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FOREWORD ®

@ ’
@

The I1linois State Board of Education is pleased to present the Individual-
jzed Education Program Self-Audit. We hope this sg]f—éudit package will be
beneficial to the providers of sspecial education services throughout
I11inois. We are especially appreciative of the time and effort given to
the development of this project by the providers of special education ser-
vices who participated during the past one and one-half years in the pilot
test and field test of over 1,000 IEPs. ‘ -

.

We would 1ike to acknowledge the assistance of Nancy Spinner of‘the Depart-,
ment * of Planning, Research, and Evaluation who, in cooperation with the
Department of Specialized Educational Services, conducted the pilot test,

field test, and\data analysis for this pﬁojeqt.

”

Donald G. Gill .
State Superintendent of Education .
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( INTRODUCTION

The Individualized Education Program Self-Audit package nepréSents over one
year of joint effort on the part of special education experts from through-
out I11inois and staff from the I11inois State Board of Education. The

package has been tested. in 16 sites 1n I11inois and represents an examina-
tion of over 1,000 IEP's.

By investing a little time and effort in this project, you can learn a great
deal about the quality of special education and- related services you are
Providing.

The following questions represent a small sample of the kinds of issues
raised in the self-audit. This exercise.will give you some indicatipn of
the strengths and weaknesses of your special education program.

What is the role of parents in planning and implemerfting the IEP? .

Are  you fo]lowiﬁa procedures outliﬁgg in the statutes -for setting up
meetings? . .
Do your special education students have - contact with non-handicapped
students? - d

&

Are the appropriate personnel from the school present-at IEP meetings?

Do your IEPs outline specially designed instruction relative to the
_ unique needs of the child, or do they 1ist curricular activities avail-
able to all children?

‘ , - -

a
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INSTRUCTIONS FOR THE IEP SELF-AUDIT

— 3

<

Overview’

AN

The IEP Self-Audit system has been developed as -a joint ‘effort by staff from
the Department of Planhning, Research, and Evaluation, Progr valuation and .

Assessment Section, and the Departmeit of .Specialized Educationa vices,
Program Approval Section, of the lhmns State Board of Education. . In
addition,- this document was: pilot-tested and field-tested in 16 sites in
ITMinois including local education agencies, joint agreements and a facility
under the jurisdiction of . the Department™ of Mental Health and Developmental

‘Disabilities. This self-audit system will be -utilized by administrative

units to determine to what extent they meét the requn'enents of Public Law
94-142. Such“determination will be made by.auditing the IEP system as it
functions within the school district or: local .setting. This self-auditing
system can be utilized by administrative umts to determine their present
1eve1 of implementation. - . ”

The IEP Se)Jf-Audit can answer many questions about IEP implementation. For
example, self-audit could be conducted to determine if IEPS have been
developéd for students according to the regulations of P.L.,94-142 and the

‘Rules’ and Requldt¥ons to Govern the Administration and Opera%wn of Spec1a'|

Education, or a self-audit could be ‘conducted to identify problems in-IEP

'mpienen ation. -Also, the IEP Self~Audit could highlight areas of outstand-

ing- IEP 1mplenentat1on.

L

Results fram IEP Self-Audits can be a:useful data base for planmng improve-
ments of IEP implementation as well as providing a.ready and defensible re-
sponse with regard to the status of ‘IEPs. The self-audit should be a useful
topl for school administrators in working toward the desired level of IEP
1mp1ementatlon. One of the most promising :advantages of an IEP self-audit
is that it allows time to prepare for an external audit from the I1linois
State Board of Education, Compliance Review Unit. In addition, internal
self-audits can validate, external audit-_results or; prov1de 1nformat1on for
comparison and more insightful mterpretatlon.

~ In summary, the IEP Self-Audits can 1mprove IEP jmplementation and be useful

for demonstrating responsible and accountable management.. Self-Audits pro-

vide current and reliable information to school 1eadersh1b in order ta fos- .

ter informed decis1 on making.

N ]

About the Proceduires e 2 . S \

The IEB- Self-Audit consists of 37 .guesaons.v‘ These questions, addres,é the
IEP document itself and procedures relative to IEP 1mplenentartf0n. Same of

the questions may be answered by examining the IEP document alone. Other -

questions require an examination of the IEP ument and related documents
‘(such as notices to parents) in the chﬁzt's cas¢ record. Still other ques-
tions may be .answered -by examining. only-those ddcuments relative to the IEP
process which will be’found in the student's.case record. Each quéstion
contains cross references fram the State Rules and nd Requlations to Govern the
Adninistration and Operation of Special Fducation .and the Federal Regula-
tions at 34 Code of Federal Regulations sections 300 and following, issued

pursuant to the Education of A11 Handicapped Children Act, Public Law
. 94-142. State regu] ations citations are” noted in parentheses. : .
” 2 .

° - -
° .

n
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“ While the format for IEPs varies from one administrative unit_to another, .

the questions have been organized in a logical progression from the IEP doc-

.ument .itself, the IEP and related documents, re1g£ed documents only, and

questions that are procedural in nature.

The. "Instructions for<Completing the Tally Work Sheets" section delineates
the step-by-step procedures for conducting the self-audit. Although the
"Instructions” include the number of IEP's to be sampled, the emphasis in
this self-audit is quatity. The Self-Audit will provide the Administrative
Unit valuable information about the quality of the written .document (IEP),
the quality or effectiveness of staf%-to-parent"and staff-to-student commu-
nication, etc. The IEP Self-Audit "takes a step beyond compliance/nop-
compliance and provides.details about the quality’of implementation.

«
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. TEP SELF-AUDIT QUESTIONS

Questions

- 1. Does the IEP contain a statement of the ch11d s.
present 1evels of educatdonal performance?

2. Does the IEP include a statement of "annual goalsf
.\ T - st a 0 . . .
3. Does the IEP include short-term instructional :
objectives? . ]
1 1 . “§b

4, Does the IEP contain e statement of the specific °

<M

well

'special education and related services to be provided?

5. Does the IEP speqify the extent to which the child
W111(be able to part1C1pate in regular education
programs7 .

1

des1gned phys1ca1veducatton services? -

-

specified in the IEP?

?

melﬂ?

‘

-(

AN

Are projepted dates for Jnit1at§pn of services

Is thé anticipated duration of serv1ces spec1f1ed in

q

L s

[

Uhere appropriate,/goes the IEb‘specify"any specially ‘

" A

9. Are appropriate objective cr1ter1a for determ1n1ng the

achievement of the short-term instructional objectives,

1nc1uded.jn the IEP?

™

1QJ Are appropriate evaJuation procedures and schedules
- for determining the achikvement of. the short:term

1nstruct1ona1 objectives, 1nc1uded in the IEP?

.¢ . o M ez,

11. Has an IEP been developed foé\each hand1capped child;
including those enrolled in private facilities, for

whom public fUnds are expendedy ’

-

State-and
Federal

Regulations

300.346

(9.18a.4.a.)

*300. 346
(9 18a 4 b.)

300 346

-

3Q0.346

. .

(9.18a.4. b.} :

. (9.18a.4.c.) .

300.227
300.346
300.550 °

(9 18a. 4 c.)
300 306
©300.307
-300.346 .
(9.18a.4.c. )

'300.346

{9.18a.4:d) .-

300.346
(?.18a.4.d.)

300. 346
(9.18a.4.e.)

300.346
.(9.18a.4.2.)

-

~ A

'300.341
300.342
300.343
(8.03)

(9.18a)

N .

-
R




. Questions

v

. ) < o

12. Was an IEP in effect for each handicapped child prior 300.342
. to the ddte that special education and re]ated v (9.17.1.b)
services. were actually prov1ded7 . . , (9.20)

]
~

. 13 Has an {EP meeting been held w1th1n thirty (30) . * 300.343
calendar days of the determination that s« hand1capped : (9.18a)
child is eligible for special education services? - .

L]

Was the student'ssteacher, in attendance at the IEP .300.344

meeting?. - (9.18a.2.b.)
l ' “

. Was a representative of the local district, other than 300.344
the child's teacher, present at the IEP meeting? { ,(9.18a.2.a)

. Was the student's parent(s) or guardiad(s)'in ' 300.344
attendance at the IEP meeting? . R 30Q.345( -
) T . ..(9.18a.2.c.}.

. Where .appropriate, was the student in attendance at 300.344
the IEP meeting? - (9.18a.2.d.)

-

. If a child has been evaluated for the first time, was . — 300.344

_ a member of the evaluation team.or someone (9.18a.3)
knowledgeable about the evaluation procedures and
results of the evaluation in attendanee at the IEP B
meeting? '

- - .
. Wera other persons, as.designated by the parents or 300.344 |
agency, in attendance at the IEP meeting? L s .~ (9.18a.2.e)

-

e ‘ R . i

-

Has the IEP been reviewed or revi§ed:aﬁ?ﬁa11y? ' ) ?00.343
- ‘e * 9.25)

. Nere_parents gfvep a copy o6f the Igﬁ,'upon request? 300.345 .
~ ~ (9.18a.5)

. Was the hand1capped child's educat1ona1 p]acement ) 300.552 '
based on his/her IEP? . +(9.17.1.b.)

-
TN

-~ R

. Have special education and related services been +300. 349
provided to the handicapped chi‘d in~accordance with (9.18a.4.e.)
the IEP? . .




\‘i L " - . h
guestiéns s . ' )
\. : 9
24. 1f the participants (parents or child) ip the IEP . 300.345
. meeting were deaf, was an interpreter for the deaf ., (9.18a.3)
. pr0v1ded?
25. If the participants (parents or child) in the IEP 300.345
meeting were non-English speaking, was an interpreter . (9.04.1.)
provided?
C 26. If a handicapped, child was referred to a private . 300.552 .
. A school or facility, did the public agency develop an (8.03)

IEP prior to placement?

27..1f a hand+cabp?d student has beef placed in a private L'300.347
/ . facility, were’IEP meetings or revisions of IEPs (8.03)
conducted by the private facility at the discretion of v -
the public agency?
AS

‘-
’

28 If a handicapped child has been referred to a private’ 306*347
fac111ty,ewas a representative of the pr1vate fac111ty A8:83)
in attendance at the IEP meet1ng? . e

-

-

-~

29. Were parents of.the handicapped child notified of the - -300. 345
meeting to develop and/or -review and/or revise the IEP? - (9.04)
J . B ) (9.28)
30. "Were parents given prior notice-of the ‘IEP meeting in .300.345 - -
order to assure their attendance? ' (9.04) .
31. Did the notice to the parents<include purpose, time 300.345 ’\:
and location of the meet1ng, and 1ist those who would (9.18a.1.c.)
. be in attendance? ) ) ’
< ' N N %
M 32.' If neither parent attended the IEP meeting, were other " 300.335.
methods (including individual or conference telephone (9.18a.2.c.) -
, calls) used to insure parent participation? . :
T ‘ Y
33, If parents did not participate in the.IEP meeting, 300.345
. does documentation exist that attempts were made to -(9.18a.2.c.)
establish a mutually agreed upon time and place’ for : _
the.qgsting? v ,
c , . .

] . B 7/

»- ’ ‘ \ :

11

f 34
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-, +\Questions . o
) 34 Was.the 1EP meeting scheduled at a'mutually agreed
upon time and place? . \

3 . .

o<

35. Is the hand1capped child p]aced 1n an educat1ona1
_program which allows’ for maximum 1nteract1on with ¥
nonhand1capped ‘children? B

(- @ ‘ \’x‘ 1

&, ‘

36. Is Ii; hand1capped child’s placement located a close
to home as poss1b1e?

’,

v

37 Nhere appropriate, is the hand1capped child placed in
the school. which he or she would attend if not
hand1capped? ) /

]

(4

. 300.345
(9.18a:1.b.),

300,550
(300:550. 2
(9.17.1.a%)
(1,05)

300.552
300.552.d.

(9.17.1.60)

300,552

(9.17.1.c.)
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TALLY WORK SHEETS

Instructions for Comp]eting;the Tal]y work Sheets N ‘ i

The IEP Self-Audit consists of 37 questions regarding_ IEP \\rocedures and
impleméntation. . A11 37 questions -address -items which are required by
. federal/state laws. Not all of the 37 items will be applicable to all ad-

<

_ ministrative unit§. As an example, pr.ivate piacements would be’ irrelevant f.

-

s

+ for. an administrative unit which has no private‘placements. In such 4 situ="
ation, the logical choice on the Tally Work Sheet- would be."N/A" or "not °
app11cab1e " In those instances where a question is‘applicable, the ad-
ministrative unit should. rate ‘the 1mp1ementation of the IEP or procedure as " !
"Yagh or “NO." ) ‘1 ,

. & .
Enclosed you will-find a 1ist containing )37 self-audit questions along w1th’ .
a Tally Work Sheet. You will need to fi]l out a.Tally Work Sheet for each
category of handicap for, which you have adm1n1strative responsibility. That -
is, if an administrative unit serves the categories of speech-~impaired, ed-
ucable- mentally handicapped,. and Tlearning-disabled children, a separate
Tally Work Sheet would need to be completed for each of these three cate-
gories. A single copy of the 37-item Tally Work Sheet is epclosed. -Dupli- .
cate enough copies of the Tal)y Work Sheet to equal the nu er of Categories o
your unit serves. In the example above, only three copies would be needed . ‘
as only three categories are served. - >§’
In order to draw the sample for your self- audit first list all. categories oo
‘of handicapping conditions for -which you have administrative respons1bi]-
ity. ‘for purposes’ of the self-audit, the FACTS Form submitted to ISBE for
this current school year or the previous -school year will prov1de readily
available fategories of handicaps and numbers of students “in eagh handicap- = |
ping catégory. The categories of "cross-categorical" and "early childhood" .o
should be listed as handicapping categories. Next, for each- handicapping . P
condition, 1list the total number of students served. Finally,. mu]tiply the
number of students served for - each handicapping condition by 5% (.05) to de-
termine how large -a- sample to use for your self-audit. Three (3) IEPs |
~-'should be the fewest- number sampled in any hapdicapping category unless
there are fewer than 3 students served in a handycapping category.. That is, .
a sparsely populated school district may have three ‘or fewer students in.a_
low-incidence handicapping category. Should this situation’ occur, one or -
two IEPs would be 'sampled: One should select the samp]e based on the pri-

mary, handicapping cendition. L . _
only three categories: educable mentally handicapped, learning disabled, .

and speech impaired (continued from the example above). In the category of
educable mentally handicapped, the administrative unit has respons1bi]1ty
for 2,000 students; for 1earning disabled; the administrative unit ‘has,re-
sponsibiiity for 100 students; for speech impaired, 40 students. Since-on]y .
three categories are served in the example, only three categories wi]] be . - -

drawn for the sample.

. i
As an examp]e, refer to the table below. The administrative unit serves ) 1
.




s ’

o »

Number of

" 5% of Number

* » Handicapping Condition . Students. - of Studénts
s % ‘ . in Population for Sample
) . 7
wt o L N (.~
. educable mentally : ]
handicapped - . 2,000, 100 -x“”b .
* . A } ’ . o‘
. jearning disabled. " ¥ 100 5 o -
speech impaired | : 40 _3_/
- Total 7,740 108.° \
¢ : ) N,

. responsibility.
-

By taking 5% of the number of stud

sample is determined.
100, Thus, 100 IEPs
drawn for the sample.

™

For-Tearning disébled, 5% of 100 is 5, so yau wo
‘ing-disabled students. for the self-audit. "For
of 40 is only 2. Since the handicapi#ng c

~ v

ents in each category, the size of the
For. educable mentally handicapped, 5% of 2,000 is
of educable mentaﬂyﬂ’h‘ahdicapped students would be

eech, jmpaired, however, 5%

gory speech.impaired in this -

1d select 5 IEPs of Tlearn- -

éxample has 40 students, 3 IEPs should be sampled. -

word "random® means that all
chance of being selected.

include a table of randam
coin, or throwing a single die.
tion of IEPs for the self-audit
gory an .equal chance.

. The IEPs*wo be selected fo the sebf-audit.should be, randemly chosen. The

nits in the total population have ,an equal

Somé| simple technjﬁies .to insure random selection
ers, drawing '

ers from a box, flipping a
The main thing to remefmber in your selec-
is to. give all potential items in each cate-

Drawjng a.sample in this manner does not insure that

.any results:can be generalized td~a]1 handicapped students served,

IEPs for each han'dicappi“ro\g condition should be examined across all grade
and feasible) for which the .administrative unit has

levels (when- possible

N The.Sanple: Tal Ty Work §heet (on J
above example in ewhich the category of learning disabled is examined (5

R § .
the following page) further ﬂlustrat;és the

IEPs). |
o : .
‘ R * )
» S ‘4 - f 4
7 * - . ¢
B e y - 3
+
Y 23
» * .
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TALLY WORK SHEET

Catedory of Handicap

1 Does ‘the IEP contain a statement
+ - of the child's present levels of
: ,educationa1 performance?

e

. Does the IEP fnclude a statement
of annual goals?

&

<

.'qu; bhel}EP ificlude short-term
‘ instructiona1_objectives?

N

. Does the IEP contain a statement

‘ of the specific spetial education’
- *and related services to be . .

provided?.

’
3 L}

.5, Does the IEP specify the extent |, .
. to, which the child will be able
] to participate in regular
. education programs? =’
S ) ' ) ¥ ‘
. Where ippropriate, does the IEP -
specify any specially designed
physical education sérvices?

L} » L4

” N . . “ (
Are projected dates for initiation
of services specified in the IEP?

r

TR

Is- the anticipéted duration of
‘ , service$ specified -in the IEP?
: Y )

wa

L]
.

Ve ¥

Are appropf1ate object1€e criteria
for determining the achievement of

« the.short-term instrictional 10
objectives .included in the IEP?

Py

,’.
-
>

s

cE
Ly

-4

o

SAMPLE ~
K_—/

Number of IEPs Examined

_Total
ves_ gl - 4
No [ - /
Yesgiilj - 3
N /] 2
‘YesrjE@H“ S
No
Yes_ //{! 4
No / .
Yes _// 2
N I 3
NA /1] 3
Yes [/ . T
No__ [ /
Yes 4+t - g
No
Yes [/l . 2
No . /I 3
Ye's'.‘l‘// RS
No  {f . 2_




TALLY WORK SHEET * . -

Category of Handicap

1. Does the IEP contain.a statement
* of the child's present levels of
. educational performance? :

T

2. Does the IEP {ncﬁude a‘statement
of annual goals?

\
-

i

3. Does the IEP include short-term
instrq;tiona] opjectives?

4

- -
4 .

4, Does the IEP cantain a statement
of. the specific special education
.and related services to be
psov1ded? .

Doeé the IEP Specify the extent
' to which the child 'will be able
"to participate in regular
educatibn programs?

U1 .

°~. .

. Where ‘appropriate, does-the. IEP
specify any.specially designed
physical education serv1ces?

7. Are projected dates for initiation
of services spec1f1ed in the IEP?

8. Is the anticipated duration of

services specified in the IEP? 4

A

\
A - .
9. Are appropriate objective criteria
for determining the achievement of
the -short-term 1nstruct1ona1 11
objedives 1ncluded in the. IEP?

~No -

~ Yes

e f ‘ 16+

4

Number of IEPs Examined

\

* Total

Yes {

No

Yes

Yes

No P

Yes -

No -




-

. .
10. Are appropriate evaluation procedures
and schedules for determining the -
achievement of -the short-term
instructional objectives included
in the IEP? _

Has an' IEP been developed for each
handicapped child, -including those:
enrolled in private facilities,

for whom public funds are expended?

Was an IEP.in effect for each handi-
capped child prior-to the date that
Special education and related .
services were actually prov1ded?

Has an IEP meeting been held within
thirty (30) calendar days of the
determination that a handicapped
child is eligible for specia]
education services?

Was the student's teacher in
attendance at the IEP meeting? "\

s,

Was a representat1ve of the local
district, other than the child's
" teacher, present at the IEP" meeting?

Nas the student's parent(s) o
guardian(s) in attendance at the .-
IEP meeting? : )

. Where appropriate, was the student

\x\\\\ii\attendance at the IEP meeting?

S
L)




18.

19.

20.

21.

" 22,

23.

24,

25.

ws Total
If a ¢hild has been evaluated for NA ’
the first time, was a member of the Lo .
evaluation team or someone knowledge- Yes. .
able about the evaluation procedures ,
and results of the evaluation in No °
" attendance at the IEP meeting?
Were other persons, as designated NA*® ?
by the parents or agency, in
attendancg at the IEP meeting? Yes
No s
Has the IEP been reviewed br | NA s
revised annually?
) » Yes
. ‘e
No
‘Were parents given @ copy of the = . NA L ‘ ’
IEP, upon request?
- . .Yes
N ) . No '
. -
\ ‘\ ‘ , . N ) -
. ; .. \ ' 3 o
Was” the handicapped ‘child's . - Yes . y : -
educational placement based ) .
on his/her IEP?\\ No
\ .
Have special education and related Yes
seryices: been’ prov1 ed to the - )
handicapped child in\accordance No
with the IEP? ‘
If the participants (paréhts or NA -
child) in the IEP meeting beye deaf, JX
was an interpreter for the deaf ( Yes
provided? ;
‘ No
If “the participants (paPtents or NA ;
. child) in the IEP meeting were vt -
[ . non<English speaking, was an Yes |,
- interpreter provided? ' .
‘ No
P 13 ' .
, gy
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26 If a handicapped child was referred
to a private school or faciiity,
did the public agency develop an

) I@P prior to placement?

27. If a handlicapped student has been
placed in\a private facility, were
-JEP meetings~or revisions of IEPs
conducted by the private facility
at the discretion of the public
agency?

28. If a handicapped child has been
referred ‘to a private facility,
was a representative of the private
facility in attendance at the IEP
meet1ng?

4

29. Were parents of the handicapped
- child notified of the meeting to

- develop and/or review and/or
s revise the IEP?

30 Were parents g%ven prior notice
of the IEP meeting in order to
assure_their attendance?

.4

31. Did the. notice to the-parents include
purpose; time and location of the
meeting, and 1ist those who would
be in attendance?

32. If neither parent attended the IEP
nieeting, were other methods
(1nc1&q“ng individual or cdnference:-
telephone calls) used to-insure
parent p rticipation? .

-

| does documentation
exist that attempts were made to
-establish™a mutua]ly. agreed upon

'x ‘timeand p

‘4.

ace forthe meeting?

Total

Yes

No

NA
Yes

No

NA , “
Yes

No

- Yes -

Yes

No -

NA

Yes

A
4




34,
o
35.
[
. 36.
37.
L)
’
~
“\
!}y‘]l&
& <
. e
&
‘ a »

Was the IEP meeting scheduled at a
mutually agreed upon time and place?

» '

>

Is the handicapped child placed in
an educational program which allows
for.maximum interaction with
nonhandicapped children?

Is the handicapped child's placement

located as close to home as poss1b1e?‘

2

Where appropriate, is the handicapped
child placed in the school which he
or she would attend if not
handicapped? -

Total

Yes

Yes

No

Yes

NA
Yes

No




/
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) INSTRUCTIONS EOR COMPILING THE DATA AND COMPUTING
THE PER CENTAGES ON THE RESULTS OF THE TEP SELF-AUDIT DOCUMENT °

Upon completion of examination of the IEPs in the sample for each hand1cap-

ping condition served by your administrat1ve ‘unit, the final step will be.
the compilation of the totals from  each quest1on .across all categeries.-

This can best bé accomplished by laying out, total column to total column,
the Tally Work Sheets for- each handicappingﬁégaegory you sampled The

* totals for each question, as well as <the perce ages, can be listed on the

Results of the IEP Self-Audit Document, which will serve as your final re-

.port form and your record of progress in IEP implementation. ithe Results of

As an example,. the results of Questron #6 elicited 25 "N/A" responses. The
total sample size was 200. Take the samp]e size (200)%minus. thé "N/A" re-
sponses (25)-which gives a new sample sizeé of 175. The percent of "yes" and

."no" responses is figured on a,total sample of 175 rather than"200. ‘If the

results were 145 "yes" and 30 "no " then the percentages would be 83% "yes"
and 17% "no." After determining the number and- percentages for each ques-
tion, use the Resu]ts of the IEP Self-Audit Document for the fina] report.

'-:17‘ .y

f ‘ ., ‘ '_ # 4

the IEP Self-Audit Document contains two types of questions:
(A) The "percent" questfonS"that'redﬁTre a yes/no response
(B) ~The “percent"— questions that requ1re a yes/no or "Not Applicable® ™
(N/A) response _ , ‘
Question #1 is an example of (A) out11ned above. If 200 IEPs were examined
and the results were 100 "yes" responses and 100 "no" responses, the per-
—centages—would be 50% "yes" and 50% "no."
Question #6 requires an "N/A" response and‘is an example of (B) above. The
following procedure shbuld be followed whén an "N/A" response is used:
(1) Deduct the number -of "N/A" responses for a question from the sample
f{\ffal‘ . My
(2) Calculate the percent of positive résponses based on the new samp]e
) total minus the number of "N/A" reSponses, and
¢ (3) Mark the appropriate answer on the Reésults of the IEP Self-Audit
Document that 1nd1cates your samp]e ‘results, .. I j.b




. " ' '"""""“""”“Number~-
1. Does the IEP contain a statemént . Yes- " Yes
of the child's present levels of ~ » R
educational performance? - No . No
N . ) ‘ £
. Does -the IEP include a statement . Yeg”, - Yes
.of annual goals? ) : ’
< No Mo
. Does the.IEP inc¢lude short-term “ Yes ®  Yes
instructional objectines? o - : ,
( Nov No
. "o -
4, Does the IEP contain_a statemept Yes o "Yes
of the specific special education. % ‘
and related services to be ’ " No - - No ~
provided? o * L
P v ~. v ) ‘ > -
°5., Does the IEP specify the extent o Yes ' " Yes
to which the child will be able ' e ] : ‘
to participate in regular — . ° No No
‘ education programs? ' * O 4 I
» . . ‘ , . /_’ . ‘-\J o
. Where appropriate, does the IEP . ~'NAT& "’ .
pecify .any specially designed . - - °
physical education Services? - - Yes- Yes
. . R > ] .. '
. P " No No
- ST:A- ’ b b
7. Are projected dates for initiation Yes . Yes
of services specified jn the IEP? Y .
] ' ! — No .
8« Is the anticipated durat1on ‘of . Yes‘ ‘' Yes
services specified in the IEP? o
: _ No’ No
‘ N 7
- * ' A
9. Are appropriate objective criteria Yes , Yes SN
_for determining the achievement of.

¥ - kESULTSfOF THE IEP éELFAAUDII DOCUMENT

the short-term instructional - No No
objectives included in the IEP? A o




p o]
\
» Nymber , \\ Percent
. A ! - ;-

10. Are appropriate evaluation procedures Yes Yes
and schedules for determining the ,
achievement of the short-term No “ No

- instructional objectives included U . )

in the IEP? - o

11. Has am IEP beeh developed for eéch Yes ‘@ Yes
handicapped child, including those [\ .-

. enrolled in private facilities, No - - No

for whom public funds are expended?

12. Was an IEP in effect for each handi- Yes o Yes
capped child-prior to the date that .
special education and related No * No

services were actually provided?
r

1 !

13. Has an IEP meeting been Held within Yes Yes

==thirty (30) calendar days ofithe ' - /.
determination that a handicapped " No - - No-

child is eligible for special .* _
education services?.

- By L

- B Was the student's teacher in ° - Yes Yes
o attendance ‘at the IEP meeting? . . j ’ r~
- . No =« * No
15. Was a representative of the local -  Yes . Yes
* district, otfer than the child's
teacher, present.at the IEP meeting? ™ No No
4 N
16. Was the student‘s parent(s)_or - . ; Yes 7w Yes
guardian(s) in attendance at the b R
1EP meeting? o, -~ No No
. ( )
~ 17, Where apprppr{ate, was the student ~ NA
4 in attemndance at- the IEP meeting? — B
' - - Yes Yes
« . - N i . No
B -
L}
o 1@%\“ 23 . h




4
Number Percent
18. If a child has been evaluated for’ NA »
the first time, was a member of .the -
evaluation #gam or someone knowledge- . Yes Yes
able about the evaluation procedures B ‘
and yesults of the evaluation in . No No
- attendance at the IEP meeting? . ’
. -
19. Were other persons, as de.s1gn'ated. ’ NA o 4
by the parents or agency, in $ =S :
_attendance at the TEP meeting? Yes Yes
No No
20. Has the IEP been reviewed or 2 NA
~ révised- annually? . ' .
3 Yes Yes
' - . : : . * No No
.7 - TN
A 21. Were- parents gwen a copy. of the NA
IEP, upon request? . _ .
Yes™ Yes
L . \ No . No
22. Was the handicapped child's Yes - " Yes .
| educational placement based ~ :
) .on his/her IEP? " No : . No
23. Have special education and related Yes Yes
. services been provided to the: iy N
handicapped child in accordanee ’ No ' No
with the IEK{ -
. , ¢
- ;
4, If tﬁe participants (parents or ; NA
- chﬂad) in the IEP meeting, were deaf, N
was .an interpreter for the deaf Yes Yes
: provided? -
Y ' -, No ) No :
25. If the participants (parents or -~ NA
child) in the IEP meeting were
non-Enghsh speaking, was\an Yes ) Yes
. interpreter -provided?- ’
- \ No No
-\ N - /
v 19 ~




ey N i
. . rs

' Number _ Percent
. < ’ - .
26. If a handicapped -child was referred . NA .
’ to a private school or facility, C
did the public agency develop an . Yes ) Yes
~ IEP prior to placement? '
¢ . . N o . . No No

> . 27. If a handicapped student has been, ,, NA
- placed in a private facility, e :

IEP meetings or revisions of IEPs Yes . <+ Yes
conducted by the private facility .
at the discretion of the public . "No , No
agency? . P - .
f ~
"~28. If a handicapped child has been "¥ NA. |
referred to a private facility, - "
' was a representative of the private\s Yes T ‘?gé
facility in attendance at the IEP ]
meeting? T , No . Nog :
29.,Nere‘parents of tﬁe/ﬁg;;:;apped - ?es‘ Yes
. child notified of the meeting to - -,
, develop and/or review and/or No _ No
F‘eYise‘Athe IEP? - ’ )
“30. Werg parents given prﬁor‘hotice Yes Yes
+ of the IEP meeting in order to '
assura their‘attendance? Nq No
31. Did the notice to the parents include Yes i Yes-
purpose, time and location of the
meeting,- and 1ist those who would No . No
be in attendance? . s
) - . . ¢ ’
" 32, If neither parent attended the IEP NA
’ ~  meeting, were other methods = L .
{including individyal or conference . Yes Jes .
, telephone calls) uSed to insure . ‘ NN
. parent partigipation? - L - No .- No
*33. If parents did not participate in: NA
the IEP meeting, does documentation
exist that attempts were made to - Yes . ¢ Yes .
. “mstablish a mutually agreed upon, ) - '
time and place for the meeting? .= No No . )
« -




, .
Number Percent
34. Was the IEP meeting scheduled at a Yes ' TYes )
mutually agreed upon time and place? N P
- . ¢ . . NQ . NO - - .
tl. . . LY ’ !
. 35. Is the handicapped child placed in » =~ Yes - Yes _.; -
i : an educational program which allows .. —* -
- . for maximum interaction with . . No No t.
/ nonhandicapped children? - ’ ’ o
K 36, Is the handicapped child's placement ,  Yes ~ Yes -
: - locatey as clgse to home as possible? o
. - No L No
L4 . . '
37. Nhere appropriate, is the handicapped NA s . '
. child placed in the school which he . al, - e

or she would attend if not Yes Yes » N
épandacapped? - - .
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Questions and Answers

\

-

* _During ‘the inservice sessions for the pilot test and field test of the IEP
" Self-Audit, a number of questions were raised repeatedly concerning "ledal"

interpretations regarding specific self-audit questions or procedures as-
sociated with IEP implementatton. The following questions were .reviewed and
answered by the legal staff for specia] education, I]]inois State Board of.

Education. “

Q. At the IEP meeting, who is the appropriate representative from the’ local
Tevel? Must this person have a sypervisory certificate?

~

A. The appropriate representative from the local 1eve1 is someone other

than the child's teacher who' is qualified tb provide or supervise

" special education. The person does not necessarily have to hold, a-
#'supervisory certificate. . .

Should short-term instructional objectives be attached to the master
copy of the IEP? They are often kept by the ‘teacher in the c1assroom -
lesson plans. ’

Q.

Q

-

A. Short- term instructional objectives must be a part of sthe master docu-
ment. Copies may be kept by the teacher in the classroom. However,
short-term instructional obJectives are not synonymous With 1esson p]ans.

Q. Refer to-Question 12 of .the Self-Audit. "Was an IEP in effect for each
handicapped child. prior t6 the date ‘that special education and related

services were actually provided?" .
&

A. According to Federal law, any child coming into special education after
10 0I-77 must-have an IEP in p]ace h@fore special education and relatéd
services. can .be provided. This inc]udes students transferring from
other districts and states.

Q. Is it’ appropriate to hold a combination mu]tidlsciplinary staffing and .
'[EP meeting? (Refer 'to question 13 of the Self-Audit. ) .

' ~
A. In ‘accordance with 9.15, 3 6f the State Rules and Regulations, it is

legally acceptable to ho]d a combination IEP meeting and mu]tgdiscipli—
nary staffing. , .

L}

Q. Was the student' s. téacher in attendance .at the IEP meeting? - Does this .

-refer to the regufar education teacher or the’ specia] education teacher? -

A. The ‘teacher who is primarily responsib]e for the teaching of the child
must. be in attendance at the IEP meeting. If the child is new (or un-.
known) to the district, the, evaluation rite applies, i.e., someone must
be present who is know]edgeab]e about: the particular, type. of disability

. and about teaching that particular type of disability. -
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Was a- representative of the local district, other tnan the child's
teacher, present at the IEP, meeting?: (This is question 15 of the
Self-Audit.) Does "other tgan the child's teacher" refer to ‘the direc-

tor or his designee?

—

The Director or his designee must a]ways ‘be present at the IEP meeting

Additienal staff, other than the. child's teacher, may be preserit, Such*

additional staff may, include the psychoTogist social - worker, speech
therapist, etc. . . .

Is question 22 of the Self- Audit synonymous with question 122

. - 22, Was the handicapped child's educational placemekt based én his/her

1EP?

"12. Was an IEP in effect for each handicapped child ‘prior to the date

that. special education and related services were actua]]y provided?

No. 'The questions are not synonymous. The IEP must _be deve]oped before

placement and actual implemented placement must be consistent with the

written document.

(Refer to question 28 -of the Se]f-Audit ) If a handicapped chi]d has
been referred to a private facility, was a representative of the private
facility. in attendance at the IEP meeting? Is te]ephone attendance ac-

ceptable? \
Yes, but 1t must be documenth Refer to 300. 347 a.2.

What is the justification for placement? This 1s a special problem with

_private placements. .

-

- The Jjustification for pﬁacement is the concensds recommendation of the
~multidisciplinary conference. In the State Ru]es and Regu]at1ons, refer

A

to 9.17, 8,02, and 8.04.1. , .

-

T what are “"present levels of educational performance"? (Refer to ques-

tion 1 of the Self-Audit.) If they are 1isted/spec1f1ca11y on the IEP,
should .they be measurable, such, as test scores,/grade levels, etc.?

There.is no legal def1n1t1on of “present 1eveis of educatiéﬁaﬁ perfor-
mance.® Refer to 9.09.3(f) and 9.09.3(g) of the State Rules and Regula-
tions. Present levels of educational performance include test scores

and other standardized measurements of ‘achievement; they should be list-
ed on the IEP. They should be measurable, if the child is functioning -

at a meastrable IEVel
i ' .

<

2\
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Q. Some.children come into the district without an IEP. What is the dis- -
- trict to do in these cases? The parents often do not haye a copy of a
. previous IEP and can:tell the district little or nothing about their

child's" previous special education programming.” It often takes a.long
- . time forthe papers to be received from the transferring district. Is a
»* telephone qjjg and documentation of the call sufficient information on

« which to dq&\»?p an IEP?

A. If no written materials are received from the sending district, tele-
. .phone calls are not sufficient for developing an IEP. Refer to 9.20 of
the State Rules and Regulations. The child is treated as a referral and.
must be evaluated within- 60 school days. In the interim, 9.23.3 of the
State Rules applies. :

L

A4

Q. Were parents given prior notice of the IEP meeting in order to assure
their attendance? (This is question 30 of the Self-Audit.) - This ques-
tion presents a problem for cooperatives because' the notices, to parents
are maintained at the district level in the district files. ' What can be
done? :

notices, this responsibility falls on the LEA. However, if the coopera

tive is handling.the meeting without having been given the  notic

authority, it must verify with the LEA that proper notice was given to

. parents.. The preferred means of handling this is to have a written copy

/ of the notice. If verification is by telephone, there should be docu-
mentation of the telephone call, and a copy of the notice should be in-
‘cluded in the cooperative's records at some subsequent date.

’ &
A. Unless the cooperative has been‘ given contractual authority to hand]z/

Q. "ghould loqch and recess ‘be included oq’the IEP?

A, If 1ﬁ;ch and recess are the only integration in nonacademic settings the

- - child has with nonhandicapped children, then they should be included to

show that least restrictive environment is being carried out. Other-

RS ‘wise, it is not necessary to include them. Refer to 300.553 of the
_Federal Regulations. . :

LY




How to Use the Results

The fo]10w1ng chart refers to specific questions in the se]f audit and il-

lustrates potential findings and corrective action.

-Findings N

1. One district within the

* cooperdtive did not include
short-term instructional
objectives on IEP's,

@

5, IEP forms do not specifically
ask for "the extent to which
the c¢hild will participate in '
regular education programs.”

9, 10. Short-term instructional
objectives did not include
appropriate objective criteria . -
and appropriate evaluation
procedures and $chedules.

§
'

16. Results for parent/guardian
attendance at IEP meetings

were 60% "yes."

-

!

Parent notification was reported
irregularly throughout the joint
,agreement.’

29.

-

-

Corrective Action

Send "reminder" letter to »> —
district superintendent.
Emphasize short-term instruc-
tional -objectives in inservice.
Follow-up with district to insure
compliance. .
Redesign IEP form. 'Provide
inservice to staff.

Examples: .

objective criteria = "with 85%
accuracy. . "

Evaluation procedures =
"oral examination, written
examination" etc. o
Evaluation schedules =
September, 1981, through
January, 1982." Redesign IEP
form; provide inservijce in ob-
Jective writing.

“from '

Encourage staff/parent
communication at next faculty
meeting. Establish "parent
contact log" for documenting °
home visits, telephone calls,
written communication.

Remise form to include purpose,

time and location of meeting, -
and 1ist those who will be/ in N
attendance. Unless otherwise -
specified in the joint agreement
contract, parent notification is

the responsibility of the local
district. ’ §’~




Appendix I

hY
The Administrative Units listed below participated in the pilot test and
field test of the IEP Self-Audit during 1980 and 1981. Staff from these
admfnistrative units spent much time and effort* in testing this document on
more than 1,000 IEPs. Thejr cooperation with this project is greatly
appreciated. ' ej' ‘

Pilot Test Participangi

Wabash and Ohio Valley Special Education-District o
Collinsville District #10 . . ’

Southern Metropolitan Association \\\\\\ . /rél .

Field Test Participants'

Kank akee Area Special Education\Cooperative ;
Perandoe Special Education-Distmict ’ - . :
Four Rivers Special Education Dis
Crystal Lake Community Consolidated, School District #47,

Vermilion Association of Special Education ’ .

Cooperative Association for Special Education . f“‘\~\\\ .
South Eastern Special Education Progr '
Bureau-Marshall-Putnam Tri-County Speci
‘Ford-Iroguois County Special Education Aé\agiifion
Boone County Special Education Cooperative

_ Mid-State Special Education Joint Agreement
Zion Benton Township High School District #126
Warren G. Murray Developmental Center, Department "
of Mental Health and Developmental Disabilities

Y
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