referred for
service during the 1981-83 school years. The IEPs documented that the iden-
t1f1cat1ons were not on]y based ‘upon the ab111ty ach1evement d1screpancy but

might be responsible for that discrepancy:. Furthermore, the IEPs documented

that the IEP team had considered and ruled out other causes for the discrepancy,
and that modifications in the regular program had been unsuccessful in helping

the student.




Attachment A

This attachment presents state and federal legislation related to Specific
Learning Disability. The California Administrative Code section, adopted in
March of 1983, appears in the centér column with information from the California
Education Code in the left-hand column and from the Code of Federal RFguiations
in the right-hand column.
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General opic

Sgecific 18
disabilily

| Hcation Cde

A3 A pupli dial! be assessed as
havung a specitic Tearning disability
which makes him or her eligible for
Speclal_educqilon_anc related ser-
vices when it is determingd that all
of the foliowing exist:
(a) A severe discrepancy exists be-
tween the intellectual ability and
achievements in one or more of the
fol lowing acadeilc areas:

(1) Oral expression,
(2) Listening comprenension,

{3) Written exprassidi:

(4) Basic readlng skills.

(51 Reading camprehens lon.

(6) Mathematizs calculation,

(7) Mathematics reasoning.

{b) Th: dlscrepancy Is due to & disorder
i ong ur more of the basic psy(hologICdI
processes and s not the result of en-
viromental, cullural, or econonic dls-
advantages:

(c) The discrepancy cennot be corrected
1h:ough ofher reqular cr categorical
services offered within the reqular in-
structional progrem,

96338 As usedl in Secticn 56337, "specitic
earning disabi iy includes, ot i pot
limited_to, disability . Mhin_the duict ion
nf yisinn which resulis in visual pertep-

(’ahlorma A(inﬁnibiréiive bode

__ Cade of Federal Hajilatlons

(i) A pupil has a disorder in ony or
more of the basic psychologlcal pro-
cesses Involved In understanding or

in ualng language, spoken or wrlt?en,
pnlred “Dlllty to.listen; think; speak;
read, »cit6, spall, or do mathematizal
calculations, and has a severe dls-
crepancy beteen Inteliectual obllity
and achlevenent In one or more of the
academc areas specitled In Sectlons
565371a) of the Edication Cage, for
the purpose of Sectlon 3030()):

(1) Basic psvchologlcal processea

cessing, auuliory procass.ng,
sensory-otur sklls, cognlive
abljItles Including association,
co ~eptual latlon and expression,

2) Ifitd) tectual ablilty inclodas voth
acquired learning and learning
pofeniial and shail be defermlned
by a systematlc assecsment of
_ Intellectual tunctloning,

(3) The level of achlevement Includes
in materlals and subject matte
axpliciily taught In school and
shall be measured by standardized
achieverent TEsts, .

(4) When standardized fests ere con-
sidered to be valld for a speciftc
pupll; @ severe discrepancy shall
be defermined by: tirst, convert
ing into comon stantrg scores
I achleveneni test score dnd tha
ability test score fo be compared,
second; computing the d1f ference
aalwnen fhese comon svandard
Lurés ang third; compat Ing this

9k triteria tor defermining the ex-
stence of a specific learnlng dis-
ability;

{a) K tean .oy determine that a chlid
has'a speclfic learning disability If,

(1) The_child does not achleve. comnensu-
catewith b3 or kar age aid abll ity
levels in one or more 0! the areas

IIsted In paragraph (a)(2) of this section
when provided with learning exper lences
approprlate for the clil 1’5 aga &nd
auillty levels; and

(2) The feam tinds that a child busa
severe discrepancy befween achlevemeni end
inte)lectual edility In e cr more of

the fblléﬁlhg areas.

() Oral expresslon;

(1) Listenlng_cunprehension;

(117 ¥ritten expression;

(Iv) Bag's réad|ng il

(v] Reading comp.ehanslon;

(vi) Mathematlzs calculation; or

(vil) Mathematlcs reasonlng.

(b) The team may not Identlty a chlld as
having @ speclfic learning disabllity if
the severe Iscrepancy between abillty
and achlevenent s primar(ly the result
of

(1) Avisual, hearing, or motor handicap;
(2) Menta) retardatlon;

{3) kmotional disturbance; or

(4) Environmertal, cultural or economlc
disadvanlage.

(See also p. 16, (9))
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General lopic bicalion Code Cali‘omia Adalnistrative Code Code ot Foderal Peulatlons

computed difference 10 the jrodict
of 1.5 multiplied by the standard
deviatlon of fhe disir bution o
computed differences of sfudents
taking these achlevement and
abll ity tests, A computed differ-
ance which equals or xceeds fho
product of 1,5 nultiplied by the
standard deviation of this
distribution of computed it fer-
onces Indicates a severe discrep-
ancy_when such discrepancy Is __
corroborajed by other assessmant.
data which may includa. othar tests,
Stalds, Instriménts, observallons
and work samples, as appropriate.

'Spec’lilc iéarnlng,
disehitity {cont.)

N (5) Wien standardized tests are con-
o sldered fo be Invalld fora
spacitlc pupl, the discrepancy
shall be measured by alternative
means s specified on the assess-
- ment plan,

(6) The dlscrepancy shall not be
primarily the result of linited
school exper lence or poor school
attendance.
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Attachment B

The following information is taken from the Criteria Handbook for Special

Education Services used between 1981 and 1983 by the San Juan Unjfied School

District, Department of Special Education. (These criteria were revisad in

August, 1983, to correspond with the current State criteria.)
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CRITERIA FOR SERVICES: SFECIFIC LEARNING DISABILITY

mine that a student has a speci+ic learning disability when all of the
following criteria have been met:

A

D.

The student_has a severe diSéFéﬁéﬁéy between achievement and
intellectual ability in one or more of the following areas. A

using standardized tests of achievement and ability.

1. Basic Reading Skill

2. Reading Comprehension
3. Mathematics Reasoning
4. Mathematics .alcuylation
ga Oral Expression

psychological processes:

Cognition (thinking; attention, problem solving; concept formation)

1.
2. Expression . : . : - S
3. Percet ion {auditory, visual or haptic processing)
4. Sensory Motor (fine or large muscle) )
. Memory (auditory, visual, haptic)

specific
n

The IEP team may not identify a student as having ,
tween ability and

learning disability if_the severe_discrepancy betw
achievement is primarily the result of:

a
e

l.
2. en
3. Emotional Disturbance _ : - . ,
4. Environmenta',; cultural or ecoriomic disadvantage.
The discrepancy cannct be corrected through other regular or.
categorical services offered within the regular instructional
orogram.



Identification Procedures

ized _tests for which standard scores can be determined, such as the
Wide Range Achievement Test and the Peabody Individual Achievement
Test.

In areas 5 and 6 (oral expression and listening comprehension) mental
age discrepancies between ability and achievement equivalent to 1.5
standard deviations may be determined by language tests such as the
Test of Language Development (TOLD) or the Peabody Picture Vocabulary
Test, or Utah Test for Language Development.

In area 7, written expression,; the diScrepancy between ability and
achievement equivalent to 1.5 standard deviations may be determined by

the total written language score on the Woodcock-Johnson; discrepan-

cies on both the spelling and language usage sections of the lowa
Tests of Basic Skills, or by other standardized tests of written
expression approved by the special education department.

The required observation of the student's academic performance in the
regular classroom setting (by a member of the assessment team other

dchievement.

Program Placement

A. Resource Specialist Program

Students who require special education and related services for less
than the majority of the school day will be placed in the Resource
Specialist Program.

B. Special Class Placement

Students who require special education and related services for mere
than the majority of the school day will be considered for placement

in a Special Class. Maximum interaction with the general school popu-
lation shall be provided in a manner which is-appropriate to the needs
of both.
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