Special Education Overview Questions and Answers
September-October 2006

This Q and A is organized by the topics covered in the September 2006 Special Education Overview:  Educational Evaluation Report and Eligibility; IEP Three Year Re-evaluation; Early Childhood Outcomes Summary; Flow Chart for Forms in GWAEA; and Other.  
Educational Evaluation Report (EER) and Eligibility
1. Will the Educational Evaluation Report replace the J Questions and the ICEL on the Intensive Instruction Plan?  The Educational Evaluation Report will replace the J Questions  (for those new to Grant Wood, the J Questions were our term for the 14 questions related to educational progress, discrepancy, and need that the Eligibility Standards document identifies).  The J Questions and the Entitlement Decision form, as well as the intensive plan, are required for any eligibility decisions made prior to November 1, 2006.  
The ICEL worksheet is recommended for all teams working to individualize instruction for students, including those doing Intensive Instruction.  However, the new two-page Intensive Instruction Plan from does not require the ICEL form be attached—though it is best practice for the team to have considered all of the ICEL areas.  So the Need section of the Educational Evaluation Report does not replace the ICEL per se.  A team may certainly attach the ICEL worksheet that it has used to the EER as well as complete the narrative information on page 4 of that form.  
2. Is this report intended for three to five year olds?  For Child Check?  For Early ACCESS evaluations?  The EER is completed for a child as part of transitioning from Part C Early ACCESS to Part B Special Education.  Page 2 of the report identifies areas of student performance for this age group.  The EER is not intended for Early ACCESS or Child Check use.    
3. Who fills out the Educational Evaluation Report in this situation:  Early ACCESS staff that have completed an Intensive Instruction Plan or the speech therapist after receiving a walk-in pre-school file in her mailbox?  The Educational Evaluation Report should be completed by the AEA team members who have been identified in the Full and Individual Evaluation consent—those persons doing interventions and assessing progress, as well as those involved in assessing discrepancy and need.
4. IDEA 04 lists mental retardation and emotional disturbances as exclusionary factors for specific learning disability identification.  Should this be documented under the “health concerns” section with attached documentation?   According to the Special Education Eligibility Standards released by the Iowa Department of Education in July 2006 (page 5), an individual is not eligible for special education and related services if the learning difficulties are primarily a result of one of the following exclusionary factors:
· Lack of scientifically based instruction in reading;

· Lack of instruction in mathematics;

· Limited English proficiency;

· Cultural or economic disadvantage.

Iowa’s Response to Intervention model utilizes a non-categorical designation for all individuals, birth through age 21.  All individuals, within the model, who have a disability and who by reasons of the disability need special education and related services, are regarded as eligible individuals.  “Mental retardation” and “emotional disturbances” are medical diagnoses.  Any medical diagnosis should be considered by the team when making instructional decisions and this information may be documented on the AEA Educational Evaluation Report in the section that describes health concerns.

5. The forms discussion of ecological factors gets into sensitive areas.  It may be helpful to involve the parent in what is actually documented?  It is always a best practice to involve parents as much as possible in the gathering of data that affects that student’s educational performance.  
6. What is required for speech/support services only student to move to weighted instructional programming?  An FIE?  This report?  A student who has been previously identified as eligible for special education services, as in the case of speech support only, may already have this report completed by the service provider/IEP team.  In order to move to a weighted instructional program, there would need to be an IEP team meeting for the purpose of reviewing the current IEP and the Intensive Instruction Plan information in additional goal area(s).  The Intensive Plan would document progress, discrepancy, and need information.  The required paperwork for adding a goal area is found on the Flow Chart for GWAEA Forms.  An additional EER and an FIE are NOT required for adding instructional services as the child is already eligible for special education.  
7. Is the Full and Individual Evaluation (FIE) form used for permission to evaluate a pre-K child?  What if the FIE is signed and the results indicate the child is not eligible; doesn’t an IEP need to be written if the FIE is signed?  The FIE is signed by parents to give permission to evaluate a pre-K student.  The FIE signature does NOT mean that an IEP must be written.  The team decision is summarized at the bottom of the Educational Evaluation Report, and may indicate that the team reached the decision that the student was not eligible for reasons X, Y, and Z.  There is a relatively new form, “Student Receiving an Evaluation, But Not Receiving an Individualized Education Program” from January 2006 that is to be used in this scenario to document that the student’s evaluation was completed within 60 calendar days.
8. Where does the IEP team certify INDIVIDUALLY that they agree that the student is disabled as specific learning disability (SLD)—this is an IDEA 04 requirement?   Iowa’s Response to Intervention model utilizes a non-categorical designation for all individuals, birth through age 21.  All individuals, within the model, who have a disability and who by reasons of the disability need special education and related services, are regarded as eligible individuals.
Because we use non-categorical designations, IEP teams do not certify that a student has a specific learning disability.
Please discuss “rare and unusual circumstances” for going directly to an IEP.  Does this include children birth to five who are diagnosed within the autism spectrum, children who are severe and profoundly mentally/physically disabled, or children with severe speech disorders?  What about children who are deaf or visually impaired?  Pre-school phonology student and walk-in that clearly needs services?  “In rare and unusual circumstances, an individual may be determined to be in immediate need of special education and related services.  In these situations, the IEP team gathers, reviews, and documents that data and other information that clearly defines the disability and the need for special education and related services” (Iowa Department of Education, Special Education Eligibility Standards, page 27).  This documentation is done using the EER.
Additionally, Grant Wood AEA’s Instructional Decision Making Steering Committee described “rare and unusual circumstances” as those that change the trajectory of a typical development, e.g., a traumatic brain injury, and when those changes in a student’s medical, physical, or sensory status demonstrate a clear need for entitlement based on student progress, discrepancy, and instructional need.  Data still needs to be collected to substantiate rare and unusual circumstances using the EER.  This data may include medical records, discrepancy from standards, interviews with parents, teachers, and service providers, and formative data.  In this same vein, the data organized in the EER helps a team to consider eligibility and also to plan for the most appropriate and beneficial instructional services.  

9. For children three to five NOT in a general educational setting by parent choice or lack of funds, do we substitute “home” for “general education?”  This would also apply to page 5 regarding educational needs extending beyond “general education resources” which would be home?  The “general education” reference in this form is to a potential future classroom environment, so the team would need to consider what the developmental and other expectations would be in a general education classroom (most likely, pre-school or Kindergarten setting) or in other general education environments such as the library, swimming pool, and/or play time with neighborhood children or siblings.  
10. Are the words “entitled” and “eligible” interchangeable?  Currently, the term “eligible” is used to describe an individual, who by nature of his or her disability and need, requires special education and related services in order to receive an appropriate education.  The term “entitled” is no longer used in the identification process. 
11. The meeting demands for many parents can be high, e.g. at the end/decision making related to the Intensive Instruction Plan, to sign the Full and Individual Evaluation (FIE) form, to review the Educational Evaluation Report results and make a decision regarding eligibility, and to write the IEP.  Can this be consolidated?  Yes.  The FIE could be signed at the time that the team meets to make a decision related to the Intensive Instruction Plan.  The review of the Educational Evaluation Report may lead to discussion of IEP goals with the IEP author creating a draft and then sending this home to parents and other team members for input and approval.  
12. What type of comments are placed in the area of considerations for Eligibility Decision Making?  This information will be discussed and documented at a meeting including the IEP team, the student, if appropriate, and the parents.  Documentation should include a summary of the group’s decisions related to the questions:  Does the individual have a disability?; Are special education resources required to meet the individual’s educational needs?; and Is the individual eligible for special education services?    
13. Please clarify use of this report for support services?  It may be helpful to hold training specifically for these groups?  For now, support services providers may include their evaluation data in a common report with other team members or they may complete a separate report.  Some licensure laws require the inclusion of specific information in an initial report, and completing the report separately may be more efficient.  The team meeting to discuss the evaluation should be as integrated as possible.  Individual discipline groups may want to review, clarify, and reach consensus on how to proceed with the information presented.  The discipline link (RA) and/or Lauri Jennisch, Facilitator, are available to help with questions that may arise.
14. Our agency’s decision not to set “cut-off scores” for defining a significant discrepancy seems to be at odds with the information on pages 23-23 of the Eligibility Standards document?  Pages 23-24 of the Eligibility Standards document are an appendix to provide additional information about the magnitude of discrepancy.  It states “AEAs are responsible for developing specific PROCEDURES for determining the magnitude of discrepancy”.   GWAEA procedures have been outlined and addressed in trainings.  We are to use a convergence of data sources that are reliable, valid, recent and relevant measures of student skill levels.  In interpreting the data for an eligibility decision, we should consider the guideline examples that have been provided in the Eligibility Standards document on page 23.  The TEAM makes the final decision as to whether or not this discrepancy is significant enough to make a compelling case to indicate that this individual has unique differences that warrant special education.  This flexibility allows teams to make the best decision for the individual student based on the data.
15. Could you clarify the document referred to on the directions page 2, “The Evaluation and Assessment Guidelines for Children 05” published by the DE.  This reference was included by a person from another AEA.  When we requested this document from the DE, we learned that it was no longer being used and was outdated.  Sorry for this confusion!
16. How do we deal with recommendations from outside agencies that recommend speech or other services?  Assessment information and recommendations from outside sources may be considered by the student’s team.  The AEA and district processes for eligibility must still be used to gather essential information within the specific educational context.  
17. What might two data sources be for a student with speech needs to work on the letter “r?”  This should be discussed with the SLP discipline group.    

IEP Three Year Re-evaluation

1. For the Three Year Re-evaluations that I have already done this year, do I need to retroactively ask the parents to sign the Full and Individual Evaluation (FIE) form?  Yes, we recognize that this is inconvenient, but compliance with both state and federal law requires that parents give this consent. 
2. Step by step process for doing the Three Year?  

· The Three Year conversation begins roughly one month before the scheduled date with school and AEA team members discussing the need to gather additional assessment data in order to meet the four purposes of the re-evaluation (answer questions about whether student continues to have a disability and whether she/he continues to need special education and related services ; to determine PLAAFP; and to determine if additions or modifications to services are need to meet IEP goals).  
· A familiar teacher or other school/AEA team member contacts the parent to discuss the purpose of the Three Year, the issue of needing to gather assessment data, to share thinking/recommendation regarding additional assessment; and to get the parent’s perspective.  The parent, as an important team member, has the right to agree with the recommendation or to voice her/his alternate opinion. While an IEP team meeting is NOT required at this time, it may be best practice to have the team meet if there is not consensus regarding what needs to happen with the Three Year.
· The team proceeds with either gathering additional assessment data by completing the Three Year Re-evaluation form in preparation for a meeting or it proceeds with the IEP team meeting.  See #3 and #4 for forms and processes required for these two options.

3. Clarify forms to be used when the team decides additional assessment is needed for the Three Year?  See also page 2, F. on the Three Year Directions.  
· Parent signs the Consent for Full and Individual Evaluation (FIE) indicating that she/he agrees to additional assessment.  Parent is given a copy of this at time of signing.
· Team completes the Three Year Re-evaluation and shares results with parents prior to meeting.  As with the EER, this may be by phone, via mail, or whatever situation best fits the parent’s communication style.  
· A Meeting Notice is sent to parents prior to meeting. 
· Team meets and reviews Three Year Re-evaluation report.  Team completes the decision and eligibility boxes on page 3 of the form after discussion.
· Team documents decision on the Written Prior Notice of Proposed/Refused Action form describing the decision made.  Model language for form #1could include:  “Team proposes Jim continue special education services;” or “Team proposes Tim discontinue special education services in the goal area of reading fluency.”  The evaluation procedure on form #4 would refer to the Three Year report.  
· The FIE, Three Year Re-evaluation, and Proposed/Refused Action forms are submitted to IMS.  The new IEP is also submitted if appropriate, as are other forms that may be required based on the team decision are outlined in the Flow Chart for GWAEA Forms.  
4. Clarify forms to be used when the team decides that no additional assessment is needed for the Three Year?  If Written Notice form indicates that no additional assessment is needed and that the student continues to be eligible for special education, why do we need to complete the Consent for Evaluation?  When/who makes that decision?  Team meeting if do not agree?  See also page 7, M. on the Three Year Directions.
· The parent is given a copy of the Consent for Full and Individual Evaluation (FIE) indicating that no additional assessment is needed—this is on page 2 of the form.  Parent does not need to sign this per the form directions.

· A Meeting Notice is sent for the IEP team meeting.

· IEP meeting is held with usual processes, including review of IEP Results.  Team completes appropriate new IEP paperwork.

· Team also completes the Written Notice of Proposed/Refused Action form.  Model language for #1 and #2 could be:  “Additional assessment for the Three Year Re-evaluation not needed, as decided by the IEP team.  Tim continues to be eligible for special education with goals, needs, and services documented in the new IEP.”

· The FIE, IEP forms, and Proposed/Refused Action form submitted to IMS.

5. Could the signature for using the Three Year form as the additional assessment be on that actual form rather than an FIE when no other additional assessment is needed—this would be less confusing for parents and less paperwork?  The IDEA requirement that parents be fully notified of their rights related to evaluation is the purpose of the FIE form.  This will be the required paperwork for this year, but we will consider this input for next fall.
6. An AEA person is not required to be part of the Three Year decision making (directions letter M).  But given the high stakes significance of the decision for ongoing eligibility, as well as the requirement that an AEA person is a team member for the Intensive Instruction Plan team and writes the Educational Evaluation Report, this seems inconsistent?  An AEA person is not legally required to be at the Three Year meeting.  Attendance at every three year meeting would be a significant demand on AEA staff time and thus an inappropriate allocation of resources.  However, in certain situations—e.g., consideration of greater or lesser LRE, transition, and/or especially difficult decisions—it may be a best practice to have an AEA team member present.
7. Teachers may need some sort of “criteria” to distinguish who continues to be eligible for special education, e.g. a junior reading at a ninth grade level has skills within the average range but most would want to keep the student in special education because the student’s skills are not at grade level.  These criteria are the same as those used for initial eligibility decisions.  Comparisons to peer performance should focus on the lowest acceptable performing instructional group within general education in order to determine the instructional setting that is least restrictive.     
8. How does Alternate Assessment fit into the Three Year Re-evaluation?  The Iowa Alternate Assessment occurs annually and happens regardless of the Three Year.  The Alternate Assessment is a good tool for assessing student progress, discrepancy, and need in relationship to the general education curriculum.  It may be a part of the assessment data organized in the Three Year or it may be that the Alternate Assessment and the IEP Results, when done well, preclude the need for any additional assessment.  
9. For Three Year and Annual IEPs, do team members need to sign their names as being present?  Some districts have specific policies about this.  Grant Wood requires that those present at the meeting are listed by the author of the documentation but actual signatures are not required.  The IEP author has the responsibility to accurately reflect what happened and who participated in the meeting—this is both a legal and ethical responsibility.  
10. Is it appropriate to have an IEP draft at the Three Year Re-evaluation team meeting?  The sequence of events should be that the team reviews the Three Year Re-evaluation report and then reaches a decision about ongoing eligibility.  If the decision reached is to continue special education services and the content of the draft is consistent with the discussion/ decision making that took place, then it may be used as a starting point for considering the new IEP.
11. Shouldn’t parents receive a copy of the Three Year Re-evaluation prior to the meeting where this report is discussed?  Yes, this would be best practice!  It is professional judgment how to share this evaluation with parents prior to the meeting—via mail, phone call summary, other.  See above, question #3.
12. Is the Three Year Re-evaluation necessary for students who are in their senior year?  The IEP team would need to make the same decision as they do in all cases—is there a need for additional assessment to meet the purposes of the Three Year?  This may or may not be the case.  However, because it is a student’s senior year, assessment for post-secondary transition settings of living, learning, and working are critical; these should be begun in early high school years or sooner, but the IEP needs to pay special attention to this in terms of Three Year additional assessment consideration. Another consideration is that use of the Summary for Post Secondary Living, Learning, and Working form may lead a team to conclude that any additional assessment information would be included considered in this fashion.
Early Childhood Outcomes (ECO) Summary
Please note that the Iowa Department of Education sent notice of a revision in the ECO Summary process just after these Special Education Overview trainings were completed.  Please watch for updates from Grant Wood leadership in mid to late October 2006.  Much of this information may change!
1. Do I need to complete the ECO Summary form retroactively for students birth to six that I 

have initially placed and/or had annual meetings for this year?  The Office of Special Education (OSEP) expects us to have these data as of July 2006.  Therefore, IFSP and IEP Teams will need to complete the new ECO Summary form for all of the children that had IFSP and IEP initial, annual and exit meetings beginning July 2006.
2. The term “behaviors to meet needs” is not clear and easily misinterpreted as social 
      emotional behavior?  This is a statewide form developed by the Department of Education    

      and OSEP that Grant Wood cannot modify.  The four page  training documentation offers 
      clarifying examples.

3. If you are doing a speech walk-in for articulation concerns, and you are not tracking ECO areas, how do you complete the form other than parent/clinician impression?  The intention of the form is to use what assessment is available; this may be observation by the SLP and parent interview as the only assessment data.  You do not need to collect additional data, and the ECO areas do not need to be IEP or IFSP goals.  
4. Why would we not want to know ALL childrens’ performance in the ECO areas versus only birth through five years?  The ECO Summary form is intended to focus on readiness for school and the range of services provided to our youngest children.  This is a current area of significant focus in the Special Education Six Year Performance Plan.  This does not preclude other data collections and outcomes analyses, but the focus of the ECO is limited.
5. What are our obligations in terms of informed consent for parents whose ECO summary (and exit code data) will be used by the state Department of Education?  Informed consent from parents is not necessary at this time.  According to the Family Educational Right to Privacy Act (Buckley Amendment):  “ … nothing contained in this section shall preclude authorized representatives of …(D) State educational authorities from having access to student or other records which may be necessary in connection with the audit and evaluation of Federally-supported education program, or in connection with the enforcement of the Federal legal requirements which relate to such programs: Provided, that except when collection of personally identifiable information is specifically authorized by Federal law, any data collected by such officials shall be protected in a manner which will not permit the personal identification of students and their parents by other than those officials, and such personally identifiable data shall be destroyed when no longer needed for such audit, evaluation, and enforcement of Federal legal requirements.” 
Flow Chart for Forms in GWAEA
1. The Move In column should indicate from another district?  NOTE that this is a change from the initial training.  This column is for students moving to Iowa schools from OUT OF STATE.   See flow chart corrections to this column.  The IDEA 2004 requirements for a student moving to Iowa from another state are that the school must “provide the child with a Free and Appropriate Public Education (FAPE), until it 1. Conducts an evaluation (if determined to be necessary); and 2. Develops, adopts, and implements a new IEP, if appropriate…”  These requirements mean that a team MAY need to complete an Educational Evaluation Report, if the student’s out of state IEP, other records, and current academic and functional performance do not provide enough data about educational progress, discrepancy, and need.  The IEP team DOES need to write the IEP using the Iowa format if the student continues in special education.  
2. Does the need to “meet” to review the current IEP for a student moving from within the state require that parents attend?  The Cedar Rapids district already has a process in place wherein the teacher reviews the IEP and completes a new matrix; one option within this process is to rewrite/revise the IEP with a meeting but other options allow continuation of the IEP without a meeting.  Is a meeting necessary?   No, if the team has communicated with the parent and all agree that the IEP requires little or no change, then a meeting is not needed.  
3. Do we want to add the Parent/Guardian Authorization form for Medicaid?  This Flow Chart is for forms required by IDEA for all students receiving special education services.  Since the Parent/Guardian Authorization is only for students for whom either the AEA or the LEA are claiming for Medicaid reimbursement, we have not included it on this chart.  
4. Add Super Seniors and VITAL programs to the forms flow.  Great idea!  We will do this for next year.  We are only making ESSENTIAL changes to the flow at this point, in order to minimize confusion.  
6. Is the goal code of F2/F3/F4/F7 the “goal area?”  May you change the goal code from F7A to F7L or from F4L to F4M without doing an Intensive Instruction Plan and the other documentation required to “add a goal area,” for example?  It may be reasonable for the team to re-interpret the goal code for an area of concern or goal area as long as this does not significantly change the instructional programming and/or services.  This is best decided on a case by case basis with the understanding that the intention of showing response to instruction prior to adding a new goal area is to ensure that the student’s needs are met in the least restrictive manner possible.  
7. Given that the federal law requires that a comprehensive evaluation be completed in all areas of concern without waiting for screening, how do we justify requiring documentation of response to instruction via the Intensive Instruction Plan for each area of concern?  A comprehensive evaluation is a deeper look at progress, discrepancy, and need.  It is accomplished by gathering information over time, a process that is supported by federal and state legislation.  
Other

1. Given the state’s emphasis on response to intervention, it makes sense to have Grant Wood keep files for students who may not be eligible but have/have had supplemental and intensive instruction?  Grant Wood maintains files for students who have been referred for a Full and Individual Evaluation and the results of that evaluation.  This would include copies of Intensive Instruction Plans.  The local district is responsible for maintaining records prior to the decision for an FIE and consideration of special education eligibility.  Early ACCESS files are also maintained by Grant Wood.
2. Does the state/DE consider support only students when looking at numbers of students in special education?  The Department of Education considers support only students as eligible for special education.  Data are reported by both support only and by level of service  through the weighted enrollment factor.  
3. How do you add support services to an instructional IEP?  In order to add a support service to the student’s IEP, an IEP team meeting needs to be convened to discuss the results of the Intensive Instruction Plan in terms of progress, discrepancy, and need for that support service and the identification of new IEP goals to be supported by the service provider.  See the flow chart column for “adding a support service.”
4. DIBELS is not a diagnostic instrument.  It gives some progress monitoring (outcomes) data, but does not satisfy the question related to why a child does not respond to instruction.  How does this fit with the requirement of using instruments for their intended purpose?  DIBELS is one indicator of a student’s progress.  It is not intended to be diagnostic.  In order to respond to the question of why a student is not responding to instruction, there needs to be a convergence of data brought to the team.   
5. Will the templates have “spell check”?  Because templates are locked, spell check is not an option.  However, you may copy chunks of text, paste them into a Word document, and then use spell check.  
6. Where is the work time for a full-time SLP who provides services five days per week to IEP students and to general education students, has multiple meetings to collaborate with others regarding these general education services, and co-teachers?  Issues of how to use available time are significant for many of us.  Talking to a supervisor or colleague mentor about how to prioritize time, how to protect time for necessary documentation, and strategies for efficiency may help.  
7. How do you progress monitor language comprehension in upper elementary and secondary, especially as it affects reading (e.g., inference)?  This is a good conversation to have within discipline groups and drawing from discipline research.  






