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CHAPTER I

ESTABLISHING A NEED FOR A MONITORING CHECKLIST

The strong emphasis on individualized education programs (IEPs)
for the handicapped is relatively new in the field of special educa
tion.

However, the concept of individualized instruction for the

handicapped began with Itard, Sequin, and their successors who pro
posed in the 19th century that the handicapped have:
Individualized instruction, in which the child's character
istics rather than prescribed academic content provide the
basis for teaching techniques;
A carefully sequenced series of educational tasks, begin
ning with tasks the child can perform and gradually lead
ing to more and more complex learning;
Belief that every child should be educated to the greatest
extent possible, the assumption being that every child can
improve to some degree.
(Hallahan & Kauffman, 1978, p. 16)
Although individualized instruction was not reported to be a
common practice at the beginning of the 1950s, Martens (1953) did
discuss the education of the handicapped in terms of the individual
child though the curricula and activities proposed were designed to
be completed in groups.

By the close of that decade there was evi

dence that special education teachers were becoming increasingly
aware of the need for individualization of instruction in their class
rooms.

For example, in 1957, the ability to recognize individual dif

ferences was ranked first out of the 100 teacher competencies listed
in a survey of competencies needed by teachers conducted by Mackie,
Williams, and Dunn (1957).

The 150 teachers of the handicapped who

1
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responded to that survey also ranked the skill in individualizing the
curriculum to meet the child's needs as fourth in priority of the 100
choices in the checklist.
Awareness of the need for individualized instruction of the
handicapped increased during the 1960s.

Garton (1961), Ingram (1960),

and Peter (1965) indicated the foremost basic principle in the educa
tion of the handicapped to be the consideration of the needs of the
child as an individual and the provision of services based on each
child's ability.

Early in the 1970s state laws and regulations were

adopted to insure that every child was the recipient of both an indi
vidually designed educational plan and the services necessary to make
that plan a reality (Weintraub, Abeson, Ballard, & LaVor, 1976).
Weintraub,'et al.

(1976), indicated that the statutory language in

the states' rules and regulations include such words as "'suitable,'
'appropriate,'

'specialized instruction,'

capacity,' and

'designed to develop maximum potential of every handi

'appropriate to the child's

capped person'" (p. 90).
During the same time period, that is the early seventies, the
courts began to be involved in educational programs for the handi
capped.

Class action suits were being used to modify the status of

education of handicapped children in the United States and the courts
began to mandate that services be provided for children not previ
ously served by the schools (Kirk & Gallagher, 1979).

In 1972, the

individualization of educational programs was mandated when a federal
court decree indicated that education and training be provided to all
handicapped children based on the needs and capacity of each child
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(Gilhool, 1976).
The initial response to individualization of instruction for the
handicapped by the U.S. Congress was at first fragmentary and limited.
However, the provisions in the federal legislation served notice to
the states that the federal government was beginning to accept respon
sibility for providing support resources for the handicapped and the
legislation that was enacted aided states in carrying out their basic
responsibilities for such children (Kirk & Gallagher, 1979).

The

Congress later passed two specific pieces of legislation that directly
affected the education of all handicapped children.

They are:

(a) Nondiscrimination on the Basis of Handicap (Section 504, PL 93112,

[1973]), and (b) Education for All Handicapped Children Act (PL

94-142,

[1975]).

The specific provisions of PL 94-142 are a forceful

mandate for the education of all handicapped children (Harring, 1978).
Section 504 contains provision in statute to limit the federal funds
available to state and local education agencies from the Department
of Health, Education and Welfare (HEW)

for being in noncompliance

with the law (Holt, 1978a).
The Education for All Handicapped Children Act (PL 94-142) was
enacted by Congress to insure that all handicapped children have
available to them a free appropriate public education which includes
special education and related services to meet their unique needs.
Additional purposes of the law are to insure that the rights of handi
capped children and their parents are protected, and that the states

*
The Education portion of HEW has since become the Department of
Education.
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and local education agencies are assisted in providing for the educa
tion of all handicapped children (45 Compiled Federal Regulations
(CFR) 121a.1).
The legislation referred to above is affecting the education of
3.7 million children who participate in special education services.
This represents 7.4% of the school-aged population.

As of 1979, the

federal government appropriated $245 million for services to the
handicapped.

This amount is estimated to be only 5% of the total

cost of special education programs (State Program Implementation
Studies Branch of the Bureau of Education for the Handicapped (SPISB/
BEH,

Note 1).

These funds are available to state and local educa

tion agencies to assist in their efforts to provide special education
and related services to the handicapped.

The funds are provided to

these agencies only after they give assurance to the federal govern
ment that each handicapped child has available a free appropriate
public education that is consistent with federal laws.

These agen

cies are then monitored to verify that the assurances are consistent
with the practices of the agencies.
The individualized education program element of PL 94-142 is
considered by many to be the single most important part of the law
(Meyen, 1978).

The IEP is a written document that is developed by a

committee of school personnel and parents which indicates the special
education and related services the student is to receive.

PL 94-142

specifies the content of the IEP (see page 8 for the definition of
IEP) and specifies that an IEP must be developed for every handicap
ped child who is receiving special education services if the state
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and local education agencies are to receive federal funds.

Once the

IEP is developed, the local education agency or school district must
then provide the special education and related services in accordance
with that IEP (45 CFR 121a.346).

Monitoring

In addition to the specifics of the IEP, PL 94-142 requires
state and local education agencies to "assess and insure the effec
tiveness of efforts to educate handicapped children" (45 CFR 121a.1).
PL 94-142 requires both state and local education agencies to monitor
their efforts to educate handicapped children.

The IEP can serve as

a focal point for compliance with the law (Meyen, 1978).

A review by

this investigator of the monitoring procedures implemented by several
states and the U.S. Office of Education, Bureau of Education for the
Handicapped (BEH) indicated a lack of consistent and comprehensive
criteria for monitoring I E P s .

The focus in the current literature

(Jenkins, Deno, & Mirkin, 1979; Jenkins & Parry, 1978; Meyen, 1978)
tends to be on the evaluation of the student's progress in attaining
the stated goals through the evaluation of the short term instruc
tional objectives rather than on an evaluation of the IEP itself.
The need is, then, for a comprehensive monitoring procedure for
IEPs which will assess the extent to which education agencies are in
compliance with PL 94-142.

The monitoring procedure is needed at the

state and local levels to assist administrators in documenting their
compliance with the federal mandate.

This need is supported in a re

port to Congress by BEH in which it was stated that "many states have
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had difficulty establishing systems by which to monitor implementa
tion [of PL 94-142] in local agencies" (SPISB/BEH, Note 1, p. 3).

Purpose

The purpose of this investigation was to develop a monitoring
procedure for determining whether the minimum components of the IEP
are in compliance with PL 94-142.

The focus of this investigation

was on the development and validation of a process for monitoring
IEPs.

Specifically, this investigation:

(a) developed a checklist

to serve as a monitoring instrument, and (b) field tested the check
list and the instruction for its use.
The specific objectives for the investigation were:
1.

To itemize compliance requirements for the IEP based upon

PL 94-142.
2.

To develop monitoring questions and associated criteria.

3.

To develop a checklist and the instructions for monitoring

IEPs.
4.

To establish the validity and reliability of the checklist.

5.

To field test the checklist and its instructions.
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CHAPTER II

CONTEXT OF THE NEED FOR A MONITORING CHECKLIST

The three sections of Chapter II will provide the context of the
need for a monitoring checklist.
will be operationally defined.

First, the terms used in the study
Secondly, an in depth review of the

IEP requirements will be presented including the current problems re
lating to today's monitoring procedures.

The final section will

focus on the need for a comprehensive system for monitoring IEPs.

Definition of Terms

The following definitions were located in the general literature
or in the rules and regulations issued for PL 94-142.
Agency:

"includes the State educational agency, local educa

tional agency, intermediate educational units and any other political
subdivisions of the State which are responsible for providing educa
tion to handicapped children" (45 CFR 121a.11).
Checklist:

"A checklist is often used in making observations

to insure that the observer looks for every bit of evidence that has
been previously determined as essential"

(Rummel, 1958, pp. 68-69).

A checklist is a form of a questionnaire (see questionnaire).
Compliance:

In this investigation, compliance shall mean that

the agencies shall observe the rules and regulations of PL 94-142.
Handicapped c h ildren: means those children who have been
evaluated . . . as being mentally retarded, deaf, speech
impaired, visually handicapped, seriously emotionally
7
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8
disturbed, orthopedically impaired, other health impaired,
deaf-blind, multihandicapped, or as having specific learn
ing disabilities, who because of those impairments need
special education and related services.
(45 CFR 121a.5 (a))
Include:

means that the items named are not all possible items

that are covered, whether like or unlike the ones named" (45 CFR
121a.6).
Individualized education program; means (A) a statement
of the present levels of education performance for such
child, (B) a statement of annual goals, including short
term instructional objectives, (C) a statement of specific
educational services to be provided to such child, and the
extent to which such child will be able to participate in
regular education programs, (D) the projected date for
initiation and anticipated duration of such services, and
(E) appropriate objective criteria and evaluation proce
dures and schedules for determining on at least an annual
basis whether instructional objectives are being achieved.
(PL 94-142, Section 602 (19); 20 USC 1402)
Monitoring:

means "to attend to any activity or operation,

whether machine or organism, giving warning when the operation is not
proceeding properly" (English & English, 1958, p. 328).
Parent; "means a parent, a guardian, a person acting as a parent
or a surrogate parent" (45 CFR 121a.10).
Questionnaire:

"means almost any kind of instrument that has

questions or items to which individuals respond" (Kerlinger, 1973,
p. 487).

"The response on a questionnaire may range from a checkmark

to an extensive written statement" (Wiersma, 1975, p. 136).

Based on

this definition, the literature relating to questionnaires was di
rectly applied to checklists.
Related service: means transportation and such develop
mental, corrective [sic] and other support services such
as are required to assist a handicapped child to benefit
from special education, and includes speech pathology
and audiology, psychological services, physical and
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9
occupation therapy, recreation, early identification and
assessment for diagnostic or evaluation purposes. The
term also includes school health services, social work
services in schools and parent counseling and training.
(45 CFR 121a.13)
Reliability:

"means there is consistency or accuracy of measure

ment" (Wiersma, 1975, p. 75).

In this investigation, reliability

will consist of stability over time and agreement between judges.
Special education: means specially designed instruction
at no cost to the parents, to meet the unique needs of a
handicapped child, including classroom instruction, in
struction in physical education, home instruction and in
struction in hospitals and institutions.
The term includes
speech pathology or any other related services if the
services consists of specially designed instruction, at
no cost to the parents, to meet the unique needs of a
handicapped child, and is considered "special education"
rather than a "related service" under state standards.
Special education also includes vocational education if
it consists of specially designed instruction at no cost
to the parents, to meet the unique needs of a handicapped
child.
NOTE:
The definition of "special education" is
particularly important under these regulations, since the
child is not handicapped unless he or she needs special
education.
The definition of "related services" also de
pends on this definition, since a related service must be
necessary for a child to benefit from special education.
Therefore, if a child does not need special education,
there can be no related service and the child (because not
"handicapped") is not covered under this Act [PL 94-142].
(45 CFR 121a.14 and Note)
Validity:

means the extent to which the instrument measures

what it is supposed to measure (Wiersma, 1975).

In this investiga

tion, validity of a monitoring instrument for IEPs shall indicate
that it measured how well the IEP complied with PL 94-142.

Individualized Education Programs Mandate

Individualized education programs (IEPs) were mandated by Public
Law 94-142 for all handicapped children receiving special education

Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.

10
and related services.

A review of the legislative history of PL 94-

142 indicates that the following premises governed the Congressional
inclusion of the IEP requirement (Weintraub et al., 1976):
1. Each child requires an educational blueprint
customed tailored to achieve his/her maximum potential.
2. A ll principles in the child's educational envi
ronment, including the child, should have the opportunity
for input in the development of an individualized educa
tion program of instruction.
3.
Individualization means specifics, timetables
for those specifics, and the need for periodic review of
those specifics— all of which produce greatly enhanced
fiscal and educational accountability,
(p. 90)
The premises stated above relate directly to the phases of IEP
development; namely, process, product, and compliance.

The process

phase is the development of the IEP where the results of the student's
evaluation are utilized by a committee of school personnel and the
parents to write the IEP.

The product phase is the written IEP docu

ment and its implementation.

The final phase is compliance which

specifies that the school is accountable for the service(s)

that is

specified in the IEP and that the IEP has all the components required
by PL 94-142.

Process

Each agency that is a recipient of federal funds from the U.S.
Office of Education has to assure to the state education agency and
the U.S. Office of Education that an IEP is in effect at the begin
ning of each school year for every handicapped child receiving spe
cial education services.

For a handicapped child who has not
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previously had an IEP prepared for him, one shall be developed within
30 calendar days after the child has been determined to be eligible
for special education and related services (45 CFR 121a.343(b) and
(c) and 45 CFR 84.33(b)(2)).
Each agency shall initiate and conduct IEP meetings with the
following representatives present:
1. a representative of the agency, other than the
child's teacher, who is qualified to provide or supervise
the provision of special education,
2.

the child's teacher,

3.

one or both of the child's parents,

4.

the child, where appropriate, and

5. other individuals at the discretion of the agency
or parents.
(45 CFR 121a.344(a)).
Additionally, if the IEP is being developed for a child who has
been evaluated or assessed for the first time, the IEP committee must
include a representative of the agency, the child's teacher or some
other person who is knowledgeable about the evaluation procedures
used with the child and is familiar with the results of the evalua
tion (45 CFR 121a.344(b)).
The agency has a responsiblity for encouraging the parents to
participate in the meeting to develop their child's IEP.

The rules

and regulations for PL 94-142 specify that the agency must notify the
parents of the meeting early enough to insure that they will have an
opportunity to attend.

The notice to the parents must also indicate

the purpose of the meeting, the time and location of the meeting, and
who will be in attendance at the meeting.

The agency is to schedule
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the meeting at a mutually agreed upon time and place (45 CFR 121a.345
(a) and (b)).

The agency does have the responsibility to convince

the parents that they should attend the IEP meeting and in its at
tempt to convince the parents to attend, the agency must document its
efforts by keeping detailed records of phone calls, copies of corre
spondence sent to the parents and received from the parents, and
visits made to the home or place of employment (45 CFR 121a.345(d)).
In the event neither parent can attend the IEP meeting, the
agency still has the responsibility to use other methods to insure
the parents' participation.

These methods can include individual or

conference telephone calls (45 CFR 121a.345(c)).

If the parents are

able to attend the IEP meeting to develop the IEP, the agency has a
responsibility to assure that the parent(s) understands the proceed
ings at the meeting.

This can include the agency making arrangements

for an interpreter for the parents who are deaf or whose native lan
guage is other than English (45 CFR 121a.3 4 5 (e)).
The IEP process is, then, a committee's effort to develop an
individually tailored educational program.

The program is to be de

veloped with the parents' input and suggestions and should be based
on the unique needs of the handicapped child for special education
and related services.

The IEP, then, is the key to assurance that

each handicapped child receives a free appropriate public education.

Product

The IEP can vary in format and complexity.

Regardless of the

format or design of forms, the IEP must include the following
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components:
1. A statement of the child’s present levels of edu
cational performance,
2.
a statement of annual goals, including short term
instructional objectives,
3. a statement of the specific special education and
related services to be provided to the child, and the ex
tent to w hich the child will be able to participate in
regular education programs,
4.
the projected dates for initiation of services
and the anticipated duration of services, and
5.
appropriate objective criteria and evaluation
procedures and schedules for determining, on at least an
annual basis, whether the short term instructional objec
tives are being achieved.
(45 CFR 121a.346).
It is required that the IEP be a written document that can be referred
to during the time it is in effect.

The parents may also request a

copy of the IEP (45CFR 121a.345(f)).
The agency must provide the special education and related ser
vices to the handicapped child which are detailed in the IEP (45 CFR
121a.349).

These services can be provided directly or by contractual

agreement with another agency or individual.

However, PL 94-142 does

not require that any agency, teacher, or other person be held account
able if the handicapped child does not achieve the growth projected
in the annual goals and objectives.
The IEP is basically a document that indicates the child's pres
ent levels of performance, what services shall be provided to the
child, and what the anticipated outcomes of the services could be.
The IEP must be reviewed periodically (at least annually) and revised,
if necessary.
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Monitoring Procedures for IEPs

The monitoring activities required by PL 94-142 (45 CFR 121a.601)
have an impact on state and local educational agencies by requiring
those agencies to
. . . develop procedures, including specific timelines for
monitoring and evaluating public agencies involved in the
education of handicapped children.
These procedures must
include:
a.

collection of data and reports;

b.

conduct of on-site visits;

c.

audit of Federal fund utilization; and

d.

comparison of sampling of individualized
education programs with the programs actually
provided.
(45 CFR 121a.601(2))

Of those items listed above, the collection of data and reports and
the audit of federal fund utilization are completed on forms approved
by the Office of Management and Budget.

These forms are used by the

U.S. Office of Education to generate reports to the U.S. Congress.
The information that is collected relates directly to the statute
that specifies the content of these reports.

However, the legisla

tion does not provide any guidance to the state or local education
agencies on h o w to monitor or. evaluate PL 94-142 during the on-site
visits or when completing a comparison sampling of IEPs (Midwest
Regional Resource Center, 1978).

It has been left, then, for the

state and local education agencies to develop their own monitoring
and evaluation procedures.
State monitoring procedures are to be specified in each state's
annual program plan that is to be submitted to the U.S. Office of
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Education (45 CFR 121a.135).

In reviewing the literature relevant

to the development of IEPs, it was found that considerable emphasis
has been placed in the regulations for PL 94-142 on the monitoring
of IEPs (45 CFR 121a.130(a)(2); 121a.235 and 121a.601(b)) and that
the IEP

is considered by many to be the single most important part

of PL 94-142 (Meyen, 1978).
Foley and Holland (1978) reviewed the approved annual program
plans of 12 states on their procedures for monitoring and evaluating
IEPs.

The 12 state plans were:

Arkansas, Connecticutt, Georgia,

Louisiana, Maine, Maryland, Massachusettes, Missouri, North Carolina,
Oklahoma, South Carolina, and Tennessee.

In the Foley and Holland

(1978) report there was no indication that the monitoring instruments
in those 12 states were either valid or reliable.

This investigator

reviewed state program plans from Colorado (1979), Minnesota (1979),
Nebraska (1979), Nevada (1978), North Dakota (1979), and Washington
(1979) and no reliability or validity of the instruments used for
monitoring was reported.

At the state level, there is no evidence

that an instrument has been developed for monitoring IEPs that is
either valid or reliable, as indicated in the 18 state program plans
that were mentioned above.
In studies or papers of Ameruosa (1978), Education Turnkey Sys
tem, Inc. (1978), Parelius (1978, ReiSman and M acy (1978) Schipper
and W ilson (1978), Turner and Macy (1978), and Weber and Weber (1979)
no reports were made on the validity or reliability of the monitoring
systems.

These studies and/or papers further demonstrate the need

for monitoring systems that are valid and reliable.
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The validity of IEP monitoring procedures are at times assumed,
in a sense, because the individual(s) who writes the items or ques
tions defines, to a degree, the IEP requirements to be monitored.
Kerlinger (1973) indicated that it is dangerous to assume the ade
quacy of validity without systematic efforts to check that assumption.
Even though the staff at a state or local education agency may feel
that the compliance requirements are known and that they possess the
skills necessary to design instruments to monitor IEPs, Kerlinger's
(1973) statement on the assumption of validity seems to indicate that
these instruments are not valid until proven so.
The reliability of a checklist has been difficult to establish
to any degree.

According to Mouley (1963), the question of the reli

ability of' a checklist has often been ignored.

Ten Brink (1974)

indicated, however, that the test-retest procedure would indicate
reliability over time.

Another form of reliability that is important

to monitoring procedures is consistency between judges.

This form of

reliability is necessary in monitoring IEPs as more than one person
in a state or local education office is often involved in the monitor
ing procedures at any one time.

As each person on the monitoring

team evaluates IEPs, each may be perceiving something different.
V an Dalen (1973) indicated that perceptions are subject to distortion
because of "emotions, motivations, prejudices, sense of values, physi
cal condition, and errors of inferences" (p. 14).

It is, therefore,

necessary to demonstrate reliability between judges to minimize the
effects of perceptions.

In fact Van Dalen (1973) states "No . . .

project should get underway until the observers

[judges] have achieved

Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.

a high percentage of agreement" (p. 348).
Mouley (1963) stated that, "The validity of a questionnaire
[checklist] must be established prior to its use,, for validation is
an aspect of its development not of its use in the solution of a prob
lem" (p. 254).

"Reliability is not," according to Wiersma (1975), "a

sufficient condition for good measurement but is certainly a necessary
condition" (p. 75).

Finally, Kerlinger (1973) stated, "There is a

growing understanding that all measuring instruments must be criti
cally and empirically examined for their reliability and validity.
The day of tolerance of inadequate measurement has ended" (p. 473).
Because there is no evidence in the literature that the validity
and reliability of monitoring instruments have been established, and
because of the critical importance of such safeguards, it is impera
tive that a monitoring procedure which has validity and reliability
be developed for IEPs.

The state and local administrators of special

education programs need a procedure that will legitimatize their
efforts to comply with federal legislation which requires the provi
sion of special education and related services.

Validity and reli

ability need to be established to assure those administrators that
the monitoring procedure documents the compliance of IEP requirements
and is consistent over time and between judges.

The present study

was an effort to fill the void in instrumentation uncovered in the
review of literature.
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Summary

Federal legislation for the education of handicapped children
mandates that each handicapped child have an individualized education
program and that this program be based upon the unique needs of the
child.

Such a program is to be developed by a committee composed of

agency personnel and the child's parents.

All services specified in

the program are to be provided by the local education agency.
program is to be reviewed and revised, if necessary.

The

The systems

currently being used to monitor compliance of the IEPs with PL 94-142
do not have documented validity and reliability which will permit
adequate and consistent evidence that there is indeed compliance with
the federal legislation.

The purpose of this investigation, then,

was to develop a monitoring procedure that is valid and reliable and
which will determine whether the minimum components of the IEP are
in compliance with PL 94-142.

Specifically,

this investigation was

designed to develop a checklist which can serve as a monitoring in
strument and to field test the checklist and the instructions for its
use.
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CHAPTER III

METHODS AND PROCEDURES

Introduction

The three basic purposes of this investigation were (a) to
develop an instrument and procedure for monitoring individualized
education programs (IEPs),

(b) to establish the instrument's validity

and reliability, and (c) to field test the monitoring instrument.

To

accomplish these purposes the following steps were implemented:
1.

Itemization of compliance requirements for IEPs based upon

PL 94-142.
2.

Development of monitoring questions and associated criteria

for the IEP.
3.

Development of a checklist and the instructions to be uti

lized for monitoring IEPs.
4.

Establishment of validity and reliability of the checklist.

5.

Field testing the checklist and its instructions.

Compliance Requirements and
Monitoring Questions

To accomplish the first two steps listed above, the compliance
requirements for the IEP which are contained in statute (PL 94-142)
and its subsequent regulations (45 CFR 121a.) were listed.

These

requirements are the minimal requirements necessary for school dis
tricts and states to be in compliance with PL 94-142 (Holt, 1978a).

19
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The development of the monitoring

questions was based on the five

major topic areas that are contained in PL 94-142 for the development,
implementation, and evaluation of the IEP.

These major topic areas

are:
1.

Evaluation of the student's present levels of performance.

2.

Development of an IEP by a committee.

3.

Documentation of the IEP components.

4.

Implementation of the IEP.

5.

Evaluation of instructional objectives.

The review of the literature indicates that there

are concerns

to be taken into account during the development of items to be in
cluded in questionnaires and checklists.
1.

The questions need to be

that there is a smooth transition

These concerns are:

placed in a logical sequence so
made from one group of questions to

the next (Van Dalen, 1973).
2.

Critical attention needs to be focused on the framing of the

questions so that they are not phrased in such a manner as to elicit
replies from the respondents that would only support the investiga
tor's beliefs (Van Dalen, 1973; Wiersma, 1975).
3.

The questions should, probe the crucial issues in enough

depth so as to avoid overlooking important facts and should not be
repetitive or redundant (Van Dalen, 1973).
4.

The questions should be worded and ordered so as to allay

fears, suspicions, embarrassment, or hostility on the part of the
respondents (Van Dalen, 1973; Wiersma, 1975).
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The concerns expressed by Van Dalen (1973) and Wiersma (1975)
were taken into account in the development of the monitoring ques
tions as follows:
1.

The major topic areas required to be in the IEP were listed

in chronological sequence for the development of the IEP, therefore,
there was a smooth transition from one topic area to the next.
2.

The questions were framed in such a manner that the respon

dents needed only to indicate "yes" or "no" to answer the questions,
therefore, there was no prompting to secure a desired response ofherthan to indicate that the IEPs were or were not in compliance.
3.

The content of the questions was derived from the specifics

contained in PL 94-142.

This investigator's experience with PL 94-

142 (Holt, 1978a, 1978b, Note 2) and with the development of IEPs
facilitated the structuring of the monitoring questions.
4.

The questions were worded and ordered in such a manner that

the respondents would be free to express their judgements.
The monitoring questions are contained in Appendix A.

Considerations for the Development of
the Checklist and Instructions

Wiersma (1975) indicated that checklists have been developed to
assist investigators to focus their attention on specific phenomena,
to make objective and accurate observations and to systematize the
collection of data.

The checklist for the monitoring of IEPs was

designed to facilitate the collection of data regarding the compli
ance of IEPs with PL 94-142.

The monitoring questions are those
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questions that the respondents (monitors) will use when reviewing
IEPs for compliance with PL 94-142.
Van Dalen (1973) indicated that there are three basic formats
for questionnaires and checklists.
and pictorial.

The formats are:

open, closed,

The open format permits the respondents to answer

freely and fully in their own words.

The closed format restricts the

respondents to options provided by the investigator.

The pictorial

format presents respondents with drawings or photographs and is use
ful with children and adults with limited reading abilities.
The pictorial format was rejected by this investigator for use
as a monitoring checklist as the respondents were educators who it
can be assumed have sufficient reading ability for the comprehension
of the questions on the checklist.

The open format was likewise re

jected because Van Dalen (1973) reported that the open format compli
cates the task of categorizing, tabulating, and summarizing the
wealth of information that it can generate.

Mouly (1963) also indi

cated that establishing validity was more complicated with open for
mats than closed as the interpretations of the responses constitutes
an added source of unreliability and invalidity.
The closed format was selected for the checklist as it was re
ported by'Van Dalen (1973) to be easy to complete, helps keep the
respondent's mind on the subject, and facilitates the process of
tabulation and analysis of data.

The closed format used in this

study consisted of a prepared list of concrete questions and a choice
of possible responses.

Because of the specific requirements in the

definition of monitoring, the respondents were provided with the
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option of a "yes" or a "no" response or to not respond to the ques
tion.

The yes or no responses to the questions indicated that the

IEP was either in compliance or not in compliance.

As indicated

earlier, the closed format facilitated the establishment of validity
and reliability.
A review of the literature dealing with the design and develop
ment of checklists produced a number of recommendations for imple
menting this investigation.
1.

These recommendations are as follows:

There needs to be concrete terms to increase the accuracy

of the respondent's observations and to guard against errors in per
ceptions (Van Dalen, 1973).
2.

The format should require a minimum amount of time from the

respondents and yet provide the type and scope of information desired
by the investigator (Van Dalen, 1973).
3.

The respondent's responses should be structured in accord

ance with a specific scaling that is contained in the format of the
checklist (Van Dalen, 1973) .
4.

The checklist, as a whole, should be attractive to the

respondents (Van Dalen, 1973).
The recommendations listed above were taken into account during
the development of the checklist as follows:
1.

The criteria of compliance for the respondents to use in

determining their responses to the monitoring questions were based
upon statements made in the regulations issued for PL 94-142 (45 CFR
121a.).

In addition, the criteria to be used in judging the monitor

ing questions were placed directly below the questions, themselves,
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to facilitate the respondent's decisions.

An attempt was made to

insure that the questions and criteria were clear and concise, thereby
reducing inferential decisions by the judges.
2.

The format required a minimum amount of time from the respon

dents as they only had to check the appropriate response area or to
make no response to a question.

The length of the checklist was such

that responding did not become tedious or burdensome.

With the crite

ria directly below the questions, little time was needed for the re
spondents to judge if an item was in compliance or not.

Space was

allowed for questions regarding local requirements for IEPs even
though such questions were not considered in the validity or reli
ability studies.
3.

The format of this checklist was structured in such a manner

that the respondents could only check "yes" or "no" or, if appropri
ate, make no response.

The scaling of the responses (yes, no, or no

response) was also consistent with the design for data analysis.
4.

The physical layout of the instrument facilitated the respon

dents' use of the checklist.

The monitoring questions were typed in

elite type with the criteria for compliance typed in italics.
topic area was begun on a separate page.

Each

The final topic area—

evaluation— had a statement included that indicated whether or not it
was to be completed.

If the IEP had not been reviewed or revised and

1 year had not lapsed from its development the topic area would not
be appropriate.
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Validation Procedures

Wiersma (1975) indicated that validity is an essential require
ment in a measuring device such as a checklist.

The validity for the

checklist used in this study was, then, the extent to which it mea
sured the compliance of the IEPs with PL 94-142.
In the review of literature relating to validity, several authors
were noted to have indicated factors that should be considered when
validating a checklist.
1.

These are:

The actual validation of checklists utilizes the same prin

ciples and procedures as the validation of any instrument (Mouly,
1963).
2.

At the most elementary level, it is necessary for a check

list to have face validity.

Face validity indicates that there is

adequate coverage of the overall topic and that the questions are
clear and unambiguous.

A more adequate validation, however, requires

checking the content of the questions contained in a checklist against
external criteria (Mouly, 1963).
3.

Content validity is basically judgmental, which means that

each question is to be judged for its presumed relevance to the prop
erty being measured (Kerlinger, 1973).
4.

A usual procedure for establishing content validity is to

have "competent" judges critically review the items.

The judges

indicate the extent to which the items sample the universe of the
content that the checklist is designed to cover (Van Dalen, 1973).
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5.

There should be an accurate and complete record of all out

going and incoming checklists (Wiersma, 1975).
The previous statements were taken into account for the proce
dures in the validation of the checklist.
formed to validate the checklist.

A panel of judges was

The number of judges chosen to

participate in the validation exceeded the number reported in other
research, e.g., Hill (Note 3).
that

the mandate for IEPs was

It was this investigator's contention
so critical to special education that

the panel of experts used to establish validity should reflect a
larger membership than those found in other studies.

Because PL 94-

142 has an equal effect on the entire nation, there appeared to be a
need to secure judges from various parts of the United States.
The judges were selected through the assistance of Dr. Robert E.
Hall (Note 4).

Hall, Secretary-Treasurer and member of the Board of

Directors of the National Association of State Directors of Special
Education (NASDSE) was requested to furnish a minimum of seven names
of persons meeting the following criteria:
1.

Individuals who were knowledgeable about PL 94-142 and IEPs.

2.

Individuals who were

involved in the development, implemen

tation, evaluation, or monitoring of IEPs.
3.

Individuals from various locations, e.g., more than one

state.
4.

Individuals who w er e not associated with the State of New

Mexico education system as that state did not participate in PL 94142.
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Hall provided this investigator with a list of individuals who met
the criteria and who were, or had been, elected to the Board of
NASDSE.
1.

They were:
Dr. Robert Hall, Secretary-Treasurer, NASDSE, Albuquerque,

New Mexico.

(Hall is retired from his position with the U.S. Depart

ment of Interior and has had no direct contact with the New Mexico
education system.)
2.

Dr. Leonard Hall, Director of Special Education, State

Department of Education, Jefferson City, Missouri.
3.

Dr. Judy Schrag, Director of Special Education, State Depart

ment of Education, Boise, Idaho.
4.

Dr. Peter Fanning, Director of Special Education, State

Department of Education, Denver, Colorado.
5.

Mrs. Diane Peterson, Director of Special Education, State

Department of Education, Phoenix, Arizona.
6.

Mr. Sam Bonham, Director of Special Education, State Depart

ment of Education, Worthington, Ohio.
7.

Mr. Don Weston, Director of Special Education, State Depart

ment of Education, Austin, Texas.
The checklist was mailed to the judges who were asked to serve
on the panel.

The directions to the judges indicated their role in

validating the checklist and the procedures to be followed.

(Appendix

C contains the letter to the judges and the supplementary information
questionnaire.)

The supplementary questionnaire was provided to the

validation judges for their indications of whether or not:
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1.

Additional questions should have been contained in the

checklist.
2.

The format of the checklist provided a satisfactory means to

respond to the questions.
3.

There was any ambiguity in the questions, criteria, or

format.
4.

There was any additional information that this investigator

needed to be aware of regarding the validity of the checklist.
Specific questions and their criteria for response were consid
ered to be valid by this investigator if the panel had 80% or better
agreement on the validity of an item.

The 80% was consistent with

the information obtained from Hersen and Barlow (1976) .

Reliability Procedures

Wiersma (1975) and Kerlinger (1973) state that reliability means
there is consistency or accuracy of measurement.

As applied to this

investigation, reliability meant that the monitoring checklist con
sistently measured the compliance of the IEPs with PL 94-142.

Mouly

(1963) indicated that the reliability of checklists are often ignored,
partly because such reliability is difficult to establish with any
degree of confidence.

The reason for this difficulty is that the

usual procedures for determining the reliability of tests are diffi
cult to apply to checklists (Mouly, 1963).

Kerlinger (1973) stated

that despite the difficulties, there is a growing understanding that
all measuring instruments must be critically and empirically examined
for their reliability as well as validity.

Kerlinger's (1963) charge
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for establishing reliability was one of the focal points for this
investigation.
Ten Brink (1974) indicated that to obtain empirical evidence of
reliability, the investigator needs to demonstrate the consistency
of the instrument, w hich in this case was the checklist.

Ten Brink's

(1974) discussion of reliability indicated five different types of
reliability:
1.

Stability, which is consistency over time.

2.

Equivalence, which is consistency across different forms.

3.

Equivalence and stability, which is the use of alternate

forms over time.
4.

Internal consistency, which is consistency across different

parts of the measurement instrument.
5.

Scorer (interjudge) reliability, which is consistency across

raters or respondents of the instruments.
Each of these types of reliability was explored for application
to this investigation.

Due to the fact that there is only one form

of the checklist, the equivalence and equivalence and stability types
of reliability were n ot required in this investigation.

Internal con

sistency across parts of the checklist did not appear to be relevant
to this investigation as each part of the checklist samples a differ
ent major component of the IEP, and must be reliable or consistent as
a whole, not as a part.
The two types of reliability discussed by Ten Brink (1974) that
were deemed to be relevant to this study were:

(a) stability over

time, and (b) scorer (interjudge) reliability.

The monitoring
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checklist needed to have stability over time as it should be appli
cable as long as PL 94-142 is in effect.

This law is the first non

expiring piece of federal legislation for education and will remain
in effect until it is repealed by the U.S. Congress (Weintraub, et al.,
1976).

Therefore, stability over time is a necessary element in the

development of a checklist for monitoring IEPs.

Interjudge reliabil

ity was critical to this investigation as more than one monitor used
the checklist.

The following procedures were used to establish reli

ability of the instrument.

Stability Over Time

The literature was reviewed for suggestions on establishing
stability over time.
sidered.
1.

Various authors provided suggestions to be con

These are:
The test-retest method is the only one of four procedures

currently discussed in the literature that provides information about
measurement over time (Mouly, 1963; Tuckman, 1978).
2.

The procedure for estimating stability over time is to give

the instrument at two different times to the same individuals
(Ten Brink, 1974).
3.

The individuals who are to be respondents in a test-retest

study need not be randomly selected from all prospective individuals,
but they should be members of the group that would be involved in the
study (Wiersma, 1975).
4.

Memory, practice, and learning are not a major factor after

1 month interval between the test-retest (Ten Brink, 1974).
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5.

The results of the two test administrations are to be ana

lyzed for stability over time.

If the results are stable over time

then reliability has been demonstrated (Ten Brink, 1974).
6.

A statistic for computing test-retest stability is the per

centage of agreement (Anderson, Ball, Murphy, & Associates, 1975).
The test-retest instruments were four IEPs that were secured
from a school in North Carolina.
from a total of 260.

The IEPs were randomly selected

Twenty percent (52) of the total of 260 was

selected by random sample and from that

group four IEPs were

selected.

that would have been moni

The 20% represented a sample

tored if the procedures (instructions) had been implemented.

randomly

The

names and other personally identifiable information were covered on
the four IEPs prior to reproduction to maintain the confidentiality
of student information as required by the Family Education Rights and
Privacy Act of 1974.

The four IEPs are contained in Appendix D.

Seven monitors were selected based on the criteria previously
established for selection of the expert panel used to establish
validity.

The seven monitors were:

1.

Dr. Robert E. Hall, NASDSE, Albuquerque, New Mexico.

2.

Dr. H. Wayne Johnson, Director

of the Southwest Regional

Resource Center, Salt Lake City, Utah.
3.

Mrs. Carol Ann Hosmer, Special Education Teacher/Coordinator,

Clewiston, Florida.
4.

Mr. William Kennedy, Special Education Consultant, Niles,

Michigan.
5.

Mrs. Beth Ahman, Teacher's Aide, Hankinson, North Dakota.
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6.

Ms. Joan Junker, Special Education Teacher/Coordinator,

Miami, Florida.
7.

Ms. Vicki Dekoekkoek, Executive Secretary to the State

Director of Special Education, Carson City, Nevada.
This pool of monitors was used for two purposes:

(a) to deter

mine stability over time and (b) to establish interjudge reliability.
The four IEPs were mailed to the monitors.

The instructions for

the use of the checklist and the purpose of the study were enclosed
in the mailing.

(For copies of the letters see Appendix E, and for

a copy of the instructions and the checklist see Appendix F.)

It was

decided that at least five of the reliability test monitors would be
utilized for the retest procedure to determine stability over time.
The statistic to compute the test-retest stability over time was
the percentage of stability.

The data were analyzed by dividing the

number of stable responses (those that did not change from test to
retest) by the total number of stable and unstable responses.

The

monitoring checklist was considered reliable if the percentage of
stability was equal to or greater than 90%.

Inter,judge Reliability

Interjudge reliability needed to be established as several moni
tors may be using the checklist at the same time in the same local
education agency.

As discussed previously, perceptions are subject

to distortions because of "emotions, motivations, prejudices, sense
of values, physical condition, and errors of inferences" (Van Dalen,
1973, p. 14).

Ten Brink (1974) indicated that this special problem
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arises when two or more judges watch or rate the same product.
Ten Brink's (1974) discussion included the following major points:
1.

It was indicated that observation is the process of looking

and noticing the important elements of a product.

When observational

techniques are used, a major source of error is the judge.

The esti

mate of consistency of the results obtained from two or more observers
gives a measure of that error.
2.

The procedure for estimating interjudge reliability is, then,

to have two or more observers obtain information about the same pro
duct at the same time.
3.

The information obtained by one judge is then compared with

the information obtained by other judges.

It is the percentage of

agreement that determines interjudge reliability.
The implementation of this procedure was accomplished by utiliz
ing the first response to the test-retest procedure.
of agreement for the four IEPs was computed.

The percentage

The method for comput

ing the percentages was the sum of the number of agreements for each
monitor over the total possible number of agreements.

For this inves

tigation the criterion for deciding that there was interjudge reli
ability was to have at least 90% agreement between the judges.

Field Test

The final stage in the development of the IEP monitoring check
list was to field test it in a school district.

The test location

was a school district that enrolls approximately the average number
of students for all school districts in the United States.

To
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determine the average number of students enrolled in a school dis
trict, the total number of students reported in the United States who
were in public schools was divided by the number of school districts.
The number of students in the United States in 1978 was reported by
Debury (1979, p. 183) as 43,730,964.

The number of public school

districts in the United States was reported to b e 15,705 (Debury,
1979, p. 183).

The mean, or average enrollment of the school dis

tricts was computed to be 2,785 students.

A district was located in

Colorado that was within 10% of that mean.

The school district was

located outside the state of New Mexico since that state does not
participate in PL 94-142.
In asking the Colorado school district's cooperation for partici
pation in this investigation, the district was assured that all rights
provided by the Family Education Rights and Privacy Act (1974) would
be strictly followed.

The name of the school district was provided

to the committee, however, it will not be made public to protect the
school district's right to privacy.

The regulations for the Privacy

Act state that prior written consent is not required for:
organizations conducting studies for, or on behalf of
educational agencies or institutions for the purpose of
developing, validating, or administering predictive tests,
administering student aid programs and improving instruc
tion; Provided, that the studies are conducted in a manner
which will not permit the personal identification of stu
dents and their parents by individuals other than the
representatives of the organization and the information
will be destroyed when no longer needed for purposes for
which the study was conducted; the term "organizations"
includes but is not limited to, Federal, State and local
agencies, and independent organizations.
(45 CFR 99.31
(a)(7))
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The school district was requested to complete a roster of all
identified handicapped students who were receiving special education
services.

Twenty percent of the folders of such students were randomly

selected for this investigation.

This procedure was consistent with

the procedures approved by BEH for monitoring (Nevada's State Plan,
1978).

Selection of the 20% of the student folders was accomplished

by randomly selecting a folder and using every fifth one after that.
No coding system was used so that there would be no release of the
names of the students or other personally identifiable information.
The checklist was completed on each IEP

selected for this inves

tigation in accordance with the instructions

contained in Appendix D.

The field monitor, who was the Director of Special Education in that
administrative unit, reviewed the content of

the IEPs and "other

relevant information" for compliance with PL

94-142.

The "other

relevant information" was such items as certificates for instructors,
class rosters, bus transportation lists, etc. as specified in the
checklist.
The purpose of the field test was to identify any misunderstand
ings, ambiguities, or mechanical difficulties with the checklist and
the instructions furnished for its use (Wiersma, 1975).

Monitoring

at a field location was used to uncover any difficulties that were
not detected in the procedures used to establish validity or reli
ability.
A report was generated from the data provided by the checklist.
The percentages of items found to be in compliance was computed for
each item on the checklist.

The computation was completed by dividing
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the number of compliance items checked "yes" by the number of checks,
both "yes" and "no" for each item.

The percentages were reported to

the cooperating school district in two forms.

One form was the per

centages for each item recorded on a copy of the checklist.

The

second form was a ranking of the items by the percentages of noncompliance for each item.

The purpose of the ranking was to show

items of greatest need for improvement, if any.

This report process

would permit the administrators of the cooperating district to select
items, based on those items showing a large percentage of noncompli
ance, for corrective action.

Summary

Methods and procedures were designed to develop a monitoring
procedure for determining whether the minimum components of IEPs are
in compliance with PL 94-142.

These methods and procedures were de

signed to assure potential users that the checklist and its instruc
tions are valid, consistent over time, and reliable between judges or
monitors.

By demonstrating that the checklist is valid and reliable,

the educational community would have access to an instrument that
could be utilized with confidence in assessing compliance with the
IEP mandate of PL 94-142.
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CHAPTER IV

RESULTS

The investigation involved the development of a monitoring pro
cedure to be used in determining whether individualized education
programs (IEPs) are in compliance with PL 94-142.

The checklist,

"Holt's Monitoring Checklist for Individualized Education Programs,"
was the product of this investigation along with the determination
of the validity and reliability of the checklist.

The results of the

investigation are presented in the following manner:
1.

Results of the validity study.

2.

Results of the stability over time study.

3.

Results of the interjudge reliability

4.

Results of the field test.

5.

Revision of the checklist.

study.

Results of the Validity Study

The procedure to establish content validity was to have seven
judges critically review the questions included in the monitoring
checklist, and the criteria for each, to determine if they were repre
sentative of the requirements for IEPs- in PL 94-142.

The checklist

(Appendix B ) , introductory letter, and supplemental questionnaire
(Appendix C) were mailed to the judges after it had been confirmed
by telephone that they would participate.

The dates of the mailings

are presented in Appendix G.
37
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The percentage of agreement between judges was computed for each
item of the checklist to determine if the items were sufficiently
valid for inclusion in the checklist.
was 80% agreement.

The criterion for inclusion

The data are shown in Table 1.

The question re

lating to the qualifications of individuals to conduct assessments
(Question 1.2) did not meet the criterion of 80% agreement and was,
therefore, deleted from the checklist.

Although Question 4.3 did

reach 80% of agreement, the criterion for Question 4.3 did not meet
the specified level and was, therefore, deleted.

All other items met

the criterion of at least 80% agreement and were, therefore, consid
ered valid.

There were no disagreements with the questions dealing

with local requirements.
The results of the supplemental information questionnaire indi
cated that six of the seven judges stated that there were no additional
questions or criteria that should have been included in the checklist.
One judge indicated that further information on parent participation,
and the necessity of parents being informed in the event of their
nonattendance, should be included in the checklist.

Because this was

the only comment, it was not included in the checklist.

Six of the

seven judges indicated that the format of the checklist did provide a
satisfactory means of responding to the questions.

One judge sug

gested terminology and syntax changes to make the questions and crite
ria more self-explanatory.

No changes were made as a result of these

suggestions; however, the suggestions were noted in the event that
there were similar comments from the reliability studies and/or the
field test.

Five of the seven judges indicated that there was no
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Table 1
Validation Results in Percent Agreements Between
Judges (n = 7) for Each Question of "Holt's
Monitoring Checklist for Individualized .
Education Programs"

Question3
Number

1.1
1.2
1.3
1.4
1.5
2.1
2.1.1
2.1.2
2.1.3
2.2
2.3
2.4.1
2.4.2
2.5
3.1
3.2
3.3
3.4
3.5
3.6
3.7
4.1
4.2
4.3
4.3.1
4.3.2
4.4
5.1
5.2
5.2.1
5.2.2
5.3
5.4

70%

85%

Agreement

Agreement

xb
X
X
X
X
X
X
X
X
X
X
X
X
X

X
X

100%

xb

Agreement

xb

X
X
X
X
X
X
X
X
X
X
X
X

X

X
X
X
X
X

X

X

X
X

X

X
X

X
X
X

X

X
X
X

X
X
X

X

X
X
X
X
X

X

X

X
X

X
X

X

X

X

X
X

X
X

X
X

X
X
X

X
X
X

X
X

X
X
.

X
X

X
X

Included in
Checklist?
Yes
No
Yes
Yes
Yes
Yes
Yes
Yes
Yes
Yes
Yes
Yes
Yes
Yes
Yes
Yes
Yes
Yes
Yes
Yes
Yes
Yes
Yes
Yes
Yes
Yes
Yes
Yes
Yes
Yes
Yes
Yes
Yes

a See Appendix B for the questions.
b "X" indicates agreement at the specified level.
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ambiguity in the format which prevented the monitor from following
each question and recording a decision.

Because no two comments were

the same, their suggestions were noted in the event similar comments
were received from the reliability studies or the field test.

Five

of the seven judges made no comments regarding any additional informa
tion of which this investigator needed to be aware concerning the
validity of the checklist.
As shown in Table 1, there was a very high percentage of agree
ment on the majority of the items.
was obtained.

A n overall 97.40% of agreement

After the deletion of Question 1.2 and the criterion

for Question 4.3, all the remaining items were considered to be valid
for inclusion in the checklist.

Results of the Stability Over Time Study

The procedure to establish stability over time was to select
seven monitors who would evaluate four IEPs randomly selected from a
school in North Carolina (Appendix D ) .

The monitors were contacted

by telephone to request their participation in this study.

An intro

ductory letter (Appendix E) and specific instructions (Appendix F)
were provided to the monitors.

They were then requested to evaluate

the IEPs using the checklists that were provided.

The second moni

toring of the same IEPs was mailed to'the first five monitors who
responded to the original mailing.

The second mailing was made after

a 1-month interval so that memory, practice, and learning would not
be factors for concern in the retest.

The dates of the mailing are

presented in Appendix G.
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A 2 x 2 table was developed for tabulating the evaluation re
sponses for the four IEPs by the monitors.

Figure 1 indicates how

responses were tabulated into cells.

Test
Noncompliance

Compliance

Compliance

A.
Changed from a noncompliant response on
the test to a compliant
response on the retest.

B.
Stable compliant re
sponses on the test and
the retest.

C . Stable noncompliant
responses on the test
and the retest.

D.
Changed from a com
pliant response on the
test to a noncompliant
response on the retest.

Retest

Noncompliance

Figure 1.

The
all

2 x 2 table for tabulating responses to the test-retest
procedure.
A compliant response for each item was deter
mined by the majority of responses made by the monitors.

responses of the test-retest procedure for each IEP and for

IEPs combined are presented in Table 2 in the format described

Figure 1.

in

Missing data were noted for each IEP.

To determine if the checklist has stability over time the "per
centage of stability" was computed using the following formula:

A + B + C + D = Percent stable over time,
w here A = the value of the cell A; B = the value of cell B; C = the
value of cell C; and D = the value of cell D.
ity of 91.50% was obtained.
stability over time.

A percentage of stabil

It appears that the Holt's checklist has

If the missing data were deleted from the study,

a 92.89% of stability would have been obtained.
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Table 2
Stability of Responses to the
Test-Retest Procedures
(n = 800)

Test
Noncompliance

A.

IEP No.

Compliance

No. of
Responses

1
2
3
4

Compliance

B.

3
3
8
5

Total

19

1
2
3
4

10
18
16
14

Total

58

No. of
Responses'

IEP No.
1
2
3
4

178
158
164
174

Total

674

Retest
C.

Noncompliance

D.

a2 of

the responses from IEP #1

^2 of

the responses from IEP //2 which

°7 of

the responses from IEP

dl of

the responses from IEP #4

if3

1
2
3
4

12d
7

Total

49®

9b
21

which were due to missing data.

which

were due to missing data.
were due to missing data.

which were due to missing data.

e12 of the responses from all IEPs which were due to missing data.

Results of the Interjudge Reliability Study

The purpose of the interjudge reliability study was to determine
if the checklist would be consistent across monitors.

The results of

the first response to the test-retest procedure were used to deter
mine interjudge reliability.
sponded to the first mailing.

Of the pool of seven monitors six re
The responses of the six monitors
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(Appendix G) were compared in order to compute the percentage of
agreements to establish interjudge reliability.

Inasmuch as Question

1.2 was not included in the final checklist, data on this question are
not reported.
The percentage of agreement for all four IEPs was 90.42% which
exceeded the criterion of 90%.

If the missing data (23 responses)

were removed from the study, the percentage of agreements would have
been 92.64%.

Results of the Field Test

The review of the literature (Chapter II) indicated a void in
instrumentation which is valid and reliable for use in monitoring
procedures for determining whether or not IEPs comply with the man
date contained in PL 94-142.

Based upon the results of the valida

tion and reliability procedures, it appeared that Holt's checklist
was sufficiently valid and reliable to be used in a field test.

An

administrative unit of schools in Colorado agreed to participate in
the field test.
The Director of Special Education of the administrative unit
agreed to complete the checklist in accordance with the instructions
provided.

(See Appendix F for a copy of the instructions that were

provided to the Director.)

A total of 54 IEPs was monitored.

After

this investigator tabulated the results, a report was sent to the
Director of Special Education that contained a copy of the checklist
containing the number and percentage of compliance and noncompliance
responses to each item.

In addition, the report contained the
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ranking of percentages of noncompliance.

(See Appendix H for a copy

of the report.)
The field monitor (Director) indicated that the directions were
clear and concise and that he had no problems in implementing the
procedure for using the checklist.

It was noted by the Director that

the checklist did point out several IEPs that were not in compliance
with the federal mandate.

The total time involved in the monitoring

procedure was less than 2 workdays.

It appeared from the comments

of the Director that the checklist has utility as a monitoring instru
ment for determining the compliance of the IEPs with PL 94-142.
In tabulating the results of the field test it became apparent
that two questions were in need of revision.

From the responses

obtained from the field test, it was difficult to determine if Ques
tion 5.1 was providing the information requested.

A "no" response

did not indicate if the item was not in compliance or if the IEP had
not been reviewed.

Similarly, Question 5.3.3 indicated that the par

ents did not attend the review meeting but did not document the
efforts of the school to attempt to convince the parents to attend.

Revision of the Checklist

Comments made by the judges and monitors for reliability indi
cated that several questions and criteria needed minor revision in
terminology and syntax.

Similarly, the results of the field review

indicated that two questions would need to be revised.

The changes

in the checklist and the rationale for those changes are presented
below.

(Appendix I contains the revised checklist.)
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Page 1

1.

Delete Question 1.2 and renumber Questions 1.3 to 1.2; 1.4

to 1.3; 1.5 to 1.4; and 1.6 to 1.5.
Ra tionale:

Question 1.2 did not meet the criterion for valida
tion.

The renumbering of the questions was for con

sistency of numbering within the topic area.
2.

Delete the word "all" from Question renumbered 1.2.

Ra tionale:

One validation judge and three monitors indicated .
that the word was difficult to evaluate.

3.

Add quotation marks before "Content" and after "Notice" in

renumbered Question 1.4.
Ra tionale:

Several monitors and a validation judge indicated
that the question would be clearer if the quotation
marks were added.

4.

Delete the "e" from "one" in the first line of the criterion

for renumbered Question 1.4.
Ra t i onale:

Typographical error, the word should have been "on"
not "one."

5.

Change from "Experimental - Do Not Duplicate" to "Copyrighted

1980, George T.L. Holt."
Ra t i onale:

The checklist was copyrighted with the dissertation.

Page 2

1.

Change from "supervise or provide" to "provide or supervise

the provision of" in the criterion for Question 2.1.1.
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Rationale;

One validation judge and a monitor suggested the
change to reflect the regulations for PL 94-142
(§121a.344(a)(1)).

2.

Add "2.1.4:" in front of the statement beginning with "If

there is, is a . . ."
Rationale:

This was added for consistency of the numbering of
questions.

3.

Change from "If this is, is" to "If this is the first IEP,

was" in Question 2.1.4.
Rationale:

One monitor and one validation judge suggested the
change to clarify the question and its relationship
to question 2.1.3.

4.

Add a dotted line (---) between Questions 2.4 and 2.4.1.

Rationale:
5.

The line was needed for consistency of format.

Delete the statement "Experimental - Do Not Duplicate."

Rationale:

The checklist was copyrighted with the dissertation.

Page 3

1.

Delete the statement "or use other than verbalizations to

communicate" from Question 2.5.
Rationale:

Two monitors and a validation judge questioned the
inclusion of the criterion inasmuch as the next
question clarified a "no" response.

2.

Delete the statement "Experimental - Do Not Duplicate."

Rationale:

The checklist was copyrighted with the dissertation.
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Page 4

1.

Change the period,

to a question mark, "?" at the end

of the criteria for Question 3.5.
Rationale:
2.

Typographical error.

Delete the statement "Experimental - Do Not Duplicate."

Rationale:

The checklist was copyrighted with the dissertation.

Page 5

1.

Delete the statement "Experimental - Do Not Duplicate."

Rationale:

The checklist was copyrighted with the dissertation.

Page 6

1.

Change Question 4.1 from "Have or are the special education

service as specified in the IEP been or being provided?" to "Have the
special education service(s) as specified in the IEP been provided or
are n ow being provided?"
Rationale:

At the suggestion of a validation judge and a moni
tor the change was made to clarify the statement.

2.

Change Question 4.2 from "Have or are the related service(s)

as specified in the IEP been or being provided?" to "Have the related
service(s) as specified in the IEP been provided or are now being
provided?"
Rationale:

A validation judge and a monitor indicated the
change to clarify the statement.
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3.

Delete the criterion statement for Question 4.3.2.

Rationale:

The criterion did not meet the validation criterion
which was at least 80% agreement.

4.

Delete the statement "Experimental - Do Not Duplicate."

R ationale:

The checklist was copyrighted with the dissertation.

Page 7

1.

Change the criteria for Question 4.4 from "Date(s) of initia

tion should" to "Date(s) for the initiation of services should."
R ationale:

An error was made in syntax and also to clarify the
criteria.

2.

Delete the statement "Experimental - Do Not Duplicate."

R ationale:

The checklist was copyrighted with the dissertation.

Page 8

1.

Change the last line of the criterion for Question 5.1 from

"not complete the remaining questions" to "not complete this p age."
Rationale:

The monitors and field test monitor responded "no"
to those IEPs which were developed within the last
calendar year.

This "no" response could be inter

preted as an item in noncorapliance w hen in fact the
IEP is in compliance.

The change was necessary to

clarify that issue.
2.

Add a criterion statement to Question 5.3.1 that will read

"Responsible to provide or supervise the provision of special educa
tion services."
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Rationale:

This addition was necessary for consistency in for
mat.

The statement for criterion was the same as

for Question 2.1.1.
3.

Add a criterion statement to Question 5.3.2 that will read

"A teacher who has or is working with the student."
Rationale:

This addition was necessary for consistency in for
mat.

The statement for criterion was the same as

for Question 2.1.2.
4.

Revise Question 5.3.3 from "Parent/guardian (see 2.2 - 2.4)"

to "Parent/guardian did attend OR is there documentation that the
school attempted to convince them to attend?

Signature on the IEP OR

copies of correspondence, records of phone calls and home visits."
Rationale:

In the field test there were 20 "no" responses which
could be interpreted that the administrative unit
was not in compliance, when in fact the parents were
notified and encouraged to participate but chose not
to attend.

The rewording of the question and crite

ria will clarify that problem.
5.

Delete the statement "Experimental - Do Not Duplicate."

Rationale:

The checklist was copyrighted with the dissertation.

Summary

The results of the validation and reliability studies (i.e., sta
bility over time and interjudge reliability) procedures and a field
test were presented.

The validity, stability over time, and inter

judge reliability data were presented for "Holt's Monitoring Checklist
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for Individualized Education Programs."
The checklist was used to monitor 54 IEPs of an administrative
unit in Colorado.

The results of the field test to assess the util

ity of the checklist were presented.
Using the comments and statements from the validation judges,
monitors, and field test monitor, the checklist was revised.

The

revisions, as well as the rationale for those revisions, were pre
sented.
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CHAPTER V

SUMMARY AND DISCUSSION

PL 94-142 mandates that each handicapped child have an individ
ualized education program (IEP) which must be based upon his/her
unique needs.

Federal legislation requires that IEPs be developed

and implemented if state and local education agencies are to receive
federal funds.

A review of the literature indicated that the proce

dures currently being used to monitor the IEP requirements do not
have documented validity or reliability.

The lack of validity and

reliability of the monitoring procedures may be due to the difficul
ties in establishing the validity and reliability of questionnaires
and checklists as described in the literature.
The study reported here has described the procedures used to
develop the monitoring questions and criteria for compliance as well
as the format of a checklist designed for use in monitoring IEPs.
The "Holt's Monitoring Checklist for Individualized Education Pro
grams" was constructed in a format suitable for use by prospective
monitors utilizing recommendations found in the literature.

The

checklist was systematically reviewed and utilized in order to deter
mine content validity, to establish reliability, and to determine
utility.
Content validity w as determined by a panel of judges who were
knowledgeable about the requirements for IEPs found in PL 94-142.
The percentage of agreement was 97.40% for content validity of the

51
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items in the checklist.
The reliability was established by using two methods, namely,
stability over time and interjudge reliability.

The stability of the

checklist over time was established by a panel of monitors evaluating
four IEPs.

The panel monitored the same IEPs in a test-retest proce

dure to determine reliability.

The "percentage of stability" was

91.50% on the test-retest.
The interjudge reliability was established by using the first
response to the test-retest procedure.

The percentage of agreement

was 90.42% for all four IEPs.
A field test was conducted to determine the utility of the check
list for monitoring IEPs.

A Director of Special Education of an ad

ministrative unit in Colorado participated in the field test by moni
toring 54 randomly selected IEPs.

The results of the field test indi

cated that the checklist has utility as a monitoring instrument.
The comments and suggestions from the validation judges, reli
ability monitors, and field test monitor were used to revise the
checklist.

Utility and validity of the checklist and the need for

concise clear statements were the basis for the revisions.

Assumptions and Limitations

The following assumptions and limitations are applied to this
investigation:
1.

PL 94-142 has impact on all the states, except for New

Mexico.

The mandate for IEPs contained in the statute are the mini

mum requirements for IEPs for children in all school districts.
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State and local education agencies may require schools to have addi
tional components for IEPs.

The components listed in the checklist

developed for this study are the minimum for compliance with PL 94142.

It will be necessary for the monitors to determine if additional

requirements need to be included in the checklist to meet state or
local IEP requirements.
2.

The classification of specialized services, either as special

education or as related services, will depend upon state and local
definitions.

Speech therapy and counseling,

for example, may, in

some cases, be special education services and, in other cases,
related services.

State or local guidelines will determine the

classification of the services.
3.

The "Holt's Monitoring Checklist for Individualized Educa

tion Programs," as the title implies, does not include all the man
dates contained in PL 94-142.

Only those requirements relating to

the IEP are contained in the checklist.

Other requirements, such as,

due process procedures, protection of personnally identifiable in
formation, and nondiscriminatory evaluations, were purposely omitted.
Furthermore, the requirements that precede the IEP, e.g., determina
tion of eligibility for special education, were not included in the
checklist.

It was not feasible to expand the checklist to include

all requirements and yet maintain the focus of this investigation.

O
To have added the other requirements would have lengthened the check
list and broadened the scope to a point where it would have resulted
in a greatly modified checklist with a different purpose.
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4.

Basic understandings of special education and PL 94-142 are

required to use the checklist.

These prerequisite skills are neces

sary because of the terminology and concepts used in the checklist.
Parents and other lay persons may be able to use the checklist, but
the reliability of the instrument, if used by them, has not been
demonstrated or established.

However, the positions of secretary,

teacher's aide, teacher, coordinator, and administrator were involved
in the reliability study for this checklist.

Conclusions

The objectives stated in Chapter I are restated below with the
conclusions of this investigation.
Objective 1.

To itemize compliance requirements for the IEP

based upon PL 94-142.

The compliance requirements for the IEP were

discussed in Chapter II (Context of the Need for a Monitoring Check
list) .
Objective 2.
criteria.

To develop monitoring questions and associated

The recommendations from a literature review were used to

develop and structure the monitoring questions and associated crite
ria into a logical sequence.
Objective 3.
monitoring IEPs.

To develop a checklist and the instructions for
Suggestions from the literature were utilized to

develop the format of the checklist and the scale used to tabulate
the responses of the monitors.
Objective 4.
checklist.

To establish the validity and reliability of the

Seven judges reviewed the questions and criteria for
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compliance included in the monitoring checklist to determine if they
were representative of the requirements for IEPs found in PL 94-142.
The percentage of agreement bn the validation of the checklist was
97.40%.

Based upon the results, it was concluded that the checklist

measures what it was designed to measure; therefore, it is valid.
The test-retest procedure was used to determine the stability over
time of the checklist.

The "percentage of stability" of 91.50% was

obtained which indicated that the checklist is stable over time.

To

establish interjudge reliability, six monitors evaluated four IEPs
at the same time.

The interjudge (monitor) agreement was 90.42%;

therefore, there is consistency between monitors.
Objective 5.

To field test the checklist and its instructions.

The checklist was able to discriminate between the IEPs that were in
compliance and those that contained items that were not in compliance,
The field monitor indicated that the checklist and its instructions
were useful in monitoring IEPs for their compliance with PL 94-142;
therefore, the checklist has utility.

Implications and Recommendations

The results of the investigation indicated that the "Holt's
Monitoring Checklist for Individualized Education Programs" is a suf
ficiently valid and reliable instrument for use in monitoring IEPs.
Until now, no valid or reliable instrument has been available for
monitoring the compliance of IEPs with the requirements of PL 94-142.
It is concluded, based on the field test, that the checklist will
have utility in state and local education agencies.

Finally, by
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demonstrating that the checklist is valid and reliable, potential
users of the checklist can monitor IEPs for compliance with the m a n 
dates of PL 94-142 with confidence.
Suggested additional uses of the checklist are:
1.

During the development and implementation of the IEP, the

chairperson of the IEP committee could use the checklist to insure
that all of its components are in compliance with PL 94-142.
2.

The results of a monitoring study at a local education agency

could be useful for determining the in-service training needs of the
special and regular education staffs.

Those items that were consist

ently determined to be in noncompliance could be the focus for future
in-service training sessions.

The priority for the training sessions

might well be based upon the ranking of items found to be in noncompliance.
3.

The checklist could be a means of outlining the IEP require

ments and procedures to parents of identified handicapped children.
If the parents were provided a copy of the checklist it could facili
tate their understanding of the school's activities in developing an
IEP.
4.

The checklist could be used by the individual who maintains

special education records to insure that all documentation required
by PL 94-142 for IEPs is contained in each student's file as that
file is developed.
The following recommendations are offered as considerations for
future investigations in the area of monitoring checklists:
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1.

There is a need to develop valid and reliable checklists to

monitor the other requirements contained in PL 94-142 and the Family
Education Rights and Privacy Act of 1974.
2.

Although there is some literature relating to the development

of valid and reliable checklists, additional research needs to be con
ducted that relates specifically to the development of checklists, as
they are a common instrument used in the education community.
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Monitoring Questions

Topic Area O n e :

1.1:

Evaluation of student's present levels of performance.

Is documentation available that indicates that informed

parent/guardian consent for the evaluation was secured prior to the
evaluation?
1.2:

Is documentation available that indicates the formal and

informal assessments were conducted by individuals who are qualified
by state licensing or certifying agencies?
1.3:

Is documentation available that all existing information

regarding the student was made available to the IEP committee?
1.4:

Is documentation available that indicates that the informa

tion came from a variety of sources including aptitude and achieve
ment tests, teacher recommendations, physical conditions, cultural or
social background, and adaptive behavior, where appropriate?
1.5:

Is documentation available to indicate that the parent/

guardian was provided a "Content of Notice?"
1.6:

Is documentation available that indicates that state edu

cation agency and/or local education agency requirements that are in
addition to federal requirements are being met?

Topic Area T w o :

2.1:

Development of the IEP by committee.

Is documentation available that indicates a minimum of an

administrator and the child's teacher was designated to participate
on the IEP committee?
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2.2:

Is documentation available that a mutually agreed upon

time and place of the meeting was established?
2.3:

Is documentation available that indicates the parent/

guardian was notified as to the purpose of the meeting and who would
be in attendance?
2.4:

Is documentation available that indicates that the parent/

guardian did attend the meeting, if not, is there evidence that the
school attempted to convince the parents/guardians to attend?
2.5:

Is documentation available that the parents do speak

English or use other than verbalizations to communicate, if not, was
an interpreter available for the parents who are deaf or whose native
language is other than English?
2.6:

Is documentation available that indicates the additional

state and/or local education agency requirements have been met?

Topic Ar e a T h r e e .

3.1:

Documentation of the IEP components.

Is documentation available that the IEP contains a state

ment of the student's present levels of educational performance?
3.2:

Is documentation available that the IEP contains a state

ment of annual goals?
3.3:

Is documentation available that the IEP contains short

term instructional objectives?
3.4:

Is documentation available that the IEP contains a state

ment of specific special education and related services to be pro
vided?
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3.5:

Is documentation available that the IEP contains a state

ment that specifies the extent to which a student will participate
in the regular program?
3.6:

Is documentation available that the IEP contains projected

dates for initiation of services and the anticipated duration of those
services?
3.7:

Is documentation available that the IEP contains appropri

ate objective criteria and schedules for determining, on at least an
annual basis, whether the short term instructional objectives are
being achieved?

Topic Area F o u r :

4.1:

Implementation of the IEP.

Is documentation available that the specific special edu

cation services as outlined in the IEP have been or are currently
being provided?
4.2:

Is documentation available that the related services as

specified in the IEP have been or are currently being provided?
4.3:

Is documentation available that the extent to which the

student is/was to participate in the regular program has been or is
being met?
4.4:

Is documentation available that the initiation dates and

duration of services is being or has been determined to be in com
pliance?
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Topic Area F i v e :

5.1:

Evaluation of the instructional objectives.

Is documentation available that the IEP has been reviewed

and revised, if appropriate?
5.2:

Is documentation available that the short term instruc

tional objectives have objective criteria and schedules for evalua
tion?
5.3:

Is documentation available that the short term objectives

have been evaluated during the 1 calendar year from date of develop
ment?
5.4:

Is documentation available that the next (or current) IEP

was reviewed and, if appropriate, revised within 1 calendar year and
that compliance area two was determined to be in compliance?
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H o l t ’s Monitoring Checklist for
Individualized Education Programs
Note:

Please read instructions before
using this checklist.

Page

Compliance Topic Area
Question

Suqqested Criteria
I.

1

of _8_

Documentation
is Available?
YES
NO

Evaluation of student's educational performance.
Question 1.1:
Was parent/guardian consent for
the evaluation secured prior to the evaluation?
The signature is required, date should he

prior to the evaluation.
Question 1.2: Were the assessments conducted
by individuals who are qualified by state
licensing or certifying agencies?

License or certificate is on file at
school or aqency.
Question 1.3:
Was all existing information
regarding the student made available to the
IEP committee?

The assessment results and records appear
d o c u m e n t e d o n t he IEP.
Question 1.4: Was information considered from
a variety of sources including aptitude and
achievement tests, teacher recommendations,
physical condition, cultural or social back
ground and adaptive behavior, where appro
priate?

More than one single procedure must he
used except in cases involving speech
therapy.
Question 1.5: Was a Content of Notice provided
to the parent or guardian?

A copy o f the notice is one file with due
process procedures, descriptions o f actions
proposed, description o f evaluation procedures, tests or reports used, and a descrip
tion of any other factors used to propose
the evaluation procedure. •
Question 1.6: List additional state or local
education agency requirements:

EXPERIMENTAL - DO NOT DUPLICATE
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Holt's Monitoring Checklist for
Individualized Education Programs
Note:

Please read instructions before
using this checklist.

Compliance Topic Area
Question

Suqqested Criteria
II.

Page

2

of _8_

Documentation
is Available?
YES
NO

Development of IEP by a committee.
Question 2.1: Was a minimum of an administrator
and the child's teacher designated to partici
pate on the IEP committee? NOTE:
Others ma y
be present at the discretion of the school or
parents.
2.1.1:
Administrator?

Responsible to supervise or provide
special education services.
2.1.2:

Child's teacher?

A teacher who has or is working with
the student.
2.1.3:

Is this the first IEP?
:If this is, is a psychologist,
diag
nostician or other specialists on the
IEP committee?

Someone with knowledge of the evaluation
procedures us ed and able to interpret the
results of the evaluation procedure must
be on the committee.
Question 2.2: Was a mutually agreed upon time
and place established for the IEP committee?

Copies of correspondence3 records of phone
calls or parent visits.
Question 2.3: Was the parent/guardian notified
as to the purpose of the IEP meeting and who
would be in attendance?

Copy of the notice that was provided to
the parent or quardian.
Question 2.4:
Did the parent/guardian attend
the IEP meeting, if not is there evidence that
the school attempted to convince them to attend?
2.4.1 Parent/guardian did attend?
2.4.2

Signature(s) on IEP and notes of meeting.
I f parent did not attend, Is there docu
mentation that the school attempted to
convince the parents/guardians to attend?

Copies of correspondence, records of phone
calls and home visit records.
EXPERIMENTAL - DO NOT DUPLICATE
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Holt's Monitoring Checklist for
Individualized Education Programs
Note:

Please read instructions before
using this checklist.

Compliance Topic Area
Question

Suqqested Criteria
II.

Page

3

of _8_

Documentation
is Available?
YES
NO

(continued)
Question 2.5:
Do the parents speak English or
use other than verbalizations to communicate?
If not, was an interpreter available for the
parents who are deaf or whose native language
is other than English?

Documentation o f native language or mode
o f corrmunication3 a nd interpreter p r o 
vided.
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Holt's Monitoring Checklist for
Individualized Education Programs
Note:

Please read instructions before
using this checklist.

Compliance Topic Area
Question

Suqqested Criteria
III.

Page

4

of

8

Documentation
is Available?
YES
NO

Documentation of the IEP components.
Question 3.1:
Does the IEP contain a statement
of the student's present levels of educational
performance?

T h e s t ud e n t 's •present levels o f e d uc a t i on a l
performance should include a variety o f in
formation from the assessment/evaluation
that was completed on the student and other
information such as medical, behavior,
speech, etc., if appropriate.
Question 3.2:
Does the IEP contain a statement
of annual goal(s)?

The annual goal is a projection of achieve
m e nt f or one year; there could be one goal
for each service and/or academic area which
is s p ec i f i ed in the IEP.
Question 3.3:
Does the IEP contain short term
instructional objectives?

The short term instructional objectives are
meant to be bench marks that indicate steps
to b e r e ac h e d in a c hi e v i ng the a n nu a l goal.
There are usually more than one objective
f or each annual goal.
Question 3.4:
Does the IEP contain a statement
of specific special education and related ser
vices to be provided?

The types o f special education services and
related services should be fully specified
in the IEP.
Question 3.5: Does the IEP contain a statement
that specifies the extent to which the student
will participate in the regular program?

T he amou n t o f time (hours, periods, o r p e r 
centages) should be specified that the
student shall participate in the regular
program. I f a student does not partici
pate in the regular program, is there
documentation to support that decision.
EXPERIMENTAL - DO NOT DUPLICATE
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H o l t ’s Monitoring Checklist for
Individualized Education Programs
Note:

Please read instructions before
using this checklist.

Compliance Topic Area
Question

Suqqested Criteria
III.

Page

5

of _8_

Documentation
is Available?
YES
NO

(continued)
Question 3.6:
Does the IEP contain projected
dates for the initiation of services and the
duration of those services?

The actual dates should be contained in
the IEP and the duration of services should
not be f o r m o re t h an one calendar year.
Question 3.7:
Does the IEP contain appropriate
objective criteria and schedules for determin
ing, on at least an annual basis, whether the
short term instructional objectives are being
achieved?

The short term instructional objectives
should have an evaluation component con
tained with them to assist in determining
if the student is attaining the objectives
a n d t h er efore the annu a l goal. T he m e th o d
for the evaluation of the short term goals
should also be specified.
Question 3.8:
Does the IEP contain components
that are required by the state or local edu
cation agency?

List the requirements:
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Holt's Monitoring Checklist for
Individualized Education Programs
Note:

Please read instructions before
using this checklist.

Compliance Topic Area
Question

Suqqested Criteria
IV.

Page

6

of _8_

Documentation
is Available?
YES
NO

Implementation of the IEP.
Question 4.1:
Have or are the special education
services as specified in the IEP been or being
provided?
4.1.1:
Service (List)
4.1.2:
Service tListJ
4.1.3:
Service (List)
4.1.4:
Service (List)

S t u d e n t 1 ^ n a m e T s o n t e a c h e r 7 s r o l e and.
show scheduling o f the student for that
specified time period.
NOTE:

Not all blanks need to be completed, only the
number required to list all services specified
in the IEP.
Question 4.2:
Have or are the related ser
v i c e ^ ) as specified in the IEP been or being
provided?
4.2.1:
Service (List)
4.2.2:
Service (List)
4.2.3:
Service (List)
4.2.4:
Service (List)

Studeht7s name Zs on the Hus TZst for
transportation, designation by adminis
tration to employee to provide service3
contract for service issued, student's
n a m e o n s p e c i a l i s t ' s o r t e a c h e r ’s c l a s s
r o ll o r r e g i s t e r , etc.
NOTE:

Not all blanks need to be completed, only the
number required to list all the related ser
vices specified in the IEP.
Question 4.3:
Does the student participate in
the regular program?
4.3.1:
Yes?
Specify amount (percentage7hours)
or is to participate:
4.3.2:
If no, is there rationale for non
participation available?

Student's name ^s on teacher's roles o f the
regular program.
EXPERIMENTAL - DO NOT DUPLICATE
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Holt's Monitoring Checklist for
Individualized Education Programs
Note:

Please read instructions before
using this checklist.

Compliance Topic Area
Question

Suqqested Criteria
IV.

Page

7

of

8_

Documentation
is Available?
YES
NO

(continued)
Question 4.4:
Have the initiation dates and
duration of the service(s) been specified?
4.4.1:
Date (Specify)
Duration
4.4.2: Date (Specify!
Duration
4.4.3:
Date (Specify)
Duration
4.4.4:
Date (Specify!
Duration

D a t e J s J o f i n i t i a t i o n should. B e t h e s a m e
as the date(s) entered on the class roll
or the contract. The duration of ser
vices should not be more than one year
as the IEP is only valid for one calendar
year.
NOTE:

Only the number of blanks required need to be
completed.

EXPERIMENTAL - DO NOT DUPLICATE
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Holt's Monitoring Checklist for
Individualized Education Programs
Note:

Please read instructions before
using this checklist.

Compliance Topic Area
Question

Suggested Criteria
V.

Page

8

of _8_

Documentation
is Available?
YES
NO

Evaluation of the instructional objectives.
Question 5.1:
Has the iEP been reviewed or
revised, if appropriate?

I f nos and it is not more than one calendar
y e a r s i n c e t h e I E P w a s w r i t t e n — STOP— d o
not complete the remaining questions.
Question 5.2:
Do the short term instructional
objectives have objective criteria and schedules
for evaluation?
5.2.1:
Criteria?

Criteria could he stated in behavioral
terms3 test gain3 or other conditions
that will demonstrate the achievement
o f the objectives.
5.2.2:

Schedules?

A schedule is contained in the IEP that
will state when the IEP is to be reviewed
and revised if necessary.
Question 5.3:
Did a committee as stated in
Topic Area II, Question 2.1 and 2.A review
and revise the IEP?
5.3.1:
Administrator?
5.3.2:
Child's teacher?
5.3.3:
Parent7guardlan (see 2.2 - 2.4)

T h e m i n i m u m c o m m i t t e e s h o u l d , r e v i e w and.
r e vi s e , i f appropriate, the IEP.
Question 5.4:
Has the IEP been evaluated durine
the calendar year from the date of development?
5.4.1:
Date developed:
5.4.2:
Date reviewed:
The IEP is not valid for more than one
calendar year after its development.
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W ES T E R N M IC H IG A N U N IV E R S IT Y
COLLEGE OF EDUCATION
Department of Special Education

(616) 383-1680

Dear
Thank you for your cooperation to participate with the other panel
members to determine the validity of a checklist for monitoring
IEPs. You will find enclosed a checklist that contains monitoring
questions and criteria that are believed to be representative of
the requirements of Public Law 94-142.
Based on your experience
and knowledge of PL 94-142 it is requested that you review each
question and criterion for the question to determine its appropri
ateness for monitoring the requirements of PL 94-142 for IEPs.
Specifically you are requested to:
1. Judge each monitoring question and criterion to determine
their appropriateness to monitor the requirements of
PL 94-142.
2. Indicate your decision on the appropriateness of each
item by checking ( v O the "yes" or "no" column in the
"Compliance is documented" section of
the checklist.
3.
a.
If "no" is checked and if a minor change in the
question or criterion could make the item appro
priate in your judgement, please mark the change
or changes and place a (X) in the "yes" column,
b.
If no modification can correct the item in your
judgement please underline the portion or portions
which you judged as inappropriate.
4.
Continue through the checklist judging each item.
5. When completed, please respond to the questionnaire
that is attached to this letter.
6. Mail the questionnaire and checklist in the selfaddressed, stamped envelope which is enclosed.
Thank you for your cooperation in this investigation. When the
results are tabulated, you will receive a copy of those results.
Sincerely,

George T.L. Holt
Doctoral Student
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Supplementary Information
Judge #_

1.

In your opinion, is/are there monitoring question(s) and criterion
that should have been included in the checklist that were not?
Yes _____; No_____ ;

2.

In your opinion, does the format of the checklist provide the
monitor a satisfactory means to respond to the questions?
Yes ____ ; No _____;

3.

If n o , please specify any improvements.

In your opinion, is there any ambiguity in the format which pre
vents the monitor from following each question and marking a
decision on that question?
Yes ____ ; No_____ ;

4.

If y e s , please specify the question(s) and
cariteria.

If y e s , please specify what prevents the moni
tor from following each question.

In your opinion, are there any comments that this investigator
needs to be aware of regarding the validity of this checklist?

THANK YOU
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Copies of the IEPs Used for
the Reliability Studies
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slick map advaraelp affect

educational
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This Is ta C ertify t l m U {» G w v [ > < 6 * W \ A » J L - _____
'
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I i i i V; l i t n u t t l a tt1
iymM pin0/warn.
O illd /U trd ,_
.
h Placed la

5pAc-ol<
*

S a ««^rSr\ -^X-a <-l_>u
'

71

Vogran/Santieon

*
(T T "

t L ^ 3 g ± ' s- g j a . j i L .

Agcacy/rractltloaer
For a period not to tactal thraa y«in Iroa tht data of aaacvtloa of tbls conaaat. X
nodcrataad at the and of that parlod my child/ward vlll ha rarvaluatad and‘that 1 will
ha given tha racoaaandatlona for placement aod furthar conaaat.
^ ftrSSt/Cv-r
t/C vrd fan
Interpretation was 22 m i not ]J provided.

X. tha ondcraltnad have defined and fullp explained tha reconandad placcncat of tha '
ahova nanad child and the parent or guardian aa vltneaaed ahova regueata tha placahant of tha child la thesnrogran/,pervlea atatad.
Hanatara
laparlate^tnt- ar Dealgnoted Kepraaentatlve
Bata
ccl Faraat/Cuardlaa
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I
U N IT E D STATES
D e p a rtm e n t o f t h e in t e r i o r

b.

( L > A pluming Mating for the purposa of developing,
raviawing, and/or revising an IEP (Individualised
Education Prograa) for your child is necessary.

It is laportant that you participate in this Mating. You have keen cm*
tactad orally and given an opportunity to have input in the scheduling
of the planning Meting. The Mating has hecn scheduled at the. following
« m « d upen tine and place.
^

•

U ? f/! i S l

'

___
Place______
Purpose____ ' *7~~ f7 J> ' /_______
Participants in Heating:
1_ A representative of the school_
2. The child's teacher
»
Ona or hoth parents_
4. The child, where appropriate
5. Evaluation personnel representative
A. Other individuals at the discretion

Interpretation [

the school

not »>rovl,U'1-

Interpreter
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U N IT E D ST A T ES
DEPA R TM EN T O F T H E IN T E R IO R
MllttAU OP INDIAN APPAIRS

PLEASE DETACH AND RETURN TO THE SCHOOL JN THE ENCLOSED SELF-ADDRESSED
STAMPED ENVELOPE.
1.
2.
S.

( £ W ^ 1 1 1 attend the scheduled IEP Meeting.
( ) X cannot attend. Please cootact M to arrant* alternata
. solutions.
( ) I choose eat to participate i a developing the IEP for ngr
child and I authorise school personnel to develop the IEP.
I understand that I will then he contacted by the school
to obtain
written permission for student plsceaent and
for iaplcncntatioa of the service.

SignaturePermit orGuasdiaa
««■—

*)

INSTRUCTIONS:
Original nailed to parent or gusrdian 10 daps prior to scheduled netting
data.
On* copy to he filed in >4-142 Central File (High School Vault)
One copy to h e filed in DPU File (Student Folder)
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_______________ DATE________

VECHSLXR SCALE (UPMX, V1SC-R, or VAIS)

4/tf7?
L.n

CHRONOLOGICAL ACt
MEXTAL
ACt
1XARN1NC EXPECTANCE LTVEL
VIDE RANCE ACHIEVEMENT TEST (VRAT)

CXADE EQUIVALENTS
READ1NC
SPELLINGARITHMETIC ~

4/6 h i

PEABODT INDIVIDUAL ACHIEVEMENT TEST (MAT)

BERJCT TEST 07 VISUAL-MOTOR INTEGRATION (VMI)
OTHER TESTS:

VudCUt.

K e * { S n *c

H/jt

j/.’V /V?
V /it

NEEOi HELP

THE BBLRMtt. BEnm

2- £-.?«>

TO Cvyt
SMLgS

R U T * - 6 con

ft W IL LT M 6-

SMfPIA’

Horpivfr RVD walking -:

sccr**

N fV Tucea - S E F .m s

2.t.7r

H p ip w

k < t < g e < _______________________________

VEAIOICSSl *
: tm m i4 n T C . - m te m p e r lio n U>/ ppfrs--------- :-------------

SW,) -Ct »c. ntoAor

V s<ji»I

yrtblPm*._____________

v.wat metur
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tWCKI

g-RLLlg

DA7T_

SES t______

ACt _

rr-tstxr level or r u K m o x m c
tests

AtMiKinmni

veokux

_______________ DATE________

spot (vprsi, nsc-i, orv a x s )

_

CKXOKOI/C1CJU. ACt
MENTAL
ACt
LEARNING EXPECTANCY LEVEL

^
_
_

VIDE RANCE ACHIEVEMENT TEST(MUT)

_

01
PEABODY INDIVIDUAL ACHIEVEMENT TEST (T1AT)

CXADE EQUIVALENTS
______
XEADXNC
■
SPELLING
ARITHMETIC _ _ _ _ _ _ _
MAT* ;__________

BEHJCT TEST 0T VISUAL-MOTOR INTEGRATION (VMI) _______
Tjttf *f?1

OTHER TESTS:

a u

A

s

/prj
fj

STRENGTHS:
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• w i n s states depakxmemt op n x ik t d ix w
WSTAO OP U S U I APPA1RS
Eaatarm Ai m
PAXEXI CONSENT -SPECIAL ESUCAT1W PLACEMDCT AMS SENTICES
ESOCATXOML APPRAISAL AMS NEVIEM COMMITTEE:
Mo m
Politico

*At.

Sltyatwra

.

___

y-'7-7T

-

Jfl.
^

Sat*

•_______________

K***'

4- /nSTll*/*7?~ SO

n.S*

~Th~K7. '*.)

^ ..f /u A '

°<r\l

<SWai 1.V^ C- -

Tkls la to Certify thrt 1.

.

Cuardlaa - (Typed)

Stril; lifnut that ^ Chlld/Vird,_
- (Typed)
h Placed 1
___ ___________
tncy/Pritctltlonar
Pat a period sot to axcaaA thraa yeara (too tha data of execution of this conaaat. 1
underatand at tha and of that period ay child/ward will ha reevaluated aod that 1 will
ha given tha racooiMndatlooa for plaeoacot and furthor conaaat.

Operated hp__________

latarpratatloo »•»
WITNESSESI,

2Z

w“ "°*

ZZ

ptowldod.

latarpratcr
Data
1, tha andaralgnad hava daflnod and fullj explained tha tacoooendad placaaaot of tha
iW n nanad child and tha parent ot guardian u wltntaaad ahova regueata tha place- .
aoat of «l»f child La thg eroeran/aewlca atatad.
Sltnatnro
>y'_______ __
__________
SwpatSBCcndaaj( or Daalgnatad Neprascntatlvo

Data

eel Parent/Cwardlaa

JltltUM.tr IEP

J+XrJ M/-/7-79 m i Ic l /U.

**

■z * “

-fay**?

.u - U . + + 1 # * * * >
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U n ( so I W m u l t i e>f the total m t u M n l vMcti Indicate suhaverage
Central Intellectual functioning ( O : » ) and deficit* In adaptive behavior
a* indicated bt Ar
t..rfet
. the assetacant seas* to
Indicate-that theae factor* cap adversely affect himtrGzi educational parfernante unleaa he//Tie)receive* special educatloo and/or related service*. It
1* teccm ended that (jimC .
_ _ _ _ receive special educatico and/or re
lated services Is a ga</f
setting forfat-WecC almtii er
cleat perleds tf/>tc
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U N IT E D STATES
DEPA R TM EN T O F T H E IN T E R IO R

■URtAU or IIIDIAM AFFAIRS

/> t£
Dear

d/lrf

.

b.

f A) A planning Mitiaj for the yuryon of developing,
nvlnlai, and/or revising an IEP (Individualised
Education Progras) for your child is necessary.

It la important that you participate In thia ncatlng. Too hava bcon eootactad orally and given aa opportunity to
have Input la the scheduling
of thaplanning seating.
Tha seating haa been acheduled at tha following
virtually agraad upon tina and plaet.
Data 4 ~ n - V ____________________ _

Participaata in Ncatlng:
~
1. A rcpraacntatlva of tha school fiUtA
2. Tha child's teacher A ,
* < « ..

j.
_££_L__1
____________

4. Tha child, uhexa appropri

Interpretation j j
Witnessed

^

provided.

______

laruf;
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U N IT E D STATES
D E P A R T M E N T O F T H E IN T E R IO R
ftuntAu o r Indian a f fa ir s

PLEASE PETACH AM) KE1UKS TO THE SCHOOL IK THE ENCLOSED SELF-ADDRESSED
STAMPED ENVEIOPE.
1 will attend the sehrduled IEP Meeting.
1 cannot attend. Nrasr contact ae to i m n g i alternate
solutions.
1
choose not to participate la developing the IEP for ay
5- ( )
child and 1 authorise school personnel to develop the IEP.
1 understand that 1 trill then be contacted by the school
to obtain ay written peralssico for student placeacat and
for inpleaentation of the service.

SIgnsture_____________ _
Parent or Cuardiaa
Date

INSTRUCTIONS:

*

/

*__________________

•,

Ori|ina) Mailed to parent or guardian 10 days prior to scheduled Meeting
data.
Om copy to be filed la *«-141 Central File (High School'Vault) .
One copy ta be filed la OPU File (Student Folder)
.
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U W I1 E D S T A T E S
D E P A R T M E N T O F T H E IN T E R IO R

Bociscntatlon el Ferental Contact

,JML

StolaatJ

Farmt(a) o
Addraaa___
Telephone Kunbar
Tereon placing call (Slgnatvre)_
Bata of Call '______ __________ _Tl«a of Call_

Forpoaa of ca

latacpratatlc

\U

provided

Paraon(a) Mklng beM TialC (Slgnatnraa
Bata of Bo m Vlalt

Tloa of B

Talked with
Futpoaa of Bo a Till

'Jiy

Baaalt of Boo

Interpretation j

|

^

-V

prerffaf

Interpreter
(Ta ba filed in W - » J Central Fila (High Scbool Vaalc)
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ru riM C T or t i i e s m m
7k* results ft lk* a
la th* ar*a(a) cl afai________ ____________________________________
TM* ItiindMliM 1* based n the ssvare llicicpinqt batwen
"Lr
*»
svsrsf* or above av*raj* ability ( k - n > m l diXDhsr paat u l prtstnl educa
tional achievement la tla araa(a) of
£*<iw<u'
Observation cf

la tha regular d n w w a m « 1 m

a*

«_________________________
.a th*
report Indicate that thasa observed behaviors ralata t*/Ha/hat academic
functioning by
>yrscr>+~+r .to
db-fmsm.
a«l Jiaara^r J w / a w i *
M-j&imts.. Jtt* iff try-tt f r t r v r *
usar*.
/r,--------------

psychological

Slac* tho assessment seeam ta Indicate that the observed behaviors and th*
Identified llma p u c y may adversely affectrtTTS/her academic achlevsmaat unless
f f & ila receives special education services and/or related services, It la
recommended that
____ _____ receive special education services and/or
related services la * / O.
setting for
r class periods
f~
times per weak.

_ The following adverse affects of environmental, cultural, or economic
“ disadvantage were noted on the screening Instriaaent and assessment
data:
ens Jxt * M *rmu M aSabuKmmft;
r W
Aurcd £&***-AtJ

^acDtw-mcer* jc S

jf /cecwr

_ Do medical Information which 1

UK

a
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M f a f C j f jr d*
/ V / ^ ^

v4a* 4 n
f/J&tsX

MUJfXU. CORSDItl
IUi la to Certify that I.

___
s A t o r t A A.x / r /
/ t oo rabvrCf A ££ ++ *~ .•* P » . *

ftLTfA
*

luibf Ii^wit that ay Q»ilB/Uard,_
-— a - ttypal)

Ba nacad lo

frjuztA*

C L 4 & a*v> fiCft&tK, _

rro|raa/Scr»lca
£Z£X<t*f»*i £^>U<>L-_______________________ _
■ J,jalc;/rnttltloMr
for a period not to axcaad tbraa yearn (too tha Bata of oaacotlea of thla conaaat. X
uaderataad at tha anB of that period mf chlld/vard will ha reevaluatad and that X v W
ha (l«aa tha racoanendatlona for placaoaat and forthar conaaat.

Operated hy

*

llanature
Interpretation » u J

•“
______
Farent/Cuardlaa

^ 3 3 / 9 f
r Sit*

« u * t 2Z prorlded.

Interpreter
Data
X, tha undaralcnad hava daflnad and fully explained tha racnaoiindad placaoaat of tha
aWra aaaad child and tha parant or foardlaa aa wltnaaaaB abore requeete tha placa
oaat af thr-aklM la thosprofrar-*— ^a atatad.
£l£^2L_

_

lianatwo
|^< » « * » .
hr
■■ .- ■
twpefTateodent a* Daalgnqtad Bepreaeatatlve

Data

cet Varaat/CoardlBa
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. CRAM_____ h ‘0

nxsnrr
tests

LEVEL CT rWCTlOKlWC

s a t m s t e m s _________________________ date _________

m o n n scale tvrm, uisc-x, *r v a is )

__________ ,

UAJUtUC EZraCZANCT LEVS.
CRAM EQUIVALENTS
V IM M K Z AaOEVZMDIT TEST (VXAT)
at
ezasoot s o m n u L acrievzment t e s t (plat )

i o n test ar visual -motor u n c m n a i (via) _
oiher

JESTSJ CRT

T oJaI R e . l '- j
. To».l

H .S
5. *
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D o c m o u L imuiitt t m revuu c o t O T m s
Baaa
hlltlM

In/aY/rcif(tfct ffr-'Ir

^

*SX&Z^

Krr* -Vi

• Certify that I.

l~rsx
t or Cuardlaa — (Typ«d)
._

hereby lcguaat that ay Child/Hard,
Sa Placed la

A.Pi*
^ _______

,

^

«*— - Wjped)
- ■*

Oparatad by__
^gancy/rractltleaer~
lor a period act to auaal thraa yaara froa tha lata of axocotloa of thle coaaaat. 1
uoderataad at tha end of that parted ay child/ward will ha reevaluated and that 1 will
ho given tha raconoandatloua Jfor placaaaat and further c
Signature^
Interpretation was J

woa not 2Z provided.

I, tha uaderalgnad have daflnad and fully explained tha recoaaaaded placaaaat af tha
above naaod child aad the parent or guardian aa vltneaead above regueate tha placa
aaat of tha child la thg^grograa/aervlce atatod.

______

or Doalgnatad Bepraaaatatlva

Bata

cci Parent/Cuardloi
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Anmamno
s o u (urrsx, vise -*, or vais )
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XEADIHC _

VIDE XAHCE AGRIEVEMZXT TEST (VKAT)

KAsanr ikdiyidual ac a i e v e k o t test (feat )

CEX. 1 » 0 ._
Z.TZST or VISUAL-MOTO* 1KTEOUT10H Cwa) / c A / t f
e tests:
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SA7 t* 7

y .aAijfi

-------

A

t^A..yr.j
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v .:z . 2=; w u i; : » u n '>
Tm r n u l t i ■ ' : „ i
tu; t f e a /
it th* aru(i) •( 7iZL

7
f t n n r i t l t i of 7<i<Wi /
in th* T»r.:*r cletirr— n:iit[ ■«
t c l k n th* h i i r i n S t r t it l* ! leal* by pu>(itpiltr claisrooa taachar) and tha obsarvaticns notti oo tl.» pyc)ic)i<[lcal
report Indicate that these cba*r«»d bthavlora ralata to
>»inie
functioning by
rf ASrzrnJ
Slnca tha aiiailMst Beasa to indicate that th* obaarwad bthaviors u < th*
Identified discrepancy say adversely affaet /ffZthrr acadealc achlaraacat unias*
jOOaha racaivta special education services and/or related services, It la
raccnaandad that
j"
racalva special aducatlcs aanrleaa and/or
ralatod services n a g-r, jfc,
, i-n
setting, far
r eccnoadc disadvantage

_ to srdlul Information which la ralevant to hls/har education la notad.
_ Th* following sadlcal information which la ralavant to hls/har education

dSfik
.

sic k a tu u

^

y o s in w j

** -

u it

~<Fx*y
T a td t t - .

^
•*'.

J v .-Ja (/

____________ c A r A f

________

'______________________iy>/.

___________

Juixlu.

lo/n/n
lofnfnt)

_

— K i i V A L U A T SOfcl =
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U N IT E D STATES
DEPA R TM EN T O F T H E IN T E R IO R
(uwjui or ihoiam *rr*ms

ifa
_

The assessment(s), exanlnatioofi), or evaluatiea(a) for which you gave
jour consent have keen completed. Ike results indicate tkat:

k.

(1)

A planning Mating for tke purpose of developing,
reviewing, and/or revising an 1EP (Individualised
Education frojrua) for pour child is necessasy.

It is Important tkat jroo participate in this Meeting. You have keen con
tacted orally and given aa opportunity to
have input in the scheduling
of thaplanning meeting.
The neeting has been scheduled at the following
mutually agreed upon time and place.

Place_____

PurpoIT J g X

.

Ml

SVAtUbritt)

Participants in Meeting:
1. A representative of the schoolAfe..
2. Tke child’s teacher/g
Jfc.t.
T both parents^
parents or the school

Interpretation
Witnessed____

Principal
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U K 'IIE D S T A T E S
D E P A R T M E N T O F T H E IN T E R IO R

a of ri m i a l Contact
at

KutUr_________________•.____________
h n n p l t c i t f c o ll ( S lc a tw r t
Dot* of Call___________________ Tloo of Call
T a t M wltk
"turpoaa at coll
X m l t of call
Interpretation | j *“

provided

' Teraoatol na'alat hoop vlalt Klcnatorao) RtatM
teti of D m
Tailed v-itk

Vlolt_ / o An /-y*?

Tloa of Kcoe Tint 3 : 9

... . __ k_____________ |_____________

Turpoaa of Koae Vloltjii___CLt't.2-Mft___T £ /

r ,

,/Lfc-■<t

firIZR*

yvr/:..

Interpreter
fTo I* fH o d la 94-10 Caatral T O a

fchwl Taalt)
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U N IT E D STATES
D E P A R T M E N T O F T H E IN T E R IO R
W KAU or INDIAN AFFAIRE

H it u i n i M B l ( i ) , e x a n ln a tic o (s ), o r r a l u i l ^ B i ( i ) f o r which you I » w
jnouT cans c a t have been c o ap le ted . Tat r e s u l t s in d ic a te th a t;

-JL )
^

* ylansiinf n e ttin g f o r th a p urpose o f developing,
review ing, an d /o r re v is in g an ZET (In d iv id u alised
Education Progran) f o r y o u r chi. Id da a ac aaaary .

I t la in p o rta n t th a t you p a r ti c ip a te ia th ia . s e a tin g . You have heea ccota c ta d o r a ll y and given aa o p portunity t o have- input in th a scheduling
o f th e plan n in g n e ttin g . The n e ttin g haa heea. achcfeled a t th e follow ing
” n u tn a lly agreed u p n tin e and p la co .
- w . S 21-79-------------Tl- <f rhlfr-^
M *S.
. ----P u rposejC£*_--- ---- '---Participants an nesting:
.
1. A repreaentative of the sthpftfy .
J. The child's teech^.'
J f,
S. One o r both u r e i n i j n e .
____
The
c
h
ild
,
tdisre
a
p
p
r
o
p
r
i
a
b
.
4.
child, tdisre appropriate l e
Evaluation personnel ren te s e h ta t lf r , ^ , .
_______
O ther in d iv id u als a t th e d is e re tifc B ^ f t w , - , . n t s o r th e school

Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.

IEP #3

115
Page 13 of 14

U N IT E D STATES
D EPA R TM EN T O F T H E IN T E R IO R
BUREAU or IMO IAN AFFAIRS

PLEASE DETACH AND RETURN TO THE SCHOOL IN THE ENCLOSED SELF-ADDRESSED
STAMPED ENVELOPE.
1. U-4- 1 Mill attend tha schedule* IEP Netting.
2. ( ) 1 cannot atten*. Please contact M to arrange alternate
solutions.'
S. ( ) 1 choose not to participate in Save]oping the IEP for aqr
child an* 1 authorize school personnel to develop the IEP.
1 understand that 1 Mill than ha contacted by the school
S
to obtain aqr written permission for student placement and
•’
for imp]ementatioo of the sarvica.

al aialiT to parent or guardian JO
20 days prior to scheduled nesting
One copy to be filad in 94-142 Central Fils (High School Vault)
One copy to be file* in DPU File (Student Folder)

Page 2 of 2
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U N IT E D ST A T E S
D EP A R T M E N T O F T H E IN T E R IO R
b u r e a u o r iksian af fa irs

■ el funtil Coetaet
Itirfwt

\J^JU -

7

/

_____

r<r«t(i) or Cuardlaa I iiTlUj

TtlepboM B«aber_
Itiio* placing call (Slgnatuxa)_
Data el Call_________________
TalkaJ witi__________________
Furpoae e( call
laault of call
bturitu'tloa j | JJJ M t prtrrliad
Fataou(t) aaklat l w rialt (lltMtaraa) f^ex.— a.
Base of Bo m « r i t _ £ W J ______ Tlaa of Bo m Vlalt_
Talk* It!} J & j + t

.

_______

Furpoaa of Bo m Tlalt-/t>

latoxpxatatloe J J

^

,t___

-*vp XfgT

prmlM

W t a a u l ________________;_________ Bata_________
Interpreter
’(To Be file* la **-141 Caatral File (llgh School Fault)
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I
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i

II s f s f

lESt '

MATERIALS OR
TECHNIQUES

■ NAME:

METHOD

EVALUATION

ftlohard

1

-

•

! S;i ijil!
!ll«i!SSl3»
1
*

1 *5 ^
1221s

!

lull

jijih

js|

s
ill

|iipil iaSi
sSii
jli
|i • $
sl ilii

I 1 fE|3|a|

jdi

START
DATE

END
DATE

ANNUAL
GOALS

SlsSSil

s
1

•

SERVICE

u
aS

aLlllfl

S B B D a o ..□□□

K

|S

•

iliili

ft Q D o a n a n

,ii
s o
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o n m i u t u m rA n xzn or vu u n au o t
u u n n fjf |«ii|i« tltUMM
iM ta r a A iu
m o n coKsmr - stccul ducatxm rucoaxt tso r a n c o
mounoNu. Amxisu. juo u n n c a w n n i
(lgaatura
Paaltloa
SUAB&nc*■777/*..
// e .
■v&teMee
2orv,..
■nsxc#&r
7Hvfetf *
7?aa
TBXCj&e.

_

•

,_ _ _

-_ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ S a K Z Z T

.

Data
S-£f*3f
8-2*~Tf
Sr-Vr-T?

]

ooMtnrxE c a m n n axd ucomutDmaicsi

J m . tZ*

jT-rr <T

Ihla la to Carlify that I,_
Darahy Raquast that 17 aiM/Vtrl,_
Bo H a u l la_
rnina/Stnlca
OparataB Wy__

ig«.c//rn
cy/rractltleaar

h r a yatisl oot to n c n l throo yaara <na tha Bata of axacutloe at thia coaaamt. 1
tatBarataaB at tha aaB of that yarloB 07 chllB/warB will ha taairalaataB aaB that 1 will
ha glvan tha raeo— rnBatIona far placaaaat aaB furthar coeaaat.
Slgnatura_
Xatarpratatloa waa JJ_ waa aat 2Z ftorlBaB.

_______

limBmi

latarpratar
Data
1, tha aeBaraitnaB hava BafImB aaB fully asplalaaB tha racoaaaaBaB placaaaat of tha
ahovo naaaB chilB aaB tha M ™ * “r guardiaa aa wltaaaaaB abowo ro^uaata tha placaaaat of tha chllB la tha »rogrn»/*»*-»<ra atataB.

...

9. . :

_____

• SuparlataaBffct or DaalgnataB Bapraaaatatlaa

Data

cc> faraat/CuarBlaa
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STAIDJXT OT P.1C1HMTT
Ihe resell
resell* of tki »o>l i k i d i psychoeducatlonal i i h k m m M i n i n
that
■
In* disability
In tin araa(s) «
TUl datsrelnatlca ii b n H on tha »nian dlscrsosncy between/j^oa^a!t
’a
n u i|a ar iton avera*e ability
) and rfiTSfhar past and present educatlanal achievement la tha araa(a) af g a m ■fev/vw ■*■Curdwanwai.______

.

m b *

7

~

Obaanratloa ol fifn*fff
In tha re*ular classroom aattln* at
naiad aa tha yataraaa Scraanln* Seala by H a COJ ^
___________
(rt*ular claaaraoa taachar) and tha observations noted ca tha payeholo*leal
report Indicate that theae observed behavior* relate to @
h«t aeadaalc
fuoetleala* by A t
. A**

____________

. Since the asaaaaaaat aeaaa to indicate that the observed bahaviora and tbt
Identified dlscrepaacy aay adversely affect
academic achievement unleaa
(SfJtttm receives special education aarelcea and/or related services, it Is
recommended that ^iciWdd
• receive apodal education aarvlcaa and/or
related aarvlcaa la a
•
aattln* for
twf
mlaulae or claaa perloda / V e g
tinea par week.
b adverse affacta of environmental, cultural, or economic dlsadvaata*e
vara noted la tha acraanln* or assessment data.
The followin* adverse affacta af environmental, cultural, or economic
diaadvanta*a ware noted oa tha acrecnln* Instrument and assessment. ••_

So nodical Information which la relevant td hla/her education la noted.
✓

The followlnB medical Information which la relevant to hla/bar education

Psyc^felo*l*t.
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».r
to t

.

____

JUL.
w csper level o r nmcnoKiKC
________________ D»Tt_________ |

t o t s administered

VZCMSUX SCALE (OKI, MSC-R, or VAIS)

«Q

££ _

OttWOljOClCAL AGE
MENTAL
ACE
LEARNING ZXTZCTANCT LEVEL
VIBE NANCE ACHIEVEMENT TEST (VRAT)

Jjlj#-

CRADE EQUIVALENTS
HEAPING
A3

Nft

| TEAMDT INDIVIDUAL ACHIEVEMENT T O T (MAT)

K M T TEST 0V VISUAL-MOTOR INTEGRATION (VMI)

J/4/7T

onin resist

. fVTTEMTWgi fN

.OftlE.. TO 0 M F .-S tT U n .T fg J

VEAXNESSl
- ftM H T V TO PECEElUE_ ^ ,\'.£ S S £ (V T //1 t - n B llf T V
.

T /t L g /lrt?

P fg fg p n i/lt.

O E T B Il.

ftW ft T/>

M V T lN fttllS H

E ttg A tT /ftU

F ftO n

J2E201L.___________ ._______________________________________
A?EM MWTTr/At.

/UPTO/e

t ’A P .D L V

M VAF^ T iJIE

U fnrT S

5P £ £ /? __________________________________________•
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U N IT E D STA TES
DEPA R TM EN T O F T H E IN T E R IO R
BUREAU or INDIAN ArrAIRS
Chtrokn, North Carolina 28710

Dear
Iks asteasaent(s), exaninatioo(s), or evaluatlan(s) for which you gave
your consent have been coapleted. The results Indicate that:

( H * planalag aaetlng for the purpose of developing,
reviewing, and/or revising an IEP (Individualised
Education Prograa) for your child is necessary.
It is iaportaat that you participate in this aecting. You have been con
tacted orally
and given aa opportunity to
have input in the scheduling
of the planning awetlng. the aecting has bean scheduled at the following
Mutually agreed upon tine and place.
Tine
Place_

. +:t)Q|-- -

Participants in M e e t i n g : 7
*
1. A representative of the trhoolJ/Zf..
AC W _________
2. The child's teacher /UftJit.._______ ________________
S. One or both parents^ S S M a r _________________ _____________
4. the child. Where appropriate
.
5. Evaluation personnel representative
.
i.
Other individuals at the discretion af tht parent* or the school

Interpretation

j

j

^

provided.
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U N IT E D STATES
D E P A R T M E N T OF THE IN T E R IO R
I W K U U Of II.3U H AffAIPt

PIX4SE PETACH A O KETUHK TO THE SCHOOL IS THE ENCLOSED SELF-APDHESSED
STAVED ENVELOPE.
{
1.
2. f )
S. ( )

.1 will attend the scheduled IEP Meeting.
I cannot attend. Nciif contact >a to arrange alternate
solutions.
I choose not to participate In developing the IEP for uy
child an'd 1 author!ae school personnel to develop the IEP.
I understand that I will then ha contacted hjr the school
to obtain my written permission for student placement and
for implementation of the service’
.

j

Simature
'Parent Or uua.u.aw
Date

7_________

Original SBTTed to parent or guardian 18 days prior to scheduled meeting
date.
One copy to he filed la 94-142 Central File (High School Vault)
One copy to he filed la DPU File (Student Folder)

\
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U N IT E D STA TES
D EPA R TM EN T O F T H E IN T E R IO R
buncau or Indian attains

Bocaaaotatlco af lunttl Contact
ItWt

tuLui. .

_______

faraat(a) ar Cuardlaa ’TiUUfn*'.

____

AMtaaa________________________________________
Talcpboaa Buabar________________________________
faxaoa placl&| call (Slgaattara)___________________
Bata of C*U___________________ Tlaa af CallTiUal wlti_____________ j______________________

Xatarpratatlca j j JJJJ

frorUmt

Taraoa(a) » U a | b
Bata af baa Tlalt_J
Talka* aitb

7^«^n-__________ ______________________

furroaa af fc-a Tlalt -to 3S

^ 3? AAf.ty______________

lrnlt af loaa Tlalt

U t t # djtOZt*

A& & C I

latatjaatar
(I* bo fllaJ So H - 1 U Caatral T U a (Mlffc Scbool Taalt)
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U N IT E D S T A T E S
D E P A R T M E N T O F T H E IN T E R IO R

Sociimtnloo •( rtrntil Centact
Studcat

"_______ __

Tarcat(a) of Cuardlaa_J

iMttn

.«*__

Telephone WuabaT
Tereoe placing call (Signature)_
Data of Call__________________ _Tlea of Call_

Xaiolt of call____________________
Interpretation | j “JJ ^

prmlial

Faxaea(a) aaUag keaa vlalt (SlgnaturoaJ^
Date af h a t Plait

Sls/A/O

'

Tlaa of I

Talked witbj:
Furpoaa of Ik— Vlalt l 2 p

t2c/~

Uf}

J X j ? ..'
/ h&jfcy,_________

D.ault of Ik— Tlalt t ^ a Z y a . 1

J

(To Do filed 1> **-!« Caatral Ilia (llgh School Vault)
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W E S T E R N M IC H IG A N U N IV E R S IT Y
COLLEGE OF EDUCATION
Deportment of Special Education

(616) 383 1680

I
I

K A IA M A 20 0. MICHIGAN
<9008

Dear
T h a n k you for your cooperation to participate in this investigation
to determine the reliability of the enclosed checklist.
Four check
lists and four sample IEPs are enclosed.
The checklists and IEPs
are numbered.
Please complete each checklist on each IEP.
Please
be sure that the c ode numbers are the same for the IEPs and the
checklists.
Y o u are to presume the following items:
1. You are monitoring the IEPs on December 4, 1979, as
that is the date that they w e r e selected.
2. You are to presume that all personnel have valid
teaching or other certificates.
3.
Names have been removed to protect the identity of
the students and their parents.
W h e r e there-is an
obvious b lank space for signatures or names, you are
to preseume that the names and signatures are in those
spaces.
4.
Class lists, bus rosters are to be presumed available
to document the services, and that the services were
being provided on December 4, 1979.
5.
You are to presume nothing else.
If the documentation
is not present in the IEP, it is not in compliance.
6.
You are to follow the directions from #4 through if8
listed on the instructions which are enclosed.
Do NOT
complete steps 9 and 10.
The criterion stated with each monitoring question will be the
minimally acceptable standard.
It is to be the basis of your
decision regarding compliance.
Th e checklists and IEPs are to be returned in the self-addressed,
stamped envelope.
Please make no marks on the IEPs.
It would be
appreciated if the checklists be completed in five days and returned
by mail.
Th an k s again for your cooperation.
Sincerely,

George T.L. Holt
Doctoral Student
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W E S T E R N M IC H IG A N U N IV E R S IT Y
COUEGE OF EDUCATION
Depnitmpnt of Sppciol Educoiion

(616) 383-16R0

I
I

K A lA M A ZOO. MIC HIGAN
49008

Dear
This is the post-test r e l iability on the checklist.
The IEPs are
the same ones that we r e completed one month ago.
Again, the ch e c k 
list and the IEPs are numbered.
Please complete each checklist on
each IEP.
Please be sure that the code numbers are the same for
the IEPs and checklists.
It is again important to presume the following items:
1. You are m o nitoring the IEPs on December A, 1979, a
that is the date that they were selected.
2. You are to presume that all personnel have valid
teaching or other certificates.
3. Names have been removed to protect the identity of
the students and their parents.
Where these -is an
obvious blank space for signatures or names, you
are to presume that the names and signatures are in
those spaces.
A.
Class lists, bus rosters are to be presumed avilable
to document the services, and that the services were
being provided on December A, 1979.
5.
You are to presume nothing else.
If the documentation
is not present in the IEP, It is not in compliance.
6. You are to follow the directions from if4 through if8
listed on the instructions which are enclosed.
Do NOT
complete steps 9 and 10.

9

T he criteria stated wi t h each monitoring questions will be the m i n 
imally acceptable standard.
It is to be the basis of your d ecision
regarding compliance.
T he checklists and IEPs are to be returned in the self-addressed,
stamped envelope.
Please make no marks on the IEPs.
It would be
appreciated if the checklists be completed in five days and returned
by mail.
Thanks again for your cooperation.
Sincerely,

George T.L. Holt
Doctoral Student
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Instructions
for
Holt's Monitoring Checklist for
Individualized Education Programs
This checklist has been designed to monitor IEPs for compliance
with Public L a w 94-142.
The checklist contains five major topic areas
that are to be reviewed.
The major topic areas are: (1) evaluation of
student to determine present levels of functioning, (2) committee to
develop IEP, (3) written document (IEP) that has the required compon^ents, (4) implementation of the IEP, and (5) evaluation of short term
instructional objectives.
Each topic area has a series of monitoring
questions and criteria that relate to that topic.
The criteria have
been stated in terms that are minimally acceptable for compliance with
Public L a w 94-142.
The directions for utilizing the checklist are as follows:
1.
Develop a roster of all students who are currently
receiving special education services.
2.
a. U s e a table of random numbers to select 20% (.20)
of the number of students on the roster.
If there
is a fraction remaining, round up to the next whole
number.
(or)
b.
If a table of random numbers is not available, ran
domly select any number between one and the last
number on the roster of students.
(The number should
b e selected by a disinterested party.) At the point
on the roster where the random number is located,
select that student and every fifth student to par
ticipate in the study.
Do not forget to return to
the beginning and continue to count up by five to
the point where the selection began.
The number
selected should equal 20% (.20) of the total number
of students on the roster (plus or minus o ne).
3.
The students' IEPs that have been selected should have a
checklist completed for compliance with PL 94-142.
4.
Documentation must be observed prior to marking the
question "yes" or "no." Teaching certificates, class
rosters, transportation lists, etc., should not be
presumed, they should be verified.
5.
Complete each item on the checklist.
The information may
not be located in the sequence of the checklist but
should be available as a part of the educational records.
6.
Certain portions of the checklist have dotted lines (---- )
as dividers to monitoring questions.
This indicates that
there could be more than one criterion statement to the
monitoring question.
Unless otherwise indicated, each
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Instructions (continued)

Page 2

portion of the monitoring question should receive a
response from the monitor.
7. Only one check mark is required on each line.
The
response could be an (X) or (✓). No duplicate re
sponses should be on the same line (example: both
"yes" and "no" columns marked.
If there are two
criteria in a statement, both criteria must be in
compliance for a "yes" response.
8.
In the event that the monitor is not sure if the
question is in compliance, this would indicate
that the monitor does not have sufficient docu
mentation available.
The "no" column should then
. be checked.
9. To analyze the data contained in the checklist, the
percentages of compliance need to be computed.
The
percentages of compliance can be computed by divid
ing the number of "yes" checks for each item by the
total number of checks for that line (number of "yes"
checks plus the number of "no" checks in each line
equals the total).
• Example:
"Yes" "No"
2.2 Child's Teacher
28
2

10.

28
[28+2] = 30/28“ = .933 or 93.3%
The monitoring questions can then be ranked b y the
percentage of compliance.
The ranking can be from
the highest to the lowest percentage of compliance.
Those that are ranked lowest could be the area(s)
that the administration of a school district would
address as the highest priority to insure compli
ance with PL 94-142.
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Holt's Monitoring Checklist for
Individualized Education Programs
Note:

Please read instructions before
using this checklist.

?age

1

of _8_

Compliance Topic Area
Documentation
Question
is Available?
Suggested Criteria
YES
NO
I. Evaluation of student's educational performance.
X
Question 1.1: Has parent/guardian consent for
the evaluation secured prior to the evaluation?
The signature is requiredt date should be
prior to the evaluation.
Question 1.2: Here the* assessments conducted
by individuals who are qualified by state
licensing or certifying agencies?
License or certificate is on file at
school or agency.
Question 1.3: Has all existing information
regarding the student made available to the
IEP committee?
The assessment results and records appear
documented on the IEP.
Question 1.4: Has information considered from
a variety of sources including aptitude and
achievement tests, teacher recommendations,
physical condition, cultural or social back
ground and adaptive behavior, where appro
priate?
More than one single procedure must be
used except in cases involving speech
therapy.
Question 1.5: Has a Content of Notice provided
to the parent or guardian?
A copy of the notice is on file with due
process procedurest descriptions of actions
proposed, description of evaluation proce
dures, tests or reports usedy and a descrip
tion o f any other factors used to propose
the evaluation procedure.
Question 1.6: List additional state or local
education agency requirements:

------------------ -------

XX

EXPERIMENTAL - DO NOT DUPLICATE
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Hole's Monitoring Checklist for
Individualized Education Programs
Note:

Please read instructions before
using this checklist.

Compliance Topic Area
Question
Suqgested Criteria
II. Development of IEP by a committee.
Question 2.1: Was a minimum o£ an administrator
and the child's teacher designated to partici
pate on the IEP committee? NOTE: Others may
be present at the discretion of the school or
parents.
2.1.1: Administrator?
Responsible to supervise or provide
special education services.
2.1.2: ChildTs teacher?
A teacher who has or is working with
the student.
2.1.3: Is this the first IEP?
if this is, is a psychologist, diag
nostician or other specialists on the
IEP committee?
Someone with knowledge of the evaluation
procedures used and able to interpret the
results o f the evaluation procedure must
be on the aormittee.
Question 2.2: Was a mutually agreed upon time
and place established for the IEP committee?
Copies of correspondence, records of phone
calls or parent visits.
Question 2.3: Was the parent/guardian notified
as to the purpose of the IEP meeting and who
would be In attendance?
Copy of the notice that was provided to
the parent or guardian.
Question 2.4: Did the parent/guardian attend
the IEP meeting, if not is there evidence that
the school attempted to convince them to attend?
2.4.1 Parent/guardian did attend?
Signature (8) on IEP and notes of meeting.
2.4.2 If parent did not attend, Is there docu
mentation that the school attempted to
convince the parents/guardians to attend?
Copies of correspondence, records of phone
calls and home visit records.

Page

2

of _8,

Documentation
is Available?
YES
NO/
lX

;

X
X

EXPERIMENTAL - DO NOT DUPLICATE
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Holt's Monitoring Checklist for
Individualized Education Programs
Note:

Please read Instructions before
using this checklist.

Compliance Topic Area
Question
Suggested Criteria
II. (continued)
Question 2.5: . Do the parents speak English or
use other than verbalizations to communicate?
If not, wap an interpreter available for the
parents who are deaf or whose native language
is other than English?
Documentation of native language or mode
o f conrmmicationt and interpreter pro
vided.

Page

3

of __8_

Documentation
is Available?
YES
NO

X

EXPERIMENTAL - DO NOT DUPLICATE
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Holt's Monitoring Checklist for
Individualized Education Programs
Note:

Please read instructions before
using this checklist.

Compliance Topic Area
Question
Suqqested Criteria
III. Documentation of the IEP components.
Question 3.1: Does the IEP contain a statement
of the student's present levels of educational
performance?
The student*8 present levels of educational
performance should include a variety of in
formation from the assessment/evaluation
that was completed on the student and other
information such as medical, behavior,.
speech. etc., if appropriate.
Question 3.2: Does the IEP contain a statement
of annual goal(s)?
The annual goal is a projection o f achieve
ment for one year; there could be one goal
for each service and/or academic area which
is specified in the IEP.
Question 3.3: Does the IEP contain short term
instructional objectives?
The short term instructional objectives are
meant to be bench marks that indicate steps
to be reached in achieving the annual goal.
There are usually more than one objective
for each annual goal.
Question 3.4: Does the IEP contain a statement
of specific special education and related ser-.
vices to be provided?
The types of special education services and
related services should be fully specified
in the IEP.
Question 3.5: Does the IEP contain a statement
that specifies the extent to which the student ‘
will participate in the regular program?
The amount o f time (hours, periods, or per
centages) should be specified that the
student shall participate in the regular
program. I f a student does not partici
pate in the regular program, is there
documentation to support that decision.

Page

4

of

8

Documentation
is Available?
YES
NO

X

X

EXPERIMENTAL - DO NOT DUPLICATE
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Holt'8 Monitoring Checklist for
Individualized Education Programs
Note:

Please read instructions before
using this checklist.

Compliance Topic Area
Question
Suqqested. Criteria
III. (continued)
Question 3.6: Does the IEP contain projected
dates for the initiation of services and the
duration of those services?
The actual dates should he contained in
the IEP and the duration of services should
not he for more than one calendar year.
Question 3.7: Does the IEP contain appropriate
objective criteria and schedules for determin
ing, on at least an annual basis, whether the
short term instructional objectives are being
achieved?
The short term instructional objectives
should have an evaluation component con
tained with them to assist in determining
if the student is attaining the objectives
and therefore the annual goal. The method
for the evaluation of the short term goals
should also he specified.
Question 3.8: Does the IEP contain components
that are required by the state or local edu
cation agency?
List the requirements:

Page

5

of

8

Documentation
is Available?
YES
NO

XX

EXPERIMENTAL - DO NOT DUPLICATE
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Holt's Monitoring Checklist for
Individualized Education Programs
Note:

Please read instructions before
using this checklist.

Page

6

of _8_

Documentation
Compliance Topic Area
is Available?
Question
YES
NO
Suggested Criteria
"
X
IV. Implementation of the IEP.
Question 4.1: Have or are the special education
services as specified in the IEP been or being
provided? .
4.1.1: Service ?ListJ
4.1.2: Service (Llstj
4.1.3: Service iList)
4.1.4: Service (List)
Student18 name is on teacher18 rote end
show scheduling o f the student for that
specified time period.
NOTE:

Not all blanks need to be completed, only the
number required to list all services specified
in the IEP.
Question 4.2: Have or are the related ser
vice (s) as specified in the IEP been or being
provided?
4.2.1: Service (ListJ
4.2.2: Service tllst)
4.2.3: ServIcelLlstl
4.2.4: Service fEIstl
Student18 none is on tJw T w T i i s i for
transportationt designation by adminis
tration to employee to provide service,
contract for service issued, student's
name on specialist's or teacher's class
roll or registert etc.

NOTE:

Not all blanks need to be completed, only the
number required to list all the related ser
vices specified in the IEP.
Question 4.3: Does the student participate in
the regular program?
4.3.1: Yes? Specify amount Ipercentage7hours)
or is to participate:
473.2: If no, is there rationale for non
participation available?
Student's name is on teacKer'sroles of the
regular program.

x

XX
X

X
X

X

X

EXPERIMENTAL - DO NOT DUPLICATE
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Holt's Monitoring Checklist for
Individualized Education Programs
Mote:

Please read Instructions before
using this checklist.

Compliance Topic Area
Question
Suggested Criteria
IV. (continued)
Question A.4: Have the initiation dates and
duration of the service(s) been specified?
■4.4.1: Date ^Specify!
Duration
4.4.2: Date (Specify!
Duration
4.4.3: Date ^Specify!
Duration
4.4.4: Date ([Specify)"
Duration
DatelsJ of ZnZitatZoh should Be the same
o b the date (8) entered on the class roll
or the contract. The duration of ser
vices should not be more than one year
as the IEP is only valid for one. calendar
year,
NOTE:

Only the number of blanks required need to be
completed.

Page

7

of

8

Documentation
is Available?
YES
NO

Xk

XX

EXPERIMENTAL - DO NOT DUPLICATE
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Hole's Monitoring Checklist for
Individualized Education Programs
Note:

Please read Instructions before
using this checklist.

Compliance Topic Area
Question
Suqqested Criteria
V. Evaluation of the instructional objectives.
Question 5.1: Has the IEP been reviewed or
revised, if appropriate?
If no, and it is not more than one calendar
year since the IEP was written— STOP— do
not complete the remaininq questions.
Question 5.2: Do the short term instructional
objectives have objective criteria and schedules
for evaluation?
5.2.1: Criteria?
Criteria could he stated in behavioral
terms, test .gain, or other, conditions
that will demonstrate the achievement
of the objectives.
5.2.2: Schedules?
A schedule is contained in the IEP that
will state when the IEP is to be reviewed
and revised if necessary.
Question 5.3: Did a committee as stated in
Topic Area II, Question 2.1 and 2.4 review
and revise the IEP?
5.3.1: Administrator?
5.3.2: ChildTs teacher?
5.3.3: Parent7guardian ?see 2.2 - 2.4)
The mvmnwan coimiiiee should review and
revise, if appropriate, the IEP.
Question 5.4: Has the IEP been evaluated during
the calendar year from the date of development?
5.4.1: Date developed:
5.4.2: Date reviewed:
The IEP is not valid for more than one
calendar year after its development.

Page

8

of _8

Documentation
is Available?
YES
NO

XX
XX
Xx

EXPERIMENTAL - DO NOT DUPLICATE
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Dates of Mailings
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Mail Responses of the Validation Judges

Judge

Date Sent

Hall, R.
Hall, L.
Schrag
Fanning
Petersen
Bonham
Weston

May
May
May
May
May
May
May

5,
5,
5,
5,
5,
5,
5,

Date Received

1980
1980
1980
1980
1980
1980
1980

May 28,
May 17,
May 19,
June 7,
May 27,
May 16,
June 2,

1980
1980
1980
1980
1980
1980
1980

Mailing Responses of Monitors for Stability Over Time

Test
(1st Monitoring)
Monitor

Date Sent

Date Received

Retest
(2nd Monitoring)
Date Sent

Date Received

June 13, 1980

June 24, 1980

Hall

May 9, 1980

May 29, 1980

Johnson

May 9, 1980

No response

Hosmer

May 9, 1980

June 4, 1980

Kennedy

May 9, 1980

June 16 , 1980

-

-

A hman

May 9, 1980

May 30, 1980

June 13, 1980

July 8, 1980

-

-

June 13, 1980

June 24, 1980

Junker

May 9, 1980

June 5, 1980

June 13, 1980

June 30, 1980

Dekoekkoek

May 9, 1980

May 21, 1980 .

June 13, 1980

June 30, 1980
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Appendix H

Report to Special Education Director
on Results of the Field Test
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Report to the Special Education Director
on the Results of the Field Test

A total of 54 IEPs was monitored in your administrative unit,
representing 20% of all the IEPs on file in your offices.

The en

closed checklist contains the results of your monitoring effort.

The

results are reported in the numbers and the percentages of the re
sponses to each item.

No datum was missing on any of the checklists

as each checklist was correctly completed.
The ranking by percentage for noncompliance is presented below;
all other questions were 100% in compliance:

Question
Number

Question

Percent in
Noncompliance

5.3.3a

Did the parent/guardian attend the meeting
to review the IEP?

37.0%

5.1b

Has the IEP been reviewed or revised, if
appropriate?

5.6%

3.7

Does the IEP contain appropriate objective
criteria and schedules for determining, on
at least an annual basis, whether the short
term instructional objectives are being
achieved?

5.6%

3.3

Does the IEP contain short term instructional
objectives?

3.7%

aQuestion 5.3.3 was revised to indicate that the parents may not
have attended the review meeting, but there is documentation that the
school attempted to convince the parents to attend. With this revi
sion the percentage of noncompliance could have been reduced, as the
schools may have endeavored to convince the parents to attend, and
they chose not to participate.
^Question 5.1 was changed to state that the monitor was not to
complete the page if the IEP had not been reviewed and revised.
The
"no" response did not indicate if the item was not in compliance or
if the IEP had not been reviewed.
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Other information gained from the review of the checklist is:
1.

All 54 students are receiving special education services.

2.

Of the 54 students who are receiving special education

services, 32 are receiving some form of related services and 2 are
receiving more than one related services.
3.

Of the 54 IEP meetings, 16 parents participated in the

meetings; 38 chose not to participate.
4.

Of the 54 IEPs, 51 had been reviewed and revised, if appro

priate, and 3 had not.
Thank you for your willingness to participate in this investi
gation.

Your cooperation was greatly appreciated.

George T.L. Holt
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Holt's Monitoring Checklist for
Individualized Education Programs
Note:

Please read instructions before
using this checklist.

Compliance Topic Area
Question

Suggested Criteria
I.

Evaluation of student's educational performance.
Question 1.1:
Was parent/guardian consent for
the evaluation secured prior to the evaluation?
The signature is required, date should be

prior to the evaluation.
Question 1.2:
Was existing information
regarding the student made available to the
IEP committee?

The assessment results and records appear
d o c u m e n t e d i n the IEP.
Question 1.3:
Was information considered from
a variety of sources including aptitude and
achievement tests, teacher recommendations,
physical condition, cultural or social back
ground and adaptive behavior, where appro
priate?

More than one single procedure must be
used except in cases involving speech
therapy.
Question 1.4:
Was a "Content of Notice" provided
to the parent or guardian?

A copy of the notice is on file with due
process procedures3 descriptions of actions
proposed> description of evaluation procedures, tests or reports used3 and a descrip
tion o f any other factors used to propose
the evaluation procedure.
Question 1.5:
List additional state or local
education agency requirements:

Page

1

8

of

Documentation
is Available?
YES
NO

X
100%

0%

54

0

100%

0%

54

0

100%

0%

54

0

100%

0%

54

0

XX

Copyrighted 1980, George T.L. Holt
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Holt's Monitoring Checklist for
Individualized Education Programs

II.

Question 2.2:
Was a mutually agreed upon time
and place established for the IEP committee?
Copies of correspondence, records of phone

calls or parent visits.
Question 2.3:
Was the parent/guardian notified
as to the purpose of the IEP meeting and who
would be in attendance?

Copy o f the notice that was provided to
the parent or guardian.
Question 2.4:
Did the parent/guardian attend
the IEP meeting, if not is there evidence that
the school attempted to convince them to attend?
2.4.1:
Parent7guardlan did attend?
____________ S i g n a t u r e (_s_)__on I E P < r f } d n o t e s _ o f ™ ^ e t i n g . _
2.4.2:
If parent did not attend, Is there docu
mentation that the school attempted to
convince the parents/guardians to attend?
Copies of correspondence, records of phone

calls and home visit records.

r

1
!

Someone with knowledge of the evaluation
procedures used and dole to interpret the
results of the evaluation procedure must
be on the committee.

54

o

Is this the first IEP?
If this is the first IEP, was a psycholo
gist, diagnostician or other specialists
on the IEP committee?

o

A teacher who has or is working with
the student.
2.1.3:
2.1.4:

54
100%

N

Child's teacher?

100%

o

2.1.2:

XX
o

Responsible to provide or supervise the
provision o f special education services.

Documentation
is Available?
YES
NO
X

s-s

Development of IEP by a committee.
Question 2.1:
Was a minimum of an administrator
and the child's teacher designated to partici
pate o n the IEP committee?
NOTE:
Others may
be present at the discretion of the school or
garents.
2.1.1:
Administrator?

8

of

1

Suggested Criteria

2

J100%

54

o

Compliance Topic Area
Question

Page

8-3

Please read instructions before
using this checklist.

o

Note:

100%

0%

54

0

100%

54

29.6%
_ 16___
70.4%

0%

38

0
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Holt's Monitoring Checklist for
Individualized Education Programs
Note:

Please read instructions before
using this checklist.

Page

Compliance Topic Area
Question

cX

(continued)
Question 2.5:
Do the parents speak English?
If not, was an interpreter available for the
parents who are deaf or whose native language
is other than English?

Documentation of native language or mode
of communication, and interpreter provided

8

of

Documentation
is Available?
YES
NO

Suggested Criteria
II.

3

.

) 100%

0%

I 54

0
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Holt's Monitoring Checklist for
Individualized Education Programs
Note:

Please read instructions before
using this checklist.

Compliance Topic Area
Question

Suggested Criteria
III. Documentation of the IEP components.
Question 3.1:
Does the IEP contain a statement
of the student's present levels of educational
performance?

The student's present levels o f educational
performance should include a variety o f in
formation from the assessment/evaluation
that was completed on the student and other
information such as medical, behavior3
speech, etc., i f appropriate.
Question 3.2:
Does the IEP contain a statement
of annual goal(s)?

The annual goal is a projection of achieve
ment for one year; there could be one goal
for each service and/or academic area which
is s p ec i f i ed in the IEP.
Question 3.3:
Does the IEP contain short term
instructional objectives?

T h e s h o r t t e r m ‘i n s t r u c t i o n a l o b j e c t i v e s a r e
meant to be bench marks that indicate steps
to b e r e ac h e d i n achi e v i ng the annual goal.
There are usually more than one objective
f o r ea ch a n nual goal.
Question 3.4:
Does the IEP contain a statement
of specific special education and related ser
vices to be provided?

The types of special education services and
related services should be fully specified
in the IEP.
Question 3.5:
Does the IEP contain a statement
that specifies the extent to which the student
will participate in the regular program?

The amount o f time (hours3 periods3 or per
centages) should be specified that the
student shall participate in the regular
program.
If a student does not partici
pate in the regular program, is there
documentation to support that decision?

Page

4

of _ 8_

Documentation
is Available?
NO
YES

Xx
;
100%

0%

54

0

100%

54
96.3%

0%

0
3.7%

52

2

100%

0%

54

0

100%

0%

54

0
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Holt's Monitoring Checklist for
Individualized Education Programs
Note:

Please read instructions before
using this checklist.

Compliance Topic Area
Question

Suggested Criteria
III.

(continued)
Question 3.6:
Does the IEP contain nroiected
dates for the initiation of services and the
duration of those services?

The actual dates should he contained in
the IEP and the duration o f services should
n ot be for more than one c a le n d a r year.
Question 3.7:
Does the IEP contain aDDroDriate
objective criteria and schedules for determin
ing, on at least an annual basis, whether the
short term instructional objectives are being
achieved?

The short term instructional objectives
should have an evaluation component con
tained with them to assist in determining
i f the student is attaining the objectives
a n d therefore the annual goal. The meth o d
for the evaluation o f the short term goals
should also be specified.
Question 3.8:
Does the IEP contain comDonents
that are required by the state or local edu
cation agency?

List the requirements:

Page

5

of

8

Documentation
is Available?
YES
NO
100%

0%

54

0

94.4%

5.6%

51

3

XX
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Holt's Monitoring Checklist for
Individualized Education Programs
Note:

Please read instructions before
using this checklist.

Compliance Topic Area
Question

S u g g e s t e d Criteria.
IV.

Implementation of the IEP.
Question 4.1:
Have the special education
service(s) as specified in the IEP been provided
or are now being provided?
4.1.1:
Service (List)
4.1.2:
Service (List!
4.1.3:
Service (List)
4.1.4:
Service (List!

S t u d e n t ’s n a m e I s o n t e a c h e r 1 s r o l l a n d .
show scheduling of the student for that
specified time period.
NOTE:

Not all blanks need to be completed, only the
number required to list all services specified
in the IEP.
Question 4.2:
Have the related service(s) as
specified in the IEP been provided or are now
b eing provided?
4.2.1:
Service (List)
4.2.2:
Service (List!
4.2.3:
Service (List!
4.2.4:
Service (List)

Page

6

Documentation
is Available?
YES
NO
> < ,

54-100%
1 0-0%
0-0%
0-0%

XX
34-63% 0-0%
2-3.7% 0-0%
0-0% [ 0-0%
0-0%
0-0%

X

Xx
x
100%
54

o o
S'S

Not all blanks need to be completed, only the
number required to list all the related ser
vices specified in the IEP.
Question 4.3:
Does the student participate in
the regular program?
4.3.1:
Yes?
Specify amount (percentage7hours)
or is to participate:
4.3.2:
If no, Is there rationale for non
participation available?

0-0%
0-0%
0-0%
0-0%

XX

S t u d e n t ’s n a m e I s o h t h e B u s l i s t f o r
transportation3 designation by adminis
tration to employee to provide service3
c o n t r a c t f o r s e r v i c e i s s u e d 3 s t u d e n t 's
n a m e o n s p e c i a l i s t ’s o r t e a c h e r ' s c l a s s
r o l l o r r e g i s t e r , etc.
NOTE:

of _8_

0%
0
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Holt's Monitoring Checklist for
Individualized Education Programs
Note:

Please read instructions before
using this checklist.

Compliance Topic Area
Question

Suqqested Criteria
IV.

(continued)
Question 4.4:
Have the initiation dates and
duration of the service(s) been specified?
4.4.1:
Date (Specify)
Duration
4.4.2:
Date (Specify)
Duration
4.4.3:
Date (Specify!
Duration
4.4.4:
Date (Specify
Duration

Dotelsi for the ZnZtZatZoh of servZces
should be the same as the date(s) entered
on the class roll or the contract. The
duration o f services should not be more
than one year as the IEP is only valid
for one calendar year.
NOTE:

Only the number of blanks required need to be
completed.

Page

7

of

8

Documentation
is Available?
YES
NO

XX
54-100%
0-0%
0-0%
0-0%

0-0%
0-0%
0-0%
0-0%

XX
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Holt's Monitoring Checklist for
Individualized Education Programs
Note:

Please read instructions before
using this checklist.

Page

Compliance Topic Area
Question
Evaluation of the instructional oblectives.
Question 5.1:
Has the IEP been reviewed or
revised, if appropriate?

- X

I f no, and it is not more than one calendar
y e a r s i n c e t h e I E P w a s w r i t t e n — STOP— d o :
not complete this paqe.
Question 5.2:
Do the short term instructional
objectives have objective criteria and schedules
for evaluation?
5.2.1:
Criteria?

Criteria could be stated in behavioral
terms, test gain, or other conditions
that will demonstrate the achievement
of the objectives.
5.2.2:
•A

31

XX
100%

0%
0

0%
0

XX
100%
54

Child's teacher?

100%

A teacher who has or is working with
the student.

54

The parent7iuardlan did attend, OR
is there documentation that the school
attempted to convince the parents/
guardians to attend?

0%
0

0%
0

63%

37%

34

202

OR

Question 5.4:
Has the IEP been evaluated durine
the calendar year from the date of development?
5.4.1:
Date developed:
5.4.2:
Date reviewed:

The IEP is not valid for more than one
calendar year after its development.

51

54

Responsible to supervise or provide
special education services.

S i g n a t u r e (s) o n I E P a n d n o t e s o f m e e t i n g ,
copies o f correspondence, records of phone
calls a n d home visit records.

X X
• 5.6%

100%

Question 5.3:
Did a committee as stated in
Topic Area II, Question 2.1 and 2.4 review
and revise the IEP?
5.3.1:
Administrator?

5.3.3:

8

94.4%

54

Schedules?

schedule is contained in the IEP that
will state w h en the I EP is to be reviewed
and revised i f necessary.

5.3.2:

of

Documentation
is Available?
YES
NO

Suqqested Criteria
V.

8

100%

51

0%

0

1See report.
2See report.
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Holt's Monitoring Checklist for
Individualized Education Programs
Note:

Please read instructions before
using this checklist.

Compliance Topic Area
Question

Suqqested Criteria
I.

Evaluation of student's educational performance.
Question 1.1: Was parent/guardian consent for
the evaluation secured prior to the evaluation?

Page

1

of

8

Documentation
is Available?
YES
NO

x

x < c

The signature is required3 date should be
prior to the evaluation.
Question 1.2: Was existing information
regarding the student made available to the
IEP committee?

The assessment results and records appear
do cumented i n the IEP.
Question 1.3: Was information considered from
a variety of sources including aptitude and
achievement tests, teacher recommendations,
physical condition, cultural or social back
ground and adaptive behavior, where appro
priate?

More than one single procedure must be
used except in cases involving speech
therapy.
Question 1.4: Was a "Content of Notice" provided
to the parent or guardian?

A copy o f the notice is on file with due
process procedures, descriptions of actions
proposed, description o f evaluation procedures3 tests or reports used3 a n d a descrip
tion o f any other factors used to propose
the evaluation procedure.
Question 1.5: List additional state or local
education agency requirements:

XX

Copyrighted 1980, George T.L. Holt
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Holt's Monitoring Checklist for
Individualized Education Programs
Note:

Please read instructions before
using this checklist.

Compliance Topic Area
Question

Suggested Criteria
II.

Development of IEP by a committee.
Question 2.1: Was a minimum of an administrator
and the child's teacher designated to partici
pate on the IEP committee?
NOTE:
Others may
be present at the discretion of the school or
p arents.
2.1.1:
Administrator?

Responsible to provide or supervise the
p r o v i s i o n o f special education services.
2.1.2:

Page

2

of _8^

Documentation
is Available?
YES
NO

XX

X

Child's teacher?

A teacher who has or is working with
the student.
2.1.3:
2.1.4:

Is this the first IEP?
If this is the first IEP, was a psycholo
gist, diagnostician or other specialists
on the IEP committee?

Someone with knowledge of the evaluation
procedures used a n d able to interpret the
results of the evaluation procedure must
be on the committee.
Question 2.2: Was a mutually agreed upon time
and place established for the IEP committee?

Copies of correspondence3 records of phone
calls or parent visits.
Question 2.3: Was the parent/guardian notified
as to the purpose of the IEP meeting and who
would be in attendance?

Copy o f the notice that was provided to
the parent or guardian.
Question 2.4:
Did the parent/guardian attend
the IEP meeting, if not is there evidence that
the school attempted to convince them to attend?
2.4.1:
Parent7guardian did attend?

Signature(s) on IEP a n d notes o f meeting.
2.4.2:

If parent did not attend, Is there docu
mentation that the school attempted to
convince the parents/guardians to attend?

XX
X

Copies of correspondence3 records of phone
calls and home visit records.
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Holt's Monitoring Checklist for
Individualized Education Programs
Note:

Please read instructions before
using this checklist.

Compliance Topic Area
Question

S u g q e s t e d Criteria.
II.

(continued)
question 2.5:
Do the parents speak English?
If not, was an interpreter available for the
parents who are deaf or whose native language
is other than English?

Page

3

of

8

Documentation
is Available?
YES
NO

X

Documentation o f native language or mode
o f communication, and interpreter provided.
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Holt's Monitoring Checklist for
Individualized Education Programs
Note:

Please read instructions before
using this checklist.

Compliance Topic Area
Question

Suqqested Criteria
III. Documentation of the IEP components.
Question 3.1:
Does the IEP contain a statement
of the student's present levels of educational
performance?

Page

4

of _8_

Documentation
is Available?
YES
NO
X

X

T h e stud e n t 's -present levels o f educational
performance should include a variety of in
formation from the assessment/evaluation
that was completed on the student and other
information such as medical, behavior,
sp ee c h, etc., i f appropriate.
Question 3.2:
Does the IEP contain a statement
of annual goal(s)?

The annual goal is a projection of achieve
m ent for one year; there could be one goal
for each service and/or academic area which
is s p ec i f i ed in the IEP.
Question 3.3:
Does the IEP contain short term
instructional objectives?

The short term instructional objectives are
meant to be bench marks that indicate steps
to be r e ac h e d in achieving the annual goal.
There are usually more than one objective
f o r e a ch annual qoal.
Question 3.4:
Does the IEP contain a statement
of specific special education and related ser
vices to be provided?

The types o f special education services and
related services should be fully specified
i n the IEP.
Question 3.5:
Does the IEP contain a statement
that specifies the extent to which the student
will participate in the regular program?

Th e a m ou n t o f time (hours, periods, o r p e r 
centages) should be specified that the
student shall participate in the regular
program. I f a student does not partici
pate in the regular program, is there
documentation to support that decision?
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Holt's Monitoring Checklist for
Individualized Education Programs
Note:

Please read instructions before
using this checklist.

Compliance Topic Area
Question

Suggested Criteria
III.

Page

5

of _8_

Documentation
is Available?
NO
YES

(continued)
Question 3.6:
Does the IEP contain proiected
dates for the initiation of services and the
duration of those services?

The actual dates should he contained in
the IEP and the duration o f services should
no t be f o r more than one calendar year.
Question 3.7:
Does the IEP contain appropriate
objective criteria and schedules for determin
ing, on at least an annual basis, whether the
short term instructional objectives are being
achieved?

The short term instructional objectives
should have an evaluation component con
tained with them to assist in determining
i f the student is attaining the objectives
a n d therefore the annual goal. The meth o d
for the evaluation o f the short term goals
should also be specified.
Question 3.8:
Does the IEP contain components
that are required by the state or local edu
cation agency?

List the requirements:

XX
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Holt's Monitoring Checklist for
Individualized Education Programs
Note:

Please read instructions before
using this checklist.

Compliance Topic Area
Question

Suppested Criteria.
IV.

Implementation of the IEP.
Question 4.1:
Have the special education
service(s) as specified in the IEP been provided
or are now being provided?
4.1.1:
Service (List)
4.1.2:
Service (List)
4.1.3:
Service iList)”
4.1.4:
Service t d s t j

Student's name Zs on teacher's roll and
show scheduling of the student for that
specified time period.
NOTE:

Not all blanks need to be completed, only the
number required to list all services specified
in the IEP.
Question 4.2:
Have the related service(s) as
specified in the IEP been provided or are now
being provided?
4.2.1:
Service (List)
4.2.2:
Service (List)"
4.2.3:
Service iList)
4.2.4:
Service (List!

Student's home Zs oh the Bus iZst for
transportation3 designation by adminis
tration to employee to provide service3
contract for service issued3 student's
name on specialist's or teacher's class
roll or register3 etc.
NOTE:

Not all blanks need to be completed, only the
number required to list all the related ser
vices specified in the IEP.
Question 4.3:
Does the student participate in
the regular program?
4.3.1:
Yes?
Specify amount (percentage7hours)
or is to participate:
4.3.2:
If no, is there rationale for non
participation available?

Page

6

of

8

Documentation
is Available?
YES
NO

$X
XX
XX

X
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Holt's Monitoring Checklist for
Individualized Education Programs
Note:

Please read instructions before
using this checklist.

Compliance Topic Area
Question

Suggested Criteria
IV.

(continued)
Question 4.4:
Have the initiation dates and
duration of the service(s) been specified?
4.4.1:
Date (Specify)
Duration
4.4.2:
Date (Specify)
Duration
4.4.3:
Date (Specify)
Duration
4.4.4:
Date (Specify
Duration

Datejs7 for the initiation of services
should he the same as the date(s) entered
on the class roll or the contract. The
duration o f services should not be more
than one y ear as the IEP is only v a li d
f o r one c a lendar year.
NOTE:

Only the number of blanks required need to be
completed.

Page

7

of _8_

Documentation
is Available?
YES
NO

XX

XX
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Holt's Monitoring Checklist for
Individualized Education Programs
Note:

Please read instructions before
using this checklist'.

Page

Compliance Topic Area
Question

of _8_

Documentation
is Available?
YES
NO
x

Suggested Criteria
V.

8

Evaluation of the i-astructional obiectives.
Question 5.1:
Has the IEP been reviewed or
revised, if appropriate?

I f no3 and it is not more than one calendar
y e a r s i n c e t h e I E P w a s w r i t t e n — STOP— d o
not complete this page.
Question 5.2:
Do the short term instructional
objectives have objective criteria and schedules
for evaluation?
5.2.1:
Criteria?

xjX

Criteria could be stated in behavioral
terms3 test gain3 or other conditions
that will demonstrate the achievement
of the objectives.
5.2.2:

Schedules?

A schedule is contained in the IEP that
will state when the IEP is to be reviewed
and revised if necessary.

XX

Question 5.3:
Did a committee as stated in
Topic Area II, Question 2.1 and 2.4 review
and revise the IEP?
5.3.1:
Administrator?

Responsible to supervise or provide
special education services.
5.3.2:

Child's teacher?

A teacher who has or is working with
the student.
5.3.3:

The parent7guardian did attend, OR
is there documentation that the school
attempted to convince the parents/
guardians to attend?

Signature(s) on IEP and notes o f meeting3
copies o f correspondence3 records of phone
calls and home visit records.

OR

Question 5.4:
Has the IEP been evaluated during
the calendar year from the date of development?
5.4.1:
Date developed:
5.4.2:
Date reviewed:

The IEP is not valid for more than one
calendar year after its development.
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