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Figure 8. Percentage of children with disabilities by ethnicity and inclusion status in the 

State of Tennessee. 
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 Full Inclusion Partial Inclusion No Known 

Inclusion 

Composition Index    

Black 40.09 16.53 13.05 

White 53.86 75.95 82.35 

Hispanic 5.14 5.43 3.06 

Risk Index    

Black 5.47 2.31 9.44 

White 7.35 10.64 59.57 

Hispanic 0.70 0.76 2.21 

Odds Ratio    

Black 0.74 0.22 0.16 

White - - - 

Hispanic 0.10 0.07 0.04 

Relative Risk Ratio    

Black 0.68 0.20 0.15 

White 1.19 3.47 5.11 

Hispanic 0.05 0.06 0.03 

 

Table 33. Disproportionality indices for inclusion status for State of Tennessee. 

- = comparison group for calculation; always equals 1.00 

Bold = over-representation of group; italics = under-representation of group. 
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Given these numbers, disproportionality indices indicate over-representation for White 

preschoolers with disabilities (RI = 59.57; RRR = 5.11) while Black and Hispanic 

preschoolers tend to be under- represented (RIBlack = 9.44; RIHispanic = 2.21; ORBlack = 

0.16; ORHispanic = 0.04; RRRBlack = 0.15; RRRHispanic = 0.03). 

Research Question Four 

Is there a difference in the amount of inclusion children receive based upon their 

gender?  

Results of Research Question Four 

Across all five targeted states (Table 34), males are represented in special 

education and placed in a full inclusion setting at approximately two times the percentage 

of females. One-way ANOVA analysis revealed significant differences between genders 

for CI calculations (FFull Inclusion = 1251.186, p < .001; FPartial Inclusion = 780.646, p < .001; 

FNo Known Inclusion = 712.699, p < .001), although there were no significant differences 

between states (FFull Inclusion = 0.000, p < 1.000; FPartial Inclusion = 0.000, p < 1.00; FNo Known 

Inclusion = 0.000, p < 1.00). 

Full inclusion. Across all five targeted states (Figure 9), males are represented in 

special education and placed in a full inclusion setting at approximately two times the 

percentage of females. In general, males represent approximately half of the population 

averaged across all five states (M = 51.10%; SD = 0.19; range = 50.86 – 51.31). Females 

are also equally distributed across all five states at a mean of 48.90 (SD = 0.19; range = 

48.69 – 49.14). Using Chinn and Hughes‟s (1987) disproportionality percentages, males  
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 All 5 

Targeted 

States 

Alabama Arkansas Georgia North 

Carolina 

Tennessee 

Composition 

Index 

      

Male 68.78 69.98 65.32 68.75 70.47 68.12 

Female 31.09 30.02 34.68 30.82 29.53 31.88 

Risk Index       

Male 37.78 6.57 10.39 15.80 19.53 2.21 

Female 17.08 6.38 12.47 16.01 18.50 2.34 

Odds Ratio       

Male - - - - - - 

Female 0.45 0.97 1.20 1.01 0.95 1.06 

Relative Risk 

Ratio 

      

Male 2.21 1.03 0.83 0.99 1.06 0.95 

Female 0.45 0.97 1.20 1.01 0.95 1.06 

 

Table 34. Full Inclusion disproportionality indices for gender across all five targeted 

states. 

- = comparison group for calculation; always equals 1.00 

Bold = over-representation of group; italics = under-representation of group. 
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Figure 9. Percentage of population by gender fully included across targeted states. 
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are consistently over-represented in special education (CIOverall = 68.78) and females are 

consistently under-represented in special education CIOverall = 31.09) across all five states. 

When aggregated across all five states and compared to females, males (RRR = 

2.21) are over-represented in special education by approximately two times the rate of 

females. Using the RI result for males, OR calculations reveal that females are generally 

under-represented in special education (OR = 0.45) receiving services at approximately 

half the rate of males; although, females are over-represented in special education in the 

State of Arkansas (OR = 1.20).  

Partial inclusion. Across all five targeted states (Table 35 and Figure 10), males 

are represented in special education and placed in a partial inclusion settings at 

approximately two times the percentage of females. Using Chinn and Hughes‟s (1987) 

disproportionality percentages, males are consistently over-represented in special 

education (CIOverall = 71.91) and females are consistently under-represented in special 

education CIOverall = 28.09) across all five states.  

When aggregated across all five states and compared to females, males (RRR = 

2.56) are over-represented in special education by approximately 2.5 times the rate of 

females. Over-representation of males is especially prevalent in the states of North 

Carolina (RRR = 1.22) and Tennessee (RRR = 1.09). 

Using the RI result for males, OR calculations reveal that females are generally 

under-represented in special education (OR = 0.45) with males receiving services in 

partial inclusion settings at approximately 60% more than females. Females are over-

represented in special education in the States of Alabama (OR = 1.11) and Arkansas (OR 

= 1.09). 
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 All 5 

Targeted 

States 

Alabama Arkansas Georgia North 

Carolina 

Tennessee 

Composition 

Index 

      

Male 71.91 67.06 67.57 69.96 73.44 71.24 

Female 28.09 32.94 32.43 30.04 26.56 28.76 

Risk Index       

Male 14.22 2.13 1.84 7.80 4.90 2.37 

Female 5.55 2.37 2.00 7.57 4.01 2.17 

Odds Ratio       

Male - - - - - - 

Female 0.39 1.11 1.09 0.97 0.82 0.91 

Relative Risk 

Ratio 

      

Male 2.56 0.90 0.92 1.03 1.22 1.09 

Female 0.39 1.11 1.09 0.97 0.82 0.91 

 

Table 35. Partial Inclusion disproportionality indices for gender across all five targeted 

states. 

- = comparison group for calculation; always equals 1.00 

Bold = over-representation of group; italics = under-representation of group. 
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Figure 10. Percentage of population by gender in partial inclusion settings across targeted 

states. 
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No known  inclusion. As can be seen in Table 36 and Figure 11, males are also 

placed in a no known inclusion settings at approximately twice the percentage of females 

(CIOverall = 69.59) across all five states. When compared to females, males (RRR = 2.29) 

are over-represented in special education by approximately 5 times the rate of females 

(RRR = 0.44). Under-representation of females occurs across all five states (OR = 0.44), 

as well as in the states of Georgia (OR = 0.92) and North Carolina (OR = 0.90). Over-

representation of females receiving special education services in no known inclusion 

settings occurs in the state of Arkansas (OR = 1.25). 

When compared to the opposite gender, males are over-represented in no known 

inclusion settings in the states of Georgia (RRR = 1.08) and North Carolina (RRR = 1.11) 

and under-represented in the state of Arkansas (RRR = 0.80). Females are over-

represented in the state of Arkansas (RRR = 1.25) and under-represented in Georgia 

(RRR = 0.92) and North Carolina (RRR = 0.90). 

Research Question Five 

Is there a difference in the amount of inclusion children with disabilities receive 

depending upon the State in which they live?  

Results of Research Question Five 

 To determine the effect of state of residence on the amount of inclusion received 

by ethnically diverse preschoolers with disabilities, a series of ANOVAs were conducted. 

First, a 3 x 5 one-way ANOVA with state of residence as the between group factor was 

conducted on level of inclusion received. Overall results presented in Table 37 show that 

state of residence had a significant effect for children that were served in full inclusion 

settings (F = 3.941, p < .10), for children served in partial inclusion settings (F = 3.135, p  
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All 5 

Targeted 

States 

Alabama Arkansas Georgia North 

Carolina 

Tennessee 

Composition 

Index 

      

Male 69.59 69.76 64.44 70.99 71.42 69.69 

Female 30.41 30.24 35.56 29.01 28.58 30.31 

Risk Index       

Male 18.25 2.36 2.88 4.66 4.47 11.95 

Female 7.98 2.32 3.59 4.31 4.04 11.75 

Odds Ratio       

Male - - - - - - 

Female 0.44 0.98 1.25 0.92 0.90 0.98 

Relative Risk 

Ratio 

      

Male 2.29 1.02 0.80 1.08 1.11 1.02 

Female 0.44 0.98 1.25 0.92 0.90 0.98 

 

Table 36. No Known Inclusion disproportionality indices for gender across all five 

targeted states. 

- = comparison group for calculation; always equals 1.00 

Bold = over-representation of group; italics = under-representation of group. 
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Figure 11. Percentage of population by gender in no known inclusion settings across 

targeted states. 
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 Sum of 

Squares 

df Mean Square F Sig. 

Full Inclusion 

 Between groups 

 Within groups 

  Total 

 

4.7E+008 

1.4E+008 

6.2E+008 

 

5 

6 

11 

 

94312638.333 

23928357.833 

 

3.941 

 

0.063* 

Partial 

Inclusion 

 Between groups 

 Within groups 

  Total 

 

 

62667358 

23989703 

86657061 

 

 

5 

6 

11 

 

 

12533471.533 

3998283.833 

 

 

3.135 

 

 

0.098* 

No Known 

Inclusion 

 Between groups 

 Within groups 

  Total 

 

 

1.1E+008 

35816983 

1.5E+008 

 

 

5 

6 

11 

 

 

22361557.933 

5969497.167 

 

 

3.746 

 

 

0.069* 

 

Table 37. Results of 3 x 5 ANOVA on state of residence as a factor in amount of 

inclusion received for 3-5 year old children with disabilities. 

* p < .10 
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< .10), as well as for children served in settings with no known inclusion (F = 3.746, p < 

.10). 

To determine the effect of state of residence on individual inclusion categories, 

three one-way ANOVAs were conducted for each category. Category of inclusion was 

the between group factor for each category (Table 38). Category of inclusion was 

significant across all three inclusion types (F = 3.221, p = 0.076). One-way ANOVA with 

state of residence as the between group factor also indicated that state of residence (Table 

39 - 41) was non-significant for full inclusion (F = 2.001, p = 0.233), non-significant for 

partial inclusion (F = 1.890, p = 0.250), as well as for no know inclusion (F = 2.380, p = 

0.184). 

Research Question Six 

Is there a difference in the amount of inclusion children with disabilities receive 

depending upon if the State uses a universal versus a targeted eligibility criteria for pre-k 

enrollment? 

Results of Research Question Six 

As a proxy for socioeconomic status (SES), the type of state funded pre-

kindergarten was used to determine if SES had an effect on amount of inclusion received 

by 3-5 year old children with disabilities. Data on inclusion for children in universal pre-

k programs (i.e., open to any age-eligible 4-year olds regardless of income) were 

provided by combining data in the states of Alabama and Georgia, while data from 

Arkansas, North Carolina, and Tennessee were aggregated to make the category of 

targeted pre-k program (i.e., pre-k enrollment in state funded program for 4-year-olds  
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 Sum of 

Squares 

df Mean Square F Sig. 

 Between groups 76273684 2 38136841.867 3.221 0.076* 

Within groups 1.4E+008 12 11841429.500   

Total 2.2E+008 14    

 

Table 38. One-way analysis of variance results for amount of inclusion received by 3-5 

year old children with disabilities. 

* p < .10 
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 Sum of 

Squares 

df Mean Square F Sig. 

 Between groups 49364765 4 12341191.250 2.001 0.233 

Within groups 30830019 5 6166003.800   

Total 80194784 9    

 

Table 39. One-way analysis of variance results for amount of full inclusion received by 

3-5 year old children with disabilities. 
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 Sum of 

Squares 

df Mean Square F Sig. 

 Between groups 6438173.4 4 1609543.350 1.890 0.250 

Within groups 4257941.0 5 851588.200   

Total 10696114 9    

 

Table 40. One-way analysis of variance results for amount of partial inclusion received 

by 3-5 year old children with disabilities. 
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 Sum of 

Squares 

df Mean Square F Sig. 

 Between groups 15358637 4 3839659.150 2.380 0.184 

Within groups 8065733.0 5 1613146.600   

Total 23424370 9    

 

Table 41. One-way analysis of variance results for amount of no known inclusion 

received by 3-5 year old children with disabilities. 
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based on family income level). Table 42 presents the results of this analysis. The type of 

pre-k program offered by a state (i.e., universal vs. targeted) was a non-significant factor 

in the amount of full inclusion received (F = 0.009, p = 0.928), the amount of partial 

inclusion received (F = 1.088, p = 0.316), and the amount of no known inclusion received 

(F = 0.653, p = 0.434) 

A 2 x 3 ANOVA was conducted to determine the effects of a child‟s ethnicity and 

pre-k program status on the amount of inclusion received. Using Wilks‟ Lambda as the 

level of significance (Stevens, 2002, p.211) (ΛPre-K status = 8.831; ΛEthnicity = 5.037; ΛPre-K 

status x Ethnicity = 1.630), results (Table 43) show a significant main effect for ethnicity (F = 

6.286; p < .05). No main effects were found for pre-k status nor were there any 

significant interaction effects. 

Research Question Seven 

Is there an association between a child‟s gender, ethnicity, disability category, and 

State of residence on the amount of inclusion children received? 

Results of Research Question Seven 

 To determine the association between a child‟s gender, ethnicity, disability 

eligibility, and state of residence on levels of inclusion, factorial ANOVA analysis was 

conducted using inclusion status (i.e., full, partial, no known) as the between-subjects 

factor. Multivariate tests for inclusion revealed the measure of significance for analysis at 

Λ = 1.702 for the .05-level. Results (Table 44) show that significant variables for amount 

of inclusion received are (a) gender (FMale = 3.022; FFemale = 3.658), (b) two ethnicities 

(FBlack = 4.696; FWhite = 2.552), and (c) three eligibility categories (FLearning Disability = 

3.499; FSpeech/Language Impairment = 4.492; FMultiple Disabilities = 1.772).   
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 Sum of 

Squares 

df Mean Square F Sig. 

Full Inclusion 

Between groups 

Within groups 

Total 

 

61832.011 

93858614 

93920446 

 

1 

13 

14 

 

61832.011 

7219893.415 

 

0.009 

 

0.928 

Partial 

Inclusion 

Between groups 

Within groups 

Total 

 

 

851666.94 

10174254 

11025921 

 

 

1 

13 

14 

 

 

851666.944 

782634.953 

 

 

1.088 

 

 

0.316 

No Known 

Inclusion 

Between groups 

Within groups 

Total 

 

 

1958357.5 

39003359 

40961716 

 

 

1 

13 

14 

 

 

1958357.511 

3000258.376 

 

 

0.653 

 

 

0.434 

 

Table 42. ANOVA results for analysis of amount of inclusion x pre-k status for 3-5 year 

old children with disabilities. 

Post-hoc pairwise comparisons yielded significant differences for males in full 

inclusion vs. partial inclusion (p = 0.038); females in full inclusion vs. partial inclusion (p  

 Type III Sum 

of Squares 

df Mean Square F Sig. 

Pre-K Status      
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Full inclusion 

Partial inclusion 

No known inclusion  

61832.011 

851666.944 

1958357.511 

1 

1 

1 

61832.011 

851666.944 

1958357.511 

0.013 

1.838 

0.828 

0.913 

0.208 

0.387 

Ethnicity of Child 

Full inclusion 

Partial inclusion 

No known inclusion 

 

48602784.36 

5825820.156 

11473769.69 

 

2 

2 

2 

 

24301392.178 

2912910.078 

5736884.844 

 

4.962 

6.286* 

2.424 

 

0.035 

0.020 

0.144 

Pre-K x Ethnicity 

Full inclusion 

Partial inclusion 

No known inclusion 

 

161551.289 

329340.956 

3195696.622 

 

2 

2 

2 

 

80775.644 

164670.478 

1597848.311 

 

0.016 

0.355 

0.675 

 

0.984 

0.710 

0.533 

Error 

Full inclusion 

Partial inclusion 

No known inclusion 

 

44074163.50 

4170644.50 

2197534.67 

 

9 

9 

9 

 

4897129.278 

4634-4.944 

2366392.741 

  

Total 

Full inclusion 

Partial inclusion 

No known inclusion 

 

194557487.0 

22845203.0 

64256933.0 

 

15 

15 

15 

   

 

Table 43. 2 x 3 ANOVA results for analysis for ethnicity of child and pre-k status on 

amount of inclusion received for 3-5 year old children with disabilities.  

* p < .05 
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of Squares 

Inclusion Status 

Male 

Female 

Black 

White 

Hispanic 

Other Ethnicity 

Learning Disability 

Speech/Language  

   Impairment 

Mental Retardation 

Emotional Disturbance 

Multiple Disabilities 

Hearing Impairment 

Orthopedic  

   Impairment 

Other Health  

   Impairment 

 Vision Impairment 

Autism 

Deaf-Blindness 

Traumatic Brain Injury 

Developmental Delay 

State of Residence 

 

35457168.13 

7770401.733 

8051824.933 

27610614.93 

210580.933 

57454.933 

1403.200 

51864066.53 

 

10298.133 

906.533 

2672.533 

1972.133 

2088.933 

 

611.733 

 

706.800 

24166.533 

0.000 

33.600 

3475570.533 

0.000 

 

2 

2 

2 

2 

2 

2 

2 

2 

 

2 

2 

2 

2 

2 

 

2 

 

2 

2 

2 

2 

2 

2 

 

17728584.067 

3885200.867 

4025912.467 

13805307.467 

105290.467 

28727.467 

701.600 

25932033.267 

 

5149.067 

453.267 

1336.267 

986.067 

1044.467 

 

305.867 

 

353.400 

12083.267 

0.000 

16.800 

1737785.267 

0.000 

 

3.022* 

3.658* 

4.696* 

2.552* 

1.385 

1.262 

3.499* 

4.492* 

 

1.384 

0.503 

1.772* 

0.821 

1.703 

 

0.130 

 

1.343 

0.863 

- 

1.504 

1.127 

0.000 

 

0.086 

0.057 

0.031 

0.119 

0.288 

0.318 

0.064 

0.035 

 

0.288 

0.617 

0.212 

0.463 

0.223 

 

0.879 

 

0.298 

0.447 

- 

0.261 

0.356 

1.000 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Table 44 continued 
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Error 

Male 

Female 

Black 

White 

Hispanic 

Other Ethnicity 

Learning Disability 

Speech/Language  

   Impairment 

Mental Retardation 

Emotional Disturbance 

Multiple Disabilities 

Hearing Impairment 

Orthopedic  

   Impairment 

Other Health  

   Impairment 

 Vision Impairment 

Autism 

Deaf-Blindness 

Traumatic Brain Injury 

Developmental Delay 

State of Residence 

 

70390965.20 

12745777.20 

10286688.80 

64913810.80 

912452.800 

273234.800 

2406.400 

69279664.40 

 

44659.600 

10811.200 

9051.200 

14415.600 

7360.000 

 

28157.600 

 

3157.600 

168056.400 

0.000 

134.000 

18503620.80 

30.000 

 

12 

12 

12 

12 

12 

12 

12 

12 

 

12 

12 

12 

12 

12 

 

12 

 

12 

12 

12 

12 

12 

12 

 

5865913.767 

1062148.100 

857224.067 

5409484.233 

76037.733 

22769.567 

200.533 

5773305.367 

 

3721.633 

900.933 

754.267 

1201.300 

613.333 

 

2346.467 

 

263.133 

14004.700 

0.000 

11.167 

1541968.400 

2.500 

  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Table 44 continued 
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Total 

Male 

Female 

Black 

White 

Hispanic 

Other Ethnicity 

Learning Disability 

Speech/Language  

   Impairment 

Mental Retardation 

Emotional Disturbance 

Multiple Disabilities 

Hearing Impairment 

Orthopedic  

   Impairment 

Other Health  

   Impairment 

 Vision Impairment 

Autism 

Deaf-Blindness 

Traumatic Brain Injury 

Developmental Delay 

State of Residence 

 

273951215.0 

53369219.00 

46429029.00 

232843818.0 

2462853.000 

482093.000 

6116.000 

218523195.0 

 

82009.000 

14049.000 

26263.000 

50756.000 

20330.000 

 

73596.000 

 

7801.000 

571120.00 

0.000 

206.000 

73947618.00 

165.000 

 

15 

15 

15 

15 

15 

15 

15 

15 

 

15 

15 

15 

15 

15 

 

15 

 

15 

15 

15 

15 

15 

15 

   

 

Table 44. MANOVA results for factorial analysis for amount of inclusion received for 3-

5 year old children with disabilities.  

* p < .05. 
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= 0.025); Black children in full inclusion vs. partial (p = 0.018) and no known inclusion 

(p = 0.025); White children in full inclusion vs. partial inclusion (p = 0.049); learning 

disability eligibility for full inclusion vs. no known inclusion (p = 0.022); and speech or 

language impairment eligibility for full inclusion vs. partial (p = 0.019) and no known 

inclusion (p = 0.031). Tukey HSD post-hoc comparison yielded significant differences 

for speech or language impairments between full inclusion and partial inclusion (M 

difference = 4134.60, p = 0.046). 

 To examine whether data of preschool-aged children with disabilities yielded 

factors significant for level of inclusion reported, a factor analysis was performed. Based 

on the results, a four-factor model was developed. Together these four factors accounted 

for 90.364% of the variance, with Factor 1 accounting for 58.257%, Factor 2 accounting  

for and additional 15.482%, Factor 3 accounting for an additional 10.006%, and Factor 4 

accounting for an additional 6.618%.  

 Factor scores were computed using unweighted sums of the variable under 

consideration. The first factor was heavily loaded with child‟s ethnicity and gender, and 

appeared to reflect the child‟s demographics, and was such labeled. Factor 2 was heavily 

loaded with the multiple disabilities eligibility and was labeled Multiple Disabilities. 

Factor 3 was heavily loaded with the eligibilities of mental retardation and autism so 

received the label Mental Retardation. The remaining disabilities loaded onto factor 4, 

yielded the name other disabilities. Table 45 shows the amount of variance explained by 

the new factor names, yielding Child Demographics explaining the majority of the 

variance accounted for by level of inclusion received. 



167 

 

 

Factor Variables Making 

Up Factor 

Eigenvalue % Variance 

Explained by 

Factor 

Cumulative % 

of Variance 

Explained by 

Factor 

Child 

Demographics 

 9.904 58.257 58.257 

 Child ethnicity 

Speech/Language  

   Eligibility 

Child gender 

   

Multiple 

Disabilities 

 2.632 15.482 73.739 

 Multiple Disability  

   eligibility 

   

Mental 

Retardation 

 1.701 10.006 83.746 

 MR eligibility 

Autism eligibility 

   

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Table 45 continued 
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Other 

Disabilities 

 1.125 6.618 90.364 

 OI eligibility 

Hearing  

   Impairment 

   

 

Table 45. Results of factor analysis on inclusion status for 3-5 year old children with 

disabilities. 
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CHAPTER 5 

DISCUSSION 

 The purpose of this research was to examine if disproportional representation of 

ethnically diverse children with disabilities occurred during the preschool years in five 

Southern states. Variables that might influence this phenomenon were state of residency, 

age and gender of child, disability category, and whether the state funded a universal or 

targeted pre-kindergarten program. Factors related to inclusion of 3-5 year old children 

with disabilities were also investigated.  

Conclusions and Implications 

 Disproportionate representation by ethnic group. Results from this research 

support previous research for children in Kindergarten through 12
th
 grade (Klinger et al., 

2007), in that children from ethnically diverse backgrounds were disproportionality 

represented in special education prior to entering the formal school years although 

different patterns emerged in this age group. Across all five targeted states, children ages 

3-5 years with disabilities from American Indian backgrounds comprised 0.90% of the 

special education population, although they made up only 0.55% of the general 

population for this age group. Preschoolers from Asian (1.21%) and Hispanic (6.25%) 

backgrounds were under-represented in special education when compared to their 

percentage of the general population, 1.92% and 9.81% respectively.  

Using Chinn and Hughes‟s (1987) +/-10% rule, 3-5 year old children with 

disabilities from Black (28.36%) and White (63.28%) backgrounds were proportionally 
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in line with their general population composition. State variability of these proportions 

(see Tables 12-16) can mask these percentages due to the variability of children from 

ethnically diverse backgrounds in each individual state (Parris, 2002). These results are 

surprisingly contradictory to the K-12 population, which indicates that children from 

Black backgrounds are consistently over-represented in the special education population 

(Losen & Orfield, 2002), although they do support the notion that children from Asian 

and Hispanic backgrounds are under-represented as a whole in special education. 

State-by-state variation in this phenomenon indicates that the range of 

disproportionate representation can be masked by aggregating data across states (Harry & 

Klinger, 2006). For example, the percentage of children from American Indian 

backgrounds found in the general population had a profound impact on the amount of 

disproportionate representation found. In this study, the state of North Carolina reported 

the highest percentage of preschoolers from American Indian backgrounds both in the 

general and special education populations. Also, data from the state of Alabama indicated 

that preschoolers from American Indian backgrounds were represented in special 

education at rates higher than their percentages in the general population. Inspection of 

calculations of disproportionate representation across the targeted states demonstrates 

that the over-representation of this ethnic group is largely due to these two states.  

Following Parrish‟s (2002) suggestion to inspect the between-state variability 

shows that preschoolers from American Indian backgrounds had a low CI of 0.10 in 

Georgia to a high CI of 2.57 in North Carolina. The large variability of this range tells 

more about disproportionate representation across states than looking only at the overall 



171 

 

CI of 0.90. This between state variability shows that Alabama and North Carolina both 

pull the data up into the over-representation range.  

The under-representation of preschoolers from Asian and Hispanic backgrounds 

across states is consistent with K-12 data, which indicates that these ethnic groups tend to 

be served in special education below their general population numbers (Losen & Orfield, 

2002). It was not surprising to find preschoolers from these two ethnic groups under-

represented in special education due to the fact that they both comprise a smaller 

proportion of the entire 3-5 year old general population. To comply with the IDEA 

(2004) mandate that states determine the amount of disproportionate representation 

occurring, states may want to pay closer attention to how preschool-aged children from 

ethnically diverse are found eligible for special education.  

 Disproportionate representation in special education eligibility categories. The 

most common eligibility category in special education for the preschool population was 

speech or language impairment (52.70%). Individual state percentages for this category 

ranged from a low of 37.69% in Arkansas to a high of 63.68% in Tennessee. This high 

percentage of children in the speech or language impairment category aligns with the K-

12 special education population and may be due to the differences in language spoken by 

preschoolers from ethnically diverse backgrounds and their evaluators. High rates of 

speech or language impairment eligibilities may also be due to the fact that young 

children from lower SES backgrounds hear less language modeling from adults than do 

children from higher SES backgrounds (Hart & Risley, 1995, 1999). When compared to 

all other disability eligibility categories, preschool-aged children are 1.12 times more 

likely to be found eligible for special education under the speech or language impairment 
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category (Table 17). Previous research has shown that the mismatch of language spoken 

by evaluators and the children being evaluated contributes to high percentages of 

ethnically diverse children in this eligibility category (McLean, 1998). Also, language 

development is the primary reason parents suspect a disability in their child while the 

children are young (Connors & Donnellan, 1993; Coonrod & Stone, 2004), especially in 

families from Caucasian backgrounds. 

 Using a longitudinal database of 42 families for 2.5 years, Hart and Risley (1995) 

found that language development and future IQ scores were significantly related to the 

amount and quality of language heard from adults in their environments. Results from 

this study indicated that children from lower SES backgrounds heard fewer number of 

words than children from higher SES backgrounds. Children from lower SES 

backgrounds also heard more prohibitive language (e.g., “no”, “stop that”) than children 

from higher SES backgrounds, who heard more elaborated, descriptive language (Hart & 

Risley). These early language experiences may be one of the reasons for higher speech or 

language impairment eligibilities during the preschool years.  

The data also support previous research showing that children at younger ages are 

less likely to receive an LD eligibility and more likely to receive a speech/language 

impairment eligibility (Reschly, 1996; Reschly & Hosp, 2004). Although the 

determination of LD in 3-5 year old children can be difficult due to a vague federal 

definition (Heflin & Wilson,2007), all five targeted states did report children under this 

eligibility category, although different state definitions across states may make this 

determination even more difficult to interpret.  
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Inspection of the data demonstrates that the differing eligibility requirements for 

each state may play a factor in these changing numbers across age ranges. Different state 

mandates for eligibility requirements may mask the true proportion of children found 

eligible for special education. Another possible explanation for these results may be that 

children without a definitive diagnosis of a disability may be placed under a speech or 

language impairment category in order for schools to provide special education services 

to children that would otherwise not be eligible for them. 

The second most common eligibility category in the preschool-aged special 

education population was developmental delay (38.55%; range 25.19% [TN] – 56.08% 

[AR]). The overall high percentage for developmental delay is not surprising when one 

considers that federal guidelines (IDEA, 2004) allow the developmental delay label to be 

used as a means to begin special education services to children 3-9 years of age without 

placing them in a specific eligibility category. Opponents to this label state children with 

a specific medical disability diagnosis need to be served under that disability in order to 

receive specialized early intervention to maximize their potential (NRC, 2001) and that 

by using the developmental delay label, the school systems may be doing a disservice to 

children that need specialized treatment such as those with autism. Proponents of the 

label point out that receipt of the developmental delay category can get children publicly-

funded early intervention services without placing a severe disability label on a very 

young child (Gallagher, 2006), thus getting them the assistance they need without placing 

a stigma on the children or waiting for them to fail further along in their educational 

tenure (NRC, 2002).  
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Previous research supports the overuse of cognitive assessments, which use 

arbitrary discrete tasks for measuring ability (Rogoff, 2003), in determining special 

education placements. Klinger et al. (2007) discuss the pitfalls of using standardized 

assessments for determining developmental delays in ethnically diverse children. These 

pitfalls include the influence of a child‟s culture in how he/she responds during the 

testing situations, as well as linguistic differences between children and evaluators. Both 

of these pitfalls tend to over-identify children from ethnically diverse backgrounds in this 

special education category (Klinger et al.). Although specific assessments for determining 

eligibility were unavailable in this investigation, it is possible that such assessments 

helped contribute to the over-representation of ethnically diverse children during the 

preschool years. 

Surprisingly, the categories of autism (3.32%) and other health impairment 

(1.17%) of children with disabilities appeared low. This is especially true since there are 

increasing reports of children with a diagnosis of autism (CDC, 2007a, 2007b; Yeargin-

Allsopp et al., 2003) and attention deficit-hyperactivity disorder (ADHD) in this age 

group. Inspection of the data did not allow for determination of the different medical 

diagnoses of children placed in these categories, which allows one to speculate that these 

children are placed under the developmental delay category instead of the specific 

eligibility categories. The high rates of White preschoolers under the autism eligibility 

may be explained by a cultural match between evaluators and children (Osher et al., 

2004), both of which come from the majority background. Also, due to the high media 

coverage of autism recently, parents from higher SES backgrounds may believe that it is 
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politically correct to receive this diagnosis and are able to “shop around” until their child 

receives it.  

Lower rates of ASD in children from ethnically diverse backgrounds may also be 

explained by the fact that children from ethnically diverse backgrounds often receive 

services through other eligibility categories, such as MR or DD (Mandell et al., 2007) 

instead of through an autism eligibility. Research has documented that children from 

ethnically diverse backgrounds often receive a medical diagnosis of ASD at older ages 

and after more visits to medical professionals than White children (Mandell et al., 2002), 

and due to assessment difficulties often receive diagnoses in the intellectually disabled 

category instead (Mandell et al., 2007). 

Individual state differences in special education categories indicate that ethnicity 

does play a part in eligibility determination. For example, states varied in their reporting 

of children with learning disabilities, emotional disturbance, and visual impairments and 

all states suppressed data on children within the deaf-blind category making it impossible 

to determine the amount of disproportionate representation in this category. Inspection of 

individual state data indicate that White children are consistently over-represented in the 

categories of (a) speech or language impairment, (b) other health impairment, and (c) 

autism, whereas Black children are consistently over-represented in the categories of (a) 

mental retardation, (b) multiple disabilities, and (c) developmental delay. The data that 

was reported indicated that children from Hispanic backgrounds are consistently under-

represented across eligibility categories, although individual state variability is great in all 

categories.  
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Previous research suggests that biases in teacher referrals to special education 

may play a role during the preschool years (Cramer, 2006; Cullian & Kaufman, 2005; 

Obiakor, 1999; Oswald et al., 2003; Reschly, 1996), as well as the lack of preservice 

training in cross cultural awareness (Morrier et al., 2007). Higher rates in speech or 

language impairment categories may be due to the use of norm-referenced assessments 

that can over-identify ethnically diverse children (López et al., 2005), as well as the 

inappropriate use of assessments to determine eligibility (Hilliard, 1992). 

Referrals to special education during the preschool years may also be influenced 

by who is doing the actual referring. During the 3-5 age bracket some referrals come 

from the early intervention system for children ages 0-3, but can also come from child 

care teachers and parents. The differences between how children were referred to special 

education could not be determined in this study, but some differences may have come 

from the perceived closer match of child care teachers and children being referred. All 

five targeted states are in the South where there tends to be a larger population of African 

American women teachers than in other parts of the county. Thus, reduced referrals to 

special education may be due to a closer match between teacher and child view of 

behavior differences (Hosp & Hosp, 2001; Neal et al., 2003; Obiakor, 1999). Since 

dialectic differences in children‟s language usually do not appear until grades K-12, 

teacher referrals to special education from these language differences may not be a factor 

in this age range.  

Inclusion status. Federal legislation mandates inclusion with typically developing 

students to the maximum extent possible (IDEA, 2004). For preschoolers with 

disabilities, this mandate appears to be met (see Table 28) in four of these five states, 
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although this varies considerably across ethnic categories. Calculation of disproportionate 

representation indices reveals that children from White backgrounds are almost two times 

more likely to be placed in full or partial inclusion settings than children from Black and 

Hispanic backgrounds. Black children are included with typically developing children 

less than half as much and Hispanic preschoolers are included with typically developing 

children less than 10% the amount of White children. This data supports previous K-12 

data indicating that, when compared to White children, children from ethnically diverse 

backgrounds are less likely to receive special education services in general education 

classrooms (de Valenzuela et al., 2006; Skiba et al., 2006). In these five states, Black and 

Hispanic children received special education services in more inclusive settings at 

approximately half the rate of White preschoolers. 

Data on inclusion status may have been influences by factors outside of the 

special education field as well. Data indicates that parents from ethnically diverse 

backgrounds, especially children from non-English speaking backgrounds, do not send 

their children to preschool programs. Staying home with family members instead of 

entering a more formalized child care center could influence the amount of inclusion 

children are receiving. Also, parents of children with more physical disabilities, may be 

more prone to bringing their children to therapists (e.g., occupational therapy and 

physical therapy) than trying to enroll them in a child care program. 

Results on the effect of gender and educational placement revealed that males are 

consistently placed in less restrictive settings than females across all states investigated. 

ANOVA results indicate that gender is a significant factor in the amount of inclusion 

preschoolers with disabilities received during the 2006-2007 school year. This supports 
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K-12 research indicating the females are more likely than males to receive special 

education services in more restrictive settings (Coutinho & Oswald, 2005; Harman et al., 

1992). 

Using state-funded pre-k program criteria (i.e., universal vs. targeted) as a proxy 

for SES indicated that type of state-funded pre-k program was not a significant factor for 

amount of inclusion received by 3-5 year old children with disabilities, although ethnicity 

of child played a significant role in inclusion status. This contradicted previous research 

which indicated that SES plays a major role in whether children with disabilities are 

included with typically developing children (Coutinho et al., 2002; Hosp & Reschly, 

2004). These results could be due to the concept that both types of pre-k programs are 

designed to overcompensate for the impoverished home backgrounds from which 

ethnically diverse students commonly come from, although the interface between ethnic 

diversity and poverty as a notion of over-representation in special education is questioned 

(Klinger et al., 2007; Skiba et al., 2005). 

Parental preference for enrollment in preschool programs may also be influenced 

by cultural variables that could not be investigated in this study. For example, states that 

offer universal pre-kindergarten programs may still have a high percentage of low income 

children, since there is no guarantee that children from higher income brackets attend 

these publically-funded programs. Parents from higher SES backgrounds may send 

children to private pre-k programs instead of enrolling them in state funded programs 

regardless of if the state implements a targeted or universal pre-k system. 

Although not investigated in this study, these results could perhaps be accounted 

for using Parrish‟s hypothesis (2002) that school funding formulas relate to placement 
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decisions for special education services, as well as the fact many state-funded pre-k 

program are funded under separate auspices than public school funding sources, and true 

for these five states as well. For example, Georgia‟s universal pre-kindergarten program 

is funded through proceeds from the lottery and is under a different administrative 

umbrella than preschool special education services. 

Factor analysis of association between children‟s gender, ethnicity, disability 

eligibility, and state of residence on levels of inclusion received revealed that gender, 

being from a Black or White background, and being found eligible for learning disability 

category, speech or language impairment category, or multiple disabilities category were 

all significant for the amount of inclusion received by preschool-aged children with 

disabilities. Factor analysis statistics revealed that child demographics explained the 

majority of the variability for inclusion status. The variables of child ethnicity, speech or 

language impairment eligibility, and child gender explained 58.26% of the variability 

between levels of inclusion received by 3-5 year olds with disabilities across these five 

states. These results indicate that child factors are major factors related to placement 

decisions when determining where a child will receive special education services. These 

results are not surprising given the fact that previous research on children with disabilities 

indicates that these factors are related to placement decisions for the K-12 population as 

well.  

Summary. In general, the results from this study support previous K-12 research 

on disproportionate representation of children from ethnically diverse backgrounds in 

special education in that state-by-state variability of disproportionality is masked by 

overall data. Data from this investigation shows that children from White backgrounds 
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are over-represented in the eligibility categories of speech and language impairment, 

other health impairment, and autism, while children with disabilities from Black 

backgrounds are over-represented in mental retardation, multiple disabilities, and 

developmental delay. Children with disabilities from Hispanic backgrounds are under-

represented in all special education categories. Although this may not be true for all 

children, some of this data may be explained by the fact that children from ethnically 

diverse backgrounds, especially children from Hispanic and American Indian 

backgrounds, receive less access to the health care system (Flores & Tomany-Korman, 

2008), and when they do have coverage, take more visits to physicians before a disability 

is named (Mandell et al., 2002). Greatest disproportionate representation did occur in 

speech or language impairments (a soft category) but this occurred in the opposite 

direction of K-12 research – White children were over-represented while Black and 

Hispanic children were under-represented.  

Limitations 

 There are several limitations to this study that need to be mentioned. These 

include not getting full data in all categories due to a state‟s ability to suppress data for 

categories that have less than five children in order to protect child privacy; the ability to 

use 2-3 ethnic categories across analyses due to data suppression; aggregated data instead 

of individual data, although the large sample size (n = 72,525 children) reduced bias in 

analyses; lack of access to real individualized data forcing state-funded pre-k status as a 

proxy for SES; and eligibility requirement differences from state to state which may have 

affected state reported data. Each of these issues will be discussed below. 
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 Data suppression. One limitation to this study is the limited data available in 

certain areas. Federal guidelines allow states to suppress data categories that contain four 

or less children in order to protect child privacy (M. Brauen, personal communication, 

October 18, 2007; appendix A). The use of data suppression limited some analyses to 

only children from Black and White backgrounds, and sometimes limited analyses 

containing eligibility categories since all states suppressed specific eligibility categories 

(e.g., deaf-blindness) (Bollmer, Bethel, Garrison-Mogren, & Brauen, 2007). Data 

suppression caused other limitations to be described later. Although some categories were 

limited, the large sample size (n = 72,525) provided enough power to reduce Type I and 

Type II errors, making results interpretable and reliable. Access to unsuppressed 

educational data is available from the U.S. Department of Education, Office of Civil 

Rights. This data is accessible to researchers for a fee, but it was not collected as part of 

this analysis. 

 Ethnic categories. Although the use of specific racial or ethnic categories for 

participants has been criticized for medical and sociological research (Bhopal & 

Donaldson, 1998; Fullilove, 1998; Rivara & Finberg, 2001; Senior & Bhopal, 1994; 

Winker, 2004), this study used the ethnic categories allowed by U.S. Department of 

Education since ethnic background of the children was one of the primary variables under 

consideration. USDOE data were reported for five ethnic categories which reduced the 

ability to analyze those children who consider themselves “two or more” as reported by 

the U.S. Census Bureau (2001). USDOE categories include Hispanic as one category to 

be chosen among four other mutually exclusive categories of ethnicity in order to reduce 

duplicated counting by states. If states were allowed to use categories designated by the 
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U.S. Census Bureau, ethnic breakdowns and increased categories of ethnicity may allow 

for additional data suppression by states due to smaller sample sizes within categories. 

Reliability checks of state reported ethnic categories and the categories in which 

parents/legal guardians actually self-reported their children were impossible.  

Reduction in ethnic categories forced data to be analyzed as (a) Black, (b) White, 

(c) Hispanic, or (d) Other (i.e., American Indian and Asian). Even with this limitation, 

analyses were able to be made between children from Black and White backgrounds 

(several analyses allowed comparison of Hispanic children as well), which are the two 

major ethnic groups used in disproportionate representation research. For purposes of this 

study, this limitation was negligible since analyses were focused on state-reported special 

education data. 

 Aggregated data. State special education data were reported as an aggregate 

which allowed for gross analyses of the data provided. The use of aggregate data 

diminished the ability to track children according to all variables under consideration. For 

example, the researcher could not report on the exact number of Black, 4 year old males, 

with a learning disability eligibility that were fully included in a universally funded pre-k 

program in the State of Georgia. These gross aggregate analyses may mask true 

differences in disproportionate representation data for this age group, although this 

limitation is reduced by the large sample size. Without gaining access to each state 

department of education‟s individual child files, this limitation could not be overcome. 

Results should be interpreted with caution due to this aggregation of data by individual 

states. 
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 Pre-k status as a proxy for SES. Educational research often uses receipt of free or 

reduced lunch as a proxy for SES status (Skiba et al., 2005). Unfortunately, individual 

child data on receipt of free and reduced lunch was unavailable for the data analyzed in 

this study as special education data does not report this as a meaningful variable. Thus, 

state-funded pre-k eligibility status (i.e., universal vs. targeted) was used to measure SES 

status. This measure was not perfect since individual children in both groups could have 

been from any SES background.  

States that used a targeted pre-k program (i.e., Arkansas, North Carolina, and 

Tennessee) use different measures of income-eligibility to determine qualification for 

their programs. Without a true measure of SES status generalization of results can not be 

made across or within states. Even with this limitation, the results will hopefully start a 

preliminary discussion of how SES status effects disproportionate representation during 

the preschool years. Prior research indicates that SES status is a major factor in the K-12 

population (Mandell et al., 2002; NRC, 2002; O‟Connor & Fernandez, 2006; Parrish, 

2002; Pungello et al., 2006; Skiba et al., 2005).  

Eligibility requirements. Federal legislation provides requirements for 

determining special education eligibility for children with disabilities (IDEA, 2004). 

These mandates are guidelines for individual states to adopt, and as such are viewed as a 

minimum. Individual states are allowed to determine eligibility requirements that meet 

their needs, as long as the standards do not go below federal guidelines. This allows each 

state to qualify children for special education in a unique manner (Danaher, 2004; Müller 

& Markowitz, 2004); yet children in this study all met state-specific guidelines for each 

of the eligibility requirements for their state of residence. For example, children 
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qualifying for an autism eligibility in Georgia may not qualify for such an eligibility in 

Tennessee. This difference in eligibility requirements limit generalization of results to the 

states under investigation, and can not be applied to all states under the jurisdiction of the 

USDOE.  

The above stated limitations may have influenced the results of this study and 

should be considered when examining the results and considering implications of this 

study. Since this study was conducted with data reported from each state department of 

education, there were variables that could not be gathered and analyzed. Variables that 

would be important to include in future analyses might include individual child data to 

determine the true effects of gender on disability and inclusion; age on disability and 

inclusion; ethnicity on disability eligibility and inclusion; effects of SES on disability 

eligibility and inclusion; and disability status on inclusion. These variables would be 

helpful for interpreting this data to the fullest extent possible. 

Limitations of the research design were: (a) the covariation between the child 

characteristics and placement variables does not imply that one causes the other, and (b) 

the direct and indirect effects of each variable on the others may occur due to some 

outside influence that was not known or under investigation (Mash & Krahn, 2000). Even 

with these limitations, this study was a first attempt at extending the literature on 

disproportionate representation in special education with children in this age range by 

examining ethnicity as a salient variable for preschoolers with disabilities, an area with 

very limited research data.  

Another limitation of this design was the fact that “opportunities for inclusion” 

could not be determined since data is provided as a total per placement category and 
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individual children and/or settings are not reported. Since the investigator was not 

directly involved in the administrative aspect of the programs, only those variables that 

were common to all potential sites were included in the data analysis.  

Future Research Suggestions 

 The data reported in this investigation should be viewed as a first look at 

disproportionate representation during the preschool years. Since the data is a preliminary 

look at this phenomenon, generalization of results is limited until future research can 

substantiate the results. It would be important to replicate a similar study using a greater 

number of states, and perhaps use variables that were not included in the present study. 

Areas needing further study include impact of SES on eligibility and inclusion status, 

trends of disproportionate representation over time, especially pre- and post-NCLB 

(2001) mandates, urban versus rural residence, teacher-child ethnic match, and the 

referral process. 

 Consistent with previous research with the K-12 population, the impact of SES on 

special education eligibility should be conducted. The correlation between SES, ethnicity, 

and developmental delay in children is great, and how this interfaces with referral for 

special education needs to be investigated. For instance, how many children from 

ethnically diverse backgrounds are served under the developmental delay category who 

might also be from low SES backgrounds?. Previous research indicates that lower-SES 

children receive a reduced amount of language input from their parents, and that the 

language input they receive tends to be more negative or prohibitory commands, which is 

correlated to lower IQ scores at age 3 (Hart & Risley, 1995, 1999). Also, developmental 

delays due to environmental influences and SES status need to be considered. Impacting 
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these early language and environmental experiences through special education eligibility 

(or other means), especially for ethnically diverse children, could lead to better outcomes 

for children once they enter formal school years. 

 Another aspect of SES and special education to be investigated is on the behavior 

differences leading to suspension and expulsion of preschool-aged children (Barbarin & 

Crawford, 2006; Gilliam, 2005; Gilliam & Shahar, 2006). Previous research indicates 

that a cultural mismatch between teachers and students can lead to increased referrals for 

special education, especially when it comes to movement styles of the students (Neal et 

al., 2003). How such biases are reflected in special education referrals during the 

preschool years should receive further attention. Gender differences and SES bias should 

also be investigated since boys tend to receive harsher punishments and be referred to 

special education at higher rates than girls (Barbarin & Crawford, 2006; Dobbs et al., 

2004; Harmon et al., 1992; Lopez & Alvarado, 2006; Oswald et al., 2002, 2003). 

 Although this investigation did not find a significant difference in inclusion status 

based on whether the state-funded pre-k system used a universal or targeted criterion for 

enrollment, future research should investigate this phenomenon further. Expansion of 

state-funded pre-k criteria should be used to better equalize the numbers of children 

enrolled in each type of program. Also, comparison of universal versus targeted versus no 

pre-k program might reveal differences in eligibility rates and inclusion status not found 

here.  

 The role of disproportionate representation during the preschool years is a new 

area of research, and as such time trends should be further investigated. It would be 

especially important to see how federal mandates such as IDEA (2004) and NCLB (2001) 
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influence the rates over time. Calculations of pre-IDEA/NCLB rates and post-

IDEA/NCLB rates would show how these federal mandates are being implemented 

before children enter the K-12 system. Trends over time would also allow for child 

cohort-specific calculations to be monitored as children progress through the education 

system (Bollmer et al., 2007). For example, tracking 3 year olds in 2006, who are 4 in 

2007, and 5 in 2008 would assist with seeing if positive or negative trends are occurring. 

It would also assist with answering how many “new” children are being referred for 

special education over time.  

Another aspect that would be important to investigate in trend data is the referral 

and transition from early intervention to preschool special education. Since early 

intervention does not require a specific disability eligibility category be used to qualify 

for services, the changes in eligibility determination and eventual placement in special 

education would be important to investigate. Investigating how trend data impacts 

disproportionate representation may allow for the required preservice and inservice 

teacher training needed to close cultural mismatch between teachers and children 

(Morrier et al., 2007).  

 Investigation into how disproportionate representation is influenced by district 

level mandates (Bollmer et al., 2007) would also be important in order to minimize the 

bias included in aggregated data. Looking at how disproportionate representation figures 

in urban versus rural districts may allow for closer inspection of what is occurring within 

each state individually. For example, school systems within the same geographic area 

may refer children to special education services at different rates due to individual school 

system expectations for behavior (e.g., higher income schools may refer for behavior 
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differences at higher rates that schools within lower SES areas). Per pupil expenditures 

can differ within an individual county due to higher tax bracket areas providing more 

taxes to schools in their area than the taxes generated in other areas. These funding 

formulas may influence amount of referrals in order for greater per pupil revenue to be 

generated from state or federal education funds. Aggregated data has been shown to 

decrease disproportionate representation numbers (Harry & Klinger, 2006) by averaging 

ethnic proportions across the entire state as a whole, as well as the entire country. By 

disaggregating the special education data, researchers would be closer to seeing how 

district-wide policies influence special education referrals, and could lead to increase 

training to meet current federal guidelines on closing the ethnic gaps (IDEA, 2004). More 

research on local implementation of federal policy would not only allow policy makers to 

track implementation of federal legislation on child outcomes, but would allow changes 

to occur that meet the needs of the local community as a whole. Bronfenbrenner‟s (1977, 

1979) theory of environmental contexts affecting child development would also be able 

to be investigated on a more in-depth manner.  

 Research supports the theory that cultural mismatch between teachers and 

students leads to increased disproportionate representation during the K-12 years 

(Serwatka et al., 1995). This phenomenon has received little attention during the 

preschool years. Research during the preschool years indicates that teacher-child cultural 

mismatch does lead to increased rates of expulsion and suspension (Barbarin & 

Crawford, 2006; Gilliam & Shahar, 2006), but how this effects special education referral 

should be investigated. In this era of increased accountability through NCLB (2001), 
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early childhood teachers will need to provide further documentation on how teacher 

practices affect special education referrals.  

IDEA‟s (2004) mandate for response to intervention (RtI) is increasing positive 

behavioral supports during the preschool years. This can be seen in Georgia‟s recent 

increase in training for child care providers on RtI procedures and how to apply them to 

the early childhood setting (DECAL, personal communication, October 30, 2007). 

Research should investigate how this increased attention to RtI effects referrals to special 

education and special education eligibility categories over the years. 

Morrier and colleagues (2007) found a lack of training in cross cultural awareness 

for preservice teachers throughout the United States. Surprisingly, departments of 

education in one southern state felt their teachers received adequate training in within and 

cross cultural awareness even though no specific courses related to these issues were 

required. How this affects preschool teachers and preschool special education teachers 

still needs to be determined. Increasing the cultural match between students and teachers 

has been found to decrease special education referrals (Serwatka et al., 1995) in the K-12 

population, but how this influences special education referrals during the preschool years 

still needs to be determined. 

Disproportionate representation of children with disabilities during the preschool 

years is an area needing further investigation. Since the preschool years set the stage for 

future education endeavors and positive outcomes for children with disabilities (Barnett, 

2004; Henry et al., 2006; McGee et al., 1999, 2001), it is an important time to focus on 

how disproportionate representation begins. The implications of these data suggest that 
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disproportionate representation occurs earlier than previously thought, and as such is an 

education issue to be confronted. 
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Child Count and Educational Environment Instructions and Forms
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TABLE 1 

 
REPORT OF CHILDREN WITH DISABILITIES 

RECEIVING SPECIAL EDUCATION 

UNDER PART B OF THE INDIVIDUALS WITH 

DISABILITIES EDUCATION ACT, AS AMENDED 
 

Specific State-Designated Date Between October 1 and December 1 of 2006 

 
 

 Paperwork Burden Statement 

 
According to the Paperwork Reduction Act of 1995, no persons are required to respond to a 

collection of information unless it displays a valid OMB control number.  The valid OMB control 

number for this information collection is 1820-0043.  The time required to complete this 

information collection is estimated to average 2 hours per LEA and 8.5 hours per SEA response, 
including the time to review instructions, search existing data resources, gather the data needed, 

and complete and review the information collection.  If you have any comments concerning the 

accuracy of the time estimate(s) or suggestions for improving this form, please write to:  U.S. 
Department of Education, Washington, D.C.  20202.  If you have comments or concerns 

regarding the status of your individual submission of this form, write directly to:  Office of 

Special Education Programs, U.S. Department of Education, 400 Maryland Avenue, SW, 
Washington, D.C.  20202. 

 
Authorization: P.L. 108-446, Section 618(a)(1)(A)(i) and Section 618(a)(3); 34 CFR 

§§300.640, 300.641, 300.642(b), 300.643, 300.644, 300.645 

 

Due Date: February 1, 2007 

 

Sampling Allowed: Section A – Not applicable 

Section B - No for age group, yes for discrete ages 

Section C – No 
Section D - No for age group, yes for discrete ages 

Section E – No 

Section F – Not applicable 
 

Send Form to: Alexa Posny, Director 

Office of Special Education Programs 

Part B Data Reports  
Program Support Services Group 

Mail stop 2600 

550 12th Street, S.W. 
Washington, D.C. 20202 

Attn: Cheryl Broady 
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 General Instructions 

 
1. Report the number of children with disabilities receiving special education and related 

services according to an individualized education program or service plan
1
 in place on 

the count date.  This must be an unduplicated count; each child is counted once and only 

once. 
 

2. All totals must represent the sum of the preceding rows or columns.  Report zeros (0) 

where there are no children to report in a data cell. 
 

3. The count is to be taken on a state-designated date between October 1, 2006 and 

December 1, 2006 (inclusive).  States must use the same count date each year.  
Children ages 3-5 and 6-21 must be reported according to their disability category and 

discrete age year based upon each child's age as of the data collection date.  Children ages 

3-5 and ages 6-21 should be reported by their race/ethnicity and disability category. 

 
4. If a child has more than one disability, the child must be reported accorded to the 

following procedure:     
  

 If a child has only two disabilities and those disabilities are deafness and 

blindness, and the child is not reported as having a developmental delay, that 

child must be reported under the category “deaf-blindness.” 

 A child who has more than one disability and is not reported as having deaf-

blindness or as having a developmental delay must be reported under the 

category “multiple disabilities.”   

 
5. The reporting of data on developmental delay is optional.  Only children ages 3 through 9 

may be reported in the developmental delay disability category and then only in States 

with the diagnostic instruments and procedures to measure delays in physical, cognitive, 
communication, social or emotional, or adaptive development.  States must have defined 

and established eligibility criteria for developmental delay in order to report children in 

this category.  Although Federal law does not require that States and LEAs categorize 

children according to developmental delay, if this category is required by State law, 
States are expected to report these children in the developmental delay category.   

 

6. The reporting of data on youth 22 and older is optional. 
 

7. While States may use sampling to obtain data for discrete ages, data for age groupings 

must be actual counts. 

 
8. STATES SHOULD NOT PROVIDE PERCENTAGES IN SECTIONS B 

THROUGH E, AS THEY WILL BE CALCULATED AFTER THE COUNTS ARE 

SUBMITTED.   
 

 
Sampling Guidelines 

 

                                                
1  Children enrolled in private school by a parent, but who are still receiving special education services through the 

LEA, may have a service plan rather than an IEP.  These children should be included in the child count. 



222 

 

 

States may use sampling to obtain data for discrete ages categories; however, data for age 

groupings must be actual counts.  States may also sample to provide counts of students 22 years 
old and above.  When sampling is used, a description of the sampling methodology outlining how 

the design will yield valid and reliable estimates must be submitted to OSEP for approval.  The 

level of precision of the estimates to be obtained must be specified in this description.  States 

must submit sampling plans to OSEP for approval by September 1 of the reporting year (that is, 
the September prior to the child count). 

 

OSEP will evaluate the validity of the sampling plans using the guidelines below. 
 

1. The sampling framework may include all school districts or a sample of districts.  If a 

State chooses to sample districts, all districts with average daily memberships (ADM) of 
over 50,000 must be included in the sample.  States with fewer than 25 districts with 

ADMs over 25,000 must include all districts with over 25,000 ADMs.  The total number 

of districts sampled must equal or exceed 100.  If the total number of districts in the State 

is 100 or fewer, data must be collected from all districts. 
 

2. When sampling students, whether for all districts or for a sample of districts, data must be 

collected separately for each Federal disability category.  All students whose domicile is 
in a district must be eligible for the sample including those students served in 

cooperatives and/or intermediate units or in residential programs out of the district. 

 
3. A minimum sample of 100 children must be used by all districts, except where the total 

number in a disability category is less than 100.  In such a case, data must be collected for 

all students in that category. 

 
States that use sampling will provide OSEP with weighted rather than unweighted data.  A 

description of the final sample sizes and the weights used should also be provided at the time the 

data are provided. 
 

 

Specific Instructions 

 
Section B.  Discrete Age by Disability of Children Ages 3-5 Receiving Special Education 

 

In Section B, indicate for each discrete age and type of disability the number of children receiving 
special education and related services according to an individualized education program.  States 

are required to complete the entire table, providing data for discrete ages, age groupings, and 

disability categories.  States may use sampling for data on discrete ages, if the State does not 
collect data for individual ages.  See the section on Sampling Guidelines for more information. 

 

Section C.  Race/Ethnicity by Disability of Children Ages 3-5 Receiving Special Education 

 
In Section C, report the total number of students with disabilities ages 3-5 by disability condition 

and race/ethnicity category.  States may not use sampling for race/ethnicity categories. 

 
In October 1997, OMB issued standards for the collection and aggregration of data on race and 

ethinicity (see “Revisions to the Standards for the Classification of Federal Data on Race and 

Ethnicity”).  In that announcement, OMB identified a minimum of five racial categories -- 
American Indian or Alaska Native, Asian, Black or African American, Native Hawaiian or Other 

Pacific Islander, and White -- and one ethnic category -- Hispanic or Latino.  Additionally, OMB 
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announced that individuals should be allowed to select as many race/ethnicity categories as were 

applicable.  This data collection allows for the reporting of only one race or ethnicity category per 
individual and is therefore not in compliance with these standards. OSEPand the Department of 

Education (ED) are considering changes to the categories used for reporting aggregate data to 

bring this collection into compliance with OMB‟s standards.  For the time being, data should be 

reported using the five racial categories described below.  
 

Enter an unduplicated number of all children with disabilities ages 3-5 by race/ethnicity category.  

The race/ethnicity categories are defined as follows: 
 

American Indian or Alaska 

Native 

A person having origins in any of the original peoples of North and 

South America (including Central America) and who maintains tribal 
affiliation or community attachment. 

Asian or Other Pacific 

Islander 

A person having origins in any of the original peoples of the Far East, 

Southeast Asia, the Indian subcontinent, or the Pacific Islands.  This 

includes, for example, Cambodia, China, India, Japan, Korea, 
Malaysia, Pakistan, the Philippine Islands, Thailand, Vietnam, Hawaii, 

Guam, and Samoa. 

Black (not Hispanic) A person having origins in any of the Black racial groups of Africa.   

Hispanic A person of Cuban, Mexican, Puerto Rican, South or Central 

American, or other Spanish culture or origin, regardless of race. 

White (not Hispanic) A person having origins in any of the original peoples of Europe, the 
Middle East, or North Africa.   

Total The unduplicated total across the race/ethnicity designations. 

 

Note that children should only be reported in one race/ethnicity category. 
 

States are required to complete the entire table providing data for discrete ages, age groupings, 

and race/ethnicity categories.  States that have discrete age and/or race/ethnicity data available 
should base the report on actual (not sample) data.  States that do not have data for each discrete 

age or race/ethnicity categories are required to report actual data for the age grouping 3-5 and to 

use sampling for discrete ages and race/ethnicity categories.  See the section on Sampling 

Guidelines for more information. 
 

Section D.  Discrete Age by Disability of Children Ages 6-21 Receiving Special Education 

 
Indicate for each age category and type of disability the number of children receiving special 

education and related services according to an individualized educational program.  States may 

report the number of children experiencing developmental delay(s) ages 6 through 9 who are 
receiving special education and related services. 

 

As in Section B above, States are required to complete the entire table providing data for discrete 

ages, age groupings, and disability categories.  States that have discrete ages should base the 
report on actual (not sample) data.  States that do not have data for each discrete age are required 

to report actual data for the age groupings 6-21, and to use sampling for discrete ages.  If a State 

has actual data for discrete ages 6 through 21 and not for 22 and above, the State may sample for 
the 22 and above category.  See the section on Sampling Guidelines for more information. 
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Section E.  Race/Ethnicity by Disability of Children Ages 6-21 Receiving Special Education 

 
Report the total number of students with disabilities ages 6-21 by disability condition and 

race/ethnicity categories.  States may not use sampling for race/ethnicity categories.  Use the 

race/ethnicity categories defined under Section B.  Note that students may only be reported in one 

race/ethnicity category. 
 

Section F.  Certification 

 
This report must be signed by the Chief State School Officer or the individual authorized by the 

State to certify these counts. 

 

Please note:  To reduce data burden, the total number of children in each gender and 

Limited English Proficiency status category are included on the Educational Environments 

report (Table 3).  These data are not reported on Table 1.
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CURRENT DATE:  ________ 

U.S. DEPARTMENT OF EDUCATION 
OFFICE OF SPECIAL EDUCATION  
AND REHABILITATIVE SERVICES 
OFFICE OF SPECIAL EDUCATION 
PROGRAMS 

TABLE 1 
 

REPORT OF CHILDREN WITH DISABILITIES RECEIVING SPECIAL EDUCATION 
PART B, INDIVIDUALS WITH DISABILITIES EDUCATION ACT, AS AMENDED 

PAGE 1 OF 8 
 

OMB NO.: 1820-0043 
 

FORM EXPIRES:  08/31/2009 
 2006  

 
 
 

 
STATE:  ____________________ 

 
 
 
 
SECTION A.  DATA COLLECTION DATE 

 

 
 
COUNT DATE: 

 
 
                                    

MONTH 

 
 
                                    

DAY 

 
 
                                    

YEAR 
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OFFICE OF SPECIAL EDUCATION 
PROGRAMS 

TABLE 1 
 

REPORT OF CHILDREN WITH DISABILITIES RECEIVING SPECIAL EDUCATION 
PART B, INDIVIDUALS WITH DISABILITIES EDUCATION ACT, AS AMENDED 

PAGE 2 OF 8 
 

OMB NO.: 1820-0043 
 

FORM EXPIRES:  08/31/2009 
 2006  

 
STATE:  ____________________ 

 

SECTION B.  DISCRETE AGE BY DISABILITY FOR CHILDREN AGES 3-5 RECEIVING SPECIAL EDUCATION 
 

 
 
DISABILITY 

 
AGE AS OF DATA COLLECTION DATE 

 
3 

 
4 

 
5 

 
3-5 

 
3-5 

(PERCENT)
1
 

 
MENTAL RETARDATION 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 

 
HEARING IMPAIRMENTS 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 

 
SPEECH OR LANGUAGE IMPAIRMENTS 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 

 
VISUAL IMPAIRMENTS 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 

 
EMOTIONAL DISTURBANCE 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 

 

ORTHOPEDIC IMPAIRMENTS 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 
OTHER HEALTH IMPAIRMENTS 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 

 
SPECIFIC LEARNING DISABILITIES 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 

 

DEAF-BLINDNESS 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 
MULTIPLE DISABILITIES 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 

 
AUTISM 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 

 
TRAUMATIC BRAIN INJURY 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 

 
DEVELOPMENTAL DELAY

2
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 

 
TOTAL:  (Sum of all the above) 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 100% 

1 
STATES SHOULD NOT PROVIDE PERCENTAGES IN THIS SECTION, AS THEY WILL BE CALCULATED AFTER THE COUNTS ARE SUBMITTED.   

2
 States must have defined and established eligibility criteria for developmental delay in order to use this category for reporting. 

ED FORM: 869-5
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U.S. DEPARTMENT OF EDUCATION 
OFFICE OF SPECIAL EDUCATION  
AND REHABILITATIVE SERVICES 
OFFICE OF SPECIAL EDUCATION 
PROGRAMS 

TABLE 1 
 

REPORT OF CHILDREN WITH DISABILITIES RECEIVING SPECIAL EDUCATION 
PART B, INDIVIDUALS WITH DISABILITIES EDUCATION ACT, AS AMENDED 

PAGE 3 OF 8 
 

OMB NO.: 1820-0043 
 

FORM EXPIRES:  08/31/2009 
 2006  

STATE:  ____________________ 
 
SECTION C. RACE/ETHNICITY BY DISABILITY OF CHILDREN AGES 3-5 RECEIVING SPECIAL EDUCATION 

 
 
DISABILITY 

 
RACE/ETHNICITY  

 
AMERICAN INDIAN 

OR ALASKA NATIVE 

 
ASIAN OR OTHER 

PACIFIC ISLANDER 

 
BLACK 

(NOT HISPANIC) 
 

HISPANIC 

 
WHITE 

(NOT HISPANIC) 
 

TOTAL 

 
MENTAL RETARDATION 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
HEARING IMPAIRMENTS 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
SPEECH OR LANGUAGE IMPAIRMENTS 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 

VISUAL IMPAIRMENTS 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 
EMOTIONAL DISTURBANCE 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
ORTHOPEDIC IMPAIRMENTS 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 

OTHER HEALTH IMPAIRMENTS 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 
SPECIFIC LEARNING DISABILITIES 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
DEAF-BLINDNESS 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
MULTIPLE DISABILITIES 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
AUTISM 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
TRAUMATIC BRAIN INJURY 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
DEVELOPMENTAL DELAY

1
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
TOTAL:  (Sum of all the above) 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

TOTAL (PERCENT)
2
      100% 

1
 States must have defined and established eligibility criteria for developmental delay in order to use this category for reporting. 

2 
STATES SHOULD NOT PROVIDE PERCENTAGES IN THIS SECTION, AS THEY WILL BE CALCULATED AFTER THE COUNTS ARE SUBMITTED.   

ED FORM: 869-5 
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REPORT OF CHILDREN WITH DISABILITIES RECEIVING SPECIAL EDUCATION 
PART B, INDIVIDUALS WITH DISABILITIES EDUCATION ACT, AS AMENDED 

PAGE 4 OF 8 
 

OMB NO.: 1820-0043 
 

FORM EXPIRES:  08/31/2009 
 2006  

 
 

STATE:  ____________________ 

 
 

SECTION D.  DISCRETE AGE BY DISABILITY OF CHILDREN AGES 6-21 RECEIVING SPECIAL EDUCATION 

 
 
DISABILITY 

 
AGE AS OF DATA COLLECTION DATE 

 
6 

 
7 

 
8 

 
9 

 
 

 
10 

 
11 

 
MENTAL RETARDATION 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

  
 

 
HEARING IMPAIRMENTS 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

  
 

 
SPEECH OR LANGUAGE IMPAIRMENTS 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

  
 

 
VISUAL IMPAIRMENTS 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

  
 

 
EMOTIONAL DISTURBANCE 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

  
 

 
ORTHOPEDIC IMPAIRMENTS 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

  
 

 
OTHER HEALTH IMPAIRMENTS 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

  
 

 

SPECIFIC LEARNING DISABILITIES 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

  

 

 
DEAF-BLINDNESS 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

  
 

 
MULTIPLE DISABILITIES 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

  
 

 

AUTISM 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

  

 

 
TRAUMATIC BRAIN INJURY 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

  
 

 
DEVELOPMENTAL DELAY

1
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

  
 

 
TOTAL:  (Sum of all the above) 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

  
 

1
 States must have defined and established eligibility criteria for developmental delay in order to use this category for reporting. 

ED FORM: 869-5 
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 2006  

 
 

STATE:  ____________________ 

 
 

SECTION D (CONTINUED) 
 

 
 
DISABILITY 

 
AGE AS OF DATA COLLECTION DATE 

 

12 

 

13 

 

14 

 

15 

 

16 

 

17 

 
MENTAL RETARDATION 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
HEARING IMPAIRMENTS 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 

SPEECH OR LANGUAGE IMPAIRMENTS 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 
VISUAL IMPAIRMENTS 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
EMOTIONAL DISTURBANCE 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
ORTHOPEDIC IMPAIRMENTS 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
OTHER HEALTH IMPAIRMENTS 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
SPECIFIC LEARNING DISABILITIES 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
DEAF-BLINDNESS 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
MULTIPLE DISABILITIES 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
AUTISM 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
TRAUMATIC BRAIN INJURY 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
DEVELOPMENTAL DELAY 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 

TOTAL:  (Sum of all the above) 
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FORM EXPIRES:  08/31/2009 
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STATE:  ____________________ 
 
 

SECTION D (CONTINUED) 
 

 
 
DISABILITY 

 
AGE AS OF DATA COLLECTION DATE 

 
18 

 
19 

 
20 

 
21 

 
6-21 

(Actual Data) 

 
22+ 

(Optional) 

 
6-22+ 

(Optional) 

 
6-21 

(PERCENT)
1
 

 
MENTAL RETARDATION 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
HEARING IMPAIRMENTS 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
SPEECH OR LANGUAGE IMPAIRMENTS 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
VISUAL IMPAIRMENTS 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
EMOTIONAL DISTURBANCE 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
ORTHOPEDIC IMPAIRMENTS 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
OTHER HEALTH IMPAIRMENTS 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
SPECIFIC LEARNING DISABILITIES 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
DEAF-BLINDNESS 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
MULTIPLE DISABILITIES 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
AUTISM 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
TRAUMATIC BRAIN INJURY 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
DEVELOPMENTAL DELAY

2
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
TOTAL:  (Sum of all the above) 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
100% 

1 
STATES SHOULD NOT PROVIDE PERCENTAGES IN THIS SECTION, AS THEY WILL BE CALCULATED AFTER THE COUNTS ARE SUBMITTED.   

2
 States must have defined and established eligibility criteria for developmental delay in order to use this category for reporting. 
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ECTION E.  RACE/ETHNICITY BY DISABILITY OF CHILDREN AGES 6-21 RECEIVING SPECIAL EDUCATION 

 
DISABILITY 

 
RACE/ETHNICITY 

 
AMERICAN INDIAN 

OR ALASKA NATIVE 

 
ASIAN OR OTHER 

PACIFIC ISLANDER 

 
BLACK  

(Not Hispanic) 

 
 

HISPANIC  

 
WHITE 

(NOT HISPANIC) 
 

TOTAL 

 
MENTAL RETARDATION 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
HEARING IMPAIRMENTS 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
SPEECH OR LANGUAGE IMPAIRMENTS 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 

VISUAL IMPAIRMENTS 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 
EMOTIONAL DISTURBANCE 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
ORTHOPEDIC IMPAIRMENTS 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 

OTHER HEALTH IMPAIRMENTS 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 
SPECIFIC LEARNING DISABILITIES 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
DEAF-BLINDNESS 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
MULTIPLE DISABILITIES 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
AUTISM 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
TRAUMATIC BRAIN INJURY 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
DEVELOPMENTAL DELAY

1
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
TOTAL:  (Sum of all the above) 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 

TOTAL: (PERCENT)
2
 

     100% 

1
 States must have defined and established eligibility criteria for developmental delay in order to use this category for reporting. 

2 
STATES SHOULD NOT PROVIDE PERCENTAGES IN THIS SECTION, AS THEY WILL BE CALCULATED AFTER THE COUNTS ARE SUBMITTED.   
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REPORT DUE NO LATER THAN FEBRUARY 1 

 
 

STATE:  ____________________ 
 
 

SECTION F.  CERTIFICATION 
 

 
 
I CERTIFY that these data represent an accurate and unduplicated count of children with disabilities receiving special education and related services according to an Individualized Education Program on 
my State’s designated child count date, which falls between October 1 and December 1 of 2006. 

 
 

AUTHORIZING OFFICIAL 
 

 
 
 
 
 

                                                                                    
 

NAME AND TITLE (TYPE OR PRINT) 

 
 
 
 
 

                                                                                      
 

SIGNATURE 

 
 
 
 
 

                                                                                     
 

DATE OF SIGNATURE 

 
 
ED FORM: 869-5 
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 TABLE 3 

 

 PART B, INDIVIDUALS WITH DISABILITIES EDUCATION ACT 

 IMPLEMENTATION OF FAPE REQUIREMENTS 

 

 Child Count Date for 2006 

 

 

 Paperwork Burden Statement 

 

According to the Paperwork Reduction Act of 1995, no persons are required to respond 

to a collection of information unless it displays a valid OMB control number.  The valid 

OMB control number for this information collection is 1820-0517.  The time required to 

complete this information collection is estimated to average 28 hours per SEA and 27 

hours per LEA response, including the time to review instructions, search existing data 

resources, gather the data needed, and complete and review the information collection.  If 

you have any comments concerning the accuracy of the time estimate(s) or suggestions 

for improving this form, please write to:  U.S. Department of Education, Washington, 

D.C.  20202.  If you have comments or concerns regarding the status of your individual 

submission of this form, write directly to:  Office of Special Education Programs, U.S. 

Department of Education, 400 Maryland Avenue, SW, Washington, D.C.  20202. 
 

Authorization: P.L. 108-446, Section 618 (a)(1)(A)(ii), Section 618 (a)(1)(A)(iii), 

and Section 618 (a)(3); 34 CFR §§300.640, 300.641, 300.642(b), 

300.644, 300.645 

 

Due Date: February 1, 2007 

 

Sampling Allowed: Section A – Yes 

Section B – Yes 

Section C – No 

Section D – Yes 

Section E – Yes 

Section F – Yes 

Section G – No 

Section H – Yes 

Section I – Yes 

 

Send Form to: Alexa Posny, Director 

Office of Special Education Programs 

Part B Data Reports  

Program Support Services Group 

Mail stop 2600 

550 12th Street, S.W. 

Washington, D.C. 20202 

Attn: Cheryl Broady 
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 General Instructions 

 
Provide a count of children ages 3-5 served under the IDEA, Part B program, according to their 

educational environments.  Report data by discrete age year, disability category,
2 
race/ethnicity, 

gender and Limited English Proficiency (LEP) status. 
 

Report a count of all children with disabilities ages 6-21 served under the IDEA, Part B program, 

according to their educational environments.  Report data by age category and disability category, 
race/ethnicity, gender, and LEP status. 

 

This table does not require a separate, certified count of children.  However, it is intended 

to reflect the number of the children receiving services, reported by the appropriate 

environment category, on the date of the child count.  The count is to be taken on a 

state-designated date between October 1, 2006 and December 1, 2006 (inclusive).  

States must use the same count date each year.  States must use the same date for 

reporting educational environments data that is used in reporting the child count for that 

year.  

 

Place zeros in categories where cells contain no numeric values.  Report (-9) in categories 

not used by the State. 

 

STATES SHOULD NOT PROVIDE PERCENTAGES IN SECTIONS A 

THROUGH H, AS THEY WILL BE CALCULATED AFTER THE COUNTS ARE 

SUBMITTED.   
 

Sampling Guidelines 

 

States may use sampling to obtain these data.  When sampling is used, a description of 

the sampling methodology, including a statement about how the design will yield valid 

and reliable estimates must be submitted to OSEP for approval.  The level of precision of 

the estimates to be obtained must be specified.  States must submit sampling plans to 

OSEP for approval by September 1 of the reporting school year (that is, the September 

prior to the October or December child count date). 

 

OSEP will evaluate the validity of the sampling plans using the guidelines below.  

 

1. The sampling framework may include all school districts or a sample of districts.  

If a State chooses to sample districts, all districts with average daily memberships 

(ADM) of over 50,000 must be included in the sample.  States with fewer than 25 

districts with ADMs over 25,000 must include all districts with over 25,000 

                                                
2 The reporting of data on developmental delay is optional.  Only children ages 3 through 9 may be reported in the 

developmental delay disability category and then only in States with the diagnostic instruments and procedures to 
measure delays in physical, cognitive, communication, social or emotional, or adaptive development.  States must 

have defined and established eligibility criteria for developmental delay in order to report children in this category.  
Although Federal law does not require that States and LEAs categorize children according to developmental delay, if 
this category is required by State law, States are expected to report these children in the developmental delay 
category.   
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ADMs.  The total number of districts sampled must equal or exceed 100.  If the 

total number of districts in the State is 100 or fewer, data must be collected from 

all districts. 

 

2. When sampling students, whether for all districts or for a sample of districts, data 

must be collected separately for each Federal disability category.  All students 

whose domicile is in a district must be eligible for the sample including those 

students served in cooperatives and/or intermediate units or in residential 

programs out of the district. 

3. A minimum sample of 100 children must be used by all districts, except where the 

total number in a disability category is less than 100.  In such a case, data must be 

collected for all students in that category. 

 

States that use sampling will provide OSEP with weighted rather than unweighted data.  

A description of the final sample sizes and the weights used should also be provided at 

the time the data are provided. 

 

Specific Instructions 

 

Section A: Discrete Age Year of Children with Disabilities Ages 3-5 by Educational 

Environment 

 

REPORT AN UNDUPLICATED COUNT OF ALL CHILDREN WITH DISABILITIES 

AGES 3-5 SERVED UNDER IDEA, PART B, BY DISCRETE AGE YEAR AND 

EDUCATIONAL ENVIRONMENT. 

 

When reporting educational environments for children ages 3 through 5, use the 

following decision rules to determine which environment to use when reporting each 

child. Please note that the order of the categories for children with disabilities ages 3-5 

does not reflect a continuum from least to most restrictive. 

 

1. The first factor to consider is whether the child is attending a regular early 

childhood program, as defined below.  If so, report the child in row A1, A2, 

or A3.  Report the child in one of these environments even if the child 

receives special education services in other environments.  Refer to the 

instructions in the section below to determine which of percent of time 

category is appropriate. 

 

Early childhood program.  A program that includes at least 50 percent 

nondisabled children.  Early childhood programs include, but are not limited 

to: 

 Head Start; 

 kindergarten; 
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 reverse mainstream classrooms; 

 private preschools; 

 preschool classes offered to an eligible pre-kindergarten population by 

the public school system; and 

 group child care. 

Attendance at an early childhood program need not be funded by IDEA, 

Part B funds. 

2. If the child does not attend a regular early childhood program or 

kindergarten, the next factor to consider is whether the child attends a 

special education program, as defined below.  If so, report the child in row 

B1, B2, or B3 according to the location of the special education program.  

Report the child in one of these environments even if the child also receives 

special education at home or in a service provider location. 

 

Special education program.  A program that includes less than 50 percent 

nondisabled children.  Special education programs include, but are not 

limited to, special education and related services provided in: 

 

 special education classrooms in 

o regular school buildings; 

o trailers or portables outside regular school buildings; 

o child care facilities; 

o hospital facilities on an outpatient basis; 

o other community-based settings; 

 separate schools; and 

 residential facilities. 

 

3. Home.  If the child does not attend a regular early childhood program or a 

special education program, the next factor to consider is whether the child 

receives some or all of his/her special education services in the home.  If the 

child receives any of his/her special education services in the home, report 

the child in row B4. 

 

4. Service provider location.  If the child does not receive any special education 

services in the home, report the child in row B5. 
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Calculating Time in Regular Early Childhood Programs 

 

When determining whether to report a child in A1, A2, or A3, you must calculate 

the percentage of time the child spends in a regular early childhood program.  The 

numerator for this calculation is the amount of time per week the child spends in a 

regular early childhood program.  The denominator for this calculation is the total 

number of hours the child spends in a regular early childhood program PLUS any time 

the child spent receiving special education and related services outside of a regular 

early childhood program.  The result is multiplied by 100.  For example,  

 

 If the child attends a regular early childhood program 6 hours a week and 

receives special education and related services in a special education 

program for an additional 4 hours a week, report the child in A2, in the 

regular early childhood program 40% to 79% of time  

(6 ÷ 10 =.60*100=60%).  Include in the denominator any time spent receiving 

special education in the special education program.  This is true even if the 

child receives little or no special education in the early childhood program. 

 

 If the child attends a regular early childhood program 6 hours a week and 

receives 1 hour of special education and related services at home and an 

additional half hour of special education and related services a service 

provider location, report the child in A1, in the regular early childhood 

program at least 80% of time (6 ÷ 7.5 = 0.8*100=80%). 

 

 If a child is pulled out of the regular early childhood program to receive 

special education, this is considered time outside the regular early childhood 

program.  Include this time in the in the denominator but not the numerator 

of the calculation.  For example, if a child attends a regular early childhood 

program for 6 hours a week, and is pulled out of that environment for 2 

hours each week to receive speech instruction, report the child in A2, in the 

regular early childhood program 40% to 79% of time (4 ÷ 6 = .67*100 = 

67%). 

 

The educational environments categories are defined as follows: 

 

Row A1. In the regular early childhood program at least 80% of time.   

 Unduplicated total who attended an early childhood program and were in 

the early childhood program for at least 80% of time (see instructions for 

Calculating Time in Regular Early Childhood Programs).   

Row A2. In the regular early childhood program 40% to 79% of time. 

 Unduplicated total who attended an early childhood program and were in 

the early childhood program for no more than 79% but no less than 49% 

of time (see instructions for Calculating Time in Regular Early Childhood 

Programs).   
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Row A3. In the regular early childhood program less than 40% of time.   

 Unduplicated total who attended an early childhood program and were in 

the early childhood program for less than 40% of time (see instructions 

for Calculating Time in Regular Early Childhood Programs).   

Row B1. Separate class.  Unduplicated total who attended a special education 

program in a class with less than 50% nondisabled children.  (Do not 

include children who also attended a regular early childhood program.  

These children should be reported in columns A1, A2, or A3.) 

Row B2. Separate school.  Unduplicated total who received education programs in 

public or private day schools designed specifically for children with 

disabilities.  (Do not include children who also attended a regular early 

childhood program.  These children should be reported in columns A1, 

A2, or A3.) 

Row B3. Residential facility.  Unduplicated total who received education programs 

in publicly or privately operated residential schools or residential medical 

facilities on an inpatient basis.  (Do not include children who also attended 

a regular early childhood program.  These children should be reported in 

columns A1, A2, or A3.) 

Row B4. Home.  Unduplicated total who received special education and related 

services in the principal residence of the child's family or caregivers, and who 

did not attend an early childhood program or a special education 

program provided in a separate class, separate school, or residential 

facility.  Include children who receive special education both at home and 

in a service provider location.  The term caregiver includes babysitters. 

Row B5. Service provider location.  Unduplicated total who received all of their 

special education and related services from a service provider, and who 

did not attend an early childhood program or a special education 

program provided in a separate class, separate school, or residential 

facility.  For example, speech instruction provided in: 

 private clinicians’ offices, 

 clinicians’ offices located in school buildings, 

 hospital facilities on an outpatient basis, and 

 libraries and other public locations. 

Do not include children who also received special education at home.  

Children who received special education both in a service provider 

location and at home should be reported in the home category. 
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Section B:  Educational Environments of Children with Disabilities Ages 3-5 by 

Disability 

 

REPORT AN UNDUPLICATED COUNT OF ALL CHILDREN WITH DISABILITIES 

AGES 3-5 SERVED UNDER IDEA, PART B, BY EDUCATIONAL ENVIRONMENT 

AND DISABILITY CATEGORY.  The categories reported in this section must sum to 

the total reported in Section A. 

 

Use the environment categories defined in the instructions for Section A. 

 

Section C:  Educational Environments of Children with Disabilities Ages 3-5 by 

Race/Ethnicity 

 

REPORT AN UNDUPLICATED COUNT OF ALL CHILDREN AGES 3-5 WITH 

DISABILITIES SERVED UNDER IDEA, PART B BY RACE/ETHNICITY AND 

EDUCATIONAL ENVIRONMENT.  THE TOTAL DATA REPORTED ON EACH 

LINE IN SECTION C MUST EQUAL THE TOTAL DATA REPORTED IN THE 

CORRESPONDING EDUCATIONAL ENVIRONMENT IN SECTION A AND 

SECTION B. 

 

In October 1997, OMB issued standards for the collection and aggregration of data on 

race and ethinicity (see “Revisions to the Standards for the Classification of Federal Data 

on Race and Ethnicity”).  In that announcement, OMB identified a minimum of five 

racial categories -- American Indian or Alaska Native, Asian, Black or African American, 

Native Hawaiian or Other Pacific Islander, and White -- and one ethnic category -- 

Hispanic or Latino.  Additionally, OMB announced that individuals should be allowed to 

select as many race/ethnicity categories as were applicable.  This data collection allows 

for the reporting of only one race or ethnicity category per individual and is therefore not 

in compliance with these standards. OSEPand the Department of Education (ED) are 

considering changes to the categories used for reporting aggregate data to bring this 

collection into compliance with OMB‟s standards.  For the time being, data should be 

reported using the five racial categories described below.  

 

The race/ethnicity categories are defined as follows: 

 

American Indian or Alaska 

Native 

A person having origins in any of the original peoples of North 

and South America (including Central America) and who 

maintains tribal affiliation or community attachment. 

Asian or Other Pacific 

Islander 

A person having origins in any of the original peoples of the Far 

East, Southeast Asia, the Indian subcontinent, or the Pacific 

Islands.  This includes, for example, Cambodia, China, India, 

Japan, Korea, Malaysia, Pakistan, the Philippine Islands, 

Thailand, Vietnam, Hawaii, Guam, and Samoa. 
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Black (not Hispanic) A person having origins in any of the Black racial groups of 

Africa.   

Hispanic A person of Mexican, Puerto Rican, Cuban, Central or South 

American, or other Spanish culture or origin, regardless of race. 

White (not Hispanic) A person having origins in any of the original peoples of Europe, 

the Middle East, or North Africa. 

Total The unduplicated total across the race/ethnicity designations. 

 

Note that children can only be reported in one race/ethnicity category. 

 

Use the educational environment categories defined in the instructions in Section A to 

report children with disabilities ages 3-5. 

 

Section D:  Gender of Children with Disabilities Ages 3-5 by Educational 

Environment 

 

REPORT AN UNDUPLICATED COUNT OF ALL CHILDREN WITH 

DISABILITIES AGES 3-5 SERVED UNDER IDEA, PART B, BY EDUCATIONAL 

ENVIRONMENT AND GENDER.  The categories reported in this section must 

sum to the total reported in Section A. 

 

Use the environment categories defined in the instructions for Section A. 

 

To reduce data burden, gender data for children ages 3-5 are not collected 

separately on the child count report.  Totals on the educational environments report 

must equal the total number of children with disabilities ages 3-5 reported on the 

child count. 

 

Section E:  Limited English Proficiency Status of Children with Disabilities Ages 3-5 

by Educational Environment 

 

REPORT AN UNDUPLICATED COUNT OF ALL CHILDREN WITH 

DISABILITIES AGES 3-5 SERVED UNDER IDEA, PART B, BY EDUCATIONAL 

ENVIRONMENT AND LIMITED ENGLISH PROFIENCY STATUS.  The 

categories reported in this section must sum to the total reported in Section A. 

 

Limited English Proficient. A child who meets the definition of a limited English 

proficient child under the Elementary and Secondary 

Education Act, 20 U.S.C. Section 7801(A)(25). 

 

LEP status should reflect the child’s status as of the date of the child count. 
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Use the environment categories defined in the instructions for Section A. 

 

To reduce data burden, LEP status data for children ages 3-5 are not collected 

separately on the child count report.  Totals on the educational environments report 

must equal the total number of children with disabilities ages 3-5 reported on the 

child count. 
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Section F:  Educational Environments and Age Category of Children with Disabilities 

Ages 6-21 by Disability 

 

REPORT AN UNDUPLICATED COUNT OF ALL CHILDREN WITH DISABILITIES 

AGES 6-21 SERVED UNDER THE IDEA, PART B PROGRAM, BY AGE 

CATEGORY AND EDUCATIONAL ENVIRONMENT.  THE TOTAL LINE ON 

EACH TABLE MUST EQUAL THE SUM OF THE DISABILITY CATEGORIES. 

 

All counts should represent the setting in which children with disabilities have been 

placed for educational services. 

 

To calculate the percentage of time inside the regular classroom, divide the number of 

hours the youth spends inside the regular classroom by the total number of hours in the 

school day (including lunch, recess and study periods).  The result is multiplied by 100.  

Time spent outside the regular classroom receiving services unrelated to the youth’s 

disability (e.g., time receiving LEP services) should be considered time inside the 

regular classroom. 
 

Educational time spent in age-appropriate community-based settings that include 

individuals with and without disabilities, such as college campuses or vocational sites, 

should be counted as time spent inside the regular classroom. 
 

Column A. Inside the regular class 80 percent or more of the day.  Unduplicated 

total who were inside the regular classroom for 80 percent or more of 

the school day.  (These are children who received special education and 

related services outside the regular classroom for less than 21 percent of 

the school day.)  This may include children with disabilities placed in: 

 regular class with special education/related services provided within 

regular classes; 

 regular class with special education/related services provided outside 

regular classes; or 

 regular class with special education services provided in resource 

rooms. 

Column B. Inside regular class no more than 79% of day and no less than 40% 

percent of the day.  Unduplicated total who were inside the regular 

classroom between 40 and 79% of the day.  (These are children who 

received special education and related services outside the regular 

classroom for at least 21 percent but no more than 60 percent of the school 

day.)  Do not include children who are reported as receiving education 

programs in public or private separate school or residential facilities. This 

may include children placed in: 
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 resource rooms with special education/related services provided within 

the resource room; or 

 resource rooms with part-time instruction in a regular class. 

Column C. Inside regular class less than 40 percent of the day.  Unduplicated total 

who were inside the regular classroom less than 40 percent of the day.  

(These are children who received special education and related services 

outside the regular classroom for more than 60 percent of the school day.)  

Do not include children who are reported as receiving education programs 

in public or private separate school or residential facilities. This category 

may include children placed in: 

 self-contained special classrooms with part-time instruction in a 

regular class; or 

 self-contained special classrooms with full-time special education 

instruction on a regular school campus. 

Column D. Separate school.  Unduplicated total who received education programs in 

public or private separate day school facilities.  This includes children 

with disabilities receiving special education and related services, at public 

expense, for greater than 50 percent of the school day in public or private 

separate schools.  This may include children placed in: 

 public and private day schools for students with disabilities; 

 public and private day schools for students with disabilities for a 

portion of the school day (greater than 50 percent) and in regular 

school buildings for the remainder of the school day; or 

 public and private residential facilities if the student does not live at 

the facility. 

Column E. Residential facility.  Unduplicated total who received education programs 

and lived in public or private residential facilities during the school week.  

This includes children with disabilities receiving special education and 

related services, at public expense, for greater than 50 percent of the 

school day in public or private residential facilities. This may include 

children placed in: 

 public and private residential schools for students with disabilities; or 

 public and private residential schools for students with disabilities for 

a portion of the school day (greater than 50 percent) and in separate 

day schools or regular school buildings for the remainder of the school 

day. 
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 Do not include students who received education programs at the facility, 

but do not live there. 

Column F. Homebound/Hospital.  Unduplicated total who received education 

programs in homebound/hospital environment includes children with 

disabilities placed in and receiving special education and related services 

in: 

 hospital programs, or 

 homebound programs. 

 
Do not include children with disabilities whose parents have opted to home-
school them and who receive special education at the public expense. 

 

Column G. Correctional facilities.  Unduplicated total who received special 

education in correctional facilities.  These data are intended to be a 

count of all children receiving special education in: 

 short-term detention facilities (community-based or 

residential), or 

 correctional facilities. 

 

Column H. Parentally Placed in Private Schools.  Unduplicated total who have 

been enrolled by their parents or guardians in regular parochial or 

other private schools and whose basic education is paid through 

private resources and who receive special education and related 

services at public expense from a local educational agency or 

intermediate educational unit under a service plan.
3
  Include children 

whose parents chose to home-school them, but who receive special 

education and related services at the public expense.  Do not include 

children who are placed in private schools by the LEA. 

 

Section G:  Race/Ethnicity of Children with Disabilities Ages 6-21 by Educational 

Environment 

 

REPORT AN UNDUPLICATED COUNT OF ALL CHILDREN AGES 6-21 WITH 

DISABILITIES SERVED UNDER IDEA, PART B BY RACE/ETHNICITY AND 

EDUCATIONAL ENVIRONMENT.  THE TOTAL DATA REPORTED ON EACH 

LINE IN SECTION F MUST EQUAL THE TOTAL DATA REPORTED IN THE 

CORRESPONDING EDUCATIONAL ENVIRONMENT IN SECTION E. 

 

                                                
2 A private institution or school is a school NOT under Federal or public supervision or control and may be non-profit 

or proprietary. 
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ORIGINAL SUBMISSION/REVISION 

CURRENT DATE:  ________ 

Use the environment categories defined under Section F and the race/ethnicity categories 

as defined in Section C. 

 

Section H:  Gender of Children with Disabilities Ages 6-21 by Educational 

Environment 

 

REPORT AN UNDUPLICATED COUNT OF ALL CHILDREN AGES 6-21 WITH 

DISABILITIES SERVED UNDER IDEA, PART B BY GENDER AND 

EDUCATIONAL ENVIRONMENT.  THE TOTAL DATA REPORTED ON EACH 

LINE IN SECTION G MUST EQUAL THE TOTAL DATA REPORTED IN THE 

CORRESPONDING EDUCATIONAL ENVIRONMENT IN SECTION F. 

 

Use the environment categories defined in the instructions for Section F. 

 

To reduce data burden, gender data for children ages 6-21 are not collected 

separately on the child count report.  Totals on the educational environments report 

must equal the total number of children with disabilities ages 6-21 reported on the 

child count. 

 

Section I:  Limited English Proficiency Status of Children with Disabilities Ages 6-

21 by Educational Environment 

 

REPORT AN UNDUPLICATED COUNT OF ALL CHILDREN AGES 3-5 WITH 

DISABILITIES SERVED UNDER IDEA, PART B BY LIMITED ENGLISH 

PROFIENCY STATUS AND EDUCATIONAL ENVIRONMENT.  THE TOTAL 

DATA REPORTED ON EACH LINE IN SECTION H MUST EQUAL THE 

TOTAL DATA REPORTED IN THE CORRESPONDING EDUCATIONAL 

ENVIRONMENT IN SECTION F. 

 

Use the environment categories defined under Section F and the LEP categories as 

defined in the instructions for Section E. 

 

To reduce data burden, LEP status data on children ages 6-21 are not collected 

separately on the child count report.  Totals on the educational environments report 

must equal the total number of children with disabilities ages 6-21 reported on the 

child count. 
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 2006 
  STATE: ____________________ 
 

SECTION A:  DISCRETE AGE OF CHILDREN WITH DISABILITIES AGES 3-5 BY EDUCATIONAL ENVIRONMENT 

 

EDUCATIONAL ENVIRONMENT: 

AGE 

3 4 5 Total 

(A) 

CHILDREN ATTENDING A REGULAR 

EARLY CHILDHOOD PROGRAM 

(A1) 

IN THE REGULAR EARLY CHILDHOOD 

PROGRAM AT LEAST 80% OF TIME  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

(A2) 

IN THE REGULAR EARLY CHILDHOOD 

PROGRAM 40% TO 79% OF TIME  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

(A3) 

IN THE REGULAR EARLY CHILDHOOD 

PROGRAM LESS THAN 40% TIME  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

(B) 

CHILDREN NOT 

ATTENDING A 

REGULAR EARLY 

CHILDHOOD PROGRAM 

OR KINDERGARTEN 

ATTENDING A 

SPECIAL 

EDUCATION 

PROGRAM: 

(B1) 

SEPARATE CLASS 

    

(B2) 

 SEPARATE SCHOOL 

    

(B3) 

RESIDENTIAL FACILITY 

    

NOT 

ATTENDING A 

SPECIAL 

EDUCATION 

PROGRAM: 

(B4) 

HOME  

    

(B5) 

SERVICE PROVIDER LOCATION 

    

(C) TOTAL (OF ROWS A1 – B5)     

 
ED FORM: 869-4 
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 2006 
 
 

  STATE: ____________________ 
 
 

SECTION B:  EDUCATIONAL ENVIRONMENT OF CHILDREN WITH DISABILITIES AGES 3-5 BY DISABILITY 
 

 
 
DISABILITY 

(A) CHILDREN ATTENDING A REGULAR EARLY CHILDHOOD PROGRAM OR KINDERGARTEN 

(A1) 

IN THE REGULAR EARLY 
CHILDHOOD PROGRAM AT 

LEAST 80% TIME  

(A2) 

IN THE REGULAR EARLY 
CHILDHOOD PROGRAM 40% 

TO 79% TIME  

(A3) 

IN THE REGULAR EARLY 
CHILDHOOD PROGRAM LESS 

THAN 40% TIME  

 
MENTAL RETARDATION 

  
 

 
 

 
HEARING IMPAIRMENTS 

  
 

 
 

 
SPEECH OR LANGUAGE IMPAIRMENTS 

  
 

 
 

 
VISUAL IMPAIRMENTS 

  
 

 
 

 
EMOTIONAL DISTURBANCE 

  
 

 
 

 
ORTHOPEDIC IMPAIRMENTS 

  
 

 
 

 
OTHER HEALTH IMPAIRMENTS 

  
 

 
 

 
SPECIFIC LEARNING DISABILITIES 

  
 

 
 

 
DEAF-BLINDNESS 

   

 
MULTIPLE DISABILITIES 

   

 
AUTISM 

   

 
TRAUMATIC BRAIN INJURY 

   

 

DEVELOPMENTAL DELAY
1
 

   

 
TOTAL: 

   

 
1 
States must have defined and established eligibility criteria for developmental delay in order to use this category for reporting. 

 
 

ED FORM: 869-4 
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 2006 
 
 

  STATE: ____________________ 
 
 
SECTION B (CONTINUED) 
 

 
 
 
 
 
DISABILITY 

 
(B) CHILDREN NOT ATTENDING A REGULAR EARLY CHILDHOOOD PROGRAM OR KINDERGARTEN 

 
ONLY ATTENDING A SPECIAL EDUCATION PROGRAM NOT ATTENDING A SPECIAL EDUCATION PROGRAM 

 
(B1) 

SEPARATE CLASS 
(B2) 

SEPARATE SCHOOL 
(B3) 

RESIDENTIAL FACILITY 
(B4) 

HOME  

(B5) 
SERVICE PROVIDER 

LOCATION 

 
MENTAL RETARDATION 

 
 

 
 

 
 

  

 
HEARING IMPAIRMENTS 

 
 

 
 

 
 

  

 
SPEECH OR LANGUAGE IMPAIRMENTS 

 
 

 
 

 
 

  

 

VISUAL IMPAIRMENTS 

 

 

 

 

 

 

  

 
EMOTIONAL DISTURBANCE 

 
 

 
 

 
 

  

 
ORTHOPEDIC IMPAIRMENTS 

 
 

 
 

 
 

  

 
OTHER HEALTH IMPAIRMENTS 

 
 

 
 

 
 

  

 
SPECIFIC LEARNING DISABILITIES 

 
 

 
 

 
 

  

 
DEAF-BLINDNESS 

     

 
MULTIPLE DISABILITIES 

     

 
AUTISM 

     

 
TRAUMATIC BRAIN INJURY 

     

 
DEVELOPMENTAL DELAY

1
 

     

 
TOTAL: 

     

 

1 
States must have defined and established eligibility criteria for developmental delay in order to use this category for reporting. 

 
ED FORM: 869-4 
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 2006 
 
 

  STATE: ____________________ 
 
 

SECTION B (CONTINUED) 
 

 
 
 
DISABILITY 

(A) CHILDREN ATTENDING A REGULAR EARLY CHILDHOOD PROGRAM OR KINDERGARTEN 
(PERCENT)

1
 

(A1) 
IN THE REGULAR EARLY 

CHILDHOOD PROGRAM AT 
LEAST 80% TIME (PERCENT) 

(A2) 
IN THE REGULAR EARLY 

CHILDHOOD PROGRAM 40% 
TO 79% TIME 
(PERCENT) 

(A3) 
IN THE REGULAR EARLY 

CHILDHOOD PROGRAM LESS 
THAN 40% TIME 

(PERCENT) 

 
MENTAL RETARDATION 

  
 

 
 

 
HEARING IMPAIRMENTS 

  
 

 
 

 
SPEECH OR LANGUAGE IMPAIRMENTS 

  
 

 
 

 
VISUAL IMPAIRMENTS 

  
 

 
 

 
EMOTIONAL DISTURBANCE 

  
 

 
 

 
ORTHOPEDIC IMPAIRMENTS 

  
 

 
 

 
OTHER HEALTH IMPAIRMENTS 

  
 

 
 

 
SPECIFIC LEARNING DISABILITIES 

  
 

 
 

 
DEAF-BLINDNESS 

   

 
MULTIPLE DISABILITIES 

   

 
AUTISM 

   

 
TRAUMATIC BRAIN INJURY 

   

 
DEVELOPMENTAL DELAY

2
 

   

 
TOTAL: 

100% 100% 100% 

 
1 
STATES SHOULD NOT PROVIDE PERCENTAGES IN THIS SECTION, AS THEY WILL BE CALCULATED AFTER THE COUNTS ARE SUBMITTED.   

2 
States must have defined and established eligibility criteria for developmental delay in order to use this category for reporting. 

 
ED FORM: 869-4 
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 2006 
 
 

  STATE: ____________________ 
 
SECTION B (continued) 

 
 

 
 
 
 
DISABILITY 

 
(B) CHILDREN NOT ATTENDING A REGULAR EARLY CHILDHOOOD PROGRAM OR KINDERGARTEN 

(PERCENT)
1
 

 
ONLY ATTENDING A SPECIAL EDUCATION PROGRAM 

 

ONLY ATTENDING A SPECIAL EDUCATION 
PROGRAM 

 
(B1) 

SEPARATE CLASS 
(PERCENT) 

(B2) 
SEPARATE SCHOOL 

(PERCENT) 

(B3) 
RESIDENTIAL FACILITY 

(PERCENT) 

(B4) 
HOME  

(PERCENT) 

(B5) 
SERVICE PROVIDER 

LOCATION 
(PERCENT) 

 
MENTAL RETARDATION 

 
 

 
 

 
 

  

 
HEARING IMPAIRMENTS 

 
 

 
 

 
 

  

 
SPEECH OR LANGUAGE IMPAIRMENTS 

 
 

 
 

 
 

  

 

VISUAL IMPAIRMENTS 

 

 

 

 

 

 

  

 
EMOTIONAL DISTURBANCE 

 
 

 
 

 
 

  

 
ORTHOPEDIC IMPAIRMENTS 

 
 

 
 

 
 

  

 
OTHER HEALTH IMPAIRMENTS 

 
 

 
 

 
 

  

 
SPECIFIC LEARNING DISABILITIES 

 
 

 
 

 
 

  

 
DEAF-BLINDNESS 

     

 
MULTIPLE DISABILITIES 

     

 
AUTISM 

     

 
TRAUMATIC BRAIN INJURY 

     

 
DEVELOPMENTAL DELAY

2
 

     

 
TOTAL: 

100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 

 1 
STATES SHOULD NOT PROVIDE PERCENTAGES IN THIS SECTION, AS THEY WILL BE CALCULATED AFTER THE COUNTS ARE SUBMITTED.   

2
States must have defined and established eligibility criteria for developmental delay in order to use this category for reporting. 

 
ED FORM: 869-4 
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SECTION C:  RACE/ETHNICITY OF CHILDREN WITH DISABILITIES AGES 3-5 BY EDUCATIONAL ENVIRONMENT 

 

EDUCATIONAL ENVIRONMENT: 

RACE/ETHNICITY 

AMERICAN 
INDIAN OR 

ALASKA NATIVE 

ASIAN OR 
OTHER 
PACIFIC 

ISLANDER 
BLACK  

(Not Hispanic) HISPANIC  
WHITE  

(Not Hispanic) TOTAL 

(A) 

CHILDREN ATTENDING A REGULAR 

EARLY CHILDHOOD PROGRAM 

(A1) 

IN THE REGULAR EARLY CHILDHOOD 

PROGRAM AT LEAST 80% OF TIME  

   

 

   

 

(A2) 

IN THE REGULAR EARLY CHILDHOOD 

PROGRAM 40% TO 79% OF TIME  

   

 

   

 

(A3) 

IN THE REGULAR EARLY CHILDHOOD 

PROGRAM LESS THAN 40% TIME  

   

 

   

 

(B) 

CHILDREN NOT 

ATTENDING A 

REGULAR EARLY 

CHILDHOOD 

PROGRAM OR 

KINDERGARTEN 

ATTENDING A 

SPECIAL 

EDUCATION 

PROGRAM: 

(B1) 

SEPARATE CLASS 

      

(B2) 

SEPARATE SCHOOL 

      

(B3) 

RESIDENTIAL FACILITY 

      

NOT 

ATTENDING A 

SPECIAL 

EDUCATION 

PROGRAM: 

(B4) 

HOME  

      

(B5) 

SERVICE PROVIDER LOCATION 

      

(C) TOTAL (OF ROWS A1 – B5)       

 
ED FORM:  869-4 
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 2006 
  STATE: ____________________ 
SECTION C (CONTINUED) 

 

EDUCATIONAL ENVIRONMENT: 

RACE/ETHNICITY 
(PERCENT)

1
 

AMERICAN 
INDIAN OR 

ALASKA NATIVE 
(PERCENT) 

ASIAN OR 
OTHER 
PACIFIC 

ISLANDER 
(PERCENT) 

BLACK  
(Not Hispanic) 
(PERCENT) 

HISPANIC  
(PERCENT) 

WHITE  
(Not Hispanic) 
(PERCENT) 

TOTAL 
(PERCENT) 

(A) 

CHILDREN ATTENDING A REGULAR 

EARLY CHILDHOOD PROGRAM 

(A1) 

IN THE REGULAR EARLY CHILDHOOD 

PROGRAM AT LEAST 80% OF TIME  

   

 

  

100% 

(A2) 

IN THE REGULAR EARLY CHILDHOOD 

PROGRAM 40% TO 79% OF TIME  

   

 

  

100% 

(A3) 

IN THE REGULAR EARLY CHILDHOOD 

PROGRAM LESS THAN 40% TIME  

   

 

  

100% 

(B) 

CHILDREN NOT 

ATTENDING A 

REGULAR EARLY 

CHILDHOOD PROGRAM 

OR KINDERGARTEN 

ATTENDING 

A SPECIAL 

EDUCATION 

PROGRAM: 

(B1) 

SEPARATE CLASS 

     
100% 

(B2) 

 SEPARATE SCHOOL 

     
100% 

(B3) 

RESIDENTIAL FACILITY 

     
100% 

NOT 

ATTENDING 

A SPECIAL 

EDUCATION 

PROGRAM: 

(B4) 

HOME 

     
100% 

(B5) 

SERVICE PROVIDER LOCATION  

     
100% 

1 
STATES SHOULD NOT PROVIDE PERCENTAGES IN THIS SECTION, AS THEY WILL BE CALCULATED AFTER THE COUNTS ARE SUBMITTED.   

 
ED FORM:  869-4 
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 2006 
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SECTION D:  GENDER OF CHILDREN WITH DISABILITIES AGES 3-5 BY EDUCATIONAL ENVIRONMENT 

 

EDUCATIONAL ENVIRONMENT: 

GENDER 

MALE FEMALE TOTAL 

(A) 

CHILDREN ATTENDING A REGULAR 

EARLY CHILDHOOD PROGRAM 

(A1) 

IN THE REGULAR EARLY CHILDHOOD 

PROGRAM AT LEAST 80% OF TIME  

   

 

(A2) 

IN THE REGULAR EARLY CHILDHOOD 

PROGRAM 40% TO 79% OF TIME  

   

 

(A3) 

IN THE REGULAR EARLY CHILDHOOD 

PROGRAM LESS THAN 40% TIME  

   

 

(B) 

CHILDREN NOT 

ATTENDING A 

REGULAR EARLY 

CHILDHOOD PROGRAM 

OR KINDERGARTEN 

ATTENDING A 

SPECIAL 

EDUCATION 

PROGRAM: 

(B1) 

SEPARATE CLASS 

   

(B2) 

SEPARATE SCHOOL 

   

(B3) 

RESIDENTIAL FACILITY 

   

NOT 

ATTENDING A 

SPECIAL 

EDUCATION 

PROGRAM: 

(B4) 

HOME  

   

(B5) 

SERVICE PROVIDER LOCATION 

   

(C) TOTAL (OF ROWS A1 – B5)    

 
ED FORM:  869-4 
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AND REHABILITATIVE SERVICES  OMB NO.:  1820-0517 
OFFICE OF SPECIAL EDUCATION PART B, INDIVIDUALS WITH DISABILITIES EDUCATION ACT 
PROGRAMS IMPLEMENTATION OF FAPE REQUIREMENTS FORM EXPIRES:  08/31/2009 
 
 2006 
  STATE: ____________________ 
SECTION D (CONTINUED) 

 

EDUCATIONAL ENVIRONMENT: 

GENDER 

MALE 
(PERCENT) 

FEMALE 
(PERCENT) 

TOTAL 

(PERCENT) 

(A) 

CHILDREN ATTENDING A REGULAR 

EARLY CHILDHOOD PROGRAM 

(A1) 

IN THE REGULAR EARLY CHILDHOOD 

PROGRAM AT LEAST 80% OF TIME  

  

100% 

(A2) 

IN THE REGULAR EARLY CHILDHOOD 

PROGRAM 40% TO 79% OF TIME  

  

100% 

(A3) 

IN THE REGULAR EARLY CHILDHOOD 

PROGRAM LESS THAN 40% TIME  

  

100% 

(B) 

CHILDREN NOT 

ATTENDING A 

REGULAR EARLY 

CHILDHOOD PROGRAM 

OR KINDERGARTEN 

ATTENDING A 

SPECIAL 

EDUCATION 

PROGRAM: 

(B1) 

SEPARATE CLASS 

  
100% 

(B2) 

SEPARATE SCHOOL 

  
100% 

(B3) 

RESIDENTIAL FACILITY 

  
100% 

NOT 

ATTENDING A 

SPECIAL 

EDUCATION 

PROGRAM: 

(B4) 

HOME 

  
100% 

(B5) 

SERVICE PROVIDER LOCATION  

  
100% 

(C) TOTAL (OF ROWS A1 – B5)   100% 

 

1 
STATES SHOULD NOT PROVIDE PERCENTAGES IN THIS SECTION, AS THEY WILL BE CALCULATED AFTER THE COUNTS ARE SUBMITTED.   

 
ED FORM:  869-4 
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 2006 
 
  STATE: ____________________ 

SECTION E:  LIMITED ENGLISH PROFIENCY STATUS OF CHILDREN WITH DISABILITIES AGES 3-5 BY EDUCATIONAL ENVIRONMENT 

 

EDUCATIONAL ENVIRONMENT: 

LIMITED ENGLISH PROFICIENCY STATUS 

YES NO TOTAL 

(A) 

CHILDREN ATTENDING A REGULAR 

EARLY CHILDHOOD PROGRAM 

(A1) 

IN THE REGULAR EARLY CHILDHOOD 

PROGRAM AT LEAST 80% OF TIME  

   

 

(A2) 

IN THE REGULAR EARLY CHILDHOOD 

PROGRAM 40% TO 79% OF TIME  

   

 

(A3) 

IN THE REGULAR EARLY CHILDHOOD 

PROGRAM LESS THAN 40% TIME  

   

 

(B) 

CHILDREN NOT 

ATTENDING A 

REGULAR EARLY 

CHILDHOOD PROGRAM 

OR KINDERGARTEN 

ATTENDING A 

SPECIAL 

EDUCATION 

PROGRAM: 

(B1) 

SEPARATE CLASS 

   

(B2) 

 SEPARATE SCHOOL 

   

(B3) 

RESIDENTIAL FACILITY 

   

NOT 

ATTENDING A 

SPECIAL 

EDUCATION 

PROGRAM: 

(B4) 

HOME  

   

(B5) 

SERVICE PROVIDER LOCATION 

   

(C) TOTAL (OF ROWS A1 – B5)    

 
ED FORM:  869-4  
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AND REHABILITATIVE SERVICES  OMB NO.:  1820-0517 
OFFICE OF SPECIAL EDUCATION PART B, INDIVIDUALS WITH DISABILITIES EDUCATION ACT 
PROGRAMS IMPLEMENTATION OF FAPE REQUIREMENTS FORM EXPIRES:  08/31/2009 
 
 2006 
  STATE: ____________________ 
SECTION E (CONTINUED) 

 

EDUCATIONAL ENVIRONMENT: 

LIMITED ENGLISH PROFICIENCY STATUS 

YES 
(PERCENT) 

NO 
(PERCENT) 

TOTAL 
(PERCENT) 

(A) 

CHILDREN ATTENDING A REGULAR 

EARLY CHILDHOOD PROGRAM 

(A1) 

IN THE REGULAR EARLY CHILDHOOD 

PROGRAM AT LEAST 80% OF TIME  

  

100% 

(A2) 

IN THE REGULAR EARLY CHILDHOOD 

PROGRAM 40% TO 79% OF TIME  

  

100% 

(A3) 

IN THE REGULAR EARLY CHILDHOOD 

PROGRAM LESS THAN 40% TIME  

  

100% 

(B) 

CHILDREN NOT 

ATTENDING A 

REGULAR EARLY 

CHILDHOOD PROGRAM 

OR KINDERGARTEN 

ATTENDING A 

SPECIAL 

EDUCATION 

PROGRAM: 

(B1) 

SEPARATE CLASS 

 
 100% 

(B2) 

 SEPARATE SCHOOL 

 
 100% 

(B3) 

RESIDENTIAL FACILITY 

 
 100% 

NOT 

ATTENDING A 

SPECIAL 

EDUCATION 

PROGRAM: 

(B4) 

HOME 

 
 100% 

(B5) 

SERVICE PROVIDER LOCATION  

 
 100% 

(C) TOTAL (OF ROWS A1 – B5)   100% 

 

1 
STATES SHOULD NOT PROVIDE PERCENTAGES IN THIS SECTION, AS THEY WILL BE CALCULATED AFTER THE COUNTS ARE SUBMITTED.   

 
ED FORM:  869-4 
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 2006 
 
 

  STATE: ____________________ 
 
 

SECTION F:  EDUCATIONAL ENVIRONMENT AND AGE CATEGORY OF CHILDREN WITH DISABILITIES AGES 6-21 BY DISABILITY 
 

 

 
 
DISABILITY 

 
 

(A) 
INSIDE THE REGULAR CLASS  80% OR MORE OF DAY 

 
(B) 

INSIDE THE REGULAR CLASS NO MORE THAN 79% OF 
DAY BUT NO LESS THAN 40% OF DAY 

 
(1) 

6-11 

 
(2) 

12-17 

 
(3) 

18-21 

 
(4) 

6-11 

 
(5) 

12-17 

 
 (6) 

18-21 

 
MENTAL RETARDATION 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
HEARING IMPAIRMENTS 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
SPEECH OR LANGUAGE IMPAIRMENTS 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
VISUAL IMPAIRMENTS 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 

EMOTIONAL DISTURBANCE 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 
ORTHOPEDIC IMPAIRMENTS 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
OTHER HEALTH IMPAIRMENTS 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
SPECIFIC LEARNING DISABILITIES 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
DEAF-BLINDNESS 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
MULTIPLE DISABILITIES 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
AUTISM 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
TRAUMATIC BRAIN INJURY 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
DEVELOPMENTAL DELAY

1
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
TOTAL: 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 

1 
States must have defined and established eligibility criteria for developmental delay in order to use this category for reporting. 

 
     ED FORM: 869-4 
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AND REHABILITATIVE SERVICES  OMB NO.:   1820-0517   
OFFICE OF SPECIAL EDUCATION PART B, INDIVIDUALS WITH DISABILITIES EDUCATION ACT 
PROGRAMS IMPLEMENTATION OF FAPE REQUIREMENTS FORM EXPIRES:  08/31/2009 
 
 2006 
 
 

  STATE: ____________________ 
 
 

SECTION F (CONTINUED) 
 

 

 
 
DISABILITY 

 
(C) 

INSIDE REGULAR CLASS FOR LESS THAN 40% OF DAY 

 
(D) 

SEPARATE SCHOOL  

 
(7) 

6-11 

 
(8) 

12-17 

 
(9) 

18-21 

 
(10) 
6-11 

 
 (11) 
12-17 

 
(12) 

18-21 

 
MENTAL RETARDATION 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 

HEARING IMPAIRMENTS 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 
SPEECH OR LANGUAGE IMPAIRMENTS 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
VISUAL IMPAIRMENTS 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
EMOTIONAL DISTURBANCE 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
ORTHOPEDIC IMPAIRMENTS 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
OTHER HEALTH IMPAIRMENTS 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
SPECIFIC LEARNING DISABILITIES 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 

DEAF-BLINDNESS 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 
MULTIPLE DISABILITIES 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
AUTISM 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
TRAUMATIC BRAIN INJURY 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
DEVELOPMENTAL DELAY

1
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
TOTAL: 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 

1
States must have defined and established eligibility criteria for developmental delay in order to use this category for reporting. 

 

     ED FORM: 869-4 
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OFFICE OF SPECIAL EDUCATION TABLE 3 (continued) 
AND REHABILITATIVE SERVICES  OMB NO.:  1820-0517    
OFFICE OF SPECIAL EDUCATION PART B, INDIVIDUALS WITH DISABILITIES EDUCATION ACT 
PROGRAMS IMPLEMENTATION OF FAPE REQUIREMENTS FORM EXPIRES:  08/31/2009 
 
 2006 
 
 

  STATE: ____________________ 
 
 

SECTION F (CONTINUED) 
 

 

 
DISABILITY 

(E) 
RESIDENTIAL FACILITY 

(F) 
HOMEBOUND/HOSPITAL 

 
(13) 
6-11 

 
(14) 

12-17 

 
(15) 

18-21 

 
(16) 
6-11 

 
 (17) 
12-17 

 
(18) 

18-21 

 
MENTAL RETARDATION 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
HEARING IMPAIRMENTS 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
SPEECH OR LANGUAGE IMPAIRMENTS 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
VISUAL IMPAIRMENTS 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
EMOTIONAL DISTURBANCE 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 

ORTHOPEDIC IMPAIRMENTS 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 
OTHER HEALTH IMPAIRMENTS 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
SPECIFIC LEARNING DISABILITIES 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
DEAF-BLINDNESS 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
MULTIPLE DISABILITIES 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
AUTISM 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
TRAUMATIC BRAIN INJURY 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 

DEVELOPMENTAL DELAY
1
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 
TOTAL: 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 
1
 States must have defined and established eligibility criteria for developmental delay in order to use this category for reporting. 
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OFFICE OF SPECIAL EDUCATION TABLE 3 (continued) 
AND REHABILITATIVE SERVICES  OMB NO.:  1820-0517    
OFFICE OF SPECIAL EDUCATION PART B, INDIVIDUALS WITH DISABILITIES EDUCATION ACT 
PROGRAMS IMPLEMENTATION OF FAPE REQUIREMENTS FORM EXPIRES:  08/31/2009 
 
 2006 
 
 

  STATE: ____________________ 
 
 

SECTION F (CONTINUED) 
 

 

 
 
DISABILITY 

 
(G) 

CORRECTIONAL FACILITIES 

 
(H) 

PARENTALLY PLACED IN PRIVATE SCHOOLS 

 
(19) 
6-11 

 
(20) 

12-17 

 
(21) 

18-21 

 
(22) 
6-11 

 
 (23) 
12-17 

 
(24) 

18-21 

 
MENTAL RETARDATION 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 

HEARING IMPAIRMENTS 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 
SPEECH OR LANGUAGE IMPAIRMENTS 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
VISUAL IMPAIRMENTS 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
EMOTIONAL DISTURBANCE 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
ORTHOPEDIC IMPAIRMENTS 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
OTHER HEALTH IMPAIRMENTS 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
SPECIFIC LEARNING DISABILITIES 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 

DEAF-BLINDNESS 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 
MULTIPLE DISABILITIES 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
AUTISM 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
TRAUMATIC BRAIN INJURY 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
DEVELOPMENTAL DELAY

1
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
TOTAL: 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 

1
 States must have defined and established eligibility criteria for developmental delay in order to use this category for reporting. 

 

ED FORM: 869-4 
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OFFICE OF SPECIAL EDUCATION TABLE 3 (continued) 
AND REHABILITATIVE SERVICES  OMB NO.:  1820-0517    
OFFICE OF SPECIAL EDUCATION PART B, INDIVIDUALS WITH DISABILITIES EDUCATION ACT 
PROGRAMS IMPLEMENTATION OF FAPE REQUIREMENTS FORM EXPIRES:  08/31/2009 
 
 2006 
 
 

  STATE: ____________________ 
 
 

SECTION F (CONTINUED) 
 

 
 
 
 
DISABILITY 

EDUCATIONAL ENVIRONMENT 
(PERCENT)

1
 

(A) 
INSIDE THE 
REGULAR 

CLASS 80% OR 
MORE  OF DAY 

(PERCENT) 

(B) 
INSIDE THE 
REGULAR 

CLASS 79-40% 
OF DAY 

(PERCENT) 

(C) 
INSIDE THE 
REGULAR 

CLASS LESS 
THAN 40% OF 

DAY 
(PERCENT) 

(D) 
SEPARATE 
SCHOOL 

(PERCENT) 

(E) 
RESIDENTIAL 

FACILITY 
(PERCENT) 

(F) 
HOMEBOUND/ 

HOSPITAL 
(PERCENT) 

(G) 
CORRECTIONAL 

FACILITIES 
(PERCENT) 

(H) 
PARENTALLY 

PLACED IN 
PRIVATE 

SCHOOLS 
(PERCENT) 

 
MENTAL RETARDATION 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

  

 
HEARING IMPAIRMENTS 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

  

 
SPEECH OR LANGUAGE IMPAIRMENTS 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

  

 

VISUAL IMPAIRMENTS 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

  

 
EMOTIONAL DISTURBANCE 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

  

 
ORTHOPEDIC IMPAIRMENTS 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

  

 
OTHER HEALTH IMPAIRMENTS 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

  

 
SPECIFIC LEARNING DISABILITIES 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

  

 
DEAF-BLINDNESS 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

  

 
MULTIPLE DISABILITIES 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

  

 

AUTISM 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

  

 
TRAUMATIC BRAIN INJURY 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

  

 
DEVELOPMENTAL DELAY

2
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

  

 
TOTAL: 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 

 

1 
STATES SHOULD NOT PROVIDE PERCENTAGES IN THIS SECTION, AS THEY WILL BE CALCULATED AFTER THE COUNTS ARE SUBMITTED.   

2 
States must have defined and established eligibility criteria for developmental delay in order to use this category for reporting. 

ED FORM: 869-4 
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AND REHABILITATIVE SERVICES  OMB NO.:  1820-0517 
OFFICE OF SPECIAL EDUCATION PART B, INDIVIDUALS WITH DISABILITIES EDUCATION ACT 
PROGRAMS IMPLEMENTATION OF FAPE REQUIREMENTS FORM EXPIRES:  08/31/2009 
 
 2006 
 
 

  STATE: ____________________ 
 
 
SECTION G:  RACE/ETHNICITY OF CHILDREN WITH DISABILITIES AGES 6-21 BY EDUCATIONAL ENVIRONMENT 
 

 

 
 
EDUCATIONAL ENVIRONMENT 

 
RACE/ETHNICITY 

 
 

AMERICAN INDIAN 
OR ALASKA NATIVE 

 
 
ASIAN OR OTHER 

PACIFIC ISLANDER 

 
BLACK  

(Not Hispanic) 

 
 

HISPANIC  

 
 

WHITE (Not 
Hispanic) 

 
 
 

TOTAL 

 
(A) INSIDE REGULAR CLASS 80% OR MORE 
OF DAY 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
(B) INSIDE REGULAR CLASS 79-40% OF DAY 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
(C) INSIDE REGULAR CLASS LESS THAN 
40% OF DAY 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
(D) SEPARATE SCHOOL  

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
(E) RESIDENTIAL FACILITY  

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
(F) HOMEBOUND/HOSPITAL 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
(G) CORRECTIONAL FACILITIES       

 
(H) PARENTALLY PLACED IN PRIVATE 
SCHOOLS       

 
(I) TOTAL (OF ROWS A-H): 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
ED FORM:  869-4 
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AND REHABILITATIVE SERVICES  OMB NO.:  1820-0517 
OFFICE OF SPECIAL EDUCATION PART B, INDIVIDUALS WITH DISABILITIES EDUCATION ACT 
PROGRAMS IMPLEMENTATION OF FAPE REQUIREMENTS FORM EXPIRES:  08/31/2009 
 
 2006 
 
 

  STATE: ____________________ 
 
 
SECTION G (CONTINUED) 
 

 

 
 
 
EDUCATIONAL ENVIRONMENT 

 
RACE/ETHNICITY 

(PERCENT)
1
 

 
AMERICAN INDIAN 

OR ALASKA NATIVE 
(PERCENT) 

 
ASIAN OR OTHER 

PACIFIC ISLANDER 
(PERCENT) 

BLACK  
(Not Hispanic) 
(PERCENT) 

 
HISPANIC 

(PERCENT) 

 
WHITE  

(Not Hispanic) 
(PERCENT) 

 
 

TOTAL 
(PERCENT) 

 
(A) INSIDE REGULAR CLASS 80% OR MORE 

OF DAY 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

100% 

 
(B) INSIDE REGULAR CLASS 79-40% OF DAY 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

100% 

 
(C) INSIDE REGULAR CLASS LESS THAN 
40% OF DAY 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

100% 

 

(D) SEPARATE SCHOOL  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 
100% 

 
(E) RESIDENTIAL FACILITY  

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

100% 

 
(F) HOMEBOUND/HOSPITAL 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

100% 

 
(G) CORRECTIONAL FACILITIES      

100% 

 
(H) PARENTALLY PLACED IN PRIVATE 
SCHOOLS      

100% 

 

1 
STATES SHOULD NOT PROVIDE PERCENTAGES IN THIS SECTION, AS THEY WILL BE CALCULATED AFTER THE COUNTS ARE SUBMITTED.   

 
ED FORM:  869-4 
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AND REHABILITATIVE SERVICES  OMB NO.:  1820-0517 
OFFICE OF SPECIAL EDUCATION PART B, INDIVIDUALS WITH DISABILITIES EDUCATION ACT 
PROGRAMS IMPLEMENTATION OF FAPE REQUIREMENTS FORM EXPIRES:  08/31/2009 
 
 2006 
 
 

  STATE: ____________________ 
 
 
SECTION H: GENDER OF CHILDREN WITH DISABILITIES AGES 6-21 BY EDUCATIONAL ENVIRONMENT 
 

 

EDUCATIONAL ENVIRONMENT 

 
GENDER 

 
MALE 

 
FEMALE 

 
TOTAL 

 
(A) INSIDE REGULAR CLASS 80% OR MORE OF DAY 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
(B) INSIDE REGULAR CLASS 79-40% OF DAY 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
(C) INSIDE REGULAR CLASS LESS THAN 40% OF DAY 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
(D) SEPARATE SCHOOL  

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
(E) RESIDENTIAL FACILITY  

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
(F) HOMEBOUND/HOSPITAL 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
(G) CORRECTIONAL FACILITIES 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
(H) PARENTALLY PLACED IN PRIVATE SCHOOLS 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
(I) TOTAL (OF ROWS A-H):    
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PROGRAMS IMPLEMENTATION OF FAPE REQUIREMENTS FORM EXPIRES:  08/31/2009 
 
 2006 
 
 

  STATE: ____________________ 
 
 
SECTION H (CONTINUED) 
 

 

 
 
EDUCATIONAL ENVIRONMENT 

 
GENDER 

(PERCENT)
1
 

 
MALE 

(PERCENT) 

 
FEMALE 

(PERCENT) 

 
TOTAL 

(PERCENT) 

 
(A) INSIDE REGULAR CLASS 80% OR MORE OF DAY 

 
 

 
 

100% 

 
(B) INSIDE REGULAR CLASS 79-40% OF DAY 

 
 

 
 

100% 

 
(C) INSIDE REGULAR CLASS LESS THAN 40% OF DAY 

 
 

 
 

100% 

 
(D) SEPARATE SCHOOL  

 
 

 
 

100% 

 
(E) RESIDENTIAL FACILITY  

 
 

 
 

100% 

 
(F) HOMEBOUND/HOSPITAL 

 
 

 
 

100% 

 
(G) CORRECTIONAL FACILITIES 

 
 

 
 

100% 

 
(H) PARENTALLY PLACED IN PRIVATE SCHOOLS 

 
 

 
 

100% 

 

(I) TOTAL (OF ROWS A-H):   
100% 

 

1 
STATES SHOULD NOT PROVIDE PERCENTAGES IN THIS SECTION, AS THEY WILL BE CALCULATED AFTER THE COUNTS ARE SUBMITTED.   

 
ED FORM:  869-4 
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AND REHABILITATIVE SERVICES  OMB NO.:  1820-0517 
OFFICE OF SPECIAL EDUCATION PART B, INDIVIDUALS WITH DISABILITIES EDUCATION ACT 
PROGRAMS IMPLEMENTATION OF FAPE REQUIREMENTS FORM EXPIRES:  08/31/2009 
 
 2006 
 
 

  STATE: ____________________ 
 
 
SECTION I: LIMITED ENGLISH PROFIENCY STATUS OF CHILDREN WITH DISABILITIES AGES 6-21 BY EDUCATIONAL ENVIRONMENT 
 

 
 

EDUCATIONAL ENVIRONMENT 

 
LIMITED ENGLISH PROFIENCY STATUS 

 
YES NO 

 
TOTAL 

 
(A) INSIDE REGULAR CLASS 80% OR MORE OF DAY 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
(B) INSIDE REGULAR CLASS 79-40% OF DAY 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
(C) INSIDE REGULAR CLASS LESS THAN 40% OF DAY 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
(D) SEPARATE SCHOOL  

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
(E) RESIDENTIAL FACILITY  

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
(F) HOMEBOUND/HOSPITAL 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
(G) CORRECTIONAL FACILITIES 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
(H) PARENTALLY PLACED IN PRIVATE SCHOOLS 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
(I) TOTAL (OF ROWS A-H):    

 

ED FORM:  869-4 
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OFFICE OF SPECIAL EDUCATION TABLE 3 (continued) 
AND REHABILITATIVE SERVICES  OMB NO.:  1820-0517 
OFFICE OF SPECIAL EDUCATION PART B, INDIVIDUALS WITH DISABILITIES EDUCATION ACT 
PROGRAMS IMPLEMENTATION OF FAPE REQUIREMENTS FORM EXPIRES:  08/31/2009 
 
 2006 
 
 

  STATE: ____________________ 
 
 
SECTION I (CONTINUED) 
 

 

 
 
EDUCATIONAL ENVIRONMENT 

 
LIMITED ENGLISH PROFIENCY STATUS 

(PERCENT)
1
 

 
YES 

(PERCENT) 
NO 

(PERCENT) 

 
TOTAL 

(PERCENT) 

 
(A) INSIDE REGULAR CLASS 80% OR MORE OF DAY 

 
 

 
 

100% 

 
(B) INSIDE REGULAR CLASS 79-40% OF DAY 

 
 

 
 

100% 

 
(C) INSIDE REGULAR CLASS LESS THAN 40% OF DAY 

 
 

 
 

100% 

 
(D) SEPARATE SCHOOL  

 
 

 
 

100% 

 
(E) RESIDENTIAL FACILITY  

 
 

 
 

100% 

 
(F) HOMEBOUND/HOSPITAL 

 
 

 
 

100% 

 
(G) CORRECTIONAL FACILITIES 

 
 

 
 

100% 

 
(H) PARENTALLY PLACED IN PRIVATE SCHOOLS 

 
 

 
 

100% 

 

(I) TOTAL (OF ROWS A-H):   
100% 

 

1 
STATES SHOULD NOT PROVIDE PERCENTAGES IN THIS SECTION, AS THEY WILL BE CALCULATED AFTER THE COUNTS ARE SUBMITTED.   

 
ED FORM:  869-4 

 

 

 


